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Poetic Fieldwork

2.1 Some keys to ethical questions

Tic 7 dp chwe Oedv Epidi Evvénre pdyecha;
Anyrobic kal Aidc vibe: 6 yap Bacidfi xodwleic
vobcov dve, crpardv dpce kakiy, SAékovro 8¢ Aaoi, 10
otvexa Tov Xpenyw ripacey dpnriipa
Arpeidnc 6 yap fA0e Boac émi vijac Axaidv
Avcduevde Te Bbyatpa dépwy 1’ dmepeic’ dmowa,
créppar’ Exwv év yepciv éknférov AmdAdwvoc
xpucéwe dvé ckimTpwe, xai Aiccero mdvrac Ayavoic, 15
Arpeida 8¢ pdAucra dvw, kacprjrope Aadw:
“Arpeidor e xai dAov éirviipdec Axyarol,
duiv uév Beoi Sotev "OXdumia Scbpat’ éxovrec
éemépcar Ipidpoio méAw, €6 & oikad’ ixécfar
maido 8 éuol Adcarre dpidqy, Ta 8 dmowa 8éxechar, 20
&Lépevor didc vidv éxnBdlov AméAwva.”
"Ev®’ dAdou pév mdvrec émevdrjuncav Ayaiol
aideicfal & lepio kal dylad 8éxfar dmowa:
AN’ odk Arpeidn Ayapéuvove fvdave Bupdd,
GAAG. kaxdc ddlel, kparepov 8 émi uifov EreAle 25
“wij ce, yépov, xoldmcww éyw mapd vyuci kixelw
7 viv 890dvovr’ 4 Gcrepov adric idvTa,
wij v Tou 0d ypaicumi ckimTpov kal créppa Beolo:
v & éyd od Mow' mplv pw kal yiipac émewcw
Huerépwr &t oikwi, év Apyei, TnAd0 mdrpnc, 30
foTov émouyouévmy ral éudv Aéyoc dvridwear
SAN 1Be, pif 1’ épéBile, cadirepoc dic ke vénar.”’
“Qc épar’, Eeicev 8’ 6 yépwv kai émellfero pibw:

Which of the gods was it who set these two to their fighting? It was
the son of Zeus and Leto. In anger at the king he raised a vile plague
throughout the army, and the people were dying, because the son of
Atreus had dishonoured Chryses, his priest. Chryses had come to the fast
ships of the Achaians to gain release for his daughter, bringing with him
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unlimited ransom, and holding in his hands the sacred woollen bands of
Apollo the far-shooter, wreathed on a golden staff. He began to entreat
the whole body of the Achaians, but especially the two sons of Atreus,
the marshals of the army. ‘Sons of Atreus, and you other well-greaved
Achaians, may the gods who live on Olympos grant you the sacking of
Priam’s city and a safe return to your homes. But release my dear child
to me, and accept this ransom, in reverence for the son of Zeus, Apollo
the far-shooter.’

Then all the other Achaians shouted their agreement, to respect the
priest’s claim and take the splendid ransom. But this was not the pleasure
of Agamemnon’s heart, the son of Atreus. He sent him shamefully on his
way, with harsh words of command: ‘Old man, let me never find you by
our hollow ships, either dallying here now or coming back again in
future—or you will have no protection from your god’s staff and sacred
bands. As for the girl, I shall not release her. Before that, old age will
come upon her in our house, in Argos, far from her own country, where
she will work at the loom and serve my bed. No, away with you: do not
provoke me, if you want to return in safety.’

So he spoke, and the old man was afraid and did as he was ordered.

(1. 8-33)

This translation—like most, if not all, modern translations—takes
Bacidie (basilér) in line g as ‘the king’; and this clearly refers to
Agamemnon. But ‘one of the chiefs’ might be closer to Homer
(whose Greek has no definite or indefinite articles). Whatever
Agamemnon’s status may be, he is not ‘the basileus’, since it is
clear from plenty of passages in the Iliad that there are many
basilees at Troy, with Agamemnon and Achilleus two among them.
It is not clear quite how a man qualified for this status, but the
existence of the comparative Bacidedrepoc (‘more basileus’) and
superlative BaciAedraroc (‘most basileus’) suggest that it was a mat-
ter of degree rather than rank.! Even if the context of line g has
narrowed the possible reference of basiléi down to one of only two
men, it is not yet clear which it refers to. Indeed, the whole run
of the wording holds up the identification until the enjambement
after line 11: Arpeidnc (the son of Atreus). Those who have heard
or read the poem before ‘know’ which basiléi refers to, but the

1 See Taplin, ‘Agamemnon’, 62—70, esp. p. 63 on the famous ‘one king’ passage
at 2. 203—6. To the works cited there (Drews, Geddes, Rihll) add Schadewaldst,
IS 37—9; F.Gschnitzer in Innsbrucker Beitr. zur Kulturwiss. 11 (1965), 99ff.;
]. Halverson, Hermes, 113 (1985), 129ff. (on Od.); P. Carlier, La Royauté en Gréce

(Strasbourg, 1984), 1361f.; S. West on Od. 1. 386—7; Collins, 64f.; H. van Wees,
CQ n.s. 38 (1988), 11T, esp. 18—22; Morris, 98—9.
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narrative still flows in a single direction, and A7peidnc comes as a
confirmation charged with narrative energy.

The assimilation of basileus to the monarch, and the assumption
of Agamemnon to this sovereignty, goes back at least to the era
of the Hellenistic kings, the first age of professional Homeric
scholarship.? It may well have been to the advantage of the recep-
tion of Homer in the long run that many aspects of his mental
and social structures, his ‘anthropology’ so to speak, have proved
open to anachronistic assimilation by later ages. His adaptability
to the institutions of kingship is a good illustration.? On the other
hand, when any such anachronism is exposed as such by historical
research or philology or archaeology, it is no longer possible to
indulge in it unreservedly—it is time to move on. The decline of
the institutions of monarchy world-wide and the questioning of
absolute authority leads to a reassessment of the politics and
internal anthropology of the Iliad. It also restores Homer more to
his own time, a period when the institutions and communal bond-
ings of society were under review, and going through momentous
transition (see § 1.5).

Any venture of poetic fieldwork—that is of attempting to work
out the mental and social structures of the Iliad by accumulating
and comparing the evidence from within the poem—will find that
the indications are too sparse or thin to clarify some aspects of the
anthropology. On the other hand, there are many important areas
where they add up to a picture, a picture which is often remarkably
consistent. 'There may be internal contradictions, but more often
there is a significant imprecision, a lack of definitive statute. It is
this that leaves room for dispute, for the interplay of different
views, especially of personal and political ethics, which is, I shall

2 The scholia fall into giving Bacidedc the definite article, e.g. in ZA4 on 29, which
protests, particularly absurdly, that Chryses should not have complained about
his daughter bedding 7@t Bacide! (with the king) (see Taplin, ‘Agamemnon’, 81).
For Hellenistic assimilation of Homeric anthropology, see (for instance)
O. Murray, ‘Philodemus on the Good King according to Homer’, ¥RS 55 (1965),
161 fF.

3 1 do not share the fashionable admiration for the aesthetic value or authority
of the ancient scholia on Homer, voiced most persuasively by N. J. Richardson in
CQ n.s. 30 (1980), 265 fI. and most zealously by M. Heath, Unity in Greek Poetics
(Oxford, 1989), Ch.8. On the whole the scholia show little sense of cultural
relativity, and are often shamelessly anachronistic. A comparison of the visual arts
of 200 BC with those of 700 Bc makes the point that we are dealing with radically
different aesthetic eras.
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argue, one of the perennial strengths of the poem. Thus, Agamem-
non’s position, while it has an anthropological rationale, falls
crucially short of final definition or official hierarchy. I explore
this on pp. 57—60. If the basileus of line 9 were ‘the king’, then the
issue between him and Achilleus would be far less powerful and
interesting.

The consistency of Homeric anthropology should not lead to
the assumption that it directly reflects the historical reality of
Homer’s own day, or, even less plausibly, of some earlier age.
Poetic traditions can establish their own coherent worlds. An
influential but flawed methodology has used Homer selectively as
a starting-point for building up a historical world; once this has
been filled out by archaeological and comparative material from
outside the poem, it is then reimposed on it, often at the cost of
serious distortion.* At the same time it would be a no less dis-
torting over-reaction to deny any connection with the realities of
history and anthropology, leaving a purely invented world.® I do
not feel competent, in the face of the ever-increasing body of
archaeological material, to attempt much on the complex inter-
action between poem and reality, the creative transformation of
the lives and experience of its audience. I do not doubt, however,
that there is interesting work to be done, and I hope my textual
work will help it.

The word Aao( (lG@o7) in line 10 is an illustration of my point
that internal Homeric anthropology should resist presuppositions
imported from elsewhere. This word (singular or plural) is often
interpreted as meaning the masses, the rank and file, the people
who don’t matter. But fieldwork reveals no such downgrading of
laoi or ldos:® they are the people as a whole, the host. This does

4 The outstanding example is Finley in the World of Odysseus. Recently Morris,
in “The Use and Abuse of Homer’, after a full and sophisticated discussion of the
problems, suddenly turns, in his final section (123ff.), to argue that the Iliad is,
in effect, propaganda in favour of traditional basilées. Yet the poem, if taken as
poetry, is constantly questioning the authority of basilées, especially that of Aga-
memnon. His bold assertion that ‘throughout the poems, the basileis are glorified,
and the demos ignored to the point of total exclusion’ is simply not true. Thalmann,
115-16, enlisting comparative support from Finnegan, 242—3, makes the important
point that, just because oral poetry is traditional, that does not necessarily make
it politically conservative.

% Not even J. R. R. Tolkien or Ursula LeGuin can achieve that—or would wish

to. On this subject see Morris, passim.
8 Contrast the distinction at 2. 188, 198 between BaciAfja xai éoxov dvdpa (a king

‘or a man of importance) and 7uov dvdpe (a commoner); or between éfoxoc, peciec,
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not seem to be exclusive even of the basilées,” though as soon as
one or some or all of them are picked out, then they are necessarily
no longer part of the collective laoi.

