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Meétis

O jedné z velikych Diovych manZelek bychom patrné¢ vibec nic nevédéli, kdyby
nepatiila do ptibéhu o veliké Diové dceti, Palladé Athéné. Métis, ,,Dimyslnost”, by
mohla byt také prizviskem bohyn¢ Athény, o niZ se pravi, Ze se odvahou a dimysl-
nosti vyrovnd Diovi. Vypravi se vSak, Ze Zeus si zvolil za prvni manZelku Métidu,
kterd ze viech boht a lidi nejvice znala. Byla dcerou Okeanovou a Téthyinou a po-
méhala Diovi jiZ tehdy, kdyZ Kronos vSechny jeho sourozence spolkl. Podala bohu
prostiedek, ktery straslivého otce uspal, a tim ho donutila spolknuté bohy opét ze
sebe vydat. Métis dovedla také to, co se jinak vyprdvi o bohyni Nemesis: kdyzZ se ji
vime — jen to, Ze se ji Zeus piece jen zmocnil. Co se odehrdlo potom, patii do
pribéhu o zrozeni Pallady Athény.

Zrozeni Athény

Jednim z vypravéni o zrozeni Athény navazuje Hésiodos na zpravu, Ze si Zeus zvolil
za svou prvni Zenu Métidu. Kdyz se vSak Métis chystala porodit Athénu, vypravuje
déle, tiskocn& osalil Zeus bohyni lichotivymi slovy a pozfel ji do vlastnich utrob. To
mu poradila Gaia s Uranem, aby z nesmrtelnych bohi nedostal kralovskou hodnost
nikdo jiny neZ Zeus. Bylo totiZ souzeno, Ze Métis porodi nesmirné moudré déti:
nejdiive divku se sovima ocima, Tritogeneiu (Athénino pitizvisko, jeZ pochopime z
druhé verze), kterd se odvahou a rozvdznosti vyrovnd Diovi; poté méla porodit
chlapce zpupného srdce, jenZ bude kralem bohti i lidi. Dfiv neZ k tomu mohlo dojit,
pohltil Zeus Métidu, aby za ného rozvaZovala o dobrém a zIém.

Druhou verzi zaznamenal rovnéZ Hésiodos, kdyZ se zminil, Ze Zeus zrodil ze
své hlavy sovookou Tritogeneiu — hriiznou strijkyni bojové viavy a vidkyni vojsk,
kterd si libuje v ryku a valkdch a bitvdch —, Héra zase sama ze sebe mistrného
umélce Héfaista. Vypravéni pak ddle rozpiadd, jak se manZelé navzdjem fevnivé
pfedstihovali: Héra porodila bez Diova pfi¢inéni Héfaista, Zeus zase ucinil tajné
svou milenkou Okeanovnu Métidu. PrestoZe byla tak chytrd, obelstil ji: popadl ji
obéma rukama a pohltil ji do vlastnich tdtrob. Bal se totiz, Ze Métis porodi néco, co
bude silngj$i nez blesk. Proto ji Krontiv syn z¢istajasna spolkl. Ona vSak v témZ
okamzZiku otéhotnéla Palladou Athénou. Otec bohti a lidi porodil dceru pod jednim
vrcholkem na bfehu feky Triténu (odtud pif{jmeni Tritogeneia, ,,Z Triténu
zrozena“), zatimco Métis, Athénina matka, strijkyné vSech spravedlivych véci,
ktera ze vSech bohi a lidi nejvice véd¢la, sed€la skryta v Diovych ttrobéch.

V tomto vypravéni se piimo nefikd, Ze se zrozeni udalo z Diovy hlavy.
O ,,vrcholku®, kteryZzto vyraz znamend v fectiné totéZ co ,hlava®, se hovoii spiSe

proto, aby se neobycejny zptisob porodu zahalil tajemstvim. Vyskytla se vSak také
vypraveéni o tom, Ze Héfaistos nebo Prométheus pomédhal pii porodu a udefil Dia
dvousecnou sekyrou nebo kladivem do lebky. Vyskocila Pallas Athéné s tak hlu¢-
nym bojovym pokiikem, Ze se nad tim zdésilo Nebe i matka Zemé. Narodila se
z otcovy posvatné hlavy ve valecné zbroji zafici zlatem. VSichni nesmrtelni bohové
se ulekli a divili jejimu zjevu, kdyZ Pallas, michajici Spiatym oSt€pem, vyskocila
z otcovy nesmrtelné hlavy a stanula pfed Diem tffmajicim aigidu, koZeny ochranny
Stit. Mocné se zachvél mohutny Olymp pod tihou sovooké bohyné. V hlubindch
dunéla kolem dokola zem¢ a mote viici nachovymi vlnami se bouflivé vzdulo. Pod
slanym ptivalem zmizely biehy a skvouci Hyperiontiv syn Hélios nadlouho zastavil
rychlé slune¢ni ofe, aZ kone¢n€ panenskd Pallas Athéné shala z nesmrtelnych pleci
bozskou zbroj. I zaradoval se Zeus, buih rozvaznosti.

Otcové a vychovatelé Athény

V fecké mytologii byla Pallas Athéné dcerou svého otce: bojechtivd panna, pii
jejimz zrozeni hrél otec vétsi tlohu neZ matka. V feckém ndboZenstvi zaujimala —
alesponl podle Homéra — vedle otce Dia hned druhé misto. Avsak nikoli ve vSech
vypravénich je jejim otcem Zeus. Jiz diive, pfi liceni boje s Giganty, jsme se zminili
o Gigantovi jménem Pallds. Pod tymZ jménem vystupoval syn Titdna Kria a Eurybie
a tymz jménem byl také oznaCovadn otec Pallady Athény. Slovo pallas mohlo byt
v feckém jazyce, kde se vyskytuje s dvojim piizvukem a dvojim sklonovanim,
chipéno tu jako rodu muzského (pallds, gen. pallantos), tu jako Zenského (pallas,
gen. pallados). V prvnim piipad¢ znamenalo statného mladého muZe, ve druhém
statnou pannu, virago, jak by se nazyvala latinsky. Muzsky Pallds byl, nehled¢ na
ruzné genealogie, jedna a taz postava, nespoutanéjsi, jesté bojovn&j$i muzsky obraz
bohyn¢ Pallady. Pallds, otec Pallady Athény, pry chtél svou vlastni dceru zndsilnit.
Bohyné ho pfemohla, ukofistila jeho klizi — totéz se vypravi o kizi Giganta jménem
Pallis — a sama si ji oblékla. Otec Pallds byl okiidleny, jako byva na starych
vyobrazenich zpodobovéna i dcera Pallas.

Kromé Dia a Pallanta byva uvadén jeSté tieti otec bohyn€. Métis pry byla uz
téhotnd, kdyzZ ji Zeus spolkl. Athénu s ni zplodil Kyklép Brontés — ,,Hromobijce*.
Na toto otcovstvi se zfejme odvoldva ona véta v diive vypravéném piibéhu o zrozeni
Athény, v némZ bylo feCeno, Ze se Zeus obdva, aby Métis neporodila cosi silngjsiho
neZ blesk. Kyklopové maji jakozto kovari nejbliZze k idskym Daktylim, o nichz uz
vime, Ze to byly falické prabytosti. O druhych prabytostech, prvnich lidech a
pravladcich rtiznych koncin, se fikalo, Ze se po Athénin¢ narozeni ujali jejiho
vychovani. Jednoho z nich jménem Iténos povaZovali ostatné také za Athénina otce.

KdyZ Athéna u feky Triténu, jak se vypravi, vyskocila z otcovy hlavy, ujal se
jejtho vychovani fi¢ni btih. Tritén sim m¢l dceru jménem Pallas. Athéna a Pallas se
spolu cvicily v boji. Pallas m¢la v imyslu probodnout Athénu o$tépem. Zeus se



vydgsil. PodrZel pted dcerou svou hrozivou kozi kiizi, aigidu. Pallas odvratila zrak a
Athéna ji smrteln¢ zasdhla. Bohyné pro ni truchlila a vytvofila jeji soSku, palladion.
Ptes tuto sochu ptehodila aigidu a postavila palladion vedle sochy Diovy. Zminény
jiz Tténos byl otcem dvou dcer: Athény a fodamy. Pii cvieni ve zbrani Athéna
sestru zabila. Za Athénina vychovatele poklddali také praddvného arkadského krile
jménem Pallds. M¢l dvé dcery: Niké a Chrysé. Vime, Ze Niké, okiidlend bohyné
vitézstvi, byla podle jiného vypravéni dcerou Pallanta, syna Titdna Kria, a Ze pfil-
nula k Athéné, kterd sama méla pfijmeni Niké. Mimochodem se Athéna nazyvala
i Chrysé, ,,Zlatd* — avsak ur€ité v jiném smyslu nez Afrodité. Je to stdle tyz piib¢h,
ve kterém se objevuje pod riznymi jmény dvoji tvar jedné a téZe bohyné.

Athéna a Héfaistos
Ve vsech pribézich, které se vypravély o Athéné, byla povazovdna za Parthenos,
»,Pannu®. Byla vSak zdroveil vzyvand jakozto Metér, ,,Matka*. Zndme zvlastni pii-
beh o jeji svatbé, v niZ neztratila své panenstvi, ale pfesto vzapéti svétila dcerdm
Kekropa, krale svého milovaného mésta Athén, jakési dit€. Byla to posvatnd uda-
lost, kterd byla ¢asto predvddéna. Vidime ji na jednom oltafi v Rimg, ktery stél
v posvatném okrsku jedné zboZzné cisatfovny, prohldSené po smrti za bohyni.
Vyprévélo se, Ze Héfaistos zddal, aby mu odménou za to, Ze byl pii porodu
napomocen svym kladivem, dali Athénu za Zenu. Bylo mu také vyhovéno a uz si ji
vedl na svatebni loZe. KdyZ vSak vedle ni ulehl, bohyn& zmizela. Tak padlo jeho
semeno na zem. Bohyné Gaia — zvand také Chthén — zrodila z ného Erichthonia,
bozské dit¢ athénské Akropole, a odevzdala novorozen¢ Palladé Athéné. Podle jiné
verze vznikl mezi Héfaistem a Athénou spor, eris, a proto se dité jmenuje Erichtho-
nios. Podle tfeti podoby vyprdavéni Héfaistos Athénu prondsledoval, a nakonec ji
dohonil (to je zobrazeno na fimském oltdfi), ale nemohl ji pfipravit o panenstvi.
Athéna se mu ubrdnila, stran této okolnosti existuje n¢kolik verzi, v nichz hréla roli
vlna (erion), jejimz chomicem bohyné semeno utiela, anebo prach, s kterym se
smisilo. Basnickym jazykem se také hovofilo o ,,svatebni rose“. Pro ,,rosu“ mame
v fectin€ dva vyrazy: hersé nebo drosos. Ob¢ slova mohla stejné¢ dobie oznacovat
novorozené dité. Dokonce i buih, Apollon nebo Zeus, se nazyval ve své podobé
bozského ditéte Hersos nebo Erros.

