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ABSTRACT

This thesis raises and explores questions concerning the popularity of the Homeric poems
in ancient Greece. It asks why the /liad and Odyssey held such continuing appeal among
the Greeks of the Archaic and Classical age. Cultural products such as poetry cannot be
separated from the sociopolitical conditions in which and for which they were originally
composed and received. Working on the basis that the extent of Homer’s appeal was
inspired and sustained by the peculiar and determining historical circumstances, I set out
to explore the relation of the social, political and ethical conditions and values of Archaic
and Classical Greece to those portrayed in the Homeric poems. The Greeks, at the time
during which Homer was composing his poems, had begun to establish a new form of
social organisation: the polis. By examining historical, literary and philosophical texts
from the Archaic and Classical age, I explore the manner in which Greek society
attempted to reorganise and reconstitute itself in a different way, developing original
modes of social and political activity which the new needs and goals of their new social
reality demanded. I then turn to examine Homer’s treatment of and response to this social
context, and explore the various ways in which Homer was able to reinterpret and
reinvent the inherited stories of adventure and warfare in order to compose poetry that not
only looks back to the highly centralised and bureaucratic society of the Mycenaean
world, but also looks forward, insistently so, to the urban reality of the present. I argue
that Homer’s conflation of a remembered mythical age with the contemporary conditions
and values of Archaic and Classical Greece aroused in his audiences a new perception

and understanding of human existence in the altered sociopolitical conditions of the polis
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and, in so doing, ultimately contributed to the development of new ideas on the manner in

which the Greeks could best live together in their new social world.
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HEROES AT THE GATES:
APPEAL AND VALUE IN THE HOMERIC EPICS FROM THE
ARCHAIC THROUGH THE CLASSICAL PERIOD

Archelaos of Priene, Hellenistic relief depicting the apotheosis of Homer
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Introduction

‘The master of masters’

On a late Hellenistic relief by Archelaos of Priene (page iv),' the enthroned figure of
Homer is honoured by the personifications of ®voig (Nature), Aperny (Virtue), Mviun
(Memory), ITiotig (Fidelity) and Zopia (Wisdom), and crowned by Xpdvog (Time) and
Oikovpévn (World) as the founding cultural authority of the ancient world. While the
lower tier depicts Homer and his ‘children’ — not only the //iad and the Odyssey, but also
History, Poetry, Tragedy and Comedy — the upper tier is given over to a depiction of Zeus
and his children, Apollo and the nine Muses; “the clear iconic parallelism between
Homer and Zeus, the ‘father of gods and men’, points to the two key origins of all human

culture.”?

This relief is representative not only of the relationship between Homer and
subsequent Greek literature — Homer was, as Hunter puts it, “the ‘source’ from which all
subsequent writers were irrigated, the fountain-head of both subject and style™ — but also
of the role that Homer came to play in the lives of his fellow countrymen.

The Homeric poems were so widely diffused and so highly regarded throughout the
Greek-speaking world that, even if he were only slightly educated, “a Greek was likely to
have learned great stretches of each of the two poems by heart”.* Homeric poetry became
a source of instruction to the Greeks, and in particular an instrument of education. In
Xenophon’s Symposium, for example, Niceratus, a fifth-century Athenian, expresses just
this view: ‘My father was anxious to see me develop into a good man, avip ayodog, and
as a means to this end he compelled me to memorise all of Homer; and so even now I can

repeat the whole liad and Odyssey by heart.”” He states the benefits consequent on this
upbringing:

€k T00T0L 8¢ 0 Niknporog, Akovort' av, €@, Kot ELov
& £oeobe Peltioveg, av épot cvvite. {ote yop dnmov Ott

! British Museum BM2191. Photo: copyright, British Museum.
? Hunter (2004) 235, 237.

? ibid. 235.

* Finley (1982) 12.

> Xen. Symposium 3.5.5-3.6.1; Todd [trans.].



‘Ounpog 6 coedTOTOG TETOINKE GYESOV TEPL TAVIMV TWV
aviponivov. 66T &v o0V DHwv BodAntat 1) 0lKoVopKOg
1] SNUNYOPIKOG 1) OTPOTNYIKOG YevEsHat 1) Opotog Aythhel
N Alovt 1) Néotopt 1) Odvooet, épe Oepancvétm. Eyw yap
1000, TavTo. Emictapar.’

You may now hear me tell wherein you will be improved by associating
with me. You know, doubtless, that the sage Homer has written about
practically everything pertaining to man. Any one of you, therefore, who
wishes to acquire the art of the householder, the political leader, or the
general, or to become like Achilleus or Ajax or Nestor or Odysseus, should
seek my favour, for I understand all these things.’

The Homeric poems were so well-known, moreover, that they became a common
reference point among the Greeks — something which they could all understand and to
which they could all relate. In Plato’s Apology, for example, Socrates — forced to choose
between abandoning his moral principles and death — compares his own position to that
of Achilleus, the most daring of Homer’s heroes. In his defence speech, he imagines that
‘someone’ had asked him whether he is not ashamed ‘at having followed a line of action

which puts [him] in danger of the death-penalty’, and replies:

(OVAOL
Yap av 1Q v 6Q MY elev v Nubémv oot év Tpoia
TETEAELTAKOCLY Ol TE AAAOL Kl O T1)g OETId0G VOG, Og
TOGOVTOV TOU KIVOUVOL KATEPPOVIOEV TTAPA TO aULGyPOV Tt
UTOELVOL (OOTE, EMEWON) ElmeV 1) KATNP AOTQ TPOHLUOVHEVW
“Extopa amokteivat, 0e0¢ 0060, 0VTOOT TG, (WG €Y OlpaL’
Q) mat, et wopnoelg Matpdxiw T Etaipw TOV POVOV
kal “Extopa anoxrevelg, a0tog dmobavn) — avtika yap tot,’
onoi, ‘ued' “Extopo mOTUOG ETOLUOC’ — O d€ TOVTO AKOVGOG
TOU pev 0ovaTov kot To0 KvdHivoy WAydpnoe, ToAD 8¢ Hok-
Aov detoag 10 (v Kokog v Kol Tolg GiAotg pr) THopev.”

On your view the heroes who died at Troy would be poor creatures,
especially the son of Thetis. He, if you remember, made so light of danger in
comparison with incurring dishonour that when his goddess mother warned
him, eager as he was to kill Hektor, in some such words as these, I fancy,

® Marchant’s 1921 edition of Xenophon’s Symposium.
7 Xen. Symposium 4.6.2-4.6.8; Todd [trans.].
¥ Burnet’s 1900 edition of Plato’s Apologia Socratis.



“My son, if you avenge your comrade Patroklos’ death and kill Hektor, you

will die yourself; next after Hektor is thy fate prepared,” — when he heard

this warning, he made light of his death and danger, being much more afraid

of life with dishonour if he failed to avenge his friends.’”
It is true that Socrates displayed a different kind of heroism — “the indomitable courage of
the Nonconformist conscience — but he turned instinctively to Homer’s Achilleus for his
example of a kindred spirit”.'"" When Crito goes to visit Socrates in prison and urges him
to escape before he is put to death, Socrates once again compares himself to Achilleus: he
tells Crito that ‘a gloriously beautiful woman’ came to him in a dream and told him that
his death would be a home-coming ‘to the pleasant land of Phthia’'' — the beloved
fatherland to which Achilleus never returned.