There is, indeed, a significant relationship between a basileus
and his l@oi, one that is very relevant to line 10. They support
him, and in return he is responsible for them: it is a failure for
him to bring about or fail to prevent harm to his /goi. Above all,
Hektor feels obliged to stand and fight Achilleus by the prospect
of the reproach ““Exrtwp fidt Bindi mibijcac dAece Aadv’’ (‘Hektor
trusted in his own strength and destroyed his people’) (22. 107).
Even Agamemnon, though he never opénly admits any fault in
his treatment of Chryses, agrees to give Chryseis back, because
“Bovdop’ éyw Aaov caw éuuevar 1§ dmoréclar’” (‘I wish my people to
be saved, not to die’) (1. 117). Later he will admit defeat in the
Trojan expedition altogether, first in feigned despair (2. 115) and
then in truth (9. 22): “moAdv dAeca Aadv”’ (‘I have lost many of my
people’).

jripacev (‘dishonoured’) in line 11 brings in one of the few
notions which is universally recognized to be central to Homeric
values. While conventionally translated ‘honour’, poetic fieldwork
shows that 71 (¢#mé) and its cognates cover the area of what is
due to a person-—recognized value, esteem, satisfaction. Every
god, goddess, man, and woman wishes to have their due timé, and
feels outraged to be denied it, to be dripoc (atimos). This amounts
to a kind of ‘code’.

.Everyone agrees this much; but that is the beginning not the
end of problems. Timé entails questions that are in the broadest
sense ‘ethical’. What does some particular one deserve timé for,
and how much? Who should grant it? What form should it take?
Much of the Iliad is, in my view, spent on disputing just such
questions as these, issues of just deserts, approval, disapproval,
credit, and blame. This classic assertion could, then, hardly be
further from the truth:® ‘The heroic code was complete and unam-
biguous, so much so that neither the poet nor his characters ever
had occasion to debate it.’ The characters are forever debating
and yepetdrepoc (outstanding, middle-ranking, and lesser men) at 12. 269—70. Cf.
Geddes, 21—2.

" For instance at 13. 165 ff. Poseidon includes in the phrase pefnupocdvyici e Aadv
(‘through the reluctance of his people’) (108) those dpicrot (leading men) (117),

such as Teukros and Antilochos, whom he is addressing:
& Finley, 113.
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ethical issues, especially when one character’s estimate of his due
timé is not agreed by another. That is what the audience encounters
straight away in the confrontation of Agamemnon and Chryses.

So, while it is never disputed that zimé should be given where
it is due (and denied where it is not), there is much debate between
the characters over the application of this in practice. It is true
that the poet does not explicitly state, let alone debate, ethical
issues in his own voice, but he is the poet not the commentator.?
Even such well-known phrases as dewcéa pfdero épya (he devised
shameful treatment) should be seen as evaluations for the charac-
ters within the narrative, not as comments from outside. ‘“The evil
is for the victim, not the doer.’® Thus in line 25 xaxdc déle (he
sent him shamefully on his way) is not a condemnation by the
narrator: it conveys the effect of Agamemnon’s behaviour within
the narrative—it is humiliating for Chryses. In Schiller’s terms
the Iliad is ‘naive’ as opposed to ‘sentimental’; in narratological
terms, there is no moral judgement by the primary narrator-
focalizer.!!

An outstanding test-case is provided by the passage where
Menelaos is seriously considering the sparing of Adrestos, and
Agamemnon rebukes him with ruthless sentiments (6. 55 ff.—see
further pp. 162—3). These lines follow:

Qe elmésw Erpepev ddedderod Ppévac Hpewc,
aicipa mapemdv 6 8 dno éfev deato yepl
Hpw’ Adpncrov: Tov 8¢ kpeiwv Ayapéuvwv
odTa karta Aamwdpny:
With these words the hero turned his brother’s mind, winning him
with right advice. Menelaos pushed the hero Adrestos away from him
with his hand, and lord Agamemnon stabbed him in the side. (6. 61—4)

I maintain that it is Menelaos, not the poet-narrator, who accepts
Agamemnon’s call for blood as aicipa (right). Two other passages
support this, which is not the usual interpretation. In the only

® This is less true, perhaps, of the Odyssey. I have in mind particularly the
explicit attribution of blame in Od. 20. 394 mpdrepor yap deixéa pnyavéwrro (because
they had been the aggressors in evil deeds)—see further pp. 98—9.

10 Griffin, HLD 83, n. g; cf. id. ‘Words’ (1986), 36 ff.

11 See de Jong, passim, esp. 136fL., a generally valuable discussion, though I
take issue with her surprisingly perfunctory dismissal (205) of 6. 62. F. Frontisi-
Ducroux, La Cithare d’Achille: Essai sur la poétique de I’lliade (Rome, 1986) is
also largely concerned with narratological perspectives; but see the review by
H. Foley in CPh 84 (198y), 252—5.
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other occurrence of alciypa mapeimdv, at 7. 121, Agamemnon per-
suades Menelaos not to take on the duel with Hector: clearly his
words strike Menelaos as ‘to the point’.'? Even more clearly at
Od. 22. 45ff. Eurymachos concedes to Odysseus ‘‘raira pév alcipa
efmac”’ (‘all you have said is right’), but still pleads that Antinods
was the guilty instigator. aiciua conveys not moral approval, but
the recognition that a good case has been made. The narrator does
not issue moral directives.

The party which is missing from Finley’s assertion is the audi-
ence. If it is conceded that the characters within the poem dispute
ethical issues, then there must necessarily be room for the audience
to consider the questions and to come to assessments indepen-
dently of the characters. I would go farther and claim that a
significant element in the perennial power of Homer is the chal-
lenges of evaluation which he sets his audience. That is why the
poem begins with two scenes which provocatively demand ethical
opinion without explicitly supplying it: Agamemnon’s treatment
of Chryses, and his great dispute with Achilleus. It is important
that the moral is not spelled out. Every generation, or rather every
reader and hearer, has to make up their own mind. I, for one, find
it impossible to remain neutral (as will emerge); yet I have to
recognize that others have seen the issues in other lights.

Yet despite the lack of direct intervention by the primary nar-
rator-focalizer, the Iliad is far from objective or impersonal; it is
full of implicit colourings or ‘focalizing’.!® It is the different and
changing perceptions of these that open up the various interpreta-
tions. For instance, those who do not condemn Agamemnon for
his treatment of Chryses have to interpret the implicit colouring
of lines 22—3 quite differently from me. All the other Achaians
support Chryses’ plea, and urge respect for the priest and accept-
ance of the ransom (22—3). The evaluation of this will depend on
how you see Agamemnon’s status in relation to all the other
Achaians!* (see further §2.2), your sense of the importance of
aiddc (aidos), and your assessment of its applicability to this case.

12 This is also indicated by the mapa- prefix, as in wapémeicev in 7. 120. See
P. Chantraine, Grammaire homérique, ii (Paris, 1953), 120 for mapa- of persuading
or tricking.

13 This is the thesis of de Jong. See also S. Scully in Arethusa, 19 (1986), 135ff.

14 Note wdvrec (‘all’). There is no further dissent when everyone approves of
Diomedes at 7. 403, 9. 50, and of Hektor at 8. 542, 18. 310.
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In Homeric anthropology aidés is a central concept.!® It is
essentially a sense or compunction which inhibits people from
behaving badly, which is to say in a way that will attract disap-
proval. Or as Gould puts it of the appropriateness of aidés towards
suppliants:1® ‘it is characteristically of the emotional rejection of
some line of (usually aggressive) behaviour, possible under other
circumstances to another agent, that aiddc words are used’. It is,
so far as I can see, universally assumed in Homer that aidos should
be felt and heeded in appropriate circumstances; and that it is a
fault to lack it or to override it.

The dnowa (apoina) offered by Chryses, described as dmepeicia
(unlimited) and dylad (splendid) (13, 20, 23, etc.), is evidently
assessed as more than adequate. There are scattered references
throughout to the lucrative institution by which prisoners, male
or female (like the mother of Andromache at 6. 425ff.), might be
sold off as slaves or ransomed to their kin—Priam speaks of both
fates for his sons captured by Achilleus (22. 44—51). The aidos,
however, is attached to Chryses’ priesthood rather than his ran-
som. He has the outward symbols (14—15) and emphasizes his
status at the end of his speech (21). Agamemnon makes it quite
clear in line 28 that he does-not care about Chryses’ priesthood.
His language throughout relishes his humiliation of Chryses, with
its elaboration of his daughter’s future subjection and disquali-
fication from having a husband or legitimate children.’

However the listener may interpret the personal or religious
ethics so far, the narrative has left it unclear as yet how far
Agamemnon is politically entitled to settle the issue (assuming,
that is, that I am right that basiléi in 9 does not establish him as
the sovereign).i juch has yet to be revealed, including the fact
that Chryseis is his yépac (geras)—see further pp. 60—2. It is,
however, emphasized that Chryses makes his plea to all the Achaians
(15, 17, 22); so it is significant both that not one of them speaks
out against Agamemnon, and that Chryses prays for punishment
not just on Agamemnon but on all the Achaians (42, ¢f. 10, 51,
53, 56). As the narrative ‘unfolds; it is clear that Apollo, whose

1 See S. West on Od. 2. 64-6 with refs., esp. Redfield, NCI 115-19.

16 JHS 93 (1973), 170.
17 This implicit colouring has been revealingly neglected by modern critics,
perhaps in awe of the monarchy. A notable exception is J. Kakridis, H. Rev. 125ff.

esp. 130-1.
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response is immediate and unchallenged on Olympos, regards all
the Achaians as bound up with the offence of Agamemnon.

The brief but vivid Chryses episode is a kind of miniature
‘rehearsal’ for the great conflict which is to follow and to shape
the poem.!® Insult over a captured woman geras (Chryseis/Briseis)
leads to anger, which leads to a successful plea to an Olympian
for vengeance on Agamemnon and all the Achaians. The great
differences come later. Chryses’ retribution is tidily called off after
reparation is made: that between Achilleus and Agamemnon will
prove harder to undo, and by the time Briseis is returned to
Achilleus a chain of events will have been started that leads to his
own death and to the fall of Troy.

