The diction of truth in Homer reveals a conceptual system that distinguishes between the
verifiable truth of everyday life (et- words), the certain future truth of prophets and gods
(nemertes), the undistorted communication of truth (atrekeos), and a form of truth contingent
upon the reciprocal negotiation of truth between speaker and audience (aletheia). In Homeric
usage, aletheia is a way of speaking: an honest, authoritative and credible performance of
memory. It is the criterion of truth for composition-in-performance. By the 5t century BCE,
however, aletheia became objectified and absorbed the nuances of the other Homeric terms.

Richard Martin begins his evaluation of the “particular and complex Greek construction”
of ‘wisdom’ with the proclamation: “nature, culture, gender, myth, East, West, truth—the degree
to which these concepts are not transcendent universals but are socially constructed has finally
hit us” (1993: 108). In some ways, the idea that truth could be something ‘socially constructed’ is
especially foreign to the modern, secular mind. Marcel Detienne explains that in our “scientific
civilization, the idea of ‘truth’ immediately summons up notions of objectivity, communicability,
and unity. Truth is defined at two levels: conformity with logical principles and conformity with
reality. Accordingly, truth is inseparable from concepts of demonstration, verification, and
experimentation” (1996: 35). For us, ‘Truth’ is ultimately and simply about knowledge: the
apprehension of the reality of experience. It is about the search for that which is behind illusion,
finding the fact of the matter. As an abstraction, it lies in the realm of speculative philosophy and
religion as “a hidden or esoteric property of things (e.g. ‘the truth about the universe’), attainable
only by the initiate or the specialist, or held secretly by the gods” (Pratt 1993: 22).

The English lexeme ‘truth’ is difficult to discuss, as it contains several different
connotations. In order to gain a foothold, I have determined three levels in this framework: first,
that a thing is true (real), not merely apparent; second, that a statement is true (veridical), not

false; and third, that a person is true (honest), not lying!. Truth springs from the comparison of

and the consistency between two experiences or ideas. It therefore includes both the affirmation



of reality and the process of attaining that affirmation; to be shared, truth has to be
communicated by language, and so statements require assessment (implicitly or explicitly)
before they are believed to be true. Direct personal observation is naturally the most reliable
criterion for deciding if a thing is real or a statement veridical, but the judgment of quality of the
performance of speech is the essential criterion of truth when no first-hand evidence is available.

The history of Greek conceptions of truth is especially interesting as ancient Greece is
frequently held up as the wellspring of rational discourse, abstraction and philosophy.2 Indeed,
the Correspondence Theory of Truth3 is often traced back to Aristotle’s Metaphysics 1011b25: 10
BV yap Aéyety TO Ov pr elvor §| TO pn v etvan weddog, TO 8& O dv etvar Koitd pn Ov um etvar
ain0éc (“To say that what is is not, or that what is not is, is false; but to say that what is is, and
what is not is not, is true”), or to Plato’s Cratylus 385b2: Gp’ obv obtog O¢ av T dvra Aéym dg
g€otv, AANONG: 0g 0™ v g ovk Eottv, ywevuong; (“Then that speech which says things as they are is
true, and that which says them as they are not is false?”’). What is intriguing about these passages
is that, as J. P. Levet notes, the ancient Greek language “désigne cette notion de vérité par des
termes négatifs: 1’adjectif aAn0Or|g et le substantif dAnBcwa” (1976: 1). In order to understand why
a word that literally means ‘un-forgotten’ should come to be the most common ancient Greek
word for truth by the 5th century BCE4, it is necessary to take a diachronic view of the ancient
Greek language.

The writings of the Classical period did not emerge ex nihilo; rather, they were the
culmination of what Bruce Lincoln calls “pointed and highly consequential semantic skirmishes
fought between rival régimes of truth” (1997: 363). Lincoln suggests that “the beloved Greek

Miracle,” the birth of philosophy in the ‘Greek Enlightenment’ of the later Archaic period, in



reality took place on the level of discourse—the redefinition of words and the
reconceptualization of authoritative discourse. The transition from a culture of ‘mythos’ to one of
‘logos’ involved new cultural valuations of the terms pd8oc and Adyog. Thomas Cole proposes a
connection between this evolution and the history of usage of dAn0eia, which, in Homer, is
associated with the semantic range of ud0og and subjectivity, but over time became associated
with Adyog and objectivity. Cole acknowledges that understanding of any shift is “hampered by
the absence of any sizeable body of post-Homeric, pre-Aeschylean evidence” (1983: 26). It is
thus to Homer, the beginning of attested Greek literature, that we must turn in order to get a
foundational framework of truth on which to base an understanding of aAn0gia. Insight into the
transformation of dAj0sio—the history of a particular cultural construction of truth—is valuable
for understanding the intellectual culture of the Archaic period that ultimately nurtured the
seminal works of Classical Athens.

First and foremost, it is clear that the world of Homer is represented as reassuringly
concrete: an implicit metaphysical realism supports the world of gods and heroes. ‘Truth’ as an
abstract concept is simply not at issue. Within the //iad and the Odyssey, the characters desire to
know assuredly (ca@a) or well (€0) about events, things or people—epic poetry is, after all, not
the place for ontological musings. It is a narrative—the kKAéa avop@dv (“fame of men”™). The
characters assert emphatically (xai Ainv, o1n) that their reality is one way or another, and talk
about the truth of their experience much as the audience would, either recognizing it themselves
(first-hand truth) or learning from the experience of others (second-hand truth), who are either
honest or deceitful (judged truthfulness as criterion of second-hand truth). Their knowledge is

necessarily bound by these parameters; in epic even the faculties of prophets and gods are



human, although not as limited in scope—they may thus be able to speak prophetic truths that
are manifested for the characters. Truth for the characters is a question of the general internal
consistency the narrative.

The truth-value of the poem itself was predicated upon its performance, which was, in
effect, a negotiation of truth. It is probably true that, in respect to the whole tradition that
‘surrounded’ the //iad and the Odyssey’, as M. L. West suggests, ‘no Greek ever regarded the
Homeric epics as substantially fiction.’¢ Margalit Finkelberg suggests (1998: 69):

the range of traditional subjects and their basic plots were a matter of common

knowledge rather than the poet’s exclusive prerogative. Clearly, no poet could offer his

audience a song about heroes they did not believe to have existed or about events not

believed to have taken place.
The oral poet, “in the years of acquiring his profession, while still a child in fact, . . . not only
learns the repertoire of the epic subjects current in his tradition but also takes in the stock of
traditional expressions, the ‘formulae,’ and the traditional narrative units, the ‘themes,’ and
masters the rules of their combination” (Finkelberg 1998: 50). As Paul Veyne suggests,
“everything was to be learned from people who knew. [The realm of the ‘supernatural’] was
composed of events, not abstract truths against which the listener could oppose his own reason.
The facts were specific: heroes’ names and patronyms were always indicated, and the location of
the action was equally precise” (1988: 24). The basic plots, oipai, e.g. Helen and Paris, the death
of Hector, or Orestes’ revenge, like the playing of the lyre, were something that the bard was able

to learn and for which he had responsibility.



The act of composition-in-performance, however, was something inspired, beyond the
mere responsibility of the poet: a human act prompted by the divine Muse. An illustrative
parallel presented by Finkelberg is the Homeric conception of military prowess. Compare Hector
praising all of his individual skills (Z/. 7.233-41):

OV 8 odte mpocésine péyog kopvOaiolog “Extmp:

‘Alav d1oyevig Tehopmvie Koipave Aadv

un T pev Nite modog dpavpod melprTile

N yovoikog, 1 odk 01dev molepnio Epya.

adTap &YV €V 01da pbyog T dvdpoxTaciag Te:

010" émi deé1d, 010" €n” dplotepd vouioat PV

aCoAénv, T6 pot 0Tt TaAavptvov moAepileLv:

2400180 §” émaiton podov mnmv dKedmV:

0ida &’ évi otadin dnio uéArecOon Apni.

Tall Hektor of the glancing helm answered him: ‘Aias,

son of Telamon, seed of Zeus, o lord of the people,

do not be testing me as [ were some ineffectual

boy, or a woman, who knows nothing of the works of warfare.