Naturally, Homer was not without his critics. Plato, the great moraliser of the Greeks
and Homer’s most loyal and ardent adversary, complains in the Republic that there are
Greeks who believe not only that Homer ‘educated Hellas’ but that he also ‘deserves to
be taken up as an instructor in the management and culture of human affairs, and that a
man ought to regulate the whole of his life by following this poet’.'* To those who hold
this opinion, he concedes that ‘Homer is a supreme poet and the original tragedian’, but
recommends that a proper society should bar all poetry with the sole exception of ‘hymns
to the gods and encomia to the good... if you admit the entertaining Muse of lyric and
epic poetry, then instead of law and the shared acceptance of reason as the best guide, the
kings of your community will be pleasure and pain’."* But Plato was no more successful
in turning the Greeks against Homer than the philosopher Xenophanes had been a century
earlier, when he claimed that ‘unto the gods are ascribed by Hesiod, like as by Homer, all
of the acts which are counted by men disgraceful and shameful, thieving and wenching
and dealing deceitfully one with another’;'* recognising, “long before Plato... the
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tremendous hold Homer had on the Greeks”.”” Judging by an anecdote preserved by

Plutarch, it was precisely this disapproval of Homer that ultimately had such a harmful

° P1. Apology 28b3-28b5, 28b9-28d1; Tredennick [trans.].
" Luce (1975) 180.

"'PL. Crito 44a10-44b2; Tredennick [trans.].

12 P1. Republic 606e; Waterfield [trans.].

" ibid. 607a.

'* Sext. Emp. Adv. Phys. .193; Bury [trans.].

'3 Finley (1982) 12-13.



effect on Xenophanes’ own career. When Xenophanes complained about the fact that he
had scarcely enough money to run his household with two slaves, the tyrant Hieron of
Syracuse retorted: ‘Homer — whom you are always pillorying — is able to support ten
thousand people, even though he’s dead.”'® The rhapsodes received payment for their
Homeric recitations, based on the quality of their performance: “Xenophanes’ habit of
finding fault with Homer was the very thing that offended the sensibilities of his

audience, with the result that he was paid less well than those who esteemed Homer and

9517

praised him highly.”" " The captivation under which Homer held his audience was just too

strong. Heraclitus even goes so far as to assert that Homeric poetry is co-terminous with

life:

Evbuc yap éx
TPAOTNG NAKiog Tt VAT TV ApTIHaBV Taidmv S130g
Kolia map' Exelva TrthevETOL, KOl LOVOVOUK EVEGTOPYAVE®
HEVOL TOLG EMESTY QVTOV KaBATEPEL TOTIHW YOAAUKTL TAG
YUYAG EMGPOOpEV”

APYOUEV@ &' EKACTW CVUTAPEGTNKE
Kol kat' OAiyov amavopovpéva, tereiong &' évakpdadet,
Kol KOPOG 0VdE €l APl YRPWOG, AALX TOVGAUEVOL SIYWUEV
aVTOL TTOALY”

Kol oxedov v tépog Ounpw map'
avOpdmore, O kat Tov Piov.

From the very earliest infancy young children are nursed in their learning by
Homer, and swaddled in his verses we water our souls with them as though
they were nourishing milk. He stands beside each of us as we start out and
gradually grow into men, he blossoms as we do, and until old age we never
grow tired of him, for as soon as we set him aside we thirst for him again; it
may be said that the same limit is set to both Homer and life."

Of course one of the greatest indications of the extent to which the Homeric poems
were both valued and admired is in the mere fact of their intact survival. “There is no

doubt that ancient Greece possessed... many other epic poems” in addition to the /liad

' Plut. Reg. apophth. 175¢; Gentili [trans.] 158.

7 Gentili [tr. Cole] (1988) 158.

' Buffiére’s 1962 edition of Heraclitus’ Allegoriae (Quaestiones Homericae).
' Heracl. Homeric Problems 1.5-1.7; Hunter [trans.] 235.



and Odyssey.”® And while we cannot compare this poetry with the Homeric poems —
since, apart from a few surviving fragments, the rest has all been lost — there are, none the
less, strong indications that antiquity rated “the now lost work far below the two
surviving poems”.*! For one thing, references to the lost epics in such authors as
Herodotus, Plato and Aristotle “are very scanty” in comparison “with their citations of
the lliad and Odyssey”; a strong indication, Lang believes, that “in the central age of
classical literature the two great epics were already far more familiar, far more esteemed,
than the epics which have disappeared”.”> And for another, Proclus’ failure to summarise
the events of the //iad and Odyssey as he does those of all the other poems in his synopsis
of the compilation known as the ‘Epic Cycle’, leads many critics to conclude not only
that Homer’s poems were sufficiently well-known but that — when taken in conjunction
with the position of the other epics in the Cycle and the summary of their events — “they
were infinitely more popular than the other ancient pieces on kindred subjects,” which
were not even “given in their full original form, but were curtailed and dovetailed into
each other... so as to bring [them] into harmony with the accounts given in [Homer]”.”
What remains of ancient literature today is completely “disproportionate in... bulk” to
what originally existed. That which ‘“has survived,” moreover, “is, apart from some
accidental exceptions, what was deemed worthy of being copied and recopied for
hundreds of years of Greek history and then through more hundreds of years of Byzantine
history, centuries in which values and fashions changed more than once, often
2 24

radically”.”” Just how ‘worthy’ the Homeric poems were believed to have been is made

“abundantly clear” by “the papyri of Egypt”:

Of all the scraps and fragments of literary works found in Egypt that had
been published by 1963, there is a total of 1,596 books by or about authors
whose names are identifiable. This figure represents individual copies, not
separate titles. Of the 1,596, nearly one-half were copies of the /liad or
Odyssey, or commentaries upon them... The next most ‘popular’ author was
the orator Demosthenes, with 83 papyri... followed by Euripides with 77,
and Hesiod with 72. Plato is represented by but 42 papyri, Aristotle by 8.

2 Lang (1893) 323.

2! Finley (1963) 6.

22 Lang (1893) 324.

2 ibid. 329. See also Kirk (1962) 254 and Latacz (1996) 61.
#* Knox. Intro. Finley (1982) 10.



These are figures of book-copying among the Greeks in Egypt after
Alexander, to be sure, but all the evidence indicates that they may be taken
as fairly typical of the Greek world generally. If a Greek owned any books —
that is, papyrus rolls — he was almost as likely to own the /liad and Odyssey
as anything from the rest of Greek literature.*

And so “the name Homer” has remained “synonymous with great poetry” for nearly
three thousand years.”® But what is the secret to Homer’s continuing appeal? Modern
Homeric criticism tells us that “no other poet, no other literary figure in all history for
that matter, occupied a place in the life of his people such as Homer’s. He was their pre-
eminent symbol of nationhood, the unimpeachable authority on their earliest history, and
a decisive figure in the creation of their pantheon, as well as their most beloved and most

9927

widely quoted poet.””" But what was it about his poetry that so captured the heart and

imagination of the entire Greek-speaking world? Why did the //liad and Odyssey — far

from merely serving as a source of entertainment — ultimately come to provide “historical

99 ¢ 29 ¢

continuity,” “a source of social cohesion,” “a valuable cultural resource” and “a method
of ethical thought”?** How did Homer’s “brilliant enshrinement of a long-dead
civilisation”” ultimately become the repository of Greek culture that “helped to shape the

evolution of Greek civilisation”?>°

And why was it that Greece, right from the very
beginning, “chose Homer for the master of masters, the teacher of all philosophers, ‘the

first of those who know’”?°!