The sequence from offence to plague is very clear in the narra-
tive. Is it clear to the characters involved? Nobody says so explicitly
before Kalchas, at 93 ff., but there may be some encouragement
to detect signs of an unspoken awareness before that. If so, it
would be an index of the possible subtlety of Homeric narrative
technique and of the indications given to the listener beneath the
explicit text. Note first that it is Achilleus, not Agamemnon, who
has to summon the dyop (agoré) (5411.), and that he addresses
himself to Agamemnon at once. He takes it for granted that
everyone knows that the plague is the result of an offence against
Apolio, but he makes out that he is ignorant of the nature of the
offence (62—%). Is he posing a question to which everyone can
supply the answer? An open question perhaps at this stage. I
suggest, however, that there is complicity near the surface when
Kalchas turns to Achilleus for protection:

“f yap dlopar dvdpa yodwcéuev, 6¢c péya mdvrwy

:4 ’ s N 19 ;4 7,33
PYELWY KPATEEL KQL Ol TEWOVTAL AXOL0L"

‘I think that I shall anger a man who holds great power over all the
Argives and command among the Achaians.’ (1. 78—9)

Achilleus knows well whom he is referring to:

“off Tic éued {Dvroc kai émi yBovi Sepropévoro
col koidqic mapa vyuct Bopelac xeipac émoice
4 - 30y N 9, ’ »
ovpmdvrwv davadv, 008’ fv Ayauéuvova eimyc,
a A A » 3 -~ L4 1 2
&¢ viv woAAdy dpuctoc Ayoudv elyerar elvar.
g,

18 Cf. Reinhardt, ID 42ff., and, recently, Rabel (this is an impgrtint contri-
bution, even though too much concerned, for my liking, with Achilleus’ psycho-
logy). For the notion of ‘miniature’ narratives see further pp. 87, 109, 257.
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‘... while I live and see the light upon earth, no man will lay violent
hands on you by our hollow ships, no man among the whole number of
the Danaans, even if you speak of Agamemnon, who now claims to be
far the best of the Achaians.” (1. 88—91)

As often in Homer’s narrative technique, a seed in the form of a
passing hint or subtle implication grows, as the poem progresses,
into a full-blown and explicit issue or theme.

2.2 When the understanding breaks down

Tov & dp’ omddpa Baw mpocédn mddac drde AxiAredc
[{PA 3. 7 3 7 ’
& poi, dvadelny émeuéve, kepbadeddpov,
wae Tlc Tor mpddpwv Emecw mellnTar Axaidw 150
7 680v éABépevar §) avBpdcw e pdyechar;
> 1 3 A Ia o ) v 2 ’
ol yap éyd Tpdwv &ver’ HAvbov alyuyrdwy
dedpo paxncduevoc, émei ob i pou aiTiol elcw:
k] 4 2 r A ~ » IQY \ o
o ydp mdy mor’ éuac Boic fAacav ovdé pév immouc,
008¢ mor’ &v DO épiPddare Bwriavelpn 155
‘kopmov édnijcavt’, émel 7 pdla moAda perald
oliped 7€ cxidevra. OdAaccd Te fHyfeccar
k] A ’ k3 0 I ) ’ g 3 ¢ 7 > » AJ 7
8AG col, & péy’ dvaidéc, du’ écmduel’, 6dpa v xaipnic,
Ty dpvipevor Meveddwt col Te, kovama,
mpoc Tpdwv Téw off 1L peTatpémme 000’ ddeyilewc 160
A 7 ’ LY k] 4 2 -~
kai 8 pou yépac adroc darpricecfar dmerheic,
&t &m woMo. udymca, 8dcav 8¢ por viec Axaidv.
Y . , gy \
0 pév col mote fcov éxw yépac, ommor’ Axaroi
Tpdwv éxmépcarc’ €8 varduevov wrodiedpov-
dAG T pév mAeiov moAvdikoc moréporo 165
xeipec Euai diémouc’s drap fv mote Bacude iknTar,
M by r4 AY ~ > AY 3 ) 7 ’
cot 16 yépac oAV peilov, éywm 8 dAiyov Te didov Te
Epyou’ Exwv éml vijac, émel ke kdpw modepilwy.
viv & elur POV, émel 7§ modd Ppéprepdy éctw
» 3w Al 1 s 3 rs 3
otkad’ ipev cdv viuci kopwvicw, 098¢ ¢’ diw 170
&0d8’ dripoc éaw ddevoc kai mAodrov devfew.”’

Then swift-footed Achilleus scowled at him and said: ‘Oh you, your
thoughts are always set on gain, and shamelessness is your very clothing!
How can any of the Achaians willingly follow your orders, to go on
expeditions or fight an enemy with all their strength? It was not the
spearmen of Troy who caused me to come here and fight—I have no
quarrel with them. They have never rustled my cows or horses, or ravaged
the crops in fertile Phthia, nurse of men: because between us there lie
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many shadowing mountains and the roar of the sea. No, it was you, you
great shameless creature, you we came with, to give you satisfaction and
win requital from the Trojans for Menelaos and for you, dog-face. You
have no thought or regard for this. And now you even threaten to take
away my prize yourself—I laboured hard for it, and it was awarded me
by the sons of the Achaians. I never have a prize equal to yours, whenever
the Achaians sack some well-founded Trojan town. My hands bear the
brunt of the battle’s fury. But when the division comes, your prize is by
far the larger, and I come back to the ships with something small but
precious, when I have worn myself out in the fighting. Now I shall leave
for Phthia. It is a far better thing for me to return home with my beaked
ships, and I have no mind to stay here heaping up riches and treasure
for you and receiving no honour myself.” (1. 148—71)

The opening scene, I have argued, has usually been received since
Antiquity in the light of anachronistic models of monarchy which
diminish its power and openness. In very much the same way, the
confrontation between Achilleus and Agamemnon is much debilit-
ated by the notions of military hierarchy and of patriotic service
which have been assumed.

Most interpreters have supposed that there is a simple and
authoritative reply to Achilleus’ opening question in 150—1: why
should he—why should any Achaian—bother to help Agamem-
non at Troy? But no such response is given by Agamemnon or
anyone else; and those possible replies put by Achilleus in 152ff.
are raised only to be rejected.!® Above all, there is no claim here,
nor anywhere else in the Iliad, that we are dealing with a Panhel-
lenic war, undertaken under the unifying banner of patriotism
against the oriental foe. This version of the Trojan war became
standard in the fifth century Bc, and may indeed have been
invented in the wake of the Persian invasions.?® It has usually
been taken for granted ever since, not least by the ancient scholia.

Hand in hand with this Greek crusade against the barbarians
goes the assumption that Agamemnon the king is the commander-
in-chief of a military hierarchy. Both are alien to Homeric anthro-
pology. Men who live in the territorial domains of Agamemnon
are subject to a direct obligation;*! but there is no suggestion of

1% The ydp (‘for’—not in the translation) in 152 explains 150-1, but omits a
stage in the argument: ‘once I have posed this question, you cannot fob me off
with any standard reason, because . . .’.

20 This is the thesis of Hall’s excellent book, esp. Ch. 1.

2 Cf. 13. 6131, 23. 2961I., and Taplin, ‘Agamemnon’, 68.
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any social structure according to which Achilleus or any other
basileus might be accused of mutiny or treason. There is no sug-
gestion that Achilleus should be put on trial or sent home or com-
munally humiliated or lynched. Whatever his relationship to
Agamemnon, it is not that he is fighting for king and country.

In the later Greek tradition the sanction of the unity of the
expedition was the oath to Tyndareus taken by the suitors of
Helen. The three allusions that there are in the Iliad to some sort
of oath are low-key and indistinct.?? If the story of the suitors’
oath, including or not including Achilleus, predated the Iliad, it
is not brought to bear. The plot could scarcely stand up if there
were any such definitive and clear-cut arrangement.

The Iliad raises basic questions about the coherence of human
society. Achilleus’ question here exposes, and hence disturbs, the
very basis of the politico-military system which holds them all at
Troy. Because it opens up the possibility of the disintegration of
the enterprise, the question normally lies deeply suppressed. So,
why fight for Agamemnon?

Achilleus passes over the motive of simple, unprovoked acquisi-
tion of loot by implying (interestingly) that he would only attack
those who are in some way aitio: (aitiof). And he personally has
no grudge against the Trojans. He sees the answer to his own
question as posed in 150—1 as straightforward; and the assump-
tions of 158ff. are in keeping with the evidence elsewhere for
Homeric anthropology. He and his fellow basilées are all at Troy
to help two of their number, to help restore the damaged family
timé of Menelaos and his brother—for them the Trojans are aitior.

I suggest that the ‘political’ institution behind this is the gather-
ing of a host, and that this can be coherently reconstructed by
poetic fieldwork.2? Either the ‘summoners’ themselves—like Aga-
memnon and Menelaos with Odysseus (Od. 24. 115ff.)—or their
agents—Ilike Nestor and Odysseus with Achilleus and Patroklos
(11.967ff., cf.7. 124ff., 9.252ff.)—go about recruiting. The
verbs used are dyelpew, xededew, and drpivew (‘gather’, ‘urge’, ‘stir
up’), most often. with Aadv (l@on) as the object. The ‘summoned’
may in response be ready and willing (as at 11. 782) or may need
a lot of persuasion (as at Od. 24. 118—19). It would be in keeping

22 Cf. Taplin, ‘Agamemnon’, 68—9.
2 Ibid. 67—70. It is often said that Agamemnon is primus inter pares: I do not
understand what that means.
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with Homeric anthropology for the summoners to appeal to past
duties and obligations, and to make assurances for the future.
However formal or informal the agreement might be (there is no
good evidence), the summoner would, in a nutshell, offer proper
honour, due esteem, time.

Once the war is engaged, the summoned basilées are committed
to the supervision of the summoner, who acts as a co-ordinator
and spokesman. At the same time they retain substantial independ-
ence, both off the field, where they can, for instance, call together
an agoré or boulé, and on, where they lead their own men. There
is a largely similar situation on the Trojan side also, where Priam
is the ‘summoner’, though Hektor takes over on the battlefield.
The term émikovpor (epikouroi) seems to be restricted to those
aiding a defensive rather than offensive war; but, like the Achaians,
the Trojan énixovpor have been prevailed on by past obligations
and by promises for the future. Thus, for example, Sarpedon
complains (rather like Achilleus) that he fights better than the
Trojans even though he does not have possessions or relatives
inside the city (5. 483—4). ’

This arrangement, by which one basileus fights for and obeys
another in return for proper time, is fine as long as it is working
well. But there is bound to be within it an unclarity over when
and whether it has broken down, and when and whether it should
be overriden. There are circumstances when the obligation may
be permissibly broken. The clearest illustration is the case of
Glaukos and Diomedes. Glaukos has advanced bravely on Dio-
medes, who is at his most dangerous (cf. 6. g6—101); yet after
Glaukos’ fine speech offering the fragility of human life as all the
more reason for standing out in front,? Diomedes’ spear is fixed
in the soil instead of in Glaukos’ flesh (6. 212—14, contrast 20. 153).
They are £eivor marpdiow (ancestral guest-friends). Diomedes con-
cludes with lines which, under more familiar national and military
systems, might seem treacherous:

“Eyxea 8’ dAfAwy dAedipebo xal 8 duidov:
woddoi pév yap éuoi Tpdec kdewrol 7 émixovpor,
krelvew v ke Bedc ye mopm kal mocci kiyelw,
moAdoi 8 ad coi Axaiol évarpéuer Sv ke Sdvnar.”