I know well myself how to fight and kill men in battle;

I know how to turn to the right, how to turn to the left the ox-hide

tanned into a shield which is my protection in battle;

I know how to tread my measures on the grim floor of the war god’.
In the moment of conflict, however, the “warlikeness usually takes the form of warlike
inspiration, which emerges whenever one is ‘set in motion’ or ‘stirred’ toward fighting, or
whenever martial prowess is represented as ‘thrown’ or ‘breathed’ into one’s heart; it seizes a
warrior in spite of himself” (Finkelberg 1998: 45). The knowledge of how to use a spear is a
prerequisite for the mental state of martial fury; a bard, similarly, knows the accepted plots and

how to play his instrument®. When he sits down to perform, however, a force that transcends

rational control compels and allows him to speak: his memory®.



The act of composing in performance implies both repetition and improvisation; in order
for a performance to be successful, it was necessary for the bard to maintain his credibility as a
source of detail beyond the bare outline of plot known to all. The invocation of the Muse is an
indication of the divine source of the mentality of composition-in-performance: the Muse will
grant him a steady flow of memory—an ad hoc expansion of the basic plots, delivered in the
traditional style. It is the performance of the poet (his dAn0ng speech) that is conceptualized as
guaranteeing the acceptance (perceived truth) of the particular telling of an epic to a particular
audience (in the sense of Gregory Nagy’s ‘canonization’!0) —not the audience’s sense that the
telling was ‘true’ in any verifiable sense. AA0e1a and the Muses are conceptually related; the
psychological state of recollection and narration, as contained in the concept of aAn0ng, is
personified as Mpuvnpocvvn, the mother of the Muses. Together these concepts proffer to the
audience a criterion of truth for epic: the authority of presentation.

Understanding the conceptual framework of truth articulated within the poems
themselves is useful for clarifying the relationship between the bard and his audience. The
Homeric vocabulary of truth is complex and there is a large corpus of words that can be glossed
as ‘truth’ in translation. Of particular importance are three positive words formed from an ez- root
(étedg, £tvpoc, and éttopocg), and the three words formed negatively (vnueptig, dtpekng and
aAnOnc). Truth is implied in various ways throughout the poem, but there are significant
moments in the /liad and the Odyssey where the truth is explicitly at issue and the nuances of
these specific truth terms are activated. By examining the etymologies and patterns of usage of
these words, we will be able to better conceive how the poems themselves were evaluated with a

criterion of truth based on authority rather than verifiability.



étedc, érvuoc, and étiTvuoc

There is scholarly debate over the possible etymologies for the ez- root of étedc, £Tvpoc,
and éttopoc. The two primary suggestions, however, both expose its connection to the every-
day truth of verifiable reality. One possibility, proposed by Krischer, is that the root is related to
givat ‘to be,” and thus means that “which is genuine, echt, or factual, tatsdichlich.”!! Alexander
Beecroft favors the suggestion of Chantraine that connects the root to étdlewv ‘to investigate.’12
He adduces the fact that the lexicographer Hesychius glosses the term €top6dpug, ‘true oak,’ as
“the kind bearing sweet acorns,” and thus “[t]he proof can be in the results that accrue . . . as an
oak tree proves that it is £Tvopog by bearing sweet acorns” (Beecroft 2006: 57). J. P. Levet

29 ¢

explains that £talew “et son composé £€etalev” “ne sont pas homériques,” and mean to
investigate “pour avoir en soi une connaissance authentique,” i.e. “rendre £1e6¢” (1976: 8). This
suggests that the truth described by e#- words is the status of verification. The requirement of
confirmation would require either that the truth of an object is observable in itself, or that there
are observable results that prove its truth.

These possible etymologies are only relevant insofar as they are suggestive for
understanding of the usage of the word in context. 'Etedg, £Tvpog, and €mrupog all do, indeed,
assert the truth of a situation or the correspondence of speech to reality based upon verifiability.
They all act on the first two levels of truth, either asserting that a person, thing or situation is
real, not apparent or illusory, or confirming that a statement is true, not false. They do not refer to

the intentionality or truthfulness of the speaker. Cole groups all three together, applying them to

“a communication of what is, or will prove to be, in conformity with the facts, or to what is in



fact the case, by contrast with uniformed report, wishful thinking, or as yet unconfirmed
hypothesis” (1983: 13).

"Etedg appears 22 times in Homer, fairly equally split between the poems: twelve times in
the Iliad and ten times in the Odyssey.!3 It is the most commonly used of the ez- words in Homer,
and Levet suggests that it is “un mot ancien, peut-&tre déja usé a I’époque homérique, comme le
montrent ses emplois formulaires” (1976: 70), noting its appearance in Mycenaean Greek (1976:
44). It is primarily used in the neuter, singular form as an adverb following i, ‘if”. It “refers to
kinds of truth that are not yet certain, but (generally speaking) will become certain on the basis of
events or results to come” (Beecroft 2006: 58n31). Thus when Polyphemus prays to his father
(Od. 9.528-30), he is making a statement about reality that is contingent on manifest evidence.

‘kAD0, [Tooeidaov youroxe Kvovoyaita,

el 81e6v ye 60¢ eipt, motp & Euog ebyen etvar,

d0¢ un ‘Odvooia TtolmdpOov oikad” ikécbat

Hear me, earth-holder Poseidon, dark-haired one,

if [ am truly yours, and you claim to be my father,

grant that Odysseus the sacker of cities not reach home.

The adverb posits the truth hypothetically, in effect stating ‘if this situation that I suggest is true,
than reality will be consistent to it.” Likewise at //iad 2.300, when Odysseus suggests that the

Greeks stay at Troy:

TAfTE Qilot, kol petvat' ént ypovov depa daduev
&l 1oV Kahyog povteveton fe kai ovki.

No, but be patient, friends, and stay yet a little longer
until we know whether Kalchas’ prophecy is true or not true.



Odysseus is saying they should wait until it becomes clear which of the two possible situations
(true or false prophecy) becomes reality. When Penelope tests Odysseus in book 19, she uses
similarly uses this construction (215-19):

vOv pu&v 0n oev, Etvé v', olm melpnoechat,

€l €10V 01 keI GV AvTiBE01g ETdpolot

Eetvicag v peyapotsty ROV OV, G AYOPEVELC.

giné pot ommol’ doca mepi ypoi elpata Ecto,

avtog 0° olog &NV, kai Etaipove, of ol Emovro.

‘Now, stranger, I think I’1l put you to the test.

If it’s true you welcomed my husband, with his godlike comrades,

as a guest in your palace, as you say,

tell me what kind of things were those he wore around his body,

and what sort he himself was, and his comrades who went with him
When he is able to answer her questions correctly, and orjpat’ dvayvovor té ol Euneda TEppad’
‘Odvooeig (“as she recognized the signs that Odysseus steadily showed her”) (19.250), she
accepts the reality postulated in the &l étedv clause. It required verified ofjpata (signs, tokens by
which one’s identity can be certified) in order for her to accept his false identity as truth.

"Etvpog also asserts evident truth. The importance of confirmation can be seen in the
famous passage in book 19, where Penelope describes the gates of horn and ivory. False dreams,
from the gate of ivory, of p' éhepaipovta, €ne' dxpdavto eépovieg (“are ones that deceive and
bear words not to be fulfilled”) (565), while true dreams, from the gate of horn, of p' ETopa
kpaivovot (“are ones that make true things come true”) (567). The dream from the gate of horn
causes &tvpo Emea, words that are fulfilled—words that correspond to the reality of experience.
“Etvpog can also be used as an internal object of a verb of speaking, as in the formula yevcopat

N &topov &pém; kéletan 84 pe Bupdg (“Will I speak wrong, or will I tell the truth? But my heart

bids me speak™). In book 10 of the /liad, Nestor is the first to hear the horses of Odysseus and
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Diomedes returning. He muses whether or not he is right; he will be telling the truth only if
Odysseus and Diomedes are in reality returning to the camp (532-35). Similarly, in book 4 of the
Odyssey, Helen uses this phrase in deliberating whether to conceal or reveal a speculation about
the identity of Telemachus, which will ultimately turn out to be true upon evidence (140-43)14

yevoopat 1| ETopov Epém; kéeton 8& pe Ouuoc.