A glorious past

The Homeric poems belong to the genre of heroic poetry, a type of poetry “which is

[similarly] represented in the early eras of many peoples as the praise of the great deeds

of a long-ago nobility”.** The Greek term for this type of poetry was khéa avdp@v, ‘the

famous deeds of men’ (/. 9.189, Od. 1.338).>> The ‘men’ were noble warriors,

* Finley (1982) 11-12.

26 Latacz (1996) 1.

27 Finley (1982) 5.

% Scodel (2004) 45.

¥ Green (1973) 48.

3 Luce (1975) 179.

3! Lang (1893) 5.

32 Latacz (1996) 15-16.

33 T will be using Allen’s 1931 edition of Homer’s Ilias and Von der Miihll’s 1962 edition of Homer’s
Odyssea throughout.



descendants of the immortal gods, who were supposed to have lived in a ‘Heroic Age’ at
the end of our Bronze Age, and the ‘deeds’ were those of the Trojan War and its
aftermath. “That there had once been a time of heroes few Greeks, early or late, ever
doubted”; indeed, “Homer was their most authoritative source of information”* and his
depiction of a ‘heroic world’ was “believed... to have been a real past which the poet
narrated, rather than invented or created”.”> As Odysseus praises the bard Demodocus:
‘For it is remarkable how accurately you sing the tale of the Achaians’ fate and of all
their achievements, sufferings and struggles. It is almost as if you had been with them
yourself or heard the story from one who was.”*°

The Iliad and Odyssey are set against the background of the Mycenaean world in the
late Bronze Age. We can picture Mycenaean Greece, during this period, as being split up
“into a number of petty bureaucratic states, with a warrior aristocracy, a high level of
craftsmanship, extensive foreign trade in necessities (metals) and luxuries, a long
tradition of internecine warfare and bickering, and a permanent condition of armed
neutrality at best in their relations with each other”.>’ Evidence from the so-called Linear
B tablets reveals that the whole society was governed by a number of palace-fortresses
throughout the Peloponnese: “administrative centres” that not only organised, collected
and recorded “the production and movement of a wide range of agricultural and other
goods,”*® but also “determined the conditions... of military, religious and artistic life”.**
From around 1300 B.C., however, “the Mycenaean world began, slowly but
unmistakably, to lose ground”* and, about 1200, ultimately collapsed. Whatever the
cause of this catastrophe, the effects were devastating: “By 1100 Mycenaean civilisation
was virtually extinct, and the Greek world had sunk into a deep trough of poverty and
isolation.”"!

The period from 1100 to 800 B.C. has come to be known as the ‘Dark Age’. This is a

loaded term, since ‘Dark’ refers not only to the fact that the era “began with a serious

** Finley (1982) 19.

% Finley (1963) 6.

3 Hom. Od. 8.489-491; Rieu [trans.].
37 Finley (1970) 55-56.

¥ Osborne (2004) 207.

3 Latacz (1996) 36.

0 Green (1973) 41.

I Luce (1975) 38.



decline of material conditions and communications consequent upon the burning and
virtual abandonment of most of the main centres,” but also in the sense that it is an
“obscure” stage in Greek history, for which “our evidence... is slight”.* In comparison
with the period before the catastrophe, the beginning of the Dark Age is characterised by
a severe decline in social, economic and cultural conditions: “A highly efficient, surplus-
producing society became for a long period a merely primitive, self-reproducing one.”*?
As well as a drastic decrease in population numbers — “by 1100 the population was
perhaps as little as one-tenth of what it had been a hundred years earlier” — a number of
important skills had also been lost: “the ability to build with large blocks of well-cut

29 <

stone,” “to produce fine jewellery and metal-work.” When the palace-centres collapsed,
decorative arts like “fresco painting, gem-cutting and ivory carving... disappeared,” so
too did the most important administrative tool of those centres — writing. Iron replaced
bronze as the new working metal. Overseas trade dwindled; as well as being a time of
great uncertainty and instability, “it was a time of isolation when all contact with the
Levant and Egypt were lost”.* Athens, which “had not been among the first rank of

palaces,”®

was the only centre that remained undestroyed, and became a refuge for
migrants from the Peloponnese.

We can picture the first half of the eleventh century, then, as an era of poverty and
decline in which “the opulence of the Mycenaean kingdoms remained only as a bright
memory in a darkened Greece”.*® While these circumstances may have proved disastrous
to the likes of ‘fresco painting’ and ‘ivory carving’, Kirk points out “that a Dark Age,
especially if it 1s the direct aftermath of a Heroic Age, is not necessarily a bad
environment for the production of oral poetry”. The production and consumption of oral
poetry does not depend on optimum material conditions; on the contrary, “the truth seems
to be that adverse conditions... are often favourable to heroic poetry. However scarce are
food and liquor, however harsh the invaders... the singer can still repeat and improvise

2547

songs... [that] keep alive some kind of pride and self-respect.””” Bowra argues that “the

2 Kirk (1976) 25.

# Latacz (1996) 40.
“ Luce (1975) 39.

* Kirk (1976) 28.

* Luce (1975) 38.

T Kirk (1976) 34, 35.



most important contribution made by this period was the formation of a belief in a heroic

29

age”:

The waste and wreckage in Greece were so enormous that men must have
turned back to the not-too-distant past and seen in its power and splendour
something utterly alien to their own experience... From this sense of
departed glory and the imaginations which it bred the Dark Age gave to the
Greeks the conception of a heroic past, and to their poetry some of its most
special qualities.*®
“The world of epic poetry offered” to the Greeks of the Dark Age not only “the grandeur
of that crucial distance between ‘now’ and ‘then’ — “the regretful sense of loss of a
larger and paradigmatic past” — but also, through “the audience’s identification of itself as
part of the future of the heroes of whom” the bards sang, “a self-conscious sign of
identity, a talismanic assertion of continuity in a distinctly changed world.” *’

Many Homeric critics agree with Bowra and Kirk. They argue, not only that the Dark
Age provided the context and inspiration for Homer’s reinterpretation of heroic themes
relating to the old Mycenaeans in his composition of the /liad and Odyssey, but, more
importantly, that therein lies the secret to Homer’s popularity. The Greeks understood the
Heroic Age to have coincided with the ‘golden age’ of Mycenae, an era of wealth and
splendour. The converse conditions of “dissolution and decay” in the Dark Age,
according to Luce, “must... have... led [the Greeks] to cherish and idealise the memory
of the palace-kingdoms of the thirteenth century”. He argues that the Homeric poems
became a source of “comfort and inspir[ation]” to “the dispossessed survivors” who were
“displaced from the Greek mainland... and forced to cross the Aegean”.’’ Likewise,
Latacz argues that Homer’s poetry on the ‘famous deeds of men’ in the great era before
the devastation of 1200 “belonged among the small treasures that the Greek aristocracy
had saved from the catastrophe and to which it clung with special affection”.”’ And
finally, Hiller, along similar lines, argues that “during the darks years of decline,
depression and isolation, the world of the heroes must have seemed,” to the Greeks, “to

have vanished forever”. But, as Greece began her slow recovery, “the more vividly the

* Kirk (1976) 35.