‘Let us keep away from each other’s spears, even in the thick of the
fighting. There are many of the Trojans and their famous allies for me

24 See Macleod, 11—13.
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to kill, any of them that god sets in my way and my legs can catch: and
again many Achaians for you to cut down, all those you can.’ (6. 226—9)

The point is that their mutual bond of few{a (guest-friendship) is
stronger than the obligation which either has towards his sum-
moner. It is important that a Trojan ought not to have behaved
like Glaukos, nor ought Agamemnon or Menelaos to have behaved
like Diomedes—as has just been seen in the scene with Adrestos
(6. 371f., see further p. 163).

There is, however, the constant underlying possibility of a far
more drastic breakdown: when a summoned basileus declares that
the summoner has somehow reneged on the original agreement.
As it happens, the Lycian epikouros Glaukos illustrates this also.
In book 17, unaware that the body of Sarpedon has been supernat-
urally rescued, Glaukos reproaches Hektor with not really trying
to save him:

g g o . vy ,
dpdleo viv Smmwe ke méAw Kai dcTv cadenic
ofoc cv Aaoic Toi IXiw éyyeydacw:
ot ydp Tic Avkiwy ye payncdpevoc davaoicw
elct mept mTéMoc, émel ok dpa Tic xdpic fev
7 h I I 4 A 3 73
pdpvaclar dnlowcy én’ dvdpdet vwlepée alel.
‘So you must think now how to save your city and settlement by yourself,
with the people whose homeland is Ilios. No Lycian now will go out to
fight the Danaans for your city, since it appears there is no thanks if a
man fights the enemy relentlessly on and on.” (17. 144—8)%*

This brings in the important notion of ydpiwc (charis),?® which
underlies many Homeric social bonds, including that of -‘sum-
moner and summoned’. Achilleus may be glancing at this with
the cognate yalpnic (‘to give you satisfaction’) in 1. 158.

Glaukos makes his threat in the heat of battle and does not act
upon it. Achilleus, on the other hand, is in the official and public
setting of the agoré. In 1. 149ff. he deploys cogent rhetoric to strip
down the politics of Agamemnon’s war to the level of the initial
charis agreement, a level that is usually regarded as too basic to
be reopened. Achilleus’ claim is that that agreement is off: his

%5 On 9. 316—17 (=17. 147-8) see further p. 68.

26 See Hoekstra on Od. 15. 139. On the fundamental importance of reciprocity
in Homeric anthropology see Donlan, passim (though he does not pay particular
attention to xdpec). The parallels between Achilleus in 9 and Glaukos in 17 are
pointed out by C. Moulton in Hermes, 109 (1981), 5-8.
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rightful expectation of timé has been so far disappointed that he
is left atimos. So there is no good reason to obey Agamemnon or
to fight or even to stay at Troy.

It takes a drastic breach of charis, such as Hektor’s alleged
failure to fight for Sarpedon’s body, to bring things to this threat
of breakdown. Part of the great challenge to the audience in this
scene is to come to some assessments of its rights and wrongs. I
suggest that the issue is more complicated and more ‘political’
than merely, as it is usually represented, an affront to personal
honour. The dispute is not private and is not ‘only’ over a captive
woman. Achilleus’ immediate complaint is that Agamemnon is
threatening to take away another leader’s yépac (geras). This par-
ticular institution, central to the whole quarrel, has not received
proper attention.

A geras is far more than an item of booty. In addition to the
general distribution of spoils when they have been taken, there is
a special geras for some distinguished individuals, though it never
emerges how they are chosen. It seems that there are gera when-
ever there has been a major haul: that is the only way to make
sense of Achilleus’ lines 163-8 and of the closely related passage
in book g:

“dcbdexa 83 cdv vyuct médewc dAdmad’ avlpdrmev,

meloc 8 Evdend dnue kard Tpolqy EpiBwlov-

Tdwv éx macéwy keyiha mod& rai EchAS, 330

é€eddpny, kai mdvra dépav Ayauéuvort Sécrov

Arpeidne 6 8 Smiche pévaw maps viuc fosuc

deédpevoc diad madpa Sacdcrero, molda &’ éxeckev.

dAda & dpicriecct 8idov yépa kai Baciledc,

Toict pév éumeda reitar, ued 8’ dmd potvou Axaiiv 335

elder’, &xer 8 dAoyov Oupapéa”
‘I have sacked twelve of men’s cities from my ships, and I claim eleven
more by land across the fertile Troad. From all of these I took many fine
treasures, and every time I brought them all and gave them to Agamem-
non son of Atreus: and every time, back there by the fast ships he had
never left, he would take them in, share out a few, and keep the most for
himself. All the other prizes he gave to the kings and leading men stay
safe with their owners. I am the only Achaian he has robbed. He has
taken my wife, my heart’s love—’ (g. 328—36)

Two passages early in the poem which seem to imply that each
leader has received only one geras during nine years of campaign
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should probably be seen as the product of rhetoric. When Aga-
memnon complains

“avrap éuol yépac adriy’ éroyudcar’, dpa pi oloc
HApyeiwy dyépactoc éw, émei 00d¢ Eorce:

Aebccete yap 76 ye mdvrec, 8 pou yépac épxerar dAn.”’

‘But you must produce another prize for me without delay, so that I am
not the only one of the Argives without a prize, as that would not be
right—you can all see for yourselves that my own prize is leaving my

hands.’ (1. 118-20)

he exaggeratedly speaks as though Chryseis were his only geras.
Similarly his glossing of Briseis as 76 cov yépac (that prize of yours)
at 185 emphasizes his determination to chastise Achilleus by taking
the geras that means most to him (hence 74 (that)).

A geras is bestowed by the whole host; it is a communally
ratified distinction. That is clear everywhere except in two pas-
sages in Achilleus’ great speech to Odysseus. In 9. 334, just quoted
above, 8{6ov implies that Agamemnon gave out the gera; and some
later lines are explicit:

“yépac 8¢€ pot, 8¢ mep €dwrev
avric épuBpilwy Eeto kpelwy Ayapéuvwv
Arpeidnc”
‘But my prize of honour—he gave it, and he, lord Agamemnon, son of
Atreus, has taken it back to my insult.” (g. 367-8)

These may simply be inconsistencies; but, in view of institutions
clearly set up in book 1, I am more inclined to see them as a
rhetorical device to insinuate that Agamemnon uses his power
arbitrarily. _

Achilleus emphasizes from the start that it is the Achaian host

as a whole which distributes gera:

“Arpeidn xvdicte, diloxTeavdirare mdvrewr,

- ? Ia 7 4 ) s
wdc ydp To ddbcover yépac peydfuuor Ayaiol;
098¢ 7{ mov Buev fumijia relueva moddd:
dAAa Ta uév modiwv éfempdfouev, Td 8édacrau,

Al 3 3 3 / Is ~_J) ’ 3
Aaovc 8’ o énéoice maAiMoya Tadtr’ émayelpew.

‘Glorious son of Atreus, most acquisitive of all men, how are the great-
hearted Achaians to give you a prize? We do not know of any stores of
common treasure piled anywhere. What we took at the sacking of cities
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has all been divided, and it is not right that the army should gather it
back again.’ (1. 122—6)>

Agamemnon acknowledges this fact:

“aAX’ €l pév Bdicovct yépac peydfupor Ayarol,

dpcavrec kata Bupdv, Smwc dvrdéiov Ecrar

€l 8¢ ke py) ddwerw,”
‘No, if the great-hearted Achaians will give me a prize, suiting it to my
heart’s liking, to be of equal value—then so be it. But if they will not . . .
(1. 135-7)

Achilleus reiterates in 161—2 the complaint that Agamemnon is
threatening to take, on his own authority, the gift bestowed by all
the Achaians; and Nestor independently confirms this in his
attempt to tell them that they are both wrong—and both right:

“wiire b 70v8” dyalidc mep éaw dmoaipeo kovpn,

dAX’ éa, Gc of mpdra Sécav yépac viec Ayaidv”
‘You, great man though you are, do not take the girl from him, but let
her be, as the sons of the Achaians gave her to him in the beginning as
his prize.” (1. 275—6)28

In the opening scene with Chryses it was left open whether
Agamemnon was within his rights to answer in such personal
terms (note éyd) (‘I’) in lines 26 and 29), despite the views of all
the other Achaians. Once it emerges in 118 onwards that Chryseis
is his geras, it becomes even more questionable whether he should
have retained the gift of the host against its will. Achilleus, it
seems, applies the converse of this principle: that since the whole
host, by raising no objections, goes along with Agamemnon’s
seizure of Briseis, the whole host is taking her back. That is the
point of the plural verb in his assurance in 298—9 that he will not
fight with anyone for her “érel u’ dpéreché ye 8dvrec” (‘you [plural]
gave her, and you have taken her away’). It is often held against
Achilleus that his vindictiveness against all the Achaians for Aga-
memnon’s offence is selfish pride; but it is far from arbitrary. He
regards them all, by their silence, as involved in the humiliating
retraction of his geras. This is the explanation of his insults in

27 3 3 7 (EP 3 .
odk éméouce (‘it is not right’) in 126 answers Agamemnon’s 036¢ &ouwce (‘that

would not be right’) in 119. My argument is not seriously affected if Aaodc in 126
should mean ‘[taken] from the army’.
® The point is still being made by Achilleus at 16. 56-and Thetis at 18. 444.
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“Snuofdpoc Paciledc, émel obTidavoicw dvdcceic

2 A} » Y, - A 4 4 »

7 yap dv, Arpeidy, viv dcrara AwBijcato.
‘... king who feeds fat on his people, with mere ciphers for subjects:
otherwise, son of Atreus, this would now be your last outrage.’ (1. 231-2)

And in his great oath enjambement emphasizes that everyone, not
just Agamemnon, will miss him:

“f mor’ AxiMfoc woly téerar viac Axardv

cdumavrac-”’
‘I swear now that there will come a time when the loss of Achilleus will
be felt by the whole number of the sons of the Achaians.” (240—1)

So the request that he asks Thetis to take to Zeus for him is that
the Achaians should suffer heavy casualties fva mdvrec émadpwrvrac
Bacidfjoc (so that all may have enjoyment of their king) (410).2?
They have in effect submitted themselves to a single basileus, and
now they must pay for his dry (até). Just as the host as a whole
suffered for Agamemnon’s maltreatment of Chryses, so they are
caught up in his offence against Achilleus.