00 Yép T TVE et fotkdTa OSe 1dEc0an

oVt dvop’ oVte yuvaika, c€Pag 1 Exel eilcopdmaavy,

0¢ 68° Vdvoctioc peyalitopog vit Eotke

Will I speak wrong, or will I tell the truth? But my heart bids me speak,

for I don’t think I’ve ever seen one who seems so alike,

neither a man nor a woman, and wonder holds me as I behold him,

as this one seems like the son of great-hearted Odysseus.
These two passages place &tvpoc in opposition to the word for false, yevdng. The word yevdng
in archaic diction contains “all varieties of falsehood, from a merely accidental misstatement to
an elaborate fabrication” (Pratt 1993: 56). When in opposition to &tvpoc, as here, it does not refer
to the intent of the speaker but rather to the lack of veridicality of the speech. Thus Odysseus,
like the Muses, can say yebdea moAhd, ‘many falsehoods’, that are étopoioty opoia, ‘like things
that are of a sort that can be verified by evidence.’ This phrase, while certainly not excluding the
intention to deceive, can instead be understood to describe the quality of the correspondence
between the speech and a hypothetical reality: moAvtpomog (“wily””) Odysseus is good at lying.
“Etvpog is thus operating on the second level of our truth-framework (veridicality), rather than
on the third (intentionality).

"Etntopog is used more frequently in the Odyssey (ten times) than in the /liad (four

times). This is likely because of the formulaic expression kai pot TodT’ dyopELGOV ETHTLUOV,

dpp’ &b £18® (“and tell me this truly, so I’ll know it well””), which Beecroft suggests is used seven
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times in the Odyssey because it is “frequently used to make enquiries of travelers” (2006: 60),
e.g. when Odysseus arrives on Ithaca, he uses it to request information from the disguised Athena
(13.232)15. "Etfjtupog is also an adjective used “as an attribute of persons or of objects, rather
than of discourse, being used of . . . things whose truth or legitimacy is not discernible, but which
may prove themselves to be true in time” (Beecroft 2006: 60). Thus Telemachus denies that his
father will ever have a vootog éttopog, a ‘true homecoming,” because he believes that Odysseus
has already died and will thus not actually appear at Ithaca (Od. 3.241-42). And so also
Peisistratus tells Menelaus that Telemachus is indeed the son of Odysseus (Od. 4.155-57),

10V & ad Neotopidng Iewsiotpatog dvtiov nida:

‘Atpeion Mevélae d10tpepéc, dpyape Aadv,

KEIVOL L€V TOL 6O” VIOG ETNTVUOV, A AYOPEVELS

Peisistratus Nestorides said back to him in turn:

‘Atreides Menelaus, Zeus-nurtured leader of men,

it’s true, this one is indeed the son of that one, as you say.
By saying that he is the viog €étntopov, the ‘true son,” of Odysseus, he is affirming a fact that
Menelaus has already seen, having been “persuaded by the physiognomic similarities between
the two.” Peisistratus “does not expect or need the listener to accept his truth on faith” and uses
“clear and unambiguous evidence in support of his claim” (Beecroft 2006: 61).

Book 23 sees a further negotiation between Penelope and Eurycleia about the reality of
the situation with vocabulary centered around et- words. After Penelope initially rejects

Eurycleia’s report that Odysseus had slain the suitors, Eurycleia responds (26-27):

o 11 og AwPedw, Tékvov eidov, GAL™ ETopdy Tot
A0’ 'Odvoeg Kol oikov ikdvetat, (g dyopedm

I mock you not at all, dear child, but it’s really true.
Odysseus has come and reached his home, as I say
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Penelope, becoming hopeful, asks for more details, hypothetically positing his return (35-38):

€10’ Gye oM pot, poda @i, vnuepteg Eviomeg,

el £1edv ) olkov ikdvetol, MG AyopevELC,

OmIC On UVNoTipoy Avaldéot XEipag Qe

Lodvog €mv, o1 6 aiev aoAréeg Evoov Euvov

Come, dear lady, tell me infallibly,

if it’s true he reached his home, as you say,

how did he lay his hands upon the shameless suitors,

alone as he was, while they always, all together, stayed inside?
Penelope, though, does not, after so long a time, readily think it possible that Odysseus would
have returned. She despairs, GAL’ 00k €60 6de pdBog EtTopoc, Mg ayopevels (“But this story
isn’t true, as you tell it”’) (62), and suggests that instead some immortal had slain the suitors, as
Odyssues dAece TNAOD vooTov Ayatidog, dAeto 6” awtdg (“lost his return far away from Achaea,
and he himself has perished”) (68). She does not believe that Odysseus has had a voctog
gtntopog, one characterized by the verifiable fact of his presence. Eurycleia answers her
disbelief in the terms of concrete evidence, saying (70-4)

“Tékvov EUOV, TOTOV G Em0G UYEV £pKOG OOOVTOV,

1| Tdov Evoov €6vta map” Eoyapm od ot Epnoba

oikad’ éhevoeabat: Bupog d€ Tot aigv dmoToC.

GAL™ Brye Tol Kol ofjpa Aplppadeg dAlo Tt einw,

OVANV, TV TOTE UV 6UC HA0GE AEVKQ 0OOVTL

My child, what kind of talk is this that’s fled your wall of teeth?

You, who, though your husband’s inside beside his hearth, would never

say he’d come home. Your heart is ever unbelieving.

But come, you have a sign, too, a very clear one, something else I’ll tell of,

a scar, that a pig inflicted on him with its white tooth, once upon a time
By arguing that she has a ofjpa dprppadec , a ‘manifest sign,’ she is answering Penelope’s

objection on its own terms, and proving her statement is true with evidence. This passage nicely

displays all three of the ez- words in their context of usage. It is clear how the three positive
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words for truth (éted¢, &rvpocg, and éttopoc), whatever their etymology, share a general pattern
of usage. They articulate an affirmation of the objective, verifiable truth of experience or the
veridicality of speech.

VINULEPTY]

Cole suggests, in contrast, that the other main truth words (vnueptc, dtpexng, and
@An0O1c) are more concerned with the “transmission of information through discourse” (1983:
13-14). They are, interestingly, all negative constructions with a privative prefix, derived from
the Indo-European syllabic nasal, which remains strong enough to prevent their being used with
a negative.!¢ As each of the different negated concepts brings different meanings that

attach as much to the speaker in the process of framing his discourse as to the transmitted

speech, they all suggest forms of truthfulness as well as truth: sure truthfulness, straight

truthfulness, strict truthfulness. More accurately, perhaps, one could say that the idea of
truth or truthfulness is not contained in the words themselves but, in the normal course of

things, implied by the context in which they appear (Cole 1983: 14).

These words therefore don’t necessarily mean objective ‘truth’; they are, in some sense,
metaphorical, and are more concerned with the subjective apprehension and presentation of truth
—the process of second-hand truth.

The first, viueptng, is formed from the root of the verb auaptdvo, which means ‘to miss
the mark’ in the sense of a thrown spear gone astray. There is a “clear parallel between the
special distance separating a marksman from his target and the temporal distance between
delivery and fulfillment” (Cole 1983: 15), and indeed vnueptrg is often used to indicate that the

thing spoken of will become manifest in future time. It is as dependent on evidence as &tvpog,
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but, unlike &rvpog, it has “the added idea of speaking unerringly what one’s interlocutor wants to
know” (Cole 1983: 13). It expresses “le réel-dans-les-mots, quand son enveloppe subjective
représente précisément et effectivement ce qui existe objectivement” (Levet: 1976: 159).
Characters can request that others speak vnueptig, and it is used adverbially!7 with verbs of
speaking and promising that may look to future time. As above, when Penelope asks that
Eurycleia vnueptec éviomeg (“tell me infallibly™), she is asking for Eurycleia’s speech to
represent a situation that will be verified by future experience, and to speak this truth with the
intention of revealing knowledge of the future. A request for vnuepteg often denotes a sense of
urgency on the part of the speaker and importance to the thing spoken!8.