Kekropovy dcery

Athénané vypravéli, Ze jejich prvnim krdlem byl Kekrops, ze zem¢ zrozeny pratvor,
pul ¢lovek, pil had. Jméno je v tomto tvaru patrné slovni hiickou: Kerkdps znamena
,»Ocasaty“. Kdyz se Pallas Athéna s Poseidonem svéfeli o vlddu nad Atikou, poz-
dejsi zemi Athénand, rozhodl spor Kekrops. Poseidon udefil trojzubcem do skdly, na
které méla pozd¢ji stdt Akropolis, a vytvofil tak dokonce nahoie jakési ,,mofe”,

slany pramen. Vypravé€lo se také, Ze dal pii této piileZitosti vzejit z pudy prvnimu

hiebci. Athéna vypéstovala prvni olivovnik, a nato ji Kekrops ptitkl vitézstvi. Dale
se vypravélo, Ze Kekrops prvni nazval Dia jménem, ziidil Athén¢ prvni kultovni
sochu a prvni pochopil, Ze krom¢ matky existuje i otec a prvni zavedl monogamii.
Kekropova manZelka se jme-
novala Aglauros nebo Agraulos,
,Zijici na poli“. Manzelska dvojice
méla tfi  déti:  Aglauros, Hersé
a Pandrosos. Obé posledni jména
znamenaji ,,Kapku rosy* a ,,Upln&
orosenou® anebo ,,VSechno orosu-
jici*. Slavny piib¢h o Kekropovych
dcerdch zni takto: Athén pftijala od
bohyn¢ Zem¢& malého Erichthonia,
jehoz otcem byl Héfaistos, a chtéla
ho vychovat potaji, aby se druzi
bohové o tom nedovédéli. PoloZila
dit¢ do zavieného kulatého kose,
podobného tém, jakych se pouziva
pfi mystériich a z nichZ se — jak
zndm z cetnych vyobrazeni — plazi
had. Pozd¢ji se tikalo, Ze pry Athé-
na porodila hada. Ptibéh byl vypra-
vén také tak, Ze Athéna poloZil
Erichthonia do truhly. Zavienou
schranu odevzdala bohyné do opa-
trovani tfem Kekropovym dcerdm a
piisn€ jim zakdzala ji oteviit. KdyZ
Athéna peskuje jednu z Kekropovych dcer ¢ vzdilila, divek, zejména Aglaury,

za to, %e nahlédla do kosiku s Erichtho- ¢ zmocnila zvédavost. VSichni se
niem (430 pi. n. I.) shoduji na tom, Ze koS neb truhlu

oteviela ona. Kromé ni nesla na tom

vinu i jedna nebo druh z obou
sester: ale kterd, na to jsou nazory rdzné. Aglauros a jeji spoluvinice spatfily
tajemstvi, které byva opét liCeno rtizn€. Byl to had, nebo dité stfeZzené hadem ci
dokonce dvéma hady; aneb dité¢ s hadima nohama. Ta, kterd tajemstvi spatfila,
nepochybné Aglauros, ale také jeji spoluvinice, zeSilela a vrhla se z vysoké skdly, na
niZ pozdéji stdla Akropolis. Nebo prondsledovali provinilé divky strdZni hadi? Na
jedné vazové malbé to tak vypadd. O hadovi, kterého bylo vidét za Stitem slavné
sochy Athény Parthenos, dila sochate Feidia, se fikalo, Ze je to onen had, ktery se
z kose uchylil pod ochranu bohyné.
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ATHENA

Bohyné Athéna, piesnéji Athénaid, i6nsky Athénaié, aticky Athénd, epicky Athéné,
je svym jménem i sférou puisobeni v nejtésnéjsim spojeni s méstem Athénami, nad
nimiZ jeSt¢ dnes ¢ni jeji ,,panenské obydli“, Parthendn, ktery se stal souhrnnym poj-
mem pro celé fecké umeéni. Zda je mésto pojmenovano podle bohyn¢ ¢i bohyné podle
meésta, to je stary spor. Jelikoz -éné je typickd mistni pfipona — Mykéné, Palléné,
Troizén(é), Messéné, Kyréné — pravdépodobné ma bohyné své jméno podle mésta, je
Pallas z Athén, Pallas Athénaié, tak jako Héra z Argu se jmenuje Héré Agreié. Také
jediny doklad na tabulkich s linedrnim pismem B, atana potinija v Knéssu, je nutno
syntakticky chépat jako ,,pani z At(h)ana®“. Pro Athénany byla prosté ,,bohyn&“, hé
theos. Slovo Pallas zustava temné; nékdy se vyklada jako ,,divka“, jindy jako ,,mava-
jici zbranémi®, ale jeho ptivod miZe byt i mimo Recko.

Nilsson se pokousel Athénu dat do souvislosti s Bohyni s hady, ddajnou domaci
bozstvem Stitu, zvlasté poté, co byla v téZe svatyni objevena freskovd malba bohyné¢
v ptilbé. Pozdé&ji stal v Mykénach na misté paldce Athénin chram. V klasické dob¢ je
Athéna bezesporu viude bohyni hradu a mésta. Casto je to vyjddieno i jejimi pii-
domky Polias, Politichos. Tak je jeji chrdm velmi Casto hlavnim chrdmem mésta na
opevnéném kopci — nejen v Athéndch, ale i v Argu, ve Sparté, v Gortyné, v Lindu,
Larise v Thessalii, a v [liu (tedy dokonce i v homérské Tréji, i kdyZ je v eposech je
Athéna neptitelkyni Tréje). Jako bohyné hradu a mésta se objevuje na pisobivych
obrazech ozbrojené panny, chrabré a nedotknutelné. O dobyti mésta hovoii Homér
jako o ,,rozvazani jeji celenky*.

Ozbrojené bohyn¢ jsou i v Orientu: IStar v mnoha mistnich variantich, Anat
v Ugaritu. Syrskym véleCnickym sochdm s pfilbou, Stitem a pozdviZenou zbrani
ikonograficky odpovidd obraz ,,malé Pallady®, Palladion. Mytus vypravi, Ze osud
Tréje zavisel na jeho Palladiu; teprve kdyz Odysseus a Diomédés v noci vnikli do
Tréje a Palladion ukradli, mohlo mésto padnout. Pozd¢ji mnohd mésta — predevSim
Athény a Argos — prohlaSovala, Ze Palladion vlastni. V Argu se obraz spolu s Dio-
médovym Stitem veze na voze k 14zni, a podobné procesi se kond v Athéndch, kdy je
Pallas dopravena k mofi a pak zpét do svého okrsku v Athénéch.

Athéna své zbrang nenosi nadarmo. ,,Straslivd stvacka bojové viavy, nezdolnd
vudkyné vojska, pani, jiZ libi se bojovy ryk a védlky a bitvy*, tak ji li¢i Hésiodos.
KdyZz Achajové vyrazi do boje, Athéna s jiskiicimi zbranémi probihd jejich fadami
a probouzi v kazdém neutuchajici silu k boji a vdlce. KdyZ Achilleus znovu zasdhne

do boje, zatne sama Athéna vydavat daleko zné&jici bojovy pokiik, nejprve z piikopu,
poté z pobiezi. Takto v divoké viave boje a v mimoiddném vzruSeni valecnik véri, Ze
vidi samotnou bohyni. Také Archilochos 1i¢i, jak Athéna milostivé stdla po boku
vitéznych bojovnikli a podnécovala odvahu v jejich srdcich.

Pozndvacim znamenim a Stitem Athény je aigida (aigis). KdyZ zvedne aigidu,
zmocni se nepratel panika a brzy jsou ztraceni. Aigis, jak fika to jméno, je kozi kiiZe;
zvlastni kozi obét’ je soucasti Athénina kultu v Athénach. Mytus li¢i, jak tato koza
byla pfiSerou, gorgd, kterou Athéna sama zabila a stahla; vytvarné uméni udélalo ze
zviteci hlavy hlavu Gorgony a aigidu olemovalo hady, zatimco basnik /liady mluvi
Athéna na ostrové¢ Kés zabila lidskou bytost, obra zvaného Pallds, stdhla ho a oblék-
la si jeho kuzi, proto pry se jmenuje Pallas. Dokonce se tvrdilo, Ze tento Pallds byl
jeji vlastni otec.

Vedle této primitivni krutosti je tu péfe o mirumilovné rucni price, zvlasté
o prici Zen s vietenem a tkalcovskym stavem. Athéna Ergané je vyndlezkyné a pat-
ronka préce s vlnou, onéch nadhernych praci, které jsou tak duleZitou soucasti doma-
ciho majetku a prestize. Také sama bohyn¢ pracuje s vietenem. Pro ni Zeny spole¢n¢
tkaji peplos preddvany o Panathénajich; pravideln¢ se na ném objevuji scény z boje
s Giganty. Athéna je také bohyné tesaiti, vynalezla viiz jakoZ i postroj pro koné,
postavila prvni lod’ a pomdhala sestrojovat difevéného tréjského koné.