Most interpreters over the centuries have condemned Achilleus’
behaviour as egotistical and insubordinate. This is to underrate
the political dimension to his case and to overrate the hierarchical
standing of Agamemnon. The late eighth and early seventh cen-
tury BC was not a time of unquestioned authority and social
structures—such questions were open. Epic was a way of exploring
political development by setting up difficult questions, questions
which in real life might be intolerably confused and explosive.

At the same time, Homer subtly supplies a personal level to
this dispute, implying a backlog of resentment between the two
leaders ‘before the poem began’ so to speak. After the complicity
of Achilleus and Kalchas (see above, p. 54), a long-smouldering
resentment breaks into flame in the speech at 163ff.. That is the
effect of “od pév col more . . . dwmdre . . . drap v more’’ (‘I never. ..
whenever . . . but when . . .”), and of the verb of protracted labour
dévfew (‘heaping up’). Again in 226 ff.—(odre moré ... (‘never’))

2% Compare the way that in the Ithakan agoré Mentor blames the citizens for
not doing anything to stop the suitors: “viv 8’ dAAw: Sjpwt vepecifopat, ofov dmavrec
b’ Gvew, drap ol Tt kabamTduevor énéecc madpouc pyncripac koreplxere moMot édvrec.”
(‘But I am indignant with the rest of the people, for the way you sit in silence;
and you do nothing to complain about the suitors, even though you are many and
they are few, and you could restrain them.”) (Od. 2. 239—42).
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and resumed in book 9, especially 321 ff.—the implication is that
not just now but for nine years Agamemnon has been acquisitively
inactive, while Achilleus has done all the work for inadequate
reward. A long-standing feud is also suggested by Agamemnon’s
reply in

“éxficroc 8¢ pol écct Biorpedéey Bacthijow

alel ydp Tou Epic Te hidy méAepol Te udyar re-”’
‘Of all the kings whom Zeus sustains you are the most hateful to me—
always your delight is in quarrelling and wars and battle.’ (1. 176—%)30

So the political and ethical dispute is given personal colouring
and plausibility. Furthermore it is dynamic not static, developing
with the narrative as each adds further provocation. A more mag-
nanimous leader than Agamemnon might have acknowledged that
the interests of the gods are unpredictable and have accepted that
Apollo has taken away his geras (cf. 182). He would then not have
got angry with Kalchas (though the predictability of that may also
have an unspoken past—see further p- 86). And he would not
have added the fatal rider to the return of Chryseis.

“adrap éuol yépac abriy’ éroyudear’, é¢pa u ofoc

Apyeiwv dyépacroc éw, el 08¢ Eoike-

Aedccere yap 78 ye mdvrec, 8 por yépac épxerar A
‘But you must produce another prize for me without delay, so that I am
not the only one of the Argives without a prize, as that would not be

right—you can all see for yourselves that my own prize is leaving my
hands.’ (1. 118—20)

Whatever the ethical rights and wrongs of this claim. Agamem-
non is put in a completely new situation by Achilleus’ response
in 149—71. He is driven into a corner where the only way for him
to salvage his standing is to tell Achilleus that he can do without
him: let him go home and rule his relatively obscure kingdom.
After Achilleus’ challenge to his very credibility as the ‘sum-
moner’, he resorts to his other sanction, the last resort, bare force.
Provoked by Achilleus’ suggestion that he might deserve icov yépac
(an equal prize) (163), Agamemnon concludes with a defiance
which, however ill-advised it turns out to be, is politically and
personally plausible:

% Unless Aristarchos was right to reject 177 as an inapposite parallel drawn
from 5. 8917 Why should Agamemnon object to Achilleus’ warcraft?
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“éyw 8¢ k’ dyw Bpicyida xalkurdpryiov

avTéc low khcipde, 6 cov yépac, ddp’ &5 eldfuc

occov Ppéprepdc elpn céfev, cruyén 8¢ kai dAdoc

{cov éuol pdchar kal Sporwbiuevar dvryp.”
‘... so I shall take the beautiful Briseis, your prize, going myself to fetch
her from your hut, so that you can fully realise how much I am your
superior, and others too can shrink from speaking on a level with me and
openly claiming equality.’ (1. 184—7%)

Agamemnon’s assertion that he is ¢éprepoc (superior) (cf. also
324—5) is confirmed by Nestor, who produces it as his only good
reason for Achilleus to be reconciled: -

({9 ] 8 \ Al Ve 3 1 8 s ré 4
el 8¢ cd kaprepdc écci, Oea 8¢ ce yelvaro uirnp,
k] 3w 7 7 3 3 A 7 k] 4 3
AN’ 8 ye Péprepdc écTw, émel mAedveccw dvdcecet.
“You may be a man of strength, with a goddess for your mother, but he
) g
is the more powerful, because his rule is wider.” (1. 280—1)

Agamemnon thus reminds those who stay with him at Troy that,
if an issue is ever reduced to a trial of strength, then he will win.
When Achilleus seriously considers attempting to assassinate Aga-
memnon, at 188-91, he too faces the brute truth that in the last
resort, when social bonds fail, things come down to force.

And it seems to be the pragmatics of physical strength which
win the day in the agoré. In 297ff. Achilleus concedes that, since
all the Achaians have implicitly supported Agamemnon, he will
not resist the seizure of Briseis. By then, however, the audience
knows better, and so does Achilleus—but no one else, not even
Nestor. Contrary to the apparent triumph of Agamemnon, Achil-
leus has the reassurance of Athene that he will eventually get the
better of the dispute. He has even had the satisfaction of hearing
her confirm his description of Agamemnon’s behaviour as 9Bpic
(arrogance). His true position of strength is soon confirmed by
the further intervention of Thetis.

Again, as in the scene with Chryses, Agamemnon is deluded in
his self-assertion. Again he is unaware, in his apparent success, of
the future trouble that he has set in motion.?! In spurning Achil-
leus, Agamemnon takes comfort from the belief that Zeus esteems
him (cf. Nestor at 277—9):

31 This fits well with the case made by Rabel (‘Chryses and the Opening of the

Iliad’) for seeing the initial Chryses scene as a kind of premonitory miniature of
the main quarrel.



66 Poetic Fieldwork
“mdp’ éuorye Kai dMou
o r4 7 z 1 7’ s
oL k€ pe Tymjcouct, pddicra 8¢ uyriera Zede.”

‘I have others with me who will show me honour, and chief among them
Zeus the counsellor himself.” (1. 174-5)

He is mistaken, however. By the time of book 9, Zeus will have
tipped things against him so far that Nestor speaks plainly:

“cb 8¢ can peyadijrope Bupd
eifac dvdpa dépicrov, 8v dbdvarol mep érecav,
fripncac éXdw yap Exec yépac.”
‘But you gave in to your heart’s high passion and brought dishonour on
the greatest of men, a man whom the very immortals have honoured—
you have taken his prize and keep it for yourself.’ (9. 109—11)

And Agamemnon himself concedes

1% 4 4 » o
@ yépov, ol T heddoc éudc drac karédefac:

dacduny, 008’ adréc dvalvopar. dvri vu ToMdw

Aadv écrw dviip 8y e Zede kfipe dLijen,

@c viv TobTov Ereice, Sdpacce 8¢ Aadv Ayaidv.

dAX’ émel dacduny dpeci Aevyarémict mbicac,”
‘Old man, your talk of my blindness is no lie: I was blinded, I do not
deny it myself. A man loved from the heart by Zeus is worth many
armies—just as now Zeus has honoured this man, and broken the army
of the Achaians. But since I was blinded and listened to my heart’s
wretched persuasion . .." (9. 115-19)

So Achilleus can say with some justification, when he rejects the
human #imé offered by Phoinix

“Doivif, drra yepaié, Siorpedéc, off i ue Tadmyc

Xped Tyfic dpovéw 8¢ reryuficlar Audc alene.”
‘Phoinix, old father, my lord, I have no need of that honour, I think I
am already held in honour by the will of Zeus.’ (9. 607-8)

2.3 Paying back outrage

“yépac 8¢ pot, 8¢ mep Edwrev
abric épuBpilwv éXero kpelwy Ayapéuvwr
Arpeidnc 1d0 mdvr’ dyopevéper, dic mré\w,
dudaddv, 8dpa xai Ao émickbiwvras Axaiof, 370
€l rwd wov. davadw ér Exmerar famaricew,
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3 3 I 3 7 30y N »
aléy dvaibelny émeiuévoc- 008’ dv Euovye
7 / 7 k) € e Q7
TeTAain xivedc mep éwv eic dma iBéchar
IQ /s ’ ¢ A ! IQ L \ »
098¢ 1 o BovAdc cuudpdccopar, odde uv Epyov
éx yap 01 p’ dmdrnce kai HArer: 008’ dv €7’ adruc 375
amddoir’ éméeccw dAuc 8¢ ol dAa éxnloc
3 ? 2 ? L4 7 L4 s ’
éppérw: éx ydp eb dpévac eideto unriera Zeic.
N 2 o1n Y ) o
éxOpa 8¢ pou T0d 8dpa, Tiw 8¢ pw & kapoc aicnt.
IQY » ’ A} 3 4 7 ’
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‘But my prize of honour—he gave it, and he, lord Agamemnon, son of
Atreus, has taken it back to my insult. Tell him all that I say, and openly,
so that the rest of the Achaians can feel anger too, if he is hoping still to
cheat some other Danaan,; clothed as ever in shamelessness—vyet, dog
that he is, he would not dare to look me in the face. I will not join him
in plan or in action. He has cheated me and wronged me. He will not
work his cheating tongue on me again. Enough already. No, he can take
himself to ruin at his own pace—Zeus the counsellor has robbed his wits.
I abominate his gifts, I care not a splinter for the man. Not even if he
offered me ten times or twenty times all he possesses now, and others’
wealth besides, not even all the riches that pour into Orchomenos, or
Thebes in Egypt, where the houses are piled high with treasure, and the
city has a hundred gates, and through each gate two hundred men drive
out with horses and chariots: not even if he offered me gifts unnumbered
like the sand or dust—not even so could Agamemnon yet turn my mind,
until he pays me the full price for all this wrong that pains my heart.’