Those who both know of the future and speak it unerringly are therefore frequently either
prophets or gods. Thetis thus supplicates Zeus at in book 1 of the Iliad, vnuepteg pev on pot
Vooyeo Kol katdvevoov (“bend your head and promise me to accomplish this thing”) (1. 514).
For Zeus to agree to something is to guarantee its actualization, as stated categorically stated in
the opening of the poem, A10¢ 6’ €teAeieto fovAn (“the will of Zeus was accomplished”). Indeed,
as an adjective, vnueptg also modifies fovAn, ‘will,” when Athena suggests the release of
Odysseus from captivity at the very beginning of the Odyssey (1.82-87).

€1 HEV O VOV T0DTO QiAoV pokdpecot Oeoioty,

vooTtiicat Odvctia Toldepova dvoe SOoVIE,

‘Eppeiav pev Enetta ditdktopov apyeipdvinv

85vicov &g Qyvyinv dtpvvopev, dppa téyioTo

VOUEN EVTAOKAU® €N VUEPTED BOVARY,

vooTov OdVGGTI0G TOAAGIPPOVOG, BG KE VENTOL

If this is now pleasing to the blessed gods,

that ingenious Odysseus would return to his home,

then let’s dispatch Hermes, the runner Argeiphontes,
to the island of Ogygia, to clearly speak
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most quickly to the fair-haired nymph our will,
the return home of steadfast Odysseus, so that he may go.

This ‘will” is viiueptéa because it will be accomplished within the scope of the narrative: the
vootog of Odysseus is a fact that will happen in the future of the timeline relative to this point; it
will become experiential truth for the characters, just as Zeus will accomplish Thetis’s request.

In terms of prophecy, Tiresias, prophet par excellence, speaks vnueptéa to Odysseus in
the underworld in book 11 (Od. 96, 137), and Odysseus requests that Calypso speak vnueptég
about how to escape Scylla and Charybdis (Od. 12.112-14):

€10 fye oM pot todto, Bed, vnuepteg Eviomec,

el mog Vv dhonV pev vmekmpopvHyolt Xapovporv,

v 6¢ K~ dpovaiuny, 6te pot 6ivottd v’ Etaipovg.

Come, goddess, if you can tell me this infallibly,

if somehow I can stay out of reach of baneful Charybdis

but ward off Scylla when she assails my comrades.
Nnueptrg is the proper name of a daughter of Nereus (//. 18.46), who, like her sister Aygvong,
Levet suggests may have received her name “parce qu’elle détient . . . des pouvoirs de
divination” (1976: 145). Proteus is four times called yépwv GAog vnueptng, the unerring Old
Man of the Sea, in book 4 of the Odyssey: he is the final source of sure, unerring truth and stands
at the end of a chain of questioning for viueptéa. Telemachus is prompted by Athena to ask
Nestor about his father: AMiooecOat 8¢ pv advtov, dmmg vnueptéa ginn (“entreat him yourself, so
he’ll speak infallibly”) (3.19), but Nestor refers Telemachus to Menelaus with the same phrase

(3.327). “The pattern is only completed when Menelaus reports what he has heard from the

[Yépwv Ghoc vnueptng],” who is able to speak unerringly about the future (Cole 1983: 17).
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This connection with divine (and therefore unerring) knowledge may also explain the
slightly bizarre exchange in book 17, when Penelope feels as though Telemachus’ sneeze (541) is
a portent that implies the veracity of her claim that if Odysseus would come home, he’d shortly
avenge the outrageous behavior of the suitors. Her laughter (17.542) at the timing of the sneeze
suggests that she is suddenly filled with a sense of enthusiasm: she believes that the
‘stranger’ (Odysseus himself) could possibly be able to speak words whose ultimate
manifestation has been vouched for by the gods; the suitors will not escape death (dteAng
Bdvartoc) (17.546). She hopefully sends Eumaeus to the ‘beggar’ (548-50):

GALo 8¢ ol £pém, oV & Evi Ppeai PAAleo GTiowv:

ol K a0TOV YVO® VIUEPTEN TTAVT EVETOVTO,

£€00m LV YAUIVAY TE YITOVA TE, eipato KaAd

I’1l tell you something else, and you put it in your mind.

If I perceive that he tells everything infallibly,

I’1ll dress him in fine clothing, a cloak and tunic
After Eumaeus reports her words to Odysseus, Odysseus replies ironically that he will tell her
vnueptéa mvto, ‘everything infallibly,” about Odysseus since oida yap 0 mepi keivov, Oumny &'
avedéyped' 6iCuv (“I know well of that one, and we’ve accepted the same hardship”). He has the
sure knowledge of his own presence that will, in the end, verify his own return. In this situation,
he possesses true knowledge of future events in the narrative, like a god, prophet or even,
perhaps, the bard himself, and he is control of how it is spoken.

dpexrig
On the other hand, unlike vnueptéa or the ef- words, neither dtpekng nor aAnomg refer to

the truth of a future event!®. They are both grounded at the moment of speaking, and reflect the

speaker’s mentality. They are both concerned with the subjective aspect of truth, and are criteria
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for judging truthful speech. dtpexnc is formed from the root trek-, like Latin torqueo. It is “that
which does not deviate or distort” (Cole 1983: 13). While aAn0On¢ never appears in the adverbial
form dAnOéwg, dtpekng is always used in the form dtpekémg, and its meaning “suggests, if it
does not demand, non-deviation from a model that is already in existence” (Cole 1983: 15) when
someone speaks. It is used in Zeus’ order for Dream to deliver a verbatim command (//. 2.8-10):

‘Baok’ 101 0DAe Svelpe Bodc mi vijag Ayxondv:

EM®V £c KMoinv Ayapépvovog Atpeidoo

TAvTo LA™ ATPEKEMG BYOPEVEUEV DG EMTEAL®

‘Go forth, evil Dream, beside the swift ships of the Achaians.

Make your way to the shelter of Atreus’ son Agamemnon;

speak to him in words exactly as I command you
Atpexn|g is therefore the untwisted truthfulness that requests an absence of yevong in the sense of
active, deliberate deception?0 (lie), unlike the objective difference between &rvpog and yevdng
(falsehood). It is connected to second-hand truth, asserted by those wishing their speech to be
accepted as true, and requested by those looking for true speech. It implies that the speaker has
or should have “full command of what is to be communicated” (Cole 1983: 15). A statement
communicated dtpexéwg is thus implied to have been étouog for the speaker, but is not
immediately verifiable for the hearer. It thus also means that the speaker ought to have a
forthright character; indeed “to insist on atrekeia in a situation where there is some reason to
believe that accurate transmission will not occur can be equivalent to demanding, or offering,
undeviating disclosure—even at the cost of self-incrimination” (Cole 1983: 16), such as the
exchange between Polydamas and Ajax at 7/. 14.470. It is telling that dtpexéwc does not appear

at all in Book 3 of the Odyssey during Nestor and Telemachus’s exchange; it would be extremely

impolite of Telemachus to imply that Nestor would even consider speaking yevdéc.



18

Atpekéng, like étntopov, is used frequently as part of a formula—aAL’ dye pot 16d¢ eime
Kol dtpekémg kataiegov (but come, tell me this, and recount it exactly), which Cole suggests
“does little more than contribute a certain epic elevation to the humdrum inquiries of the tig
no0ev gic avopdv variety” (1983: 15), but this “very routineness . . . may create special overtones
in passages where a possibly discreditable piece of information is involved (four times in the
exchanges between Odysseus and Dolon, 7/. 10.384, 405, 413, 427)” (1983: 15-16), as well as at
11. 15.53, where Zeus separates out the content of Hera’s speech and her delivery of it, the
objective and subjective parts, GAL' €1 0N p' €1edV ye Kal dtpekémg dyopevelg (“If now all this that
you say is real, and you speak truthfully”). He is hypothesizing about the correspondence of her
statement to reality and evaluating her style of presenting the information. The exchange
between Odysseus and Laertes in book 24 of the Odyssey also places dtpekn|g in the context of
lies. After Odysseus requests true information (€ttopov) in the typical form of travellers, and
hypothesizes about his true location (¢tedv) (258-59),

Kai pot Todt” dydpevcov Etntopov, dep” 8D eidd,
€l €teov v 10akny Tvd’” koped’, dg pot ey

And tell me truly, so I’ll know it well,
if truly this is Ithaca we’ve come to, as he told me

He then claims a false identity of someone who had previously played host to himself, a
statement that prompts Laertes to request him to speak dtpexéwg (287-89)

AL dye pot tOde ime Kol ATpekémc KatdleEov,

nootov On €tog éotiv, dte Egtvicoag Ekeivov

ooV Eglvov dvonvov, Euov mald’, €l Tot Env ve,

But come, tell me this, and recount it exactly.