* Hunter (2004) 241, 249.
0 Luce (1975) 47.

>! Latacz (1996) 51.



heroic past revived,” and made, once again, “identification with that heroic past
possible”.”?

It is a commonly held view, therefore, that Homer’s retrospective portrayal of the
heroic world of golden Mycenae accounts for much of “the strength and persistence™ of
his appeal among the ancient Greeks. There is little doubt that his depiction evoked
among his listeners a sense of nostalgia, of a relation with their shared past, but the same
can surely be said for all the other heroic epics that have been lost, even supposing that
Homer’s versions were artistically superior. Is this enough to account for the fact that the
lliad and Odyssey “not only survived, but became a combined Bible, moral code and

source of practical wisdom for all Greeks of the Classical age”?>*

I am forced to agree
with Finley that an ‘identification’ with the past does not, alone, serve to account for the
unrivalled hold that Homer had, for centuries, over the entire Greek-speaking world:

“The key lies elsewhere.””

A new world

A great span of time extends between the Mycenaean subject matter of the poems (c.1250
B.C.) and their actual composition (at some time, to give the extreme limits, between the
late 9™ and early 70 century B.C). The poems themselves emphasise that the world ‘as it
is today’ — that is, in the time of performance — is not the same as that depicted in the
poems. At various points throughout the poems we are told about heroes who throw huge
stones ‘which no two men could carry such as men are now’.”® Although modern
criticism is divided on everything from whether or not ‘Homer’ even existed to whether
or not one poet could possibly be responsible for the composition of both poems, “it is
now agreed... that the author or authors cannot be thought of in the same way as later
epic poets, such as Virgil or Dante or Milton”. The Iliad and Odyssey were the
culmination of a long oral tradition reaching back to the Bronze Age, “behind... [which]

lay centuries of oral poetry, composed, recited and transmitted by professional bards”

32 Scully (1990) 97.

33 Luce (1975) 47.

> Green (1973) 48.

> Finley (1963) 12.

> Hom. /1. 5.302-304, 12.445-450, 20.285-287; Lattimore [trans.].

10



who traveled widely in the Greek world.”” “This tradition was not static or merely
custodial, but underwent episodes of active generation” as the heroic lays were
transmitted by a succession of professional singers, with the result that the Homeric
poems do not present a picture of one particular epoch, but rather a composite or ‘mosaic’
world picture, in which elements from different epochs are dynamically recombined. So
while they may be “the product of a particular poet in a particular time, they owe their
material to the entire period in which they were under formation”.*®

Archaeological excavations over the last few centuries have established “a firm factual
basis for the Greek heroic legends”.”” A key example is Heinrich Schliemann’s
rediscovery of the city of Troy. Similarly, archaeological remains at three large
Mycenaean palaces in the Peloponnese prove that Homer’s depiction of ‘the palace of the
illustrious Menelaos’ — with its ‘amazing quantity of treasures’, its ‘polished baths’ and
‘burnished’ walls, and its abundance of ‘bronze and gold, amber and silver and ivory’
(Od. 4.43-75) — “is soundly based in fact”.®* And yet all the palaces had been destroyed
before the end of the twelfth century, and “neither post-Mycenaean Greece nor Homer’s
Ionia knew palaces of the complexity and refinement of those described by Homer... The
great Bronze Age mansions impressed their magnificence on the poetic tradition, and

1
were never forgotten.”®

There are a number of objects mentioned in the poems which
became extinct after the Mycenaean Age and can therefore only owe their survival to the
remarkable faithfulness of the oral tradition. These include, among others, the silver-
studded sword (/I. 2.45), the boar’s tusk helmet (//. 10.261-265), the tower shield (//.
15.645-646) and the composite bow (ZI. 4.105-111, Od. 21.395).%

There can be no clearer proof of the strength of the oral tradition or of the fidelity with
which it was transmitted, however, than the Catalogue of Ships (/I. 2.494-759): the
Catalogue lists all the Greek forces, a total of 29 contingents, and specifies where the

various troops came from (164 place-names), who their commanders were (“nearly half”

of the 46 commanders are provided with “patronymics or other biographical details”),

7 Finley (1963) 5.

5% Antonaccio (1995) 6.
¥ Luce (1975) 25.

% ibid. 49.

%1 ibid. 53.

62 ibid. 101-111.

11



and how many ships they brought, “making a grand total of 1186”.°> A considerable
number of the place-names mentioned in the Catalogue have been identified as
Mycenaean by archaeological investigation: “On the basis of post-war excavations and
their own thorough field surveys, R. Hope Simpson and J.F. Lazenby claim... that 75 per
cent of the identifiable places are now known to have been occupied in the Late
Mycenaean period. They further add that none can be shown not to have been inhabited
then.”®*

While it may seem “that the bards had transmitted... a recognisable picture of the late
Mycenaean world... from generation to generation down to the eighth century,”® it
becomes evident on closer analysis that although Homer was “drawing the materials” for
his composition of the /liad and Odyssey “from the past,” he did not remain “immune
from the influences of the present”. “Conventions for depicting life in the Bronze Age”
mingle with “the culture and customs of the post-Mycenaean world” in the poems.®®
“Agamemnon the supreme ruler of ‘Argos and many islands’,” for example, “is most
probably derived, tortuously and indirectly, from memories of the great period,” but
“Agamemnon the leader of an uneasy and at times disobedient expedition against Troy...
belongs to the age of disintegration”.®’ Similarly, if “Troy in the liad, set back from the
sea on a hilltop, is typically Mycenaean,” then “Scheria in the Odyssey resembles a
contemporary lonian settlement on a flat peninsula with a double harbour (such as Old
Smyrna and Oikonomos)”.*® The “voyages of opportunism and plunder” which feature in
the Odyssey “belong” not to the prosperous and peaceful world of the Mycenaean Age,
but rather to the turmoil of “the succeeding Dark Age”.®” And Homer’s frequent mention
of trading in Greek waters by Phoenician sailors (Od. 15.415-484, 13.256-286, 14.285-
315, 1I. 23.743-745) is “consistent with the facts of Phoenician expansion in the eighth

century,” when “Greek merchants would have been in keen competition with the

Phoenicians in many markets, and the repeated characterisation of them in the Odyssey as

% Luce (1975) 87.

% ibid. 88.

% Finley (1970) 83.
% T uce (1975) 58.

7 Kirk (1962) 21-22.
58 Scully (1990) 87.
% Kirk (1962) 22.
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‘skinflints’ is perhaps a reflection of the kind of tension between the two peoples that
would have been prevalent in the eighth century but not earlier”.”

So “the Homeric poems form a complex amalgam of elements derived from different
epochs, and artificially welded together by the craft of song that each singer inherited
from his forerunners”.”' On the one hand, Homer reproduces a picture of the Mycenaean
world that is remarkably accurate in many respects — such as his depiction of Menelaos’
palace and his knowledge of Mycenaean geography. There is a sense, moreover, that
when Homer looks back in his portrayal of a lost heroic world, he does so deliberately.
He insistently excludes many “contemporary institutions and practices” — “no Ionia, no
Dorians to speak of, no writing, no iron weapons, no cavalry in battle scenes, no
colonisation, no Greek traders, no communities without kings”.72 On the other hand,
however, Homer also feels free to include many pertinent elements from his own world —
such as his depiction of ‘lonian’ Scheria and of the Phoenician traders. Could not this
‘complex amalgam of elements’ perhaps have something to do with Homer’s unrivalled
popularity? Is it not possible that the secret to Homer’s appeal has less to do with his
ability to work so well within the oral tradition and more to do with his ability — through
his composition of the //liad and Odyssey which not only look back to the golden age of
Mycenae, but also look forward to his audience’s experience of a very different reality —
to successfully transcend it?