(9. 367-87)

The next ‘confrontation’ between Agamemnon and Achilleus will
take place in private not public, and Agamemnon will be repres-
ented by his delegation. The complexity of ethical considerations
has again left room for a wide range of responses and assessments.
Achilleus’ rejection of the embassy has been seen as everything
from unheroic egocentricity to a magnificent stand for human
integrity. If the fieldwork arising from book 1 is at all along the
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right lines, then some interpretations of book ¢ will emerge as
doing far more justice than others to the poem as it is shaped.3?
First, there is no disputing that Agamemnon more than fulfils
Athene’s prediction of 1.212-14: he is offering back Brisefs,
untouched, and a huge quantity of gifts which he catalogues in
detail, to be accurately recorded by Odysseus (9. r22—-57 virtu-
ally=264—99). Yet Achilleus’ response is to spell out more
{)ullir{ and vividly the same resentments as he began to formulate in
ook 1.

({9 I ) 3 Y L) 7
0b7" éuey” Arpeidny Ayapéuvova meicéper olw
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olr’ dMovc davaotc, énel odr dpa Tic xdpic fev
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‘I do not think that Agamemnon son of Atreus will win me over, nor the
rest of the Danaans, since it now appears that there is no thanks if a man
fights the enemy relentlessly on and on.’ (9.315-1%)

He goes on (lines 328-36 are quoted above on p. 60) to complain,
as before, that he has done all the fighting, while Agamemnon has
taken the lion’s share of the rewards. Yet he has, as the final
ingratitude, taken his geras, his ddoyov Buuapéa (‘my wife, my
heart’s love’) (see further § 8.2).

How, in view of all the compensation plus Briseis, can Achilleus
still maintain that the charis-compact remains spoiled or unsatis-
fied? Although his rhetoric is full of disconcertingly unpredictable
jumps, it would be quite wrong to dismiss it as incoherent rant.
Let me, for now, pull out one thread,.a new and insistent complaint
against Agamemnon: that he has in some sense deceived him, and,
having done so once, he will not have the chance to do it again,

£~ 3 2 A -~ .
viv 8 émel éx xewpdw yépac eldero ral p’ dmdrce,
7 ’ k4

W) pev mewpdTw €6 elddroct 008¢ pe meicer.”

‘Now that he has taken my prize from my hands and cheated me, let him
not try me. I known him well now—he will not persuade me.’ (344—5)3°

3 The bibliography on Achilleus in book g is immense. Among the most helpful
contributions I have found: Owen, g4ff.; Reinhardt, ID 212ff.; D. E. Eichholz
AFP 74 (1953), 1371f.; Whitman, Ch. g (181 ff.); Motzkus, passim; Lohmann, Ch. 5’
(213?{).; D. B. Claus, TAPA 105(1975), 13ff.; Redfield, NCI 3ff.; Schein, 104 fF,;
S. Nimis, CW 79 (1985-6), 2171%; Edwards, HPJ 214f. '

# wh pev mapdrew (‘let him not try me’) suggests an awareness of Nestor’s
strategy—cf. meipdv (‘make every effort’) in o. 181,
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He returns to this in 367—78. The warning to his fellow Achaians
that Agamemnon is still dvaideipy émeipévoc (clothed as ever in
shamelessness) (372, cf. 1. 149) leads into the rush of staccato,
enjambed clauses which are stylistically the most extraordinary
passage of his virtuoso speech.?

“008’ av é€r’ adric éfamddoir’ éméeccw’ (‘he will not work his
cheating tongue on me again’). There is no suggestion of any
deceit about the material gifts: it is verbal. I suggest that the
prelude to the embassy gives substance to Achilleus’ complaint.
When Nestor first proposed the mission he said

“aAN’ €1 kal viv
dpaldpect’ dic kév pwv dpeccdpevor mem{Bwpev
Sapowcly 7’ dyavoicw émecci Te petdiyiowct.”
‘But even at this late day let us consider how we may appease him and
win him over with soothing gifts and kind persuasion.’ (9. 111—13)

Agamemnon’s response is strong on gifts,3® but contains nothing
whatsoever about the words to be offered to Achilleus. He avoids
even naming Achilleus, and the four lines with which he concludes
are hardly émea peidiyia (kind persuasion):

“Sunbirw—Aidnc Tou dueldiyoc 46’ dddpacToc

Totvexa kai Te Bporoict Bedv Exbicroc amdyrwy—

kal poi dmocriTw, Gecov BactAedTepdc elpe

10’ Bccov yevefi mpoyevécrepoc elyopar elvar.”
‘Let him yield—Hades is the one who never pities or yields, and for that
he is of all gods the most hated by men—and let him submit to me, in
that I am the greater king and can claim to be his senior in age.’

(9. 158-61)
In Nestor’s reply
“8dpa uev odrér’ dvocta Bidoic AxiAiji dvaxte
AAX’ dyere, kAnTovc dTpdvoper, o ke Tdyicta”
‘. .. no-one can now find fault with the gifts you offer to lord Achilleus.
Come then, let us pick men ...’ (9. 164—5)

3 For something remotely comparable, see Telemachos’ words of restrained
anger against Antimachos at Od. 17. 400.

35 Note the quantity of women: seven from Lesbos plus Briseis herself, a choice
of twenty Trojans (barring only Helen), and one of his own daughters as well. Is
this too many to be diplomatic? In 19. 242 ff. all except Briseis and the seven from
Lesbos are quietly forgotten.
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the phrasing of 8dpa u&v ... dAd ... (‘... the gifts... Come
then . . .”) makes the point that he is having to organize the verbal
and diplomatic side, since Agamemnon has failed to cover that.

The opening lines of Achilleus’ reply to Odysseus go straight
to this flaw:

“Sroyevéc Aaepriddy, modvpifyay’ *O8vcced,

XP) pév 87 Tov udlblov dmnleyéwc dmoemeiy,

e mep 87 dpovéw Te rai de Teredecpévor Ecran, 310

wc ph por TpvlnTe mapruevo. dAAofer dMoc.

éxBpoc ydp pot keivoc Sude Atdao midnicw

Gc x* &repov pév kedbm vl ppeciv, dAho 8¢ el

abrap éyaw épéw dc por Sowel evar dpicrar

otr’ ey’ Arpeldmy Ayapéuvova meicéuer oiw 315

odr’ dMovc davaoic, émel odk dpa Tic xdpic Hev

pdpvaclar Snlowcw én’ dvdpder vwlepdc alel.”
‘Royal son of Laertes, resourceful Odysseus, what I say I must say
outright, and tell you bluntly how I think and what will happen, so that
you do not sit here and coo your blandishments at me one after another.
I hate like the gates of Hades the man who hides one thing in his mind
and speaks another. But I will tell you what seems right to me. I do not
think that Agamemnon son of Atreus will win me over, nor the rest of
the Danaans, since it now appears that there is no thanks if a man fights
the enemy relentlessly on and on.’ (9. 308-17)

In a sense the superb couplet 312—13 refers to Achilleus himself,
with ydp (‘for’) explaining the general sentiment: he will exemplify
his own ethics. But in another sense «eivoc (‘that man’) has evident
reference to Odysseus, i.e. ydp explains the dAofev dMoc (‘one
after another’) of 311, and adrap éydw (‘but 1...%) is in contrast
with «eivoc (‘that man’). So Achilleus senses a deception.

For an alert listener there is even a reference to the four lines
of Agamemnon (158—61) which Odysseus has been careful to
suppress. Hades is éxfictoc (most hated) of the gods, and the
deceiver is as éxfpdc (hated) as the gates of Hades. Later, even
more strikingly, Achilleus’ Baciledrepoc (‘higher king’) in 392 will
contemptuously ‘pick up’ Agamemnon’s use of the word in 160.3¢
Taken in its whole context the couplet may even have a third level
of submerged application as a parenthetical explanation referring

% For the narrative device of characters’ ‘knowing’ something that they have
not, strictly speaking, heard, see further p. 150.
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to Agamemnon.?” His failure of charis (316) has to do with the
lack of correspondence between what his ambassador says and
what he hides in his heart.

This emphasis on verbal deceit, on the failure of words to match
¢pévec (mind), supports the interpretation of Achilleus’ case as
resting on a rejection of any simple or direct equation between
timé and material goods. Achilleus is ‘coming off the gold stand-
ard’. This rejection of merely material rating is often described
by the catch-phrase ‘breaking the heroic code’. If this implies that
Achilleus puts himself clearly in the wrong, or outside the pale of
his community, then I think that is mistaken. We have already
seen Nestor indirectly anticipating his response; and Odysseus’
speech is far from purely materialist. For 35 lines he stresses the
danger posed by Hektor to the whole Achaian camp and reminds
Achilleus of paternal advice, before he comes to Agamemnon’s
offer. He is also careful to add a dissociating coda after that:

““ef 8¢ To1 Arpeldnc pév amiyfero xnpdle uiddov,
3 A\ \ -~ -~ Al 3 o A
adToc wat 70b 8dpa, v 6 dANovc mep Tlavayaiodc
Teouévouc éAéaipe katd cTpaTdy, ol ce Bedv dic
Telcouc’” 1 ydp ké cdi pdda péya kidoc dporo.
~ 7 ) @ ) o 3 % ’ by »
viv ydp x* “Extop’ éXoic, émei v pdAa Tou cxedov éAfor
Abccav Exwv dAotv, émel of Twd ¢ncw Spoiov
T ¥ ~ o 3 ’ -~ » »
of éuevar davadv, odc évldde viec évewxa.
‘But if hatred for the son of Atreus has grown too strong in your heart,
for the man and for his gifts, then still have pity on all the other Achaians
of the army in their affliction, and they will honour you like a god. You
could win the very greatest glory in their eyes, because now you could
kill Hektor. With this fatal madness on him he would come up close to
face you, since he thinks there is no match for him among all the Danaans
carried here in our ships.’ (9. 300—6)

Odysseus, for all his diplomacy, is too closely associated with
Agamemnon to persuade Achilleus with these distinctions. Phoi-
nix approaches him from a completely different relationship. He
still, however, applies his Litai (Prayers) parable to the gifts of
Agamemnon (515ff.), and he draws a lesson (6ooff.) from the
Meleagros story in terms of material timé. Aias, in by far the
briefest and bluntest speech of the three, is the only one not to

37 If Leaf is right that éueye (‘me’) is the object of both ofire (‘neither’) clauses

in 315f., then this is also suggested by the way that dAdovc davaoic (‘other
Danaans’) in 316 resumes dAofev dAoc (‘one after another’) in 311.
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mention Agamemnon. He also makes a shrewd hit when he appeals
to private rather than public bonds, reminding Achilleus of his
undeniable warmth and hospitality towards them (narrated with
full formulaic ceremony in 196ff.)