What number is the year, when you welcomed that one
as your guest, that wretched one, my son, if there ever was one



19

And then, later in the same speech, he asks again for the truth, this time looking for Odysseus to
tell him the objective truth, étftopov, in addition to his previous request for exact speech,
atpexémg (297-301).

kai pot Todt’ dydpevcov STiTupov, dep’ & £id6-

Tig md0Bev €lg AvopdV; OO TO1 TOAIG NOE TOKTEC;

7o dal vnog Eotnke Bomn, 1§ o” fyaye dedpo

avtidéoug 0° £tdpovg; 1 Eumopog eidniovdag

vnog €n’ aAloTping, oi &’ ékPrcavteg EPnoav;

And tell me this truly, so I’'ll know it well.

What man and from where are you? Where are your city and parents?

Where does your swift ship stand, that brought you

and your godlike comrades here? Or did you come as a passenger

on the ship of another, who put you ashore and went on?
He is thus asking for the truth about his son, and for the story to be told truthfully. Odysseus
replies asserting only that his speech will be dtpexémg, and implicitly ignores the request for an
gmntopov report (302-4).

OV &’ amapePopevoc mpocéen morlvuntic OdVGeeNg:

TOLYOp €YD TOL TAVTO HOA™ ATPEKEMS KATUAEE®.

elpi pev €€ AAvPavrtog, 601 KAvtd ddpata vaio,

Adroit Odysseus said to him in reply:

‘Well then, I’1l recount all of it to you quite exactly.

I’'m from Alybas, where I have a splendid house.
His lie is delivered like truth; Odysseus thus manipulates the Homeric system of evaluating
second-hand truth. The consummate liar, he will tell a story straight out, but it will still be an
objective yevoéc.

aAnfelo

In the truth diction discussed thus far, we have a system that covers all three different

levels of truth that function within the //iad and the Odyssey. The et- words and vnueptig can
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assert the truth or reality of people, events and things in the past, present or future (hypothetical
or concrete), viueptnc and dtpexng can evaluate the reliability of speech, and dtpexnc asserts the
intentionality of the speaker. The verifiability guaranteed by e#- words and vnueptng is non-
problematic; the truth of a statement is, was, or will be manifest through first-hand observation,
or vouched for by the first-hand experience of another?!. The et- words and dtpexng are
relatively unmarked, they correspond fairly well to our modern conceptions of ‘true’ and
‘truthful;” vnuepnc carries the special nuance of privileged knowledge of the future, which is
understandable in the context of a culture that believes in prophecy and in a poem that depicts
the deeds of gods and prophets. These words together total over 100 instances of usage in
Homer.22 AAn0ng, on the other hand, is a marked term?3 for a specific aspect of communication;
it is much more sparingly used in the poems, only appearing 4 times in the //iad and 14 times in
the Odyssey. This disparity can be explained by the fact that the Odyssey, much more than the
1lliad, is a poem about stories and storytellers—a poem centered on the performance of speech
and the negotiation of truth.

Alnbnc is a word that has attracted a significant amount of scholarly attention in the past
century, due in a large part to its striking etymology, which has proved enticing at least since J.
Classen, whose Beobachtungen tiber den homerischen Sprachgebrauch in 1867 made the
suggestion that “fo a-léthes is, originally and essentially, to mé lanthanon—i.e., the “‘unhidden’ or
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‘unforgotten.’” (Cole 1983: 7). This view was influentially restated by Heidegger in Sein und
Zeit and discussed by Bruno Snell, who reformulated Heidegger’s ‘objective’ reading of aAn0eia

as a quality of unhiddenness in objects into a ‘subjective’ reading of éAn0cia as a quality of

unforgetting in the mind of a person.24 Cole 1983 presents a convincing, reformulated
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interpretation of Snell’s subjective reading “in terms of the processes of communication rather
than perception: dAn0eia is that which is involved in, or results from, a transmission of
information that excludes An0r, whether in the form of forgetfulness, failure to notice, or
ignoring” (8).

The Greek verb AavBdve expresses a concept that is awkward to translate into English; it
is a positive formation with an intrinsically negative meaning: when used in the active voice, it
means ‘to escape notice, to be unknown.’ It either has as its subject the unnoticed thing or a
supplementary participle that expresses the action that is unnoticed, and takes an accusative
object of the person whose notice is escaped. When Helen goes to Paris’s house (/. 3.419-20),
she avoids the attention of the Trojan women: B1] 8¢ Katacyopévn Eavd apyntL eoewvd / oy,
naoag 8¢ Tpwag Aadev: fipye 8¢ Saipwv (“and went, shrouding herself about in the luminous
spun robe, / silent, unseen by the Trojan women, and led by the goddess™). In the middle and
passive voice, it means to let a thing be unnoticed by one, or to forget something. Thus Thetis
was mindful (not forgetful) of her son’s prayers when she went to visit Zeus ov Ar0et'
gpetpéav / moudog £od (“nor did Thetis forget the entreaties / of her son”) (I/. 1.495-96). As a
noun, A10n appears only once in Homer, when the Dream sent by Zeus deceives Agamemnon (/1.
2.33): undé oe MyOn / aipeito et v oe pedippwv Hrvoc dvin (“do not let forgetfulness / take
you, after you are released from kindly sweet slumber”). The fading of a dream, the loss of
information from consciousness, is the essence of Anon.

The alpha privative of dAn0ea, applied to this intrinsically negative concept, thus
produces a positive or active concept akin to English ‘memory’. The implicit opposite to

AavOavo is pvaopon (“to be mindful of a person or thing”) or its related verb pipuvnokm, which in
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the active is the causal form of pvéopat, ‘to remind, to call to someone’s mind.” In the middle or
passive, pupvnokm means either to remind oneself (i.e. to remember) or to remember a thing
aloud (i.e. to make mention of something). So, the psychological state of An0r, ‘unawareness,’ is
opposed to the state of pvnun, ‘awareness.’ This is Snell’s subjective interpretation—that which
remains in the mind is the ‘unhidden.’ Cole’s argument that the ‘unhiddeness’ of dAnfsia is
primarily concerned with discourse implies that the awareness results in “conscientious
reporting” (1983: 8), the act represented by ppviiokm, which is a verbal exhibition of the
psychological state represented by pvéopat.

Aln0O1g is used overwhelmingly in the poems as an adverbial modifier of a ‘special’ verb
of speaking: poBéopon (5 times),25 kotadéym (7 times),26 and Evénw (once).2” Martin 1990 has
defined pvBéopon as marked term for the presentation of udOot, or ‘authoritative speech-acts,’ the
most important and fundamental form of which is the authoritative performance of memory
(1989: 78). He also reports that the “semantics of [événw] have been described by Ernst Risch as
referring to formal and artful reporting,” and suggests that when the “word describing speech is
made the explicit object of événm, that word is pvBog” (1989: 237). Similar to pvbéopon and
gvénw, “katalegein is not an ordinary verb of speaking,” but, instead of implying an authoritative
mode of speech, it “is an enumerative verb . . . Tilman Krischer has shown that this verb in
Homer designates concrete and exact accounts that relate the subject ‘point by point’, and is
applied only to the conveying of information” (Finkelberg 1998: 127). Accordingly Cole 1983
argues that, in different contexts, a story that is ¢An0nc¢ is at one time free “from omissions”, and
at others free “from irrelevant or misleading inclusions” (10). It is a story that starts “from the

beginning and [proceeds], point by point, to the end” without “evasion or inconsequentiality”
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(11). “An original ‘the whole story—no deletions’ becomes also ‘the whole story—no additions’
so that aAn0ea is alternatively the whole truth or nothing but the truth” (12). Finkelberg suggests
a relationship between the truth expressed by dAn0sio and the phases xata poipav (“according to
portion”) and xotd kéopov (“according to order”), both of which are used to denote qualities of
performance of speech (1998: 129).