If we now turn to a closer examination of the historical period during which Homer
was composing the lliad and Odyssey, we find that there has been a profound change in
society and its institutions. “After the slow recovery of the Dark Age there came a sudden
spurt, an accelerated cultural, political and intellectual efflorescence”” in which “various
marked cultural changes” took place: “sanctuaries, both new and old, receive[d]
massively increased quantities of dedications, the first substantial temple buildings [were]
constructed... ; figure scenes, involving both humans and animals, [began to] reappear on
painted pottery; writing, employing a new alphabet derived from Phoenician practice,

sprea[d] rapidly round the Greek world... ; settlement numbers increase[d] substantially,

" Luce (1975) 68.
" ibid. 47.

7 Finley (1982) 43.
3 Green (1973) 49.
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and, from the middle of the [eighth] century onwards, Greek communities [started to] set
themselves up outside the traditional Greek homeland, and in particular in Italy and
74

Sicily.” In addition, there was “a resurgence in seagoing trade,” resulting in a

considerable “influx” not only of wealth but also of “new ideas, beliefs and customs”.”

299

And it was also during this period that the “concept of ‘Hellenism’” began to emerge: “a
community of language, speech and cult, symbolised by the great” Panhellenic festivals
that arose at Olympia, Delphi and Delos.”

Society had become “distinctly more egalitarian”.”’” Kingship had been replaced by a
hereditary aristocracy who maintained an unrivalled position of power and control. It did
not take long, however, for social conflict, stasis, to surface between the aristocracy and
the rest of society. Population increase was one of the contributing factors: “the
archaeological evidence” makes it “clear” that “neither mainland Greece nor the Aegean

78 Another was that wealth had now

islands could support a sizable agrarian population.
become more mobile. The expansion of trade created new economic opportunities that
“accelerated the rise to social prominence of a new class of merchants, businessmen and

»7 _ a new class of self-made men who felt that their wealth

producers of export goods
entitled them to a share of the aristocracy’s monopoly. The spread of literacy, the new
colonisation movement, the emergence of the hoplite phalanx and “the broadening of
horizons generally” also played a role in strengthening “the capacity for autonomy and
the self-reliance of non-aristocrats”. This increase in “self-confidence in turn brought
serious demands for the abolition of aristocratic privileges, for justice, for equality, and
ultimately for self-determination”.*’

By far the most important phenomenon of the early Archaic Age, however, was “the
emergence and slow development of the characteristically Greek community-structure,
the polis”.*' A large number of relatively small communities were now established “in

the more advanced areas of the Greek and Asia Minor mainlands and on the Aegean

™ Osborne (2004) 210-211.
7 Green (1973) 49, 53.

"% ibid. 51.

" Osborne (2004) 210.

7 Finley (1963) 20.

7 Latacz (1996) 57.

% ibid. 57, 58.
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islands”. Archaeological remains reveal that many of the people, particularly the wealthy,
resided in the urban centres, and that “the main civic and religious buildings” were
“concentrated” in the town square, an open space that was easily accessible so that “the
citizens could be assembled when necessary”. Many of these communities also had “an
acropolis, a high point to serve as a citadel for defence”.*” Scully believes that this new
“urban design” shows that the Greeks ‘“had abandoned the visual and symbolic
manifestations of Mycenaecan majesty” in favour of “a new spirit of collective

2

urbanisation”.® The city institutions that emerged within these urban centres, moreover,

“took on a new significance” and became, according to Hammond, “the focus of social
and political life”.* Most critics agree that these early forms of the polis, “if still rather
nascent,” foreshadow the fully-developed polis of Classical Greece still to come.™

It was in this atmosphere of change and innovation — “a sense of exhilaration, of

widening emotional horizons™*

— that Homer composed his /liad and Odyssey. Cultural
products such as poetry cannot, of course, be separated from the social context in which
and for which they originally emerged: “cultural texts are fundamentally and inescapably
embedded in social practices, institutional processes, politics and economy.” The
significance of any text cannot, therefore, “‘be treated as independent of the broader flows
and operations of the culture in which [that] text exists”.?” The environment or ‘life
process’ of the society, related to the Zeitgeist or spirit of the age, is not merely reflected
in the cultural texts of a society, however, but is in fact “responsible not only for the
evaluation and, in some instances, canonisation of works and authors, but also for the
[actual] literature [composed] at the time”.*® It is “the context itself,” according to
Tompkins, “that creates the value its readers “discover’ there”.*’

Cultural products are “not just expressions [or] correlates” of social conditions; they
also serve to ‘“create and maintain the social level of reality that lends coherence to

behaviour and renders actions meaningful within a given cultural context™: “Objectified

%2 Finley (1963) 18-19.

% Scully (1990) 83.

5 ibid. 85.

% ibid. 90. Also Finley (1970) 91-92 and Green (1973) 48.
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in material objects and institutionalised in social relations and social systems,” cultural
texts are the “taken-for-granted meanings and categorisations of social reality” on which
all social behaviour “is premised”.”® “Conceptualised as the psychological externalised
or... the social order objectified,” cultural artifacts “carry with them past interactions,”

29 ¢

“mediate the present,” “reflect the ideas, images, understandings and values” of their
particular contexts, and function as a representation of identity by helping “to integrate
people with the world and with each other”.”’ As well as serving as “a medium of...
socialisation” by “reproducing meaning and anchoring identity,” cultural texts also serve
as a medium of “innovation and transformation, enabling people to alter their experience
and re-envision their lives”; teaching people, in short, not only “who they are” but who
they “might become”.”?

So poetry is both a reflection of social conditions and a repository of cultural

information. But in ancient Greece, many critics believe, it was even more:

Poetic performance, whether epic or lyric, was conceived of as more than a
means for allowing audiences to see themselves in the mirror of mythical or
contemporary events; it could also serve to arouse in them a new perception
of reality and broaden their awareness to include the new modes of social
and political activity which new needs and goals demanded.”

29 ¢

A “forerunner of thought and change,” “poetry acquired sufficient status to become a
determinant of social forms, a guide in political experimentation, an innovator in
language, [and] a catalyst in the evolution of Greece from a primitive to a sophisticated
society”.”* The great changes and innovations that mark the beginning of the Archaic Age
must surely then have had some impact on Homer’s poetry. The Homeric poems, as we
have seen, look back to the lost world of golden Mycenae, to a time when Greece was
“divided into more or less independent kingdoms, each based upon a palace, the home of
the king and his family and many of his retainers”.”” “The future of the Greeks,”

however, “lay not” in the highly centralised and bureaucratic palace-societies of the

% Markus and Hamedani (2007) 6, 12.
Libid. 10.

°2 Miller, Fung and Koven (2007) 596, 595.
% Gentili [tr. Cole] (1988) 55.