V neposledni fad¢ je ji zasvécen jemny olivovnik — zvIasté ten, ktery roste na
athénské Akropoli, protoZe takika ztélesiioval kontinuitu mésta a stal se symbolem
nadgje, kdyz po spdleni PerSany opét vyraSil. Spolu s Diem Athéna dohliZi i nad
dal$imi olivovniky, jejichz olej slouZi jako cena vitézim o jeji slavnosti, Panathé-
najich. Kdyz se v davnych dobach bohové preli o atickou zemi, dala Athéna vzrist
tomuto stromu, a tim Athény ziskala, zatimco Poseidén se slanym pramenem, ktery
vyrazil ze skdly, musel ustoupit.

Tyto divergentni sféry kompetence nespojuje n&jakd elementarni sila, nybrz sila
civilizace: spravné rozdéleni roli Zen, femeslnikli a valecnikli a organiza¢ni doved-
nost, kterd to umoziuje. Ne divoky olivovnik z Olympie, ale uSlechtily strom je
darem Athény. Poseidén ndsilnicky zplodi koné, Athéna na n&j vloZi uzdu a zbuduje
viz; Poseidon boufi viny, Athéna postavi lod’; Hermés muize zmnohondsobit stida,
ale Athéna uci pouZivat vinu. Dokonce ani valka neni pro Athénu neomalenou ttoc-
nosti — tu zosobiiuje Arés —, ale vlastn€ kultivaci, jako tanec, jako taktika, jako odfi-
kani: kdyZ Odysseus, se svou chytrosti a sebekdzni dosdhne toho, Ze vojsko Achajt,
pres omrzelost vdlkou a touhu po domove, tdhne do boje, je to prace Athény.

Vic nezZ které jiné bozstvo je Athéna blizko svym chranénctim — ,,bohyn¢ bliz-
kosti, tak ji nazval Walter F. Otto. Kdekoli mizi té¢Zkosti a nemoZné se stdvd moz-
nym, je u toho Athéna — ale tak, Ze jeji pfitomnost neubird vykonu ostatnich: ,,Spolu
s Athénou pfiloz i vlastni ruku®, fik4 piislovi. Na metop€ z Olympie vidime, jak
bohyné lehkou rukou podpird nebe, které tak téZce doléhd na ramena Héraklea. Jde



o jeden z nejkrasnéjSich obrazii jejtho plsobeni: milost a pomoc, kterd stile zustava
lehkd a skoro hrava. Proto je i pfi jinych pfileZitostech po boku Héraklea a Casto je
zobrazovéna, jak pomdhad Perseovi pielstit a zabit Gorgonu. V [liadé nejziejmdji
pomédhd Diomédovi tim, Ze se sama stane jeho vozatajem a podnécuje ho k zranéni
Area. Jeji zdsah samoziejmé miZe byt i nebezpecny; vitézstvi jednoho je zahubou
druhého. V1dka Hektora do smrtelné 1é€ky, kdyZ se mu zjevi jako jeho bratr, aby pak
v rozhodujicim okamziku vratila Achilleovi jeho kopi a zmizela. Aby chranila Reky,
bez zavahani zni¢i Aianta.

Naprosto charakteristickym zptisobem se zjevuje Achilleovi: kdyZ ve sporu
s Agamemnonem sdhne po meci, stoji Athéna za nim a uchopi ho za vlasy; ostatnim
zGstava neviditelnd, ale Achilleus s GiZasem poznava bohyni, jejiZ o¢i straslivé zafi.
Radi mu, aby ovladl sviij hnév; ,,das-li si fici*, dodd zlehka, a Achilleus samoziejmé
poslechne. Rada badatelti poukdzala na to, Ze je zde rozebran psychologicky proces
sebeovldddni a pfedstaven jako bozsky zdsah. Athéniny zafici o¢i oznacuji okamzik
jasné moudrosti ve sporu, ktery se stadva stdle chmurnéj$im.

Také Odysseovi se Athéna zjevuje zvlast’ ptiznacnym zptsobem: kdyZz Odysseus
po névratu na Ithaku nepozndva svou otfinu a propukne v néfek, pfistoupi k nému
Athéna v podobé pastyie a sd€luje mu dobrou zpravu. Odysseus, pii vsi radosti ne-
davetivy, odpovidd vylhanym piibéhem. Ale Athéna se usméje a proméni se v kras-
nou vysokou Zenu, ktera se dobfe vyznd v krdsném tkani. Odysseus ji pozndvé a po-
zndva Ithaku. Toto, fikd Athéna, ji spojuje s Odysseem, Ze on je prvni mezi muzi
v planovani a myslenkdch, ona v8ak je mezi bohy prosluld chytrosti a Isti; to proto
nemiZe Odyssea opustit, proto tidi zapletku Odysseie od zacatku az do rozvazného
konce.

Podle Hésioda je matkou Athény Métis, Dimyslnost. Jednd se, pravda, o chyt-
rost zvlaStniho druhu, jiZ nejsou cizi kli¢ky, tklady ani podvody. AZ pozdé&jsi etika
vykladala Athénu jako mravné odpovédnou rozumnost, fronésis. Sdm Zeus provedl
rafinovany trik svym spojenim s Métidou, kterou neprodlené spolknul. Tak se musela
Athéna narodit z Diova Cela. Podle jiné verze zplodil Zeus Athénu tpln€ sdm, bez
matky. Obraz ozbrojené Athény vyskakujici z Diovy hlavy se pocinaje 7. stoletim
¢asto objevuje na vdzdch. Mnohdy je na obrazech se svou sekerou i Héfaistos, ktery
jako pomocnik pfi porodu musel Diovi rozitipnout lebku. flias narazi na zvlastni
vztah Dia a Athény velmi jasné: jedin€ Zeus zrodil tuto divku.

Tento mytus o zrozeni je oblibeny, ale zaroven zahadny. Sotva miZe byt odvo-
zen z prirodni metaforiky — zrozeni z vrcholu hory — a uz viibec ne z alegorie, podle
niz chytrost vychdzi z hlavy; pokud divni Rekové nékam umistovali spravné
mySleni, pak do dechu a brénice. Jednotlivé motivy maji orientdlni paralely, napii-
klad spolknuti a narozeni z neobvyklé ¢4sti téla v mytu o Kumarbim; egyptsky
Thoth, bith chytrosti, se pro zménu narodil z hlavy Setha. Rekové uz od doby
Homéra zdlraziuji jedineCnou vazbu na otce: ,,jsem zcela na stran¢ otce™. A ptesto
je v tomto ndsilném spojeni naznacen velmi dvojzna¢ny vztah: rozstipnuti lebky je

vzdycky smrtelné. Ne nadarmo Héfaistos na mnoha obrazech po zasazeni dderu se
svou sekerou prchd. Rédna sekerou a tt¢k byly kultickou realitou v obéti vola pro
Dia, jeZ se konala pravé na Akropoli, naproti vychodnimu §titu Parthenénu. Tento —
nikdy nevysloveny — prvek otcovrazdy v mytu o zrozeni vede zpét k apokryfnimu
mytu o Pallantovi. Neexistence matky zdroven znamend, Ze panna se Uplné ziika
svého Zenstvi: viibec nikdy nemela kontakt s Zenskym Itinem. Civilizaéni moudrost je
odseknuta od samého zdkladu Zivota.

O poznani pruznéjsi je athénsky lokdlni mytus o ptivodu prvniho kréle. Héfais-
tos, nasilnicky porodni pomocnik, byl Zadostivy panny, kterou pfivedl na svét, pro-
ndsledoval ji a vystiikl své sémé na jeji stehno. Ona je setiela a hodila je na zem: nato
Zemg zrodila chlapce Erichthonia ¢i
Erechthea, kterého Athéna vychova-
vala ve svém chramu. V mytu se ddle
li¢i, jak je tajné dité objeveno Kekro-
povymi dcerami a zplsobi jejich smrt,
coZ uzce souvisi s ritudlem Arrhé-
foroi na Akropoli. Panenskd Athéna
se tak jen o vldsek nestane matkou
prvniho kréle, jemuZ se v Erechtheiu
dostava trvalé dcty. Paradoxni identi-
tu panny a matky se mytus vyslovit
neodvaZuje.

V protikladu k témto vSem dav-
nym dvojznacnostem byl v 5. stoleti
nov¢ zfizen mimofddné velkolepy
chrdm pro vznesenou, nedotknutelnou
Pannu. Feidids pro néj ze zlata a slo-
noviny vytvoril sochu vitézné bohyné
s nddhernou pfilbici a Stitem, kterak
stoji a na pravé ruce nese okiidlenou
bohyni vitézstvi, Niké. Je pozoruhod-
né, Ze v souvislosti s touto sochou
nepadne nikdy ani zminka o niboZen-
ském nadSeni, jeZ v ndvstévnicich
probouzel Feiditv Zeus v Olympii.
Namisto toho je vérné zaznamendna
vdha zlata. Peplos byl stejné jako
predtim pfeddvén staré primitivni soSe
(xoanon). Parthendn stoji na umélych
zakladech.

Pozdné antickd kopie Feidiovy Athény.



THE BIRTH OF ATHENA

Nobody is the mother that gave birth to me, and | approve of the male in every
respect, with all my heart, with the exception of undergoing marriage, and | am
exceedingly of the father.

(Aeschylus, Eumenides: 736-8)

INTRODUCTION: HARDLY A HEADACHE

The birth of Athena is typically recounted today as a story with
humorous potential: Zeus has a ‘splitting’ headache, Hephaistos
takes out his axe to relieve the pain, and out comes Athena. That
such an interpretation was possible in antiquity is evident from one
of Lucian’s second-century ap Dialogues of the Gods. ‘What's this?
A girl in armour?’ is what Hephaistos exclaims as he sees the resuit
of his actions, ‘she’s got glaukos (‘fierce’) eyes, but they go very well
with her helmet’. But the majority of the sources present Athena’s
birth in less frivolous terms, as a story with strong aetiological
(‘explanatory’) components. As this chapter will consider, it
explained key things about Athena including how she came to be
born, what her relationship was to her father, and how she acquired
certain of her characteristics and attributes. It also dealt with larger
events concerning the development of the Olympian pantheon and
Zeus’s emergence as the sovereign power in the universe.