“cv & idaov &beo Buudy,
aibeccar 8¢ pédalfpov: dmwpddror 8¢ Tol elpev
mAnbboc ék dovaav, péuaper 8¢ Tou éoxov My

’ s s ¥
widicrol 7’ éuevar kal ¢idraror, Sccor Ayaiol.”

‘Then turn your heart to kindness, remember the welcome owed by your
house: we are under your roof, we have come from the whole body of
the Danaans, and we trust we are beyond all others the closest and dearest
to you of all the Achaians.’ (9. 639—42)

He should himself be true to his @¢pévec (mind) without deceit.

So I do not believe that Achilleus is maintaining a view which
no one else in the heroic world could understand or approve of.
And even if it were true that ‘the heroic code was complete and
unambiguous’, and even if Achilleus’ attitude found no echo in
any other character, this would still not necessarily alienate
Homer’s audience. 1 conclude that Homer’s audience must have
found the whole question of the ‘gold standard’ at the least challen-
ging and intriguing.

The question that Homer raises for the audience, without letting
Achilleus answer it too directly, is: what would have satisfied him?
Was there any way that Agamemnon could have supplied the kind
of ‘true’ non-material timé that Achilleus apparently demands?
For a start, as Nestor implies, conciliatory words as well as mat-
erial gestures would have shown good will, if not remorse.?8 Even
more, he might have come in person instead of delegating to
others. This prospect is momentarily evoked by Achilleus’ taunt
that Agamemnon could not look him in the face (373). Of course
Agamemnon never considers the possibility—it would be beneath
his dignity, out of character. This is the point.

It might be objected that Achilleus himself rules out even a
personal embassy as inadequate in 379—87. No quantity of com-
pensation will suffice mpiv y* dmd mécav éuol Séuevar Ovpadyéa AaByy
(until he pays the full price for all this wrong that pains my heart).

3 At 16. 72-3 Achilleus says that he would be reconciled e ot xpetwr Ayapéuvanw
nmia eldely (if lord Agamemnon would treat me kindly)—aquite consistently with
book g, in my view.
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It is usually supposed that this is a mere adynaton, a condition
which it is utterly impossible to fulfil.?® But the Iliad shows how
even this apparently impossible compensation is humanly
possible.

Priam comes to Achilleus himself to deliver his own words. It
is true that the gods tell him to go; but his first response was to
want to go himself.?® It is true that they reassure him against
danger; but that does not stop the mission from being full of fear
and effort in human terms—see further 9.2, 9.3. At 19. 208 Achil-
leus proposes that the Achaians should not eat until the evening
émyy Tewcaipefa Aofny (when we have paid back our wrong). It is
clear from his treatment of the corpse of Hektor that by the time
of book 24 he still does not feel that the Adfy (wrong; outrage)
has been paid off. While Priam does bring apoina, he does not
enumerate these but emphasizes the human anguish he has under-
gone (see further pp. 269—70):

“aAX’ aibeio feodc, Axired, adrdv v° éAéncov,

pvmedpevoc cod matpdc éym 8 Eleewdrepdc mep,

érdny 8 ol’ of m Tic émyBdvioc Bpordc dAdoc,

avdpoc maidoddvoio moti cTdua xeip’ dpéyechar.”
‘Respect the gods, then, Achilleus, and have pity on me, remembering
your own father., But I am yet more pitiable than he. I have endured to
do what no other mortal man on earth has done—1I have brought to my
lips the hands of the man who killed my child.’ (24. 503—6)

This works on Achilleus, yet does not prove degrading for Priam,
but ennobling rather.

Agamemnon does not do his own fighting, and he delegates all
unpleasant business to others. He does not fetch Briseis; he does
not return Chryseis; and he sends others to Achilleus while not
actually feeling any change of heart. When Achilleus rejects the
embassy it may not yet be clear to an audience that what he wants
from Agamemnon is genuine personal regret and goodwill. By the
end of the poem, however, they will have come to see the value
of magnanimity and of personal suffering, which have brought
Priam immortal kleos. In the meantime the great lord who refuses
to put his heart into his own speeches, and who delegates their
delivery, will have been virtually faded out of the poem.

3 Especially since A. Parry’s seminal essay, ‘LA’ (1956).
40 See further Macleod, 21-2. )
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2.4 Patroklos through recurrent scenes
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They went reluctantly along the shore of the harvestless sea, and came
to the huts and the ships of the Myrmidons. They found him by his hut
and his black ship, sitting idle: and Achilleus had no joy in seeing them.
They stood there silent, without word or question, in fear and respect
for the king. But he understood their purpose in his mind, and spoke to
them: ‘Welcome, heralds, messengers of Zeus and of men. Come closer.
It is not you I blame, but Agamemnon, who has sent you here for the
girl Briseis. Come, lord Patroklos, bring the girl out and give her to them
for the taking.’ (1. 327—38)

(b) T 8¢ Bdrny mapa Oiva modvdloicBoio Baddccnc
modda pd)’ edyopéve yamdyw: évwociyaimwe
pmidlwc membeiv peydrac dppévac Alaxidao.
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T 8 ye Bupdv éreprrev, dede §° dpa kAéa dvdpow.
ITdrpoxoc 8¢ oi oloc évavrioc fero crwmiy, 190
déypevoc Alaxidny, éndre Miferev deldwv.

So they went along the shore of the sounding sea, praying long to
Poseidon the encircler and shaker of the earth that it would be easy for
them to win over the great heart of Achilleus, of Aiakos’ stock. They
came to the huts and the ships of the Myrmidons, and found Achilleus
giving pleasure to his heart with a clear-voiced lyre, a beautiful finely-
worked thing with a cross-piece of silver, which he had won from the
spoils when he destroyed Eétion’s city. He was delighting his heart with
this, and singing tales of men’s glory. Patroklos alone sat opposite him
in silence, waiting for when Achilleus would end his singing. (9. 182—91)
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Sewac dvdpoddvouc, al oi moréac krdvov viac.
The old man went straight for the house, where Achilleus loved of Zeus
was sitting. He found him inside, and his companions sitting apart from
him. Two only, the hero Automedon and Alkimos, branch of Ares, were
busy close by him—he had just now finished his meal and done with
eating and drinking: the table was still there beside him. Huge Priam
came in unseen, and moving close to him took Achilleus’ knees in his
arms and kissed his hands, those terrible, murderous hands, which had
killed many of his sons. (24. 471—9)

The ‘visit-scene’ is more common in the Odyssey than in the Iliad.
At its most skeletal the sequence is: one party visits another on a
mission, is received, responded to, and finally departs. Several
more detailed elements recur quite often, and some lines or phrases
are repeated, as in these three visits to Achilleus 1. 329=9. 186
and is similar to 24. 472—3. These are good examples of a ‘type-
scene’ or ‘narrative pattern’, a fundamental feature of Homer’s
narrative technique, derived no doubt from the oral tradition.*!
The benefit is not so much the mnemonic aid as the way that the
recurrent scene-shapes, taken in their sequence, supply a poetic
framework on which significant similarities and differences can be
fleshed out. Moreover these recurrent scenes often narrate signi-
ficant social procedures or ‘rituals’, where a proper observation
of—or, more important, a departure from—the norm carries fur-
ther ‘anthropological’ meaning. The pattern, established in the
mind of the audience by the tradition, thus opens up all sorts of
possibilities which are not available to less structured, less conven-
tionalized kinds of poetry.

41 Arend is always honoured as the founding father. More recently, useful work
has been done by others, esp. Lohmann; Krischer, esp. 13ff. on aristeia; Fenik,
TBS and SO; Tsagarakis; B. Powell, Composition by Theme in the Odyssey (Mei-
senheim, 1977); Patzer, 26—40; Bannert, passim; and, not least, Edwards in a whole
series of articles (cf. HPI 71f1.), esp. ‘Type-scenes’. For visit-scenes in particular
see Arend, 54ff.; Lohmann, 227-31; Edwards, “T'ype-scenes’, 62 ff.
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Analysis of Four Visit-Scenes (continued)

76 Poetic Fieldwork
Analysis of Four Visit-Scenes
1 2 3 4
I.12—43 1. 326—48 9. 173—668 24. 186691
1 Agent An old father Two heralds Two heralds, An old father
Chryses two leading Priam, with
men, and an one old
old friend herald (129,
178)
2 non-Achaian Achaian Achaian non-Achaian
3 comes to the come along the come along the come to the
camp (journey shore shore camp across
hot narrated) the plain
4 on his own for Agamemnon for Agamemnon on his own
mission mission
5 by daylight by daylight at night at night
6 under protection with prayers to at the
of Apollo Poseidon command of
the gods,
with prayers
and direct
help of
Hermes
7 (Priam leaves
the herald
outside)
8 to a public to the tent of  to the tent of  to the tent of
meeting - Achilleus Achilleus Achilleus
9 Mission to ransom his  to fetch Briseis. to offer to ransom
daughter alive. conciliatory his dead son.
gifts.
10 He brings He brings
apoina apoina
11 They find They find he finds
A. sitting A. singing A. after his
poetry dinner
12 with Patroklos with Patroklos Automedon
in attendance  listening and Alkimos
in waiting

13 Reception

the assembly
listens

A. greets them A. welcomes
coldly them warmly

A. is amazed

I 2 3 4
1.12—43 1. 326—48 9. 173—668 24. 186—691
14 he addresses they are silent hospitality Priam speaks

the assembly at once
especially the
two Atreidai.

15 followed by the followed by
speeches. hospitality.
16 Response Agamemnon Achilleus Achilleus rejects Achilleus
rejects him acquiesces them accepts him
17 Phoinix is Priam and
bedded down the herald
are bedded
down
18 Achilleus and  Achilleus
Patroklos sleep sleeps with
with women Briseis
19 Priam is
woken by
Hermes

20 Departure  he departs in  they return they return they return

fear and prays with Briseis. (without with the
to Apollo. Phoinix) to body of
Agamemnon Hektor.

and the rest.

Before trying to illustrate this from these three scenes I would
add another scene which shares some narrative-shaping with Pri-
am’s visit-scene in 24: in book 1 there is another visit-scene in
which a father comes to the enemy to ransom his child. This pair
also share some formulae, notably 1. 12—-13 and 24. 501—2.