% Snell (1961) 1.
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Mycenaean world, “but in the new kind of society which was forged out of the
impoverished communities that survived the great catastrophe”.”® We cannot, according

to Finley, overestimate the importance of this shift:

What happened after the fall of the Mycenaean civilisation was not merely a
decline within the existing social framework but a decline and a change in
character altogether. Then as the new Greek society emerged from these
new beginnings, it moved in a very different direction, so that the kind of
world which had existed before 1200 B.C. never again appeared in ancient
Greece proper. In that sense, the break was complete and permanent.”’

The Homeric poems were composed at the beginning of a new era, an era during
which society was forced to reorganise and reconstitute itself in a different way,
developing original modes of social and political activity which the needs and goals of
their new social world demanded. During their recent work on ethnic identity, Worchel
and Coutant found that groups have an intrinsic and powerfully driven need to “develop
an identity of [their] own”. This identity — which “includes the group’s boundaries, its
beliefs and values, its history, and its reputation within the wider domain of groups” —
signifies the “justification used to legitimise the group’s existence and its behaviour”.
They add, moreover, that this ‘need” was found to be particularly strong whenever a
“distinct incident” or “threat” arose within a group’s social environment.” Latacz is
surely correct, then, when he argues that the “profusion of new experiences and new
knowledge in Greece” must have led, “not only to an extraordinary and dramatically
rapid broadening of horizons,” but also to the emergence of “a new self-awareness and
concomitantly prompted a need for self-justification”.”

Homer represented a response to this social need in the composition and canonisation
of his two works. He reinterpreted and reinvented the inherited heroic tradition in order to
compose poetry that not only looked back to the highly centralised and bureaucratic

society of the Mycenaean world, but also looked forward to the urban reality of the

present. I agree with Scully that this association of “old themes with a new consciousness
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of urbanisation” became the means by which the Greeks could “distance themselves from

and... reflect on their emerging world™:

So the Homeric poems may be viewed as a kind of cultural autobiography in

that, while privileging the Mycenaean past, they fuse widely divergent eras

into coherent unity... If the past engenders the present, it is equally true, and

more accurate in this instance, to say that the present brings the past to light:

through the evolution of the Homeric poems, the contemporary world was

giving birth to its own past.'®
I would argue, however, that Homer’s conflation of a remembered mythical age with the
contemporary conditions of his own world did far more than just provide a sense of
history, of ‘autobiography’, for the new form of social organisation emerging in the
Archaic age. Homer revitalised the inherited stories of adventure and warfare in order to
inspire among his audience contemplation and reflection on their new urban lives. If it is
indeed true that poetry in ancient Greece “existed to inform and instruct, most explicitly
so when composed with the needs of specific groups... in mind,”"*' then I would argue
that Homer, through his composition of the /lliad and Odyssey, contributed to the
development of new ideas on the manner in which the Greeks could best live together in

their new social world. Herein lies the secret to Homer’s appeal, for his poetry became

the expression of social issues that would remain relevant to Greece for centuries.

I attempt to account for the continuing appeal of the Homeric poems by exploring the
relation of the social, political and ethical conditions and values of Archaic and Classical
Greece to those portrayed in the lliad and Odyssey. In Chapter 1, The Polis, 1 examine
the manner in which Greek society attempted to reorganise and reconstitute itself in a
different way, developing original modes of social and political activity which the needs
and goals of their new social world demanded. I demonstrate that the emerging notion of
‘community’ as represented in the slow development of the polis was hampered by an

underlying tension between the competing demands of social obligation and personal
freedom. I go on to further develop this discussion of the polis in Chapter 2, Toovopia,

where I argue that, despite the advent of democracy, the development and

190 Scully (1990) 97, 82.
" Gentili [tr. Cole] (1988) 3.
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implementation of new laws and institutions to promote social harmony, institutional
continuity and the principles of icovopia, and the growing recognition of the need for a
more collaborative system of values, the Greeks never quite managed to successfully
resolve this tension between independent self-interest and the common good.

I then proceed to examine Homer’s treatment of and response to this social context.
Chapter 3, Aaipovt icog, is a discussion of the manner in which Homer’s two main
protagonists, Achilleus and Odysseus, rather than being primarily defined as descendants
of the gods, are instead brought closer to the world of the audience. They are made to
undergo developments that gradually force them into the realisation and acceptance of
their own limitations as human beings. In Chapters 4 and 5 I consider the broader
implications of the role afforded the heroes in Homeric society. Chapter 4, Ot &piotot,
studies the extent to which the competitive pursuit of individual honour and prestige —
which is both the defining characteristic and the principal motivation of any Homeric
hero — inevitably leads to conflict and a breakdown in social cohesion. Chapter 5,
IMowéva Aacwv, examines how the heroes, the leaders of Homeric society, repeatedly
jeopardise the security and well-being of the social group in the pursuit of their own
drives and ambitions. In conclusion I argue that Homer’s conflation of a remembered
mythical age with the contemporary conditions and values of Archaic and Classical
Greece must have developed in his audiences a new conception and understanding of
human existence for the altered sociopolitical conditions of the polis. His poetry became
the means by which all Greeks from the eighth century onwards could contemplate and

reflect on the reality of their own lives in the polis.
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Chapter 1
The Polis

Greece, at the time during which Homer was composing his poems, had begun to evolve
into a new form of social organisation: the polis. In contrast to the preceding Mycenaean
Age — in which communities were “organised primarily on a basis of scattered individual
households™'** — this new form of social organisation involves by its very nature a drastic
concentration of the population and, as a result, depends far more heavily for its success
upon adherence to the social, or co-operative, virtues like justice, self-control, mutual
respect and fellow-feeling. But was this major social development, with its evolution of
new social relations and unprecedented political structures, actually accompanied by the
necessary change in values better suited to these new social conditions?

After the end of the Mycenaean Era in Greece, power passed into the hands of small

groups of aristocratic families. These men were denoted by the “most powerful words of

commendation used of a man in both Homer and later Greek”: “The noun &petrj, with the
adjective ayafdc, its synonyms €60L0¢g and ypnotdc, the comparative forms apeivov and

Bedtiov, and the superlatives d&piotog and Pértiotog... The noun kakdtng, with the
adjective Kakog, its synonyms 0€1A0¢ and movnpdg, the comparative form xoxkiov, and the
superlative kdxiotog, are the corresponding words of denigration.”'® These terms were
typically reserved for the antithesis of the aristocratic class: poor men of low birth with
no social standing.

Why should the aristocracy represent the most admired type of men? Ancient Greece
was at this stage a moneyless economy, “in which wealth consisted of land and its

products, houses, goods and chattel”.'**

Much of the land, and certainly all of the best
land, was under the control of the aristocracy. The “primary function of any state,” as
Adkins points out, “is to survive, and to prosper as well as it may; and in a small state
such as a Greek city-state, in competition with its neighbours for the produce of a not

very wealthy land, this primary function can never be long out of mind”.'® In order to

192 Adkins (1960) 75.
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carry out this ‘primary function’, it was imperative that a polis be able to successfully
defend itself against all instances of invasion and attack. A key requirement of such
defence was the possession of horses, armour and weaponry; but these had to be supplied
by the individual himself, and metal, “particularly the iron for swords and spear-heads...
was scarce and expensive”.'” Since the aristocracy controlled most of the land and, as a
result, the wealth, they were granted the highest terms of commendation because they
represented the class of men that society relied on most.