The interpretation of any Greek deity is aided by an awareness
of their perceived origins, but to come in any way close to an
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understanding of Athena, it is necessary to examine the story of
her birth. But what exactly was the myth? In a culture that lacked
any single, canonical version of stories, it was continually open to
adaptation and transformation. Such was its popularity that in some
circumstances it only needed to be alluded to rather than narrated
at length as is the case even in the earliest references to the story,
those in the Homeric epics, where Athena is described as Dios
ekgegauia (‘Zeus-born’: e.g. Odyssey: 6.229) and where her birth
was already the cause of a special intimacy between father and
daughter. At one point in the Iliad, Ares complains to Zeus about the
favouritism shown to Athena at his own expense, the reason given
being autos egeinao (‘you fathered her’ or;more likely, ‘you gave
birth to her’: 5.880). In the brief sketch that follows, [ am making no
attempt to provide some all-encompassing, archetypal form of the
myth, but rather am aiming to indicate recurrent trends in order to
introduce some of the aspects that we will be discussing.

»  Zeus received a prophecy that the second child born to his wife,
the Titaness Metis, would overthrow him as he had overthrown
his father Kronos, and Kronos had before that overthrown his
own father Ouranos.

e Metis was a type of Greek deity who was able to shape shift;
when she was pregnant with her first child, Athena, Zeus
tricked her into turning herself into something tiny, and then
swallowed her.

» Athena was released from Zeus’s body by the craft god,
Hephaistos — or in some accounts Prometheus — by cracking
open his head with an axe.

o  Athena sprang forth, sometimes fully grown, but in any case in
full armour, brandishing her weapons and crying: not the cry of
a newborn baby but that of a warrior.

¢ The gods looked on startled, and the whole of the universe was
thrown into disarray by the noise and the spectacle. As for
Hephaistos, he is typically depicted fleeing from the scene with
his axe.

o Having emerged, Athena removed her weapons and the
universe returned to normal.
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e The site of her birth was usually a river called Triton, variously
situated in Libya and certain Greek locations including sites in
Arcadia, Boiotia and Krete.

After a brief survey of possible Near Eastern antecedents, we will
introduce some of the salient aspects of the myth via a lock at two
visual representations and then a literary account, the longer of
the two Homeric Hymns to Athena. After that, we will explore its
place within the Olympian succession myth. Finally we will consider
the gendered aspects to the story and their implications for under-
standing Athena’s character and functions.

ANTECEDENTS

Among the numerous approaches that have been developed for the
study of Greek myth, two in particular have had a bearing upon how
to tackle the story of Athena’s birth. Fuelled by the ‘Paris School’ of
Vernant, Detienne and others (Chapter 3), there has been a strong
focus since the mid-twentieth century on the implications of par-
ticular stories for shaping our understanding of the beliefs and
values of the people that possessed and transmitted them irrespec-
tive of the origins and early development of the stories in question.
On the other hand, recent years have seen a renewed interest in the
early development of the myths, particularly via a consideration of
their eastern heritage. This section will survey some of the attempts
that have been made to determine the oriental motifs and traditions
behind the story of Athena’s birth while assessing whether the quest
has any bearing on our interpretation of the Greek versions of
the myth.

The early archaic period saw what has been described as an
‘orientalising revolution’ with the Near East exerting a profound
influence upon Greek culture, the development of the alphabet
being one facet of this as well as developments in art and mythology.
Parallels have been discerned between Greek myths and the much
older Near Eastern material including the Hittite myth known as the
Kingdom in Heaven, which has been hailed as the inspiration for
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the Hesiodic account of the divine succession (see below). In order
to overthrow the heaven god, Anu, Kumarbi bit off and swallowed
his genitals. Discovering that this act had impregnated himﬁ he spat
out the semen but the weather god Tes§ub remained inside and
needed to be cut out of him, as it seems did other deities including
one called “KA.ZAL, who possibly emerged out of his skull (West
1999: 278-9; 280). The text is too fragmentary to enable us to do
anything more than speculate as to whether “KA.ZAL’s birth lies
behind the story of Athena’s head birth but it at least raises the
possibility of a Hittite background to the story.

Moving to Mesopotamian myth, a more promising antecedent
may be discerned: the story of the ascent from the netherworld of
Inanna, the principal goddess of the Mesopotamian pantheon, a
deity similar to Athena in certain regards as a warrior (though also
the love goddess) whose attributes included the owl. Trapped in the
netherworld, Inanna had lost the seven garments that represented
her holy power or me but on her return, she emerged fully clothed
once more, reborn resplendent in her power, the spectacle of the
emerging goddess causing her fellow god Dumezi to flee the scene.
In the story of Inanna’s return, we may have the origins of Athena’s
emergence, decked out in the attributes that represent her power.
To add to the possibility, both stories involve an intermediary, the
craft gods Enki and Hephaistos, who enable the goddess in question
to be released. Enki, the god of wisdom and craft, the keeper of
the me, created two figures, kur-gar-ra and gala-tur-ra who, on his
instructions, sprinkled her body with the food and water of life.

The possibility that this story was an inspiration for Athena’s
birth looks more appealing still when we take account of its possible
mountain symbolism. In his investigation of parallels with Meso-
potamian myth, Charles Penglase (1994: 232-3) draws attention to
some of the words used for Zeus’s head, among them to karénon
which can also denote a mountain peak and koryphé, the crown of
the head or the peak of a mountain. Depictions of Inanna’s return in
Mesopotamian art, meanwhile, show her standing on a mountain
representing the netherworld.

It should be stressed, however, that finding antecedents can only
go part of the way to explaining the reasons for a myth. If the motif
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does have its origins in the Near East, it has been transformed in
a distinctively Greek context to depict the particular features of
Athena, the warrior with an exceptionally close relationship with
her father. In what follows the emphasis will shift from the question
of where the story came from to the uses made of it by the Greeks.

CAPTURING THE MOMENT

Visual representations serve as a convenient starting point for our
analysis because of the nature of the medium. Artists needed to
make their subjects immediately recognisable by conveying, as
succinctly as possible, key features of the story. In the two vases that
we will examine in this section, each artist has selected the moment
that is the common feature of visual representations of the birth:
Athena’s emergence out of the head of Zeus. There are a number of
differences between the two depictions, a consideration of which
will enable us to demonstrate the versatility of the myth and intro-
duce some of the aspects of the myth we will explore later in this
chapter.

In figure 1, an Attic black-figure lip cup from c. 560 Bc, Athena
is emerging out of Zeus’s head while the ‘midwife’, Hephaistos, is
fleeing the scene. The reason for the choice of only three partici-
pants is in part consistency with the other side of the vase on which
Athena and Zeus are again present, again with a third figure, this
time Herakles (see figure 4). In addition, it would presumably have
been in the artist’s interests to make the scene as simple as possible
because the image on the cup is only a tiny one, of about 3cm x 2cm.
In his little painting, the artist has managed to pack in a great many
details, expressing the relationship between the three figures and
their reaction to the events. In among the most striking depictions
of father—daughter closeness, Athena is holding her spear aloft in a
gesture that parallels that of Zeus as he wields the thunderbolt so
that, even as she is being born, Athena is seen to act in partnership
with her father. At the same time, she has not yet fully emerged, a
detail which effectively makes her an attribute of Zeus, as yet not
fully separated from her father.
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Figure | Athena emerging from the head of Zeus while Hephaistos flees the scene,
Attic black-figure cup, Londen, British Museum B 424.

As for the third figure, Hephaistos, he is fleeing from the scene
carrying the axe that broke open Zeus'’s head, a detail that brings
out something lacking in literary accounts, namely the apparent
hostility towards him on the part of Zeus and Athena, both of
whom are brandishing a weapon in his direction. This makes
him, effectively, the first joint enemy that they need to face. Rather
than seeking to relieve Zeus of his headache, we seem to be being
presented with a less well-intentioned attempt to wound Zeus.
Hephaistos is here more like Prometheus, who in some sources is
said to have delivered the violent blow and whose inimical relation-
ship to Zeus is a recurrent feature of Greek myth (see Dougherty
2005: esp. 31-4, 71-2). As this chapter unfolds I will consider some
possible reasons for Hephaistos’ actions, and in Chapter 3, further
possibilities will be proposed when we come to explore Athena’s
relationship with the craft god. In the meantime, suffice it to say that
this vase presents us with a range of features, notably the closeness
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of Athena and Zeus who act in concert against Hephaistos even as
the goddess is being born.

More elaborate is figure 2, an Attic black-figure amphora from
around 540, which, being so much larger, is able to include many
more details. Hephaistos is not present this time. Eileithyia, the
birth attendant goddess, has the more customary role of midwife
while another female and two males are observing Athena’s
emergence. Athena is clothed once again in a dress but also a
helmet, which is merging into the decorative pattern at the top of
the vase, a shield and a spear. Over her dress, she wears another
of her attributes, the aegis, which contains a little rectangular
gorgoneion. Athena is not ‘supposed’ to be wearing the aegis at this
stage, because according to literary accounts, it is something that
she acquires subsequently — either as something given to her
by Hephaistos, or as an object that she herself fashions out of the
flayed skin of a defeated enemy (e.g. Apollodoros 1.6.2: the giant
Pallas; Cicero, De Natura Deorum 3.23.59; Clement of Alexandria,
Exhortation to the Greeks 2.28: a father called Pallas). Similarly, the
head of the Gorgon is given to her in myth by Perseus after he
beheads the monster with her assistance (Chapter 4). Vase paintings,
however, are not meant to be chronologically accurate: the artist is
showing the consummate goddess, small-scale though fully formed,
decked out in her warrior paraphernalia.