It was on this recurrence above all that Karl Reinhardt based
his principle of ‘Umkehr’ as an underlying law of large-scale
narrative.*? Having established the pairing of these two ransom-
scenes with great detail and subtlety, he actually argued that
Chryses and his scene were a poetic invention (on the analogy of
Briseis and her father Briseus from Brisa), created after Priam’s

2 See Reinhardt, ID 466—9 with 413, n. 1.
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great scene had become established as a closing scene of the whole
poem.*? While this must remain a speculation, its value, regardless
of the truth of the matter, is that it opens eyes to the kind of way
that the poetic process may well have worked. Reinhardt’s
approach assumes that the Iliad was created by long accumulation
and refinement. Once a certain feature had become fixed and
important, other parts of the poem, earlier in it as well as later,
might be shaped—or even invented—to fit. Oral techniques will
have encouraged and helped this process of composition.

The table draws up the family resemblances between the four
scenes, and in the process signals their differences. Mechanical
though it is in format, it makes a helpful start. It brings out, for
example, some of the extraordinary features of the Priam scene
(4) by comparison with the others—see further §§ 9.3, 9.4—for
example that he is ransoming a child who is dead not alive, that
the speeches are made before there is hospitality, and that the
visitor stays the night before departing.

As a fuller illustration of the value of comparing recurrent
scenes and of taking them in performed sequence, I shall take the
role of Patroklos in scenes 2, 3, and 4, the three visits to Achilleus.

By the time of the first scene, at 1. 326 ff, Patroklos has received
only a passing mention by his patronymic, at 1. 307. Then Achil-
leus tells him to bring Briseis out to the heralds (337-8):

“Qc ¢dro, Ildrporxdoc 6¢ pidwi émemelBeld’ éralpwr,
éx & dyaye kAicine Bpueyiba xaddumdpniov,
ddke &8 dyew T 8 adric Ity mapa vijac Ayaidv
% 8 déwovc’ dua Toict yuwi) rlev:

So he spoke, and Patroklos did as his dear friend told him. He brought
the beautiful Briseis out of the hut, and gave her to the heralds to take.
They went back again to the ships of the Achaians, and the woman went
with them, reluctant. (1. 345-8)

The more experienced the listener to the Iliad, the more atten-
tively this moment will be stored up.

By the time of book g Patroklos has still not spoken. In fact the
only intervening reference has been Zeus’ almost callously terse
prediction of the battle wepi Ilatpdrdowo Bavdvroc (over dead
Patroklos) (8. 476). His presence for the embassy scene is, how-
ever, noticed from the start. On arrival they find Achilleus singing

43 Ibid. 63-8.
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poetry, and Patroklos listening (9. 19o—1). Achilleus tells him to
arrange the hospitality, and, helped by Automedon (209), he does
so with due courtesy (9. 201—20). The social ‘ritual’ is carried
through flawlessly—hence Aias’ appeal later (see pp. 71—2 above).
Achilleus later recalls him in this role, as he laments:

“%} pd vd pol more kai c¥, Sucdppope, pidrald’ éralpwr,
adToc évi Al Aapdy mapa Seimvov édnrcac
» AS ] 7 3
alipa kai drpadéwc
‘Oh, there was a time when you, poor ill-fated man, dearest of my
companions, you yourself would set out a pleasing meal in my hut, so
quick and ready ...’ (19. 315-17)

At the end of the embassy scene, after he has seen to making up
the bed for Phoinix (620-2, 658—61), Patroklos is himself bedded
down with what might seem gratuitous detail:

abrap Axiddede edbe pvydn xAicine edmixrov

Tén 8 dpa maprarédexto yuri), Ty AecBdbev fye,

DdpBavroc Quydrnp, diophdy kadlimdpmioc.

ITdrpordoc 8 érépwlev éXéfato map & dpa xai Tén

Tic é6lwvoc, v of wépe dtoc AxiAredc

Cicdpov éAav almeiav, Evviioc mrodlefpov.
And Achilleus slept in the interior of his well-built hut, and beside him
lay a woman he had brought from Lesbos, Phorbas’s daughter, beautiful
Diomede. Patroklos lay down on the opposite side. He too had a woman
lying beside him, the fine-girdled Iphis— Achilleus had given her to him
when he took steep Skyros, the city of Enyeus. (9. 662-8)

Turning to book 24, as soon as Priam makes his astonishing
entry into the tent of Achilleus, there is the digression in 471-6
(quoted above). In 9, Automedon—the man who had to take over
Achilleus’ horses in 17 (see further p. 190)—was Patroklos’ helper,
as Alkimos is his now. Now he has taken over the role of serving
the feast; and so, even as Priam arrives, a frisson may be felt for
the absence of Patroklos, thanks to the recurrent scene-shape.

At this early stage of the scene in 24, this might remain a merely
subliminal reminder, even for the most seasoned member of
Homer’s audience. But, as the scene progresses, Patroklos’ substi-
tution—and hence his absence—becomes explicit:

3 ) o -~ s ’ L4
oUk oloc, Gua Tén ye 8vw Bepdmovrec émovo,
Hpwc Adrouédwy $8° Adkipoc, odic pa pdAicta
7" Ayidedc érdpwv pera IdrpoxAdv ye favdvra
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... not alone, but two lieutenants went with him, the hero Automedon
and Alkimos, the two that Achilleus honoured most of his companions,
after Patroklos was dead. (24. 572—5)

When the hospitable meal is eventually served, after a unique
alteration of the ritual, the absence of Patroklos, killed by Priam’s
son, can be deftly conveyed without being laboured:

Abrouédwy 8 dpa citov EXdw éméveipe Tpomélm

kadoic & kavéoict drdp kpéa veipev AxiMetc:
Automedon took bread and set it out on the table in fine baskets, and
Achilleus served the meat. (24. 625—6)

This couplet is the same as 9. 216—17, but with Automedon instead
of Patroklos, the second-best replacing the best.

As the scene draws to a close, a bed is made up for Priam, as
it was for Phoinix in book g9; and there are in fact some close
similarities between 24. 643—-8 and 9. 658—61. Finally

of uév dp’ & mpodduw: 8dpov adrdb Kouricavro,
wfipvé kal Ilplapoc, mokwa dpeci puijde’ Exovrec,
adrap Ayidede edde pvyin wcine éomijrrov
7an 8¢ Bpuemic mapedééato wallimdpneoc.

So they then lay down in the porch of the house, the herald and Priam,
men with wise thoughts in their minds. And Achilleus slept in the interior
of his well-built hut, and the beautiful Briseis lay beside him. (24. 673—6)

Briseis the best replaces the second-best Diomede—but at the
price of Patroklos, who is now ashes in a golden urn. The dead
cannot make love. Though Thetis can promise her son only short
life, she urges him, in 24. 1281F., to live that life to the full—see
further pp. 276—9. Achilleus’ last active participation in the Iliad
is to assert life in the teeth of imminent death, despite even the
loss of Patroklos.

The underlying framework of the recurrent scene-shape allows
the unique variations to say a great deal without its being spelled
out. In case it seems far-fetched to claim that the couplet of
Achilleus’ reunion with Briseis in 24. 675-6 should evoke the
death of Patroklos, I should point to other links between the two
of them. The only time that Patroklos and Briseis are seen together
is in the apparently perfunctory scene in book 1—see 1. 345-8,
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quoted above.* There are no words, and the only colouring is
dérovco. (‘reluctant’) in 348—though even that might be seen as
no more than the fear of those caught up in power-struggles, like
the heralds déxovre (‘reluctantly’) at 1. 327.

When Briseis eventually returns to the quarters of Achilleus,
the body of Patroklos is lying, as is proper, dva wpdfupov (turned
towards the door) (19. 212). So they meet again in the very place
where they last parted. When the cause of the initial quarrel
laments for its unforeseen victim, the subliminal seed of déxouvca
(‘reluctant’) flowers with grief:
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‘Patroklos, more than any the pleasure of my poor heart, you were alive
when I went away from the hut and left you, and now I come back,
leader of your people, and find you dead. So it is always in my life, pain
following pain ... But when swift Achilleus killed my husband and
sacked the city of godlike Mynes, you would not let me even weep, but
you said you would make me godlike Achilleus’ wedded wife, and take
me back in your ships to Phthia, and celebrate my marriage-feast among
the Myrmidons. And so I weep endlessly for your death. You were always
gentle.” (19. 287—90, 295—300)

However realistic or unrealistic her hopes (see further pp. 214—16),
the death of Patroklos means Achilleus’ death at Troy. So he will
never marry Briseis—nor any other woman—in Phthia. Briseis
knew that Patroklos was the way to Achilleus’ heart; and the way
to Patroklos’ heart was through his gentleness and compassion.
Nestor knows this also, all too well (see further pp. 175—7).

4 As in the name-painting of the Briseis Painter in the British Museum. She
was a favourite with pottery painters: for this and other representations with
Agamemnon’s heralds, see LIMC iii. 158—61. She is often present in scenes of the
ransom of Hektor, see LIMC iii. 162 ff.
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The recurrent rituals of a visit-scene overlap with those of a
hospitality-scene. These are at their clearest in the peacetime.
setting of the Odyssey—the end of the first evening that Tele-
machos and Peisistratos spend at Spatta in Od. 4 is a good example.
In the closing cadence of such scenes the host and his wife, after
seeing that their guest(s) are properly looked after, go to bed
together themselves: So in Od. 4. 304—5 we have

Arpeidnc 8¢ kabeiibe pvyan 8duov tfmloio,
map & ‘EMévn ravimendoc éXéfaro, Sia yuvaikaw.®®
But the son of Atreus slept in the interior of his high house, and beside

him lay long-robed Helen.

In Iliad 9 the women that Achilleus and Patroklos go to bed with
are explicitly concubines—these are wartime conditions. I suggest
that in book 24 there is none the less an echo of the hospitality-
scene at home, and that lines 675—6 are a distant and distorted
echo of that wedding which Patroklos promised, the nearest that
Achilleus and Briseis will ever come to it. So the implicit connec-
tions and accumulations of this kind of poetry can convey in two
lines a whole tragic world in which potential future happiness is
cut short.

% Cf. Od. 3.402-3, 7.346~7; for further parallels, see Hainsworth on Od.
7. 334—7. Il. 24. 636, 6436, 673 =mutatis mutandis Od. 4. 295, 296—300, 302.