Society valued these men for their possession of the qualities and skills which it
recognised as being most essential to its safety and security: wealth, high-birth, courage,
physical and military prowess, and skill in counsel and strategy. In order to have a fair
chance at survival, any polis needed to be defended as efficiently as possible, and it was
the aristocracy — with their wealth, their horses, their armour and weaponry, and their
skill in strategy and warfare — who were best equipped to do so. Should they prove
successful, they would maintain the safety and well-being of their community, for which
they would be rewarded with admiration and social prestige; but should they fail, they
would typically subject their community to poverty, slavery or annihilation. “Success”
was therefore “so imperative that only results could have any value,” for it was results
that determined whether or not a community would continue to exist; “intentions were
unimportant”.'"’

Society’s need of the aristocracy and of the competitive excellences they displayed
was so strong that the co-operative virtues were far “less esteemed”:'*® “Life is a matter
of skill and courage; hence skill and courage are most highly commended. The co-
operative virtues are less highly admired by society as a whole than skill and courage, for
the latter are more evidently needed to secure its survival.”'” An &yaBo¢ needed to be
capable, efficient and, at all costs, successful. What he did not especially need to be was
understanding, mvutdg, wise, memvouévog, self-controlled, cdepwv, or just, dikawog, in
his dealings with other members of society. A problem begins to emerge: though Greece

had evolved into a new form of social organisation represented by the development of the
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197 Adkins (1960) 35.
1% Adkins (1972) 14.
199 Adkins (1960) 55.

21



polis, the current alignment of values dictated that it was not adherence to the co-
operative virtues — the very virtues upon which the success and stability of this new
social venture depended — that earned a man the highest praise, that judged him to be the
‘best’ in his society, but the display of the competitive excellences.

The dyaboi as a class, the wealthy possessors of land, initially retained an unrivalled
position of pre-eminence and control, ruling “partly through formal institutions, councils
and magistracies; partly by marital and kinship connections as an Establishment; and
partly by the intangible authority which came from their ancestry, for they could all
produce genealogies taking them back to famous ‘heroes’ (and from there, often enough,
to one of the gods)”."'” The landless koxoi remained inferior, with no social influence, no
prerogatives, and no opportunity to improve their standing: “where land was the standard
of wealth, the poor could not purchase it (even had anyone been able and willing to sell;
and land was presumably inalienable) for there was nothing else with which they could
purchase it; and being, as kakoi, necessarily ill-armed, they had no chance of taking land
by force.”!!!

From around 750 B.C., however, things start to change. The expansion of seagoing
trade across the Mediterranean, together with the advent of colonisation and the
commercial growth which accompanied it, led to an increased mobility of wealth and
“accelerated the rise to social prominence of a new class of merchants, businessmen and
producers of export goods”.''? Although the aristocrats themselves were initially “the
chief traders,” they “soon developed a taste for imported luxuries” which, in time, served
to undermine “their previously unassailable position”: in order to afford these luxuries,
the aristocracy “would often have to sell off part of their property... without fresh
investment, except in trading ventures” — which, as Herodotus warned his brother Perses,
were so risky that they often resulted not in ‘riches or success’ but in ‘evil poverty’, kaxn

nevia (Hes. Works and Days 637-638; Hine [trans.])'"® — “and thus, in the long term,
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weaken their own economic position”.!'* These shifts were further exacerbated by the

invention of coined money:

Money differs from land... in several important respects: it may be acquired
by a variety of means, means which are available to others besides the
traditional landowning class; though evidently the amount of metal from
which money may be manufactured in any society at any time is finite and
limited, it may be increased in a manner, and to an extent, which would be
quite impossible in the case of society’s holding of land; it is not perishable
in the same way as is much agricultural produce; and it renders possible
many types of financial transaction and enterprise not possible in a barter-
economy.

The new economic opportunities engendered by the expansion of trade and the
invention of coined money resulted in an unprecedented increase in social mobility.
Many people, who had been classified as xaxoi under the traditional scheme of values,
now became distinctly more prosperous and successful, while many ayofoi, who had

previously enjoyed a life of wealth and leisure, started to be forced downwards on the

social scale due to economic difficulties. Although the exact nature of this process, as

9116

Finley points out, “may be wholly mysterious to us, its consequences certainly are

not: the moral, social and economic confusion that resulted from the new mobility of
wealth are clearly reflected in the collection of poems preserved under the name of
Theognis, a sixth-century elegiac poet from Megara. ‘Wealth’, says Theognis, has

wreaked havoc on the social structure:

Kpiovg pev kot dvoug dilnueda, Kopve, kal (mmovg
gvyeveéas, Kai Tig Bodretan €€ ayobawv

PricecHor yrpot 8¢ KakTv KakoL oL peredaivet
£6OLOG Aaviip, TV oL ypripoTa ToAAX S18t,

OUJE YUVI] KOKOD AvdpOg Avaivetal eival XKOLTIG
TAOVLGI0V, AAL' APveOV BovAeton vt Ayabov.
YPNUOATO LLEV TILWOL Kol €K KOKOU €60M0OG Eynue
Kol Kakog €€ ayabov: mAovTtog Epelée yévoc.

oVt ur) Bavpale yévog, Ilolvmaion, dotwv

"4 Green (1973) 58.
"5 Adkins (1972) 23.
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nowpoobar oLV yap pioyetar €60AX kokoic.'”

In rams and asses and horses, Kyrnos, we select the well-born; one wishes to
acquire offspring of good [ayaboi] stock. But in marriage a gentleman

[¢66A0c] doesn’t care whether his wife is low-born [kaxn], and from a
lowborn [kaxoc] father, if the father gives him many possessions. Nor does
a woman refuse to be the wife of a lowborn man [kax6g] if he’s rich; she

wants money rather than excellence [ayo86¢]. They all want money; thus,
gentlemen [€60A0¢] breed with low families [kokov], low ones [kakdc] with

noble [ayoBov]. Wealth has mongrelised thrown breeding. Thus, don’t be
surprised, son of Polypaos, if our citizen’s children come to nothing, for
good [¢60A¢] is mingled with bad [kaxd].'"®

Whereas before kokoi and &yaboi had only ever ‘mingled” with members of their own

social class, the desire for ‘wealth’ and social prestige, Theognis complains, has now
‘mongrelised’ this precedent. Members of the aristocracy, driven by the lust for ‘money’
and ‘possessions’, are actually marrying into families outside their own prestigious circle;
a development, no doubt, with which the wealthy commoners are only too pleased.

Given what they must have considered to be this considerable ‘rise’ in their social

standing, the new rich are “unlikely to be willing to continue to be termed xaxo6c”.!"” The

terms Aayofog, €60A0g and apety commend prosperity and success, and this they most

certainly are; in some cases, it seems, far more so than the traditional ayaboi:

Kvpve, moiig puév €0' 116 mohg, Aaot 8¢ d1) dAdot,
ot mp6ach' oUTe dikag Mdecav oUTE VOUOUG,

AAN' &Pl TAEVPALot SoPAG alywV KoTETpPoV,
€Em &' ot Elagot TG’ EVENOVTO TOAEOG.

Kol vOv gle’ ayafoi, [ToAvmaidon® ot 8¢ mpiv €éoBroi
VUV ogthot.

Kyrnos, the city stands; her men are changed. You know, in former days,
there was a tribe who knew no laws nor manners, but like deer they grazed
outside the city walls, and wore the skins of goats. These men are nobles

[&yaboi], now. The gentlemen of old [¢50A0i] are now the trash [8enoi].'?