An especially striking feature of the scene is the frontal depiction
of the two central figures. Figures in Greek art are usually depicted
in profile with frontality reserved for those who are monstrous, or in
some other respect out of the ordinary, dangerous and ambiguous.
Dionysos, the god of excess, drunkenness and abandon is at times
depicted thus, as are people who have died or who are on the verge
of death. Frontally depicted figures are those who upset norms,
which is why frontality is a trait of the Gorgon, whose peculiar blend
of animal and human traits, as well as male and female ones, marks
her out as the most ugly and dangerous of all monsters. This frontal
depiction of Zeus and Athena is a means, perhaps, of emphasising
that something strange and extraordinary is taking place, something
that confounds the usual state of things. As on the cup, Zeus is
holding his distinctive attribute, the thunderbolt, but it serves a very



Figure 2 The birth of Athena in the presence of several deities, Attic black-figure
amphora, Virginia Museum of Fine Arts, Richmond 60.23. The Arthur and
Margaret Glasgow Fund. Photo: Katherine Wetzel. © Virginia Museum of
Fine Arts.
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different purpose. Far from wielding it as a defensive weapon, he is
grasping it between his hands, as a means, perhaps, of dealing with
the pain of childbirth. What the artist seems to be indicating is that,
in appropriating the female ability to give birth, he suffers the pain
associated with it too. There is a nice gender inversion here: the king
of the gods has taken on the role that is quintessentially female,
while Athena emerges in full armour.

The attributes of the two male wilnesses, a kerykion (herald’s
staff) and armour, show them to be, respectively, the messenger
god Hermes and Ares, the male power of war, who offsets Athena the
female warrior. Eileithyia is shown to our left. We would expect the
female on the other side to be a second Eileithyia, except that she
is wearing a crown, a detail that makes it likely that she is Hera,
Zeus’s wife. Her body language, with one fist clenched, may well be
expressing her displeasure at what has taken place; after all, she
typically reacts adversely to her husband’s production of children
outside their marriage, notably Herakles (Chapter 4), also Apollo
and in some accounts Athena. In the Homeric Hymn to Pythian
Apollo, for example, Hera accuses Zeus of giving birth to ‘Glaukopis
Athena who is foremost among all the blessed gods’ (314-15) as a
deliberate attempt to surpass her parthenogenic (‘without fertilisa-
tion by a male’) production of Hephaistos who was ‘shrivelled of
foot, a shame to me and weakly’ (316-17). This points us towards
why Hephaistos may be absent from the scene, namely because
Hera is there instead as the one with the ambivalent reaction, rather
than her son. Although the details are different, a thematic consist-
ency is apparent in that, in each case, Athena’s emergence impacts
upon the society of the gods, here causing Hera’s displeasure, and
elsewhere leading Athena and Zeus to wield their weapons towards
Hephaistos. We will turn now to a poetic account of the myth and its
effects upon those who witnessed it.

COSMIC TERROR: THE HOMERIC HYMN TO ATHENA

In Homeric Hymn 28 To Athena, the radiant spectacle of the
emerging goddess throws the whole universe into disarray:



26 KEY THEMES

Metieta Zeus himself gave birth to her out of his terrible head, arrayed in warlike
arms, golden, gleaming. Astonishment seized the gods as they watched. She
sprang forth at once from the immortal head and stood before Zeus who holds
the aegis, shaking a sharp spear. Great Olympos began to quake dreadfully
at the might of Glaukopis, and earth all about screamed horribly, and the sea
moved and frothed with dark waves, while foam suddenly burst forth. The
brilliant son of Hyperion stopped his swift-footed horses for a long time, until the
girl, Pallas Athena, stripped the godlike armour from her immortal shouiders,
and Metieta Zeus rejoiced.

(Homeric Hymn 28.5-16)

As she breaks forth out of Zeus’s head, her ‘golden, gleaming’
weapons present a dazzling spectacle, while her eyes too blaze forth
light. Athena is Glaukopis, a title that is often translated as ‘grey-
eyed’, with other possibilities being ‘blue-eyed’ or ‘green-eyed’, but
it is lightness or brightness that is the key rather than any particular
hue. A more apt translation is ‘gleaming-eyed’ or ‘darting-eyed’, or
even ‘owl-eyed’, from the glaux, the little owl, which with its big eyes,
night vision and tendency to make sudden appearances was a fitting
attribute of the goddess (see figure 3 below). This is the same dazzling
brightness that is a feature of other epiphanies including Athena’s
sudden appearance before Achilleus in the Iliad when he was on the
verge of killing Agamemnon and ‘terribly did her eyes flash’ (1.200).
This tendency is present even in the Lucian dialogue discussed at
the start of this chapter where I opted for the translation ‘fierce’
to capture the contrast between the attractiveness, for Hephaistos,
of the emerging goddess and the spectacle of her glaukos stare.

The gods look on in amazement as Athena leaps forth, while
heaven ‘quaked dreadfully’, earth ‘screamed horribly’, the sea
‘moved and frothed with dark waves’, and the sun (‘the brilliant son
of Hyperion’) stopped his passage across the sky. Athena — gleaming,
dazzling, golden as she is — has temporarily taken over the sun’s role.
Her birth is similar to a degree with the birth of another golden child
of Zeus, Apollo:

So she [Leto] cast her arms about a palm tree and kneeled on the soft meadow
while the earth laughed for joy beneath. Then the child leaped forth to the fight,

THE BIRTH OF ATHENA 27

and all the goddesses raised a cry. Straightaway, great Phoibos, the goddesses

washed you purely and cleanly with sweet water, and swathed you in a white

garment of fine texture, new-woven, and fastened a golden band about you.
(Hymn to Delian Apolio 117-22, Loeb translation, slightly adapted)

With a bright name — Phoibos or ‘Shining One’ — and bright attri-
butes, this is a fitting epiphany of the god associated with the sun. His
agile birth, springing forth ‘to the light’ recalls Athena’s emergence
from Zeus's head except that while Earth ‘laughed for joy’ at the
prospect of Apollo’s birth, the birth of Athena caused an earthquake.
The radiant brilliance of Phoibos is to be contrasted to the flashing,
terror-inducing epiphany of Glaukopis, that can replace the sun as
giver of light. A closer parallel for Athena’s dangerous, dazzling
brightness is what happens when Zeus uses his power against the
Titans:

From Heaven and from Olympos he came immediately, hurling his lightning:
the bolts flew thick and fast from his strong hand together with thunder and
lightning, whirling an awesome flame. The life-giving earth crashed around in
burning, and the vast wood crackled loud with fire all about. All the land
seethed, and Ocean’s streams and the unfruitful sea. The hot vapour lapped
round the earthborn Titans: flame unspeakable rose to the bright upper air. the
flashing glare of the thunderstone and lightning blinded their eyes for all that
they were strong.

(689-700, Loeb translation, slightly adapted)

As on the occasion of Athena’s birth, the whole kosmos is affected
with normal order suspended. Perhaps this is what the artist of
figure 1 had in mind in showing Zeus wielding the thunderbolt while
the emerging Athena is shaking her spear, with the warrior spectacle
of her birth comparable to the effects produced by the weapon of
Zeus. In the moment she is being born, she is like her father, with
power that can dazzle the universe. There is something impetuous
about her birth, breaking out as she does from the head of Zeus
displaying power that is reminiscent of his own.

The terror exists only, however, until Athena breaks the spell
by removing her golden armour. Her war magic is capable of
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generating cosmic chaos, but she can also turn off her power and
restore order and peace. This movement from warmonger to peace-
bringer seems to be signalled by the change of names. While
emerging in her armour, she is Glaukopis; when she removes the
amour she is ‘the girl Pallas Athena’, the ally of Zeus who ends the
cosmic terror. Then, the epiphany over, ‘Metieta Zeus rejoiced’.
Ultimately, her birth brings pleasure, like Apollo’s birth did and the
hymn ends by depicting the closeness between Athena and the
father who delights in her. As we shall see throughout this book,
Athena is a goddess who embodies various contradictions including
masculinity/femininity and war/peace. In the hymn, her duality is
evident from the moment of her birth. She is the dangerous warrior
but also a peace-bringer. She displays an otherness so extreme
that it can stop the universe from functioning properly but she is
capable of detaching herself from that power and aligning herself
with Zeus.

A different perspective can be offered on this duality if we
take one step back, to explore the events that led up to her birth.
This will necessitate an examination of the myth of the divine
succession, the story of how Zeus came first of all to be ruler of
the universe and then secured this rule for all time through the
birth of Athena. Our discussion will enable us to move to an under-
standing of one further aspect of the hymn, Zeus’s epithet Metieta,
sometimes translated as ‘wise’ but more specifically denoting
something like ‘Metis-ized’. When Zeus gives birth to Athena, he
does so as one who possesses Metis (‘cunning’), the goddess
who was pregnant with Athena when, to protect his future, Zeus
swallowed her.

THE SUCCESSION MYTH AND THE DEFEAT
OF THE MOTHER

Athena’s birth is often depicted as something that appears ex nihilo,
a phenomenon without apparent precedents. In Margaret Atwood’s
Lady Oracle (1976: 258), for example, it is used in relation to the
novel’s heroine, to denote her sudden appearance on the literary
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scene as the author of a critically-acclaimed work of poetry. But it
also forms part of, and resolves, the story concerning how Zeus
came to power: a story that begins in the earliest days of the cosmos.
According to the best-known (and earliest) account, in Hesiod’s
Theogony, Gaia (Earth) gave birth through parthenogenesis to
Ouranos (Heaven), who became her husband; however, he pre-
vented their children from being born by keeping them imprisoned
within their mother. In time, Gaia equipped her youngest son, Kro-
nos, with a sickle, and he used this in order to castrate his father.
Kronos married Rhea, and received a prophecy from Gaia and
Ouranos that one of his sons would overthrow him. In an attempt to
avert the same fate that befell his father, he swallowed his children
as soon as they emerged. But when the youngest, Zeus, was born,
Rhea gave him a stone to swallow instead, and tricked by his wife,
he disgorged each of the children, and Zeus arose as ruler in his
father’s place.

Zeus should have fallen prey to the same fate as his father and
grandfather before him. While his first wife, Metis, was pregnant
with Athena, he received a prophecy — again from Gaia and Ouranos
— that their second child, a son, would overthrow him. However,
he came up with a response that outdid the actions of either of his
ancestors. Ouranos stuffed his children back inside their mother,
and Kronos ate his children, but what Zeus did was to swallow his
wife, ‘craftily deceiving her with cunning words’ as Hesiod puts it, to
‘put her in his own belly, so that the goddess might devise for him
both good and evil’ (Theogony 899-900). Not only does this prevent
the successor being born, it also ensures that his wife will not be
able to take action against him, in the way that Gaia did against
Ouranos, or his own mother Rhea did against Kronos.