Based on its association with these speaking words, aAr0eia therefore does not
necessarily make a comment on whether or not speech is &rvpog. Its association with pvog
implies that the speaker asserts and is judged to have authority, and its usage with kataA&yw
implies that aAn0n¢ describes the manner of communication, not the verifiability of the material.
AMbewn it is about presentation, not content; it is a subjective, not objective, term. To speak
aAnBéa is to reveal what one is aware of (uvdopat), in a clear and essential way. This is what is
expected of Phoenix when he is reporting as an umpire of a race in //iad 23.361, and why the
serving women are frightened by Odysseus’ threat to report to Telemachus Melantho’s insulting
words @av yép pv dAnBéa pudnocacor (“for they thought he spoke the truth”) (18.342). The
sense of scrupulous awareness is also on display in the only usage in the Homeric poems where
aAnOnc functions as an adjective rather than adverbially: the yovn yepviitig dAn0ng (“careful
widow”) of Iliad 12.433 who weighs her wool on a scale.

AMbeua is found in comparison to vnueptéa in book 6 of the //iad, when Hector,
returning from battle, needs to find his wife quickly. He needs to know the truth of her location
so that he will find her there in future time—this nuance of future verification prompts him to
ask the Trojan women to tell him ynueptéa where she has gone (378-80), and to suggest several

possible hypothetical locations:
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€10 dye pot duwoal vnueptéa podnooacHe:

7T €Pn Avopopdym Aevk®AEVOC €K PEYEPO10;
Né mn ¢ yaAdov 1j elvatépmv EDmETADV

1 ¢ ABnvaing é&olyeta, EvOa mep dAlat
Tpwai EbmAoKapot dewviv 0oV IAdokovTot,

‘Come then, tell me truthfully as you may, handmaidens:
where has Andromache of the white arms gone? Is she

with any of the sister of her lord or the wives of his brothers?
Or has she gone to the house of Athene, where all the other
lovely-haired women of Troy propitiate the grim goddess?’

The housekeeper understands that his demand for her to speak vnueptéa reflects the urgency of
the situation. He will not have time to look in more than one place. She responds with a full list
(381-88):

OV 8 ot dtpnpn) Topin mpdg udbov Eeurev:
“Extop €mel udd’ dvoyoag aanféa podncacton
oUTE T €G YAAO®V 0VT  givaTtépav EDTETA®V
ot €¢ ABnvaing éColyetal, EvOa mep GAlat
Tpwai EbmAoKapot dewvnv Beov iAdokovtal,

AL Emi Topyov €PN uéyav Thiov, obvek™ dkovoe
teipecOat Tpdoc, péyo 88 kpdrog eivar Ayaidyv.

Then in turn the hard-working housekeeper gave him an answer:
‘Hector, since you have urged me to tell you the truth, she is not
with any of the sisters of her lord or the wives of his brothers,

nor has she gone to the house of Athene, where all the other
lovely-haired women of Troy propitiate the grim goddess,

but she has gone to the great basion of Ilion, because she heard that
the Trojans were losing, and great grew the strength of the Achaians.

Her answer would have been vnueptéa if she had only said that Andromache was going to the
wall. Instead, she replies with a “full, strict account” that answers each and every one of his
suggested locations (Cole 1983: 19). Hector believes that she is telling the truth and hastens

immediately to the gates; he trusts the dAn0éa of her speech—Dboth her memory and her honest
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intention of delivering the truth. Her speech turns out to have been vnueptéa, but the dAndsio of
her speech was the criterion that Hector used to determine its truth in delivery.

AMBeo appears five times in reference to speeches of Odysseus in the Odyssey, ranging
in length from his extended narrative to Achilles in the underworld about his son Neoptolemus:
nacav aAndeinv pvbnoopan (“I’1l tell you the whole truth™) (11.507), to his explanation to
Alcinous about his interaction with Nausicaa: aAn0einv xatéieéa, (“what I've told you is the
truth”) (7.297), to “the nine lines (16.226-234) that inform Telemachus of the how and why of
his arrival in Ithaca” (Cole 1983: 10). The common denominator of these stories is the
recollecting mind of Odysseus: in each case he is doing a performance of memory as he judges
suitable for the occasion based upon the audience. The usage of dAn0sio suggests that the story is
not necessarily accepted as true based on its verifiability, even though the stories may be true in
the sense of £&tvpoc. Indeed, the audience would have no immediate way of ascertaining their
veracity. Rather, it is the audience’s relationship with the performance of Odysseus that makes
his words acceptable: his authority of presentation is a sufficient criterion of truth.

Telemachus, having been reunited with his father in book 16, is certainly Odysseus’s son;
he is memvopévoc, ‘astute’ in taking advantage of the connotations of dAn6<wa in order to deceive
his mother, who asks him to speak clearly (ca@a) of Odysseus’s return (17.101-8):

TnAéupay’, 1| Tot &ydv vepdiov eicavapdca

AéEopan €ig eHVNY, 1] LO1 GTOVOECTA TETVUKTAL,

aigl déxpus’ Epoioct mepupuévn, €€ 00 Odvceoedc

Gyed” ap’ Atpeidonoy €¢ "Thov: 006€ pot ETing,

7piv ENDETV pvnotiipag dynvopag ¢ tode ddua,

vO6TOV 60D TATPOG Ghpa ElmépeV, €1 TOL AKOVGOC.

v & o TnAépoyog memvopévog dvtiov ndda-
‘Totydp €Yo Tot, pfjtep, aAndeinv KataréEw.
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‘Telemachus, yes, indeed, I’'m going up into my upper chamber

to lie down in the bed that’s been made one that causes groans

for me, always wet with tears, from the moment Odysseus

went with the Atreidae to Ilium. And you didn’t even dare,

before the manly suitors came into this house,

to tell me clearly of your father’s return, if you heard of it anywhere.’

Astute Telemachus said back to her in turn:

‘Well now, mother, I’ll recount the truth to you.

He answers her question with an &An601|g story of his travels and his visit with Menelaus,
presented in order (katd kOcpov) under the pretense of kataAéyw. Yet he does not include the
key piece of information: his final discovery of the vootog étrjropog of Odysseus. Penelope
accepts his story as complete and therefore true (no vdotog is imminent) because of his self-
representation of speaking dAn0Osinv. The external audience, however, would likely realize the
irony in this exchange.

Eumaeus, moreover, believes that the vagabonds tell stories to Penelope yebdovt', 008’
€0éhovov aAn0a podnoacBan (they “tell lies, and aren’t even willing to tell stories that are
true”) (Od. 14.125). For him, this is “less an immediate reaction to the reports themselves than an
explanation of why they always turn out to be false. And their falsity is something of which
Eumaeus is convinced on other grounds—whether because nothing ever comes of them, or
because they insist on the imminence of the one thing—Odysseus’ return—which he is certain
will never occur” (Cole 1983: 17). He believes that, as these men clearly do not know the truth
about Odysseus, they can only speak yevdéc instead of &rvpoc, and (being aware of their own
ignorance) they cannot have the authority to speak dAn0éa. To assert that one is speaking

aAnBewa is to claim both to remember and to communicate essentially (without deception or

irrelevancy) what is remembered. It is to promise delivery to the audience exactly what is
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necessary for them to gain the true picture of a memory, and to have them accept the speech as
true—something these vagabonds utterly fail to do.

Beecroft suggests that dAn0nc is, in short, “a word for truth in performance, truth as
proclaimed, recounted, narrated, or spoken in the assembly” (2006: 58), and that the
“determination of the truth-value of a statement identified as alethés will be made on the basis of
the authority of the speaker to the hearer” (62). For the content of this type of speech, like the
performances of memory encoded in a “the ‘truth’ value [itself] . . . is not an issue; epic
‘deconstructs,’ if you like, the very act of memory by showing us its pragmatic underpinnings”
(Martin 1989: 85). As Nagy says, “what makes words authoritative is the value that the given
society attaches to their performance” (1990: 9). In the poems, the ability to speak in the mode of
aAnOewa can be the culturally awarded reward for the authority that stems from knowledge. The
primary example of this authority in both the //iad and the Odyssey is Nestor, who is the master
of discourse from memory. The usage of truth terms in book 3 of the Odyssey in the exchange of
Nestor and Telemachus is therefore revealing. The discussion begins with Telemachus asking
Nestor “not to gloss over or embellish out of a desire to spare his feelings” (Cole 1983: 18),
phraseology which activates the conceptual range of dAn0ng discourse (96-97):

unodé Tl 1 aiddpuevog petkiooeo und’ éleaipmv,
GAL” €D pot kotdheEov dmmg Hvinoog Onmmiig

Don’t, out of respect, soften your words in any way and don’t pity me,
but tell me well how you got sight of him.