"7 1 will be using Young’s 1971 edition of Theognis’ Elegiae throughout.
118 Theog. 1.183-192; Wender [trans.].
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No doubt the aristocracy views these changes as a threat to their own pre-eminence, as
the bitterness of the following attack against those who consider ‘wealth’ to be ‘the

greatest power among all men’ clearly suggests:

[TAn0e1 8' dvBphmav apetr) pio yiveton 110,
TAOVTELY TV &' AAA@V 0VSEV Ap' 1)V OPerOC,

oVd' el cw@pocvvNy pev €xotg Padapdavivog avtov,
mAeiova &' e1deing Z1oVpov AloAidem,

Oote Kat €& Aldew molvidpinioy avnibey

neicag [epoepovny aipvriolst Aoyolg,

1te Ppotoig mapéyel MOV PAanTovca voolo. ..

... 0Vd' el yevdea peV mololg ETOHLOIGY OpOoLa,
yYAwoocav Exov ayadr)v Néotopog avtiféov,
wKOTEPOG &' eMoba TOdaAG ToYEWV APTVICOV
Kot Taidov Bopéwm, Twv deop elol TOSEG.
A (PT) TAVTOG YVAOUNY TaDTNV Katafécba,
¢ TAOVTOG MAEIGTNY TAGY EXEL SHVOULY.

To most men this is the one excellence [apet]: to be rich. Nothing else is
worth anything, not if you had the good judgement of Rhadamanthus, nor if
you were more intelligent than Sisyphus the son of Aeolus, who with his
cleverness escaped from Hades, having persuaded Persephone with
flattering words — Persephone who gives men oblivion by damaging their
minds... Not if you could make lies seem true, having the tongue of godlike
Nestor, not if you were faster on foot than the swift harpies, or the sons of
Boreas, whose feet are so quick. No; it is necessary for all to learn this
wisdom: wealth has the greatest power among all men.''

And they are evidently not prepared to allow the commoners, no matter how ‘rich’ they
are, to appropriate the title of ayoBog — much less the position of power which

accompanies it — for themselves:

[ToAMAoi To1 mMAovTtovGL Kakoi, Ayabol 8¢ méEvovta,
&AL Tpelg TovTols' 0V Sropenyduedo

TNG APETNG TOV TAOVTOV, EMEL TO PEV Eumedov alet,
xpnuata 8' Avpodnmv &ALote AANOG ExeL.

12! Theog. 1.699-705, 1.713-718; Wender [trans.].
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Bad men [koxkoi] are often rich, and good men [&yaboi] poor. But we would

not exchange our virtue [apetn] for their wealth. Our virtue [&petn] always
is secure, while money goes to this one, then to that.'**

[ToAloic' ayprotolot Beoc 6180t Aavdpaoty OABov
€60LOV, O 00T avTL BEATEPOG, OVOEV EDV,

oUte @Ilo1G". dpeTtng 8¢ péya kKAEOG oUTOT' OAeLTOL
QLLYUNTI)G YOP VTP YTV TE KL AGTV GOOL.

The gods give good prosperity [¢60A0v] to many a worthless man which
does no good to him nor to his friends; but the great name of courage
[&peti] never dies: the hero saves his city and its land.'*

Contrary to a popular proverb of the time, ‘Money makes the man’,'** wealth, Theognis

claims, is by no means the most important criterion. Many members of the aristocracy

may be ‘poor’, but they still have their noble breeding, their physical prowess, and their

status as the most efficient force for the defence of society, and thus remain Ayafoi

nonetheless. And since wealth is not a quality inherent to &peti — because it passes first
‘to this one, then to that’ — and ‘rich’ is all that these commoners can claim to be, they
remain ‘worthless’ koxoi.

The different classes portrayed in the Theognid corpus are not merely “engaged in a
discussion about semantics and the use of language”. To be dyabdg, according to the

traditional scheme of values, is to be well-born, successful and prosperous; but it is also,
by implication, to have an irrefutable claim to the highest positions of power and pre-

eminence that society has to offer. This is what the aristocracy and the new rich are
competing for, “power and prestige, and their being termed dyaboi is the

acknowledgement that the one or the other has succeeded in obtaining, or retaining,

them”.'** Power and authority, as we have seen, had previously been monopolised by the

aristocracy. But now “a number of outsiders [had] acquired enough wealth to feel

95126

themselves entitled to a share in [that] monopoly, and the aristocratic principle of

122 Theog. 1.315-318; Wender [trans.].
12 ibid. 1.865-868.

124 Green (1973) 58.

125 Adkins (1972) 40.

126 Finley (1983) 13.
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government began to come under increasingly heavy pressure (“a supposition” that is
“confirmed,” Green argues, not only by “an increased emphasis on divine ancestry and
genealogical sanctions” but also “by subsequent political reforms, all heavily loaded in

favour of capital” instead of the exclusive rights of a hereditary order'”’)

Society was in turmoil: “all classes... found themselves involved in social conflict, or
stasis, in varying combinations and alliances.”'*® The aristocracy, of course, had no
intention of forfeiting their own position of power and influence to those who had
traditionally been subordinate to them. The lust for power, however, was so strong that
not even this mutual threat was enough of an incentive to maintain a united front:
“factious and ambitious individuals often brought about struggles for power within their
own ranks, exacerbating the troubles”.'* Then there were the wealthy commoners, who
“at once saw a chance to improve their position, politically as well as socially”."*® Green
argues that “the success story” of a non-aristocrat such as Gyges of Lydia (c. 685-652) —
who not only ‘made himself supreme’ by usurping Candaules’ throne but also managed
to have his ‘royal power’ ‘confirmed’ by bribing the oracle at Delphi with ‘presents’ of
‘silver and gold’ (Hdt. Histories 1.12-14.; De Sélincourt [trans.]) — must have “made it
clear to talented, ambitious men outside the charmed inner circle that inherited rule was
not laid down in heaven, and that capital could, at a pinch, make a highly effective
substitute for breeding”."*' And finally there were the poor, the mass of working farmers,
who, according to Aristotle, turned to stasis out of a ‘desire for equality’: ‘there was strife
for a long time between the notables and the masses’ because ‘the poor were enslaved to
the rich, themselves and their children and their wives’ and ‘had no political rights’.'*?

Theognis is afraid that these conditions of civic turmoil will ultimately give rise to a

tyrant:

Kvpve, ket mohg 1)0g, d€dotka ¢ ) TEKNL Avopa

gvOVVTN PO KoKNG VPPLog 1HETEPNS.
A&oTol LEV Yap £0' 0lde caoppoveg, 1yeHOVEG O€

127 Green (1973) 49-50.

128 Finley (1970) 102.

12 Einley (1963) 24-25.

0 Green (1973) 49.

Bl ibid. 57-58.

132 Arist. Politics 1301b; Sinclair [trans.], The Athenian Constitution 2.1-2.3; Rhodes [trans.].
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TETPAPOTOAL TOAATV EIG KAKOTNTO TECELV.

ovdepiav T, Kopv', ayabol toOMv corecav avopeg,
AM\' 6tav UPpIlev Tolot KaKOLoY GdNt

dnpov te pheipovat dikag T adikoirst dtdovotv
olkelmV kepdEMV glveka Kol KPATEOS

éhmeo pr) dnpov ketvnv TOAY dtpepé’ nodot