It also ensures that Zeus will be able to avert fate. Prophesies
usually come true in myth, however much individuals seek to
escape them, as Kronos discovered and as did Oedipus. But with
‘cunning’ literally contained within Zeus so that the god has
become, as it were, Metis-ized, this one remains permanently
unfulfilled. His rule now secure, he embarks upon a series of unions
before marrying Hera. It is once he has entered into this final, lasting
union that Athena is born:
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Zeus himself gave birth out of his own head to Gleaming-eyed Tritogeneia,
Awful, Rouser of Battle, Raiser of the Noise of War, Unwearying, Mistress, who
delights in tumults and wars and battles.

(Theogony 924-6)

With Athena’s birth, the problem of the succession is resolved once
and for all:

QOuranos
J
Kronos
A3
Zeus
2
Athena

The scheme ends not with the threatened son, but with the
daughter who, warrior and warmonger though she is, will not seek
to overthrow her father. Broken too is the chain of female power:

Gaia
|2
Rhea
d
Metis
d
Athena

Gaia set in motion the succession myth by giving birth to a father-
less son; Zeus now produces a daughter who is denied a relationship
with her mother. One of her epithets is polymetis (‘cunning in many
ways’) and the quality of metis is one of her defining features, which,
as we will see in subsequent chapters (esp. 3 and 4), underlies many
of her spheres of influence. But there is a difference between the
cunning of Metis and that of her daughter. Metis was too dangerous
to be permitted an independent existence but polymetis Athena is,
as it were, a safe version of her mother, who aligns herself with her
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father and with the patriarchy over which he reigns. The myth is
not just about Athena: it is also about who she is not. She is
differentiated from Metis, the embodiment of cunning, and from
her nameless brother, the child who would have been ‘something
else, stronger than the thunderbolt’ in the words of a variant of
Hesiod’s account (Hesiod fi. 343.8).

Athena’s birth is the product of a temporary mixing up of gender
roles. Zeus becomes feminised, giving birth to a child in lieu of his
wife, while, in some versions, Hephaistos takes on the role of mid-
wife. The product is a deity who confounds gendered norms, but
who, with the close bond established with her father by her birth,
safeguards the patriarchal system that comes into place at the time
when she was born. As she is made to say in the Eumenides, in the
passage quoted at the head of this chapter, she is a motherless
goddess whose affiliations are at once with her father Zeus and
with ‘the male’ in general. This makes her, in gendered terms, an
anomaly: ‘the child of Olympian Zeus’ as Apollo states earlier in
the Eumenides, ‘who was not even nursed in the darkness of a
womb’ who is consequently ‘such an offspring to which no goddess
could give birth’ (663-6). The Greeks were fond of exploring
Athena’s similarities with other pugnacious females, notably the
Amazons, the enemies of patriarchy par excellence, whose society
was represented as a matriarchy and who, on various occasions
in myth, launched invasions of Greece. While the Amazons as a
race, and individual women like Klytaimnestra, threaten male domi-
nation, however, Athena is consistently the upholder of patriarchy,
trusted by her father more than any other deity and even given
access to his thunderbolt (Aeschylus, Eumenides 827-8; Euripides,
Women of Troy 78-93). This made her an appealing figure touse as a
means of exploring gender norms, as one odd and ambiguous but
ultimately aligned with order and patriarchy. This duality of Athena
will be a recurrent feature of this book. One of the elements that
make Athena so appealing for the Greeks, it has also been seized on
by modern commentators as a means of explaining her nature.
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OVERVIEW

This multi-layered myth has provided a convenient starting point
for this book because it was regarded as integral to Athena’s
character and many of her divine roles. It enables us to confront
from the outset particular aspects of the goddess, including her
place in the pantheon, her distinctive mixture of masculinity and
femininity, her role as a warrior and the cunning that she inherits
from her mother via Metieta Zeus. The myth establishes Athena’s
close relationship with her father, and with ‘the male’ in general.
A warrior female who ought to be subversive and transgressive, she
uses her power in concert with her father from the moment of her
birth. More broadly, her birth brings to an end the problem of the
succession and underlines Zeus’s status as the sovereign power over
the universe. A diverse figure, she is at once magical, powerful and
dangerous and also the upholder of order.

2
TRACING ATHENA’S ORIGINS

We do not know where the Greek gods came from, but the conventional view is
that most of them came from somewhere else.
(Hurwit 1999: 12)

INTRODUCTION: DO ORIGINS MATTER?

One of the current methodological issues in the study of Greek
religion is the question of the origins and early development of
the gods. Until the second half of the twentieth century, it was
commonplace to understand their nature and roles by determining
their supposed origins and prehistoric development. With these
issues decided upon, it was thought that an understanding of all
subsequent manifestations could be reached. Origins, in short,
were thought to supply a key to uncovering the nature of individual
gods. In contrast, in the wake of the structuralist-influenced work of
Vernant, Detienne and others, the emphasis has shifted from origins
to what may be termed ‘contexts’. It has become customary to look
not to the question of prehistoric formation, but to the contexts in
which the gods appear in archaic, classical and subsequent repre-
sentations. To understand Athena, for example, scholars have regu-
larly looked not at where her cult and persona may have originated
but at her place in the complex religious system that is the pantheon
(Chapter 3).

However, an interest in origins has not gone away. The work by
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THE ‘NEW WAY’: THE FUNCTIONALIST PARADIGM

A significant concern in the nineteenth and early to mid-twentieth
centuries was to produce studies of the major gods that traced
the salient characteristics of each: their epithets for example, the
sanctuaries at which they were worshipped and their festivals. The
most distinguished example of this, L.R. Farnell’s five-volume Cults
of the Greek States (1896-1909), presents a detailed account of the
major deities, cataloguing their cult, cult-monuments and ideal
types. It remains a valuable reference work, especially in Athena’s
case, for its geographical register of her cults (Farnell 1896: 419-23),
but now looks out of date, because it is of limited value for providing
a sense of how the gods were thought to interact with one another.
It presents, effectively, a ‘Zeus religion’, an ‘Athena religion’, an
‘Apollo religion’ etc. (cf. Burkert 1985: 216) rather than an account
of how the Greeks experienced their gods as beings within a
polytheistic system, each with particular roles and characteristics,
but none operating in isolation.

The study of the Greek gods has been transformed through the
work of a group of francophone scholars, often identified as the
‘Paris School’, who have sought to understand deities via their
place in the pantheon. As set out in the work of one of the most
influential, Jean-Pierre Vernant:

We must analyse the structure of the pantheon and show how the various
powers are grouped, associated together and opposed to and distinguished
from each other. Only in this way can the pertinent features of each god or each

group of gods emerge.
(1979: 99).

This approach, influenced by the structuralist methodology
developed by the French anthropologist Claude Lévi-Strauss is
highly appealing as a means of interpreting Athena. It frees us from
the need to study her in terms of her prehistorical formation, and
enables us to look, instead, at the particular contexts in which she
was thought to manifest herself. In works by Vernant, Marcel
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Detienne and others, a series of oppositions have been established
with a series of other gods, where she consistently brings to bear
skill, technical aptitude, and, above all, metis. These qualities have
been seen to underlie her interventions in myth and cult, and are
regarded as pivotal to an interpretation of her areas of competence.
The influence of the functionalist paradigm is exemplified in Walter
Burkert’s summary of Athena’s functions:

Poseidon violently sires the horse, Athena bridles it and builds the chariot;
Hermes may multiply the flocks, Athena teaches the use of wool. Even in war,
Athena is no exponent of derring-do — this is captured in the figure of Ares - but
cultivates the war-dance, tactics and discipline.

(1985: 141)

We will explore this methodology by presenting several case studies,
each of which looks at her relationship with one of her fellow gods.
Our starting point will be Poseidon, as it is this relationship that
has generated particular interest from a structuralist perspective.
Sometimes, as we shall see, the standard way of interpreting Athena
through the lens of structuralism is limited as a means of shedding
light upon her modes of operation. Although applicable up to a
point, the metis/elemental force opposition is overly limiting in
certain contexts because Athena is herself depicted as a being with
powers that might be termed ‘elemental’. Through restructuring the
model, however, we will see that the methodology provides a useful
vehicle for exploring Athena’s nature and divine relationships.

ATHENA AND POSEIDON: THE HORSE AND THE SEA

It is in the case of Athena’s common areas of concern with Poseidon
that the structuralist opposition on the face of it works particularly
effectively. In his various areas of competence, Poseidon is a volatile
god, given to displays of anger and ferocity, who seems very dif-
ferent from the skilful and intelligent Athena. He is the earth-shaker,
for example, and the bringer of floods, whose ability to cause
destruction may be exemplified by his response to the Athenians’
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rejection of him in favour of Athena, when in his anger he floods the
Attic plain (see Chapter 5).

The contrast between the two deities is discernible in one of
their shared areas of activity, horsemanship. As Poseidon Hippios
and Athena Hippia they are each deities ‘of the horse’, but Athena
has been identified as a power of metis in contrast to the elemental
power that her fellow god brings to bear. Poseidon is the horse god
par excellence, who fathered the first ever creature by ejaculating on
a rock, while among his other offspring were the fabulous horses
Pegasos (one of his children with Medusa) and Areion, whom he
fathered on Demeter Erinys (‘Fury’), when he raped her in the guise
of a stallion. Athena’s interventions, in contrast, involve skill and
technology. As set out in the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite quoted at
the head of this chapter, she was ‘the first to teach mortal craftsmen
to make war-chariots and other chariots wrought in bronze’. She
also enabled Bellerophon to tame Pegasos, Poseidon’s son, by
presenting him with the bit (Pindar, Olympian 13.75-8). The
structuralist opposition between the two gods provides a means of
understanding the different abilities that each possesses. Poseidon
is the horse’s creator, while Athena tames it and makes it useful
to mankind. When she herself plays a part in the creation of a
horse, indeed, it is not a living creature but the Trojan Horse, the
ultimate instance of artifice, technology and trickery (see further
Chapter 4).