He then asks Nestor to pot viueptég évioneg (“tell me infallibly”) about his father—politely and

reverently giving the old man the ability to speak prophetically. Nestor, in reply, hypothetically
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grants to Telemachus the status of being Odysseus’s son based on the evidence of his speech
(120-23):

&vO’™ 0¥ Tig moTe pfTv OpotwOMueval dveny
N0eL’, émel pdha ToALOV évika 610¢ OdVooEDG
TavToi01o1 SOLO1GL, TATHP TEOC, €1 £TEOV YE
Ketvov &kyovog éoot: 6€Pag 1 Exet elcopdmvta

There no one wished to match him face to face in counsel,
since divine Odysseus very much surpassed them

in all kinds of stratagems, your father, if it’s true

that you’re his son. Wonder holds me when I look at you.

But after narrating at length the events after the fall of Troy, he admits that he knows nothing
about the fate of Odysseus. His speech, although the poem does not articulate the point, is an
@An0O1¢ narration that Telemachus accepts—the problem is that Nestor’s knowledge is limited.
This pattern is repeated when Telemachus asks instead about something that Nestor has already
vouched knowledge of: the circumstances of the death of Agamemnon. His request for that
Nestor aAn0¢g éviomeg (“tell the truth”) is thus more like a request that Nestor tell the story kota
poipav and katd k6spov; he wants to hear the full story (Od. 3.243-48).

Vv &° €0éAm Emog dALO petaArficot Kol Epécbat
Néotop’, énel mepi 01de Sikag 18& ppdvv GAAV:
TPIg yap 0N Hiv pacty ava&achat yéve™ avopav:
¢ € pot aBdvatog ivodAreTon eicopdacOat.

‘® Néotop NnAniadn, ov & aAndsc éviomec:
TS EBav’ Atpeidng evpv kpeiov Ayopuéuvov;

Now I want to inquire about a different story and ask Nestor,
since he beyond others knows righteousness and wisdom.
For they say he’s ruled three men’s generations

and he seems to me like an immortal to behold.

You, Nestor Neleides, tell the truth.

How did wide-ruling Atreides Agammemnon die?
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Martin 1989 ties Nestor to the tradition of oral poetry, suggesting that the genre of performance
of memory can be compared with the overarching medium of Homeric poetry itself (1989: 78).
His speech is generally characterized by its “fluency, length and authority” (1989: 103); having
lived through three generations, “his commands are supported by gnomic utterance and the
authority of recollection; rebukes are backed up by his status as keeper of traditions and overseer
of poetic memory” (108). Nestor is explicitly compared with an epic bard, in that he actually
“promises kleos—fame as enshrined in oral tradition—to whoever undertakes the dangerous
mission” (Martin 1989: 105) to spy on the enemy camp (10.212-14).

TadTa Ke Thvto Tohotto, Kal dy €ig nuéac Lot

aoknong: péya kév oi vrovpdviov KAEog €in

Tovtog €n” AvOpdTOVG, Kai o1 d001¢ EcoeTan EGOAN

Could a man learn this, and then come back again to us

unhurt, why huge and heaven-high would rise up his glory

among all people, and an excellent gift would befall him
The “power to guarantee fame in the tradition would seem to put Nestor on a level with such
divine speakers as the Muses, with whom the epithet hedupeés, ‘sweet-voiced,” has already
associated him” (Martin 1989: 105). Nestor, having more experience than any other mortal,
comes as close as humanly possible to speaking with the authority granted by the Muse.

Finkelberg argues, however, that Homeric diction does make a distinction between
speech and ‘song.” “Homer renders the knowledge of old men and the poet’s knowledge in only
slightly different terms: while the former know ‘many things of old’ the latter knows ‘many
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deeds of men and gods’” (1998: 57). This difference is nonetheless revealing: only the
inspiration of the Muse allows a poet to speak with authority about the gods. Nestor, through his

long life, has gained much knowledge from experience. Within the poem, he speaks the truth of
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his explicitly and necessarily limited experience (in the sense of &rvpocg), and he speaks
authoritatively in the mode of remembering (&An61|g). The bard, however, has to assert access to

153

unlimited experience. Ruth Scodel suggests that while “‘ordinary’ narrative derives its authority
either from personal experience or from human report . . . Epic performers, in contrast, are
informed directly by the Muse and do not depend on ordinary sources" (2002: 73). The
invocation of the Muses thus can be a pragmatic act that serves to replace human sources (and
the implied limitations inherent in human knowledge) for the content of the performance—a
deed that in fact obscures the “reality of the transmission of poetic tradition” (Scodel 2001: 110).

This claim to higher authority does more than allow the poet to speak about the gods: it
allowed him to imply a lack of intentionality, removing the audience’s doubts about his
credibility that would render his speech unacceptable in the sense of “untrustworthily reported
and therefore unreliable’. The Muses allowed the song to transcend the poet—he was not
responsible for shaping the material to suit the situation, making sure that the “audience has no
motive to compare the present version with alternate versions” (Scodel 2002: 71). Nagy reminds
us “that songs and poetry were traditionally performed in a context of competition” (1990: 61). If
not literally performed at a competition, each performance of poetry was still figuratively
competing with the audience’s memories for ‘canonization.’

The acceptance (judged truth) of each performance was predicated on the audience
judging to be the ““ same story” (Lord 2000:28) that they had heard before. These were, after all,
performances that had immense cultural capital—the poems depicted the gods, gave credit to the

heroes of old, and allowed the audience to inhabit the fictive space of ‘the past.” Epic poetry was

culturally defining, and gave the Greeks a sense of history in an era without writing. Thus “by
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pretending that each version is the same as others told before, the audience could ignore truth-
threatening changes. Poet and audience thus had a shared interest in regarding the content of
each performance as fully traditional” (Scodel 2002: 41) As Lord says, the poet plays “the role of
conserver of the tradition, the role of the defender of the historic truth of what is being sung; for
if the singer changes what he has heard in its essence, he falsifies truth” (2000: 28). “Just as
modern readers of fiction are willing to believe but will nonetheless reject a narrative that
offends their sense of what is believable, so the audience of Homeric epic did not scrupulously
worry about what it had heard before, but the hearers expected what they heard to accord in
essentials with earlier renditions” (Scodel 2002: 41). Therefore, it is important there be no
shadow of falsity on a performance. Thus “Homer denies both occasion and tradition as sources:
each song comes directly from the Muses. Homeric rhetoric, by treating each performance as a
unique moment of access to the Muses’ knowledge, encourages its audience not to think about
alternate versions” (Scodel 2001: 114). This is made explicit in the famous invocation before the
Catalogue of Ships (/1. 2.484-93):

gomete vOv pot Modoatr OAvumia ddpot’ Eovcat:

VUETS yap Oeal €ote TapeoTé te T0TE 1€ TAVTA,

NUETS 8¢ KAéog olov dkovopey 00E TL Idpev:

of Tvec Myepdveg Aavadv Ko koipovot noav:

TANOLV 8" ovK AV £yd pudncopot 0Vd” dvouve,

008" €1 pot déka pdv yAdooat, déka 88 otopat gisv,

Pwvy 8" &ppnkroc, ybAkeov & pot qrop &vein,

el un Olopmiddeg Modoat Aldg aiyidyoto

Buyatépec pvnooiod 8ot Hro “Tatov RAOOV:

apyodc ab vV Epém VIAC T TPOTAGAC

Tell me now, you Muses who have your homes on Olympus.