When we turn to the sea, however, the structuralist opposition
works less well as a means of contrasting Poseidon as an elemental
force with Athena as a power of civilisation and metis. Poseidon
was the major sea god of the Greeks. Athena, too, was venerated as a
maritime power, worshipped as Promachorma (‘guardian of the
anchorage’) for example, on a promontory called Bouporthmos
{‘ox crossing’) in the Argolid and as Koryphasia on the Koryphasion
promontory near Pylos. Her best-known maritime cult, meanwhile,
at Cape Sounion on the southern tip of Attica, was situated on alow
hill below the sanctuary of Poseidon Soter (‘safety’).

The metis/elemental force opposition applies in relation to the
sea, but only to a point. Of vital importance to a seafaring people
like the Greeks, the sea was regarded as violent, dangerous and

SOOI
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‘desolate’ (atrugetos). These qualities were reflected in the nature of
the god who was assigned the sea as his domain at the time when
the world was being divided up between him and Zeus, who
acquired the sky, and Hades, who became lord of the underworld.
Like his brothers, he was at once the power who controlled his
designated domain and intimately associated with that domain.
When he rode across it in the Iliad, ‘it parted before him, rejoicing’
(13.29), but when he was angry, the sea was destructive and poten-
tially deadly, as Odysseus discovered after he incurred the god’s
wrath in Odyssey for blinding another of his sons, the cyclops
Polyphemos. When Athena intervenes in connection with the sea,
in contrast, it is often to promote skilled activities including ship-
building, navigation and helmsmanship. She built the first ever ship,
variously identified as that of Jason or of Danaos (Apollodoros 2.1.4),
and was responsible for the ship that brought Helen to Troy
(Homer, Iliad 5.59). In the most famous epic voyage, Jason and the
Argonauts’ journey to Colchis to capture the Golden Fleece, she
selected the trees for the Argo, chose the pilot and supervised the
shipbuilding (Apollonius Rhodius, Argonautica 1.18-19; 109ft.).
She intervened during the voyage too, nowhere more strikingly
than during the clashing rocks incident, when she helped the ship
through at just the right moment (2.598ff). She also assisted
Odysseus’ son Telemachos on his quest for news of his father
(Homer, Odyssey 1.113ff) by advising him on the sort of ship to
equip, guiding him during his journey and generating a favourable
wind to Pylos.

Athena is represented as capable of operating in a manner that
differs from her fellow sea god, intervening to help skilled practi-
tioners and seafarers to create a path through Poseidon’s domain.
Yet to characterise her solely as a goddess of metis would be to
oversimplify her role as a maritime power. She is herself able to
control conditions at sea and capable of generating storms no less
powerful and destructive than any of Poseidon’s. When she sprang
from Zeus’s head, ‘the sea moved and frothed with dark waves,
while foam suddenly burst forth’ (Homeric Hymn 28.11-13). Like-
wise, in her fury at the Greeks’ sacrilege during the sack of Troy, she
produced the storm that devastated the returning fleet (Chapter 4).
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With Athena capable of operating in a way that affects conditions
at sea, the standard structuralist opposition between Athena (metis)
and Poseidon (elemental force) emerges as overly limited as a
means of accounting for Athena’s distinctive mode of activity. But
far from making us desirous of writing off structuralist methodology,
our survey has demonstrated its potential to elucidate Athena’s par-
ticular traits. Comparing the two deities in their maritime guises
uncovers an intriguing contrast between them. Poseidon’s operations
are guided by his role as an elemental force. Athena, in contrast
brings to bear a duality between the ‘civiliser’ of the sea who pro-
motes skilled activities and the power able to create violent storms.

The value of the structuralist methodology is that it confirms
what we have already identified as a distinctive quality of Athena,
namely that there is a particular duality about her. On the one hand,
she is a civiliser, who brings orders and who resolves various
situations. But she is also capable of generating disorder and chaos.
We will now test the implications of the approach further though an
investigation of another of Athena’s divine relationships, that with

Hephaistos.

ATHENA AND HEPHAISTOS: SKILLED CRAFT

The god of fire, blacksmiths and artisans, Hephaistos was so closely
linked with fire that his very name could denote the element. This
is similar in part to how Poseidon is intimately linked with the sea,
except that Hephaistos is a god endowed with metis, in his case a
cunning that elevated him beyond a solely elemental power. He
is fire, but he is also a craftsman able to exploit and tame fire. As
Klutometis (‘renowned for cunning’), he was responsible for works
of exceptional skill including the shield of Achilleus, certain golden-
wheeled tripods that were capable of moving by themselves and
automata fashioned from gold to assist him in his forge. It was
thanks to Hephaistos that the birth of Athena was able to take place,
when he freed her from the body of Zeus with his ‘child-delivering
axe’ (Kallimachos fragment 37). He also created a throne for his
mother Hera that was gleaming and enticing, but from which she
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could not escape until he released her from the invisible constraints
that were imprisoning her. This takes us to another dimension of
his cunning. He was an outsider among the gods - the lame god,
detested by his mother as soon as he was born (Chapter 1) ~ but he
was able to use his skills to extract revenge. This ability is seen most
notably when he takes revenge on Aphrodite by trapping her with
her lover Ares in a net so fine that it was invisible (Homer, Odyssey
8.266ff.). So effective is his trickery and artifice that it could trap
even the goddess of the wiles of love.

Athena, too, was able to fashion intricate objects, in her case as a
woolworker. One of her epithets was Ergane (‘worker’) and she is
sometimes depicted holding woolworking implements. According
to one ancient description of the palladion, for example, ‘in the
right hand it held a spear lifted up, while in the other, a distaff and
spindle’ (Apollodoros 3.12.3). In her contest with the mortal weaver
Arachne, she produced a tapestry with ‘subtle delicate tints that
change insensibly from shade to shade’ (Ovid, Metamorphoses
6.63-4, tr. Melville). In the Iliad, she is clothed in the dress that she
herself wove (5.734-5) and in one version of the creation of the
aegis, the flayed skin of the giant Pallas provides the raw material for
her techne (Apollodoros 1.6.2). As well as weaving her own clothes,
she was the patron of mortal woolworkers, whether women who
performed the task as domestic labour, such as the ‘soft-skinned
young women’ of the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite quoted at the
head of this chapter — who carried out their skill inside their houses
— or those who did it as their trade. Several of the epigrams in the
Palatine Anthology concern professional spinsters who dedicate
their tools to Athena as their patron. In 6.288, for example, four sisters
dedicate their implements to her as a proportion of their profit, and
to pray for enhanced prosperity, while in 6.289, three sisters dedi-
cate their implements on the occasion of their retirement.

Athena is associated with other skilled activities too. As well as
helping to create the Trojan Horse, she fashioned the palladion in
the likeness of a childhood friend called Pallas (Apollodoros 3.12.3).
She was the patron of potters and shared Hephaistos’ function as
deity of metalwork, the difference being that she did not herself
work with metal. When she required weapons, she turned to
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Hephaistos, just as all the gods did. This differentiation provides a
way of understanding the differing status of Athena and Hephaistos
among the gods. As we have seen, Hephaistos was the divine
servant, a figure of fun, whose status was peripheral in contrast to
that of Athena, the goddess who was, in the words of Hera, ‘dis-
tinguished among all the blessed gods’ (Homeric Hymn to Pythian
Apollo 315), a contrast that reflects the status of metalworkers in
Greek society as essential to society, but marginalised and even
feared. Athena had the technical ability to teach skills and promote
male craft, but she did not, herself, work with these materials.

The main differences we have identified so far, then, are that
while both deities are gods of craft, the works of Hephaistos are
fashioned in the noise of the furnace while Athena does not get her
hands dirty, as it were. Her particular skill, woolworking, was, in
contrast, the consummate female activity for a society where the
proper role for women was working at the loom. This division of
labour is reflected in their respective roles in the creation of Pan-
dora, where Hephaistos used base material (clay) and Athena taught
her woolworking:

He [Zeus] urged renowned Hephaistos to make haste and mix earth with water
and to put in it the voice and strength of humankind, and fashion a sweet, lovely
maiden-shape, like to the immortal goddesses in face; and Athena to teach her
needlework and the weaving of the varied web.

(Hesiod, Works and Days 60-64, Loeb translation, slightly adapted)

So far we have been highlighting the distinctive manner of
operation of the two deities. As the male and female deities of craft,
however, they are frequently paired and accorded similar manners
of operating. In a simile in Odyssey 6, they are each envisaged as
teaching ‘all kinds of skill’ to ‘some skilful man’, enabling him to
produce ‘graceful’ (charieis) work (6.232~4). Their close associations
in Athens reflect the importance of craft in the city, particularly their
connection at the Hephaisteion above the Agora, where Athena
was even known as Hephaisteia (‘of Hephaistos’). The Chalkeia, in
honour of both gods, was the festival of smiths. It was also the
occasion when the loom was set up for the Panathenaic peplos. In
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other words, male craft and women’s work were jointly honoured in
the cult of Athena and Hephaistos.

As deities of craft, Athena and Hephaistos had in common a
concern with the promotion of civilisation. One of the Orphic
hymns, for example, envisages ‘Athena presiding over various arts,
in particular that of weaving, and Hephaistos especially to watch
over other skills’ (Kern, Orphica Fragmenta 178). This joint bene-
faction is taken a stage further in the Homeric Hymn to Hephaistos
where they are envisaged as enabling mankind to become civilised
because they ‘taught men glorious crafts throughout the world: men
who previously dwelt in caves in the mountains like wild beasts’
(20). Such notions may lie behind the Athenian foundation myth
concerning the birth of one of the early kings, Erichthonios:

Athena came to Hephaistos wanting him to fashion arms. But he, having been
rejected by Aphrodite, began to desire Athena and started to pursue her, but she
fled. When he came near her with a great deal of distress — for he was lame — he
attempted to have sex with her; but she, being chaste and a parthenos would
not suffer him to act thus, and he ejaculated onto the leg of the goddess. In
disgust, she wiped off the semen with wool, and threw it on the ground; and as
she fled and the semen fell on the ground, Erichthonios was born.

(Apollodoros 3.14.6)

One aspect of this multifaceted story (to be explored further in
Chapter 5) concerns the ability of Hephaistos and Athena to produce
a child in circumstances that should have precluded it. Hephaistos’
near-magical ability to create extraordinary things is evident in his
mixing of semen and earth to produce Erichthonios. What distin-
guishes Erichthonios’ origins, however, is the mediation of Athena.
Elsewhere Hephaistos’ creative partner, here she becomes in a sense
his sexual partner too when she wipes the semen off her leg and
casts it on the ground. Erichthonios was even, in one ancient deri-
vation of his name, ‘Woolly-Earthy’ (erion-chthonios: Etymologicum
Magnum sv. Erechtheus; Scholia on Homer, Iliad 4.8). He is, here,
the product of the earth that Hephaistos is capable of utilising to
fashion living beings and also the wool used by Athena in her own
skilled work.
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Applying structuralist methodology to investigate the relation-
ship between Athena and Hephaistos in their shared field of
operation provides a way of understanding Athena’s mode of
operation as a deity of skilled craft. She is the cult partner — and even
in a sense the sexual partner — of Hephaistos, sharing his role as a
patron of techne and being, like him, imbued with metis in a
practical sense. Through her patronage of skilled craft, Athena
emerges once again as a benefactor of civilisation, possessed of
technical skill and passing this ability to mankind. This demon-
strates further that the structuralist methodology does not have to
rely solely upon opposition, but can also shed light on the mo.des of
operations of pairs of deities with comparable areas of expertise.

ATHENA AND ARES: WAR

It has become a near-cliché to differentiate between Ares as the
embodiment of war’s violent and chaotic aspects, and Athena as
the goddess who orders and systemises it through inventions like
the chariot and the armed dance. In the nineteenth century, John
Ruskin stated that Ares is ‘brutal muscular strength’ while Athena
represents ‘the strength of young lives passed in pure air and sv_vift
exercise’ (1890: 49). The contrast has resurfaced in structuralist-
influenced research with the differences between taken to reflect
the ideals of Greek warfare (e.g. Daraki 1980). Ares has been said to
stand for the kind of violent behaviour that warriors ought to avoid,
while Athena represents war as warriors are supposed to ﬁght it.
Ares signals the hubris of the warrior who attempts to pit hlmsel,f
against the gods; Athena is the one who inspires menos (‘strength’,
‘courage’ or ‘prowess’). a

It is possible to identify similarities between the two deities,
however, that undermine these rather neat patterns, for in order to
inspire menos, Athena operates in ways that are resonant of Ares.
She is a warmonger from the moment she is born shaking her
armour and making her war cry (Chapter 1). She displays ferocity in
the battle between the gods and giants, even flaying Pallas, and as
we have seen, fashioning the aegis from his skin. This section will
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explore some of her warlike traits and interventions in order to
determine how far the structualist view of Athena as the power of
civilisation and metis applies in this instance.

In the Iliad, Athena gets into the thick of battle to assist her
favourites. The extraordinary menos of Diomedes that dominates
Book 5 is inspired by the goddess (e.g. 5.1-8). At one point he dis-
plays such unbridled rage under Athena’s influence that no one,
neither Greek nor Trojan, is able to discern who he is or even
which side he is on as he ‘storm/s] up the plain like a winter torrent’
(87-8). This could not be more different from the usual pattern
of battle in the epic, where warriors are aware of the identity and
pedigree of their opponents. Indeed, Diomedes himself other-
wise exhibits such self-control that he refrains from combat with
the Trojan Glaukos because their ancestors were guest-friends
(6.212-31).

With Athena’s help, another of her favourites, Achilleus, also
takes on an appearance that differs from the usual pattern of heroic
conduct when she clothes him in the aegis, places a golden cloud
around his head and makes fire blaze from him (18.203-18). He then
utters a war cry and she adds her own to it and the results are
extraordinary: ‘unutterable confusion’ ensues (218) and the panic
produces deaths through ‘friendly fire”: the only instance of this in
the Iliad. With Athena’s ability to inspire such extreme warrior
behaviour, it is her similarities with Ares that are brought to the fore.
Indeed, the Iliad frequently describes the gods in comparable terms,
even though their relationship is presented as less than amiable,
witness for instance Ares’ complaint to Zeus about the favouritism
shown to Athena (chapter 1). The shield of Achilles, for example,
includes a representation of defenders of a town under siege sallying
out led by Athena and Ares: ‘each golden, dressed in golden gar-
ments, beautiful and great in their armour’ (18.516-17). The shorter
of the two Homeric Hymns to Athena (11.2-3) sums up the relation-
ship. Athena is ‘terrible’ it says, ‘and with Ares she makes her
business the works of war, the sack of cities and the shouting and
the battle’.

But there is always a degree of difference. Homeric heroes
become the ‘equal of Ares’ in the thick of battle. When Athena
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intervenes it is intimacy rather than identification that is produced.
She is the deity who leads the warrior by the hand (4.541-2) in a way
that one could not imagine Ares doing. Moreover, unlike Ares, Ath-
ena is able to distance herself from war and violence. In the Iliad
(5.733ff), she arms herself for battle by removing the self-made
dress that she had been wearing, and replacing it with weapons,
most strikingly, the ‘terrible tasselled aegis’ which contains the per-
sonified abstractions Phobos (Fear), Eris (Strife), Alke (Strength),
blood-chilling Toke (Pursuit), and then, most of all ‘the head of the
terrible monster the Gorgon, both fearful and awful to look on’.
These abstractions become part of the spectacle she produces; but
they are also detachable.

Ares, meanwhile, has a more permanent kind of attachment with
some of these figures: Phobos and Eris are even his relatives, since
he is identified as the father of the former (e.g. Iliad 13.299), and the
brother of the latter (liad 4.441). Perhaps what we have here is a
contrast between armour and natural forces. The opposition
between the deities is not so much between war as a cosmic,
destructive force and ‘civilised warfare’ as between natural power
and weaponry. It is Athena’s weapons coupled with her frenzied cry
and blazing eyes that make her a deity of war and she possesses
power that she could either use or turn off. Ares, meanwhile, is more
closely identified with his warlike power, as may be exemplified by
the description of the two gods in the Hesiodic Shield of Herakles
(191-200). ‘There’, the poem recounts, ‘was baneful Ares the spoil-
wearer himself. In his hands he held a spear and he was urging on
his foot-soldier, and he was red with blood’. ‘There, t00’, the poem
continues, ‘was the daughter of Zeus, bringer of spoil [ageleié],
Tritogeneia. She seemed as though she intended to arm herself
for battle, since she held a spear in her hand, and a golden helmet,
and the aegis about her shoulders.” In certain respects, they are
described in comparable terms. Ares is the ‘spoil-wearer’ and
Athena the ‘bringer of spoil’, but while Ares is covered in blood,
Athena is clothed in armour.

Ares is little more than the god of war. Athena is warlike when she
needs to be, but she is much more besides. This may be exemplified
by figure 4, the other side of figure 2, the image we discussed in
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Figure 4 Herakles and the Nemean Lion, Attic black-figure amphora, Virginia
Museum of Fine Arts, Richmond 60.23. The Arthur and Margaret Glasgow Fund.
Photo: Katherine Weizel. © Virginia Museum of Fine Arts.
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Chapter 1, where we see a very different-looking Athena from the
resplendent goddess emerging in her warrior panoply out of the
head of Zeus. Armed only with her spear, she makes an intriguing
contrast to Herakles’ mortal helper lolaos who is kitted out in full
panoply.

The standard way of evaluating Athena’s interventions in war is
too limiting. However, this far from invalidates the structuralist
methodology of comparing and contrasting pairs of deities. The
comparison brings out Athena’s particular manner of operation as
a warrior, intervening to assist her favourites and able to inspire
their displays of warrior power, while deriving her power from her
weapons rather than some natural affinity with war of the kind
exemplified by Ares.

OVERVIEW: A KEY TO ATHENA?

The result of this survey is a picture of Athena as a multifaceted
goddess with numerous functions including seamanship, horse-
manship, craft and war. Our discussion has shed further light too
on the nature of Athena’s metis, which is capable of transforming
things that are raw, dangerous and elemental into useful objects,
including such unlikely raw materials as the dead body of Pallas and
the wool she was carrying when Hephaistos attempted to have sex
with her. Through our investigation of her role within the pantheon,
she has emerged as a power of technology and creativity who pro-
motes creativity and order, but with another side to her power, that
of the storm bringer and warmonger.

Exploring the structuralist approach in relation to Athena has
furthered our understanding of some of her distinctive traits. It has
also shown how she functioned within the amalgamation of gods
that was the pantheon. There was no separate ‘Athena religion’. She
functioned as part of a network of beings so that in various fields
of competence, she was variously compared and contrasted to her
fellow divine beings. '

4

HEROES, HEROINES AND THE
TROJAN WAR

The gods we have as allies are not worse than those of the Argives, my lord. For
Hera is their champion, Zeus's wife, but Athena is ours. This too is a source of
good fortune for us, that we have better gods. For Pallas Athena will not put up
with defeat.

(Sophocles, Children of Herakles 347-52, tr. Kovacs)

INTRODUCTION: HELPING FRIENDS, HARMING ENEMIES

Athena appears in an extraordinary range of myths, due in part to
her role as the patron of heroes. She participates in stories associ-
ated with numerous heroes, from the Greek warriors at Troy to the
great adventurers including Jason, Perseus and above all Herakles.
So pervasive is her role that it might even be said that one of the
‘qualifications’ for heroism in Greek myth was to have Athena on
one’s side. W. E Otto memorably identified Athena as the ‘goddess
of nearness’ (1954). It is in her interventions in the lives of heroes
that this characterisation has particular resonance.

There was a flip side to this protection and assistance, however.
As well as the greatest friend that a hero might acquire, she was, as
we shall see, a fierce and persistent victimiser of any mortal she
regarded as her enemy. This is something easy to overlook. It is the
kind of role we tend to associate with certain of her fellow deities:
Hera, for example, or Poseidon, whose victimisation of Odysseus is
one of the driving forces of the hero’s myth. But, in fact, those who