For you, who are goddesses, are there, and you know all things,

and we have heard only the rumor of it and know nothing.
Who then of those were the chief men and lords of the Danaans?
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I could not tell over the multitude of them nor name them,

not if | had ten tongues and ten mouths, not if I had

a voice never to be broken and a heart of bronze within me,

not unless the Muses of Olympia, daughters

of Zeus of the aegis, remembered all those who came beneath Ilion.

Finkelberg suggets that “what the Muses communicate to the singer and, through his mediation,
to other mortals, is information about events which they have personally witnessed. The Muses
thus do not possess more creative freedom than the poet: the only relevant difference between the
Muses and the poet lies in the scope of their knowledge.” This means that:

Homer envisaged the song as deriving from the actual experience of an eyewitness, the

Muse, and no element or part of the song as ‘created’, or invented, by either the poet or

the Muse. Consequently, the concrete historical meaning of the ontological status of

poetry as a product of inspiration would be, in the case of Homer, a firsthand account of

events that really happened (Finkelberg 1998: 73).

Any part of the story that was verifiable or literal truth, e.g. the catalogues or genealogies, that
serves as “politically relevant . . . maps of the past” (Scodel 2002: 72), were thus the
responsibility of the Muse and not the bard. This obscures all doubts about the intentionality of
the poet, and encourages the audience to listen without doubt.

The two depictions of bards within the poem, Phemius and Demodocus, demonstrate how
Homeric bards ideally wanted to be judged: on their dAn6si0—on their style. Telemachus
defends Phemius from Penelope by implying that the content of his song (vocton) is true, in the
sense of &rvpog, because Zeus caused the events that transpired (Od. 1.345-49):

v & ad TnAépoayog memvopévoc dvtiov noda:

‘untep €un, i T dpa pBovéelg Epinpov ooV
tépmewv Omnn ol voog dpvutat; o v T  dotdol
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aitiot, AAAG oot Zevg aitiog, 6¢ te didwotv
avopacty dAenotioly, Onmg E0EANCLY, £KACTO.

Astute Telemachus said back to her in turn:

‘My mother, why do you begrudge the trusty singer

entertaining whatever way his mind is spurred? Singers

are not at fault, but Zeus is probably to blame, who gives

to men who work for break, to each one, however he wishes.
“The Muse, who inspires the singer, is not even mentioned . . . as a factor responsible for the
content of the song” (Finkelberg 1998: 70) but rather is understood to be an intermediary, who
communicates “to the singer and, through his mediation, to other mortals, is information about
events which they have personally witnessed” (Finkelberg 1998: 71). The external audience has
the perspective to grant that Phemius and Demodocus speak things internally consistent to the
narrative and epic tradition. The relationship between these idealized bards and their audiences is
thus paradigmatic of how the mechanics of oral poetry are supposed to work. When Odysseus
praises Demodocus’s report of the Wooden Horse, he says Ainv ydp katd kOGpHov Ayaiédv oitov
aeideig (“for truly, in due order, you sing the fate of the Achaeans™) (8.489), and that (8.496-98):

ol Kev 01 Lot Tad T KOTO HOTpaV KOTaAEENG,

avTiK’ &ym maotv pubncopat avopdmoioty,

¢ Apa Tol TPOPPwV Bedg dTace BECTLY AO1ONV

If you recount these things to me in the proper way,

I’1l at once declare to all mankind

how generously god granted you inspired song
His criterion for truth is the kotd kdcpov and katd poipav performance. This ability of a speaker

to convey information, kataAéyet, in a structured and ordered fashion is dependent upon

awareness and intentionality; the hallmark of aAn0¢g1a.
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Unlike the human aAn0gia of Nestor, however, the poet has access to the transcendent
ainOeia of the Muses. When thus inspired, and the words flow from his mouth the poet benefits
from audience’s positive valuation of his delivery as guarantee of the content. Loss of contact
with the Muse, the awkward pause of An0n would imply a failed performance. Sweetness of the
style results in success with the audience, allowing them to “ to enter into the story, as they say,
and lose [their] bearings” (Veyne 1988: 22), like the audience lured in by the Sirens’ peitynpov
(“honey-toned voice”) (Od. 12.184-91):

debp” dy’ v, moAvawy’ Odvced, péya kHO0g Ayoidv,

vijo Katdotnoov, tva vortépny 01 dKovong.

oV Ya&p Td T1¢ T1]0€ Tapnrace vni peraivn,

piv ¥’ NUEwv periynpov amd ctopdtov 6 dkodoat,

GaAL™ O ye Tepyapevog veltal kai mAgiova £10MG.

duev yap tor Tavl’ 66’ €vi Tpoin edpein

Apyeior Tpdég te Bedv 10TNTL HOYN GOV,

iduev &, 6ooa yévnton €mi yOovi movAvPoteipn

Come here, much-praised Odysseus, great glory of Achaeans,

and land your ship so you can hear our voice.

For no one ever passes by here with a black ship

before he hears the honey-toned voice from our mouths,

then after he enjoys it, he departs, knowing more,

since we know everything, all that in wide Troy

Argives and Trojans suffered by the will of the gods.

And we know whatever happens on the earth that feeds many.

A successful story is memorable; thus there is “preservation of the tradition by the constant re-
creation of it. The ideal is a true story well and truly retold” (Lord 2000: 29).
Conclusion
The difference between the dAn0ng of Homer and the dAn0ng of Aristotle is manifest. The

truth (6An0Mg) of the epics in performance belongs to the category of second-hand, reported truth

rather than the empirical truth of observation and experience. It is a criterion of truth in
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discourse, rather than the truth itself. By the fourth century, dAn6nc had come to "to refer to the
external reality of which discourse and art are imitations" (Cole 1983: 9) through an evolution in
usage, but by no means a natural or expected one. Lincoln, in his discussion of the devaluation of
udboc and the rise of Adyog argues “these are not words with fixed meanings (indeed, no such
words exist); nor did their meanings change glacially over time, as the result of impersonal
processes” (1997: 363). Instead, those who participated in the shift of authority from oral,
traditional, localized culture to the new written, pan-Hellenic, intellectual culture at the end of
the Archaic period reused traditional terms in novel ways. Thus Cole argues that the “care,
precision, order and coherence” expressed by aAn0On¢ was abstracted and objectified: “the thing

measured [was identified] with the measure:” &ropoc with aAn0ng (1983: 27).
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1 The definition of alétheia in Hansen and Quinn’s Greek: an Intensive Course and the lucid
breakdown of terms in Starr 1968 were both helpful to crystalize these three distinct aspects of
truth as a starting point for discussion.

2 These terms come from Lincoln 1993: 342

3 See David, M.

4Cole 1983: 8

5 Language from Lord 2000: 159

6 Reported in Finkelberg 1998: 157

7 Translations from Richmond Lattimore's //iad and James Huddleston's Odyssey
8 Finkelberg 1998: 57

9 The concept of ‘double determination’ was first introduced to me in a lecture by Professor
Blondell, in a class on the Intellectual History of Classical Greece in Autumn 2010; see also
Finkelberg 1998: 34-67

101990: 61

11 As reported by Beecroft 2006: 56

12 As reported by Beecroft 2006: 57

13 J. P. Levet 1976 has a meticulous accounting of truth terms in Homer
14 See Beecroft 2006: 59

15 Beecroft: 60n39 also notes that as Odysseus “is either the speaker or addressee on five of these
seven occasions” that it “is no guarantee of the sincerity of either the questioner or the
questioned”

16 Cole 1983: 13

171 am equating, in general, the use of an internal accusative that completes the idea of the verb
and adverbs. I am treating the neuter singular or plural substantiates as accusatives of respect,
rather than implying that all truth words when used as objects are empirically objective in and of
themselves.

18 Cole 1983: 15

19 Cf. Cole 1983: 13 “unless they refer to a speaker’s intentions . . . or what will occur because it
occurs habitually”

20 Cole 1983: 16



21 Cole 1983: 17

22 Cole 1983: 13, who also acknowledges the work of Levet

23 Nagy 1990: 5 discusses marked v. unmarked language

24 As reported by Cole 1983: 7-8

25 ]1. 6.382, Od. 11.507, 14.125, 17.15, 18.342

26 J]. 24.407, Od. 7.297, 16.226, 17.108, 17.122, 21.212, 22.420
27.0d. 3.247
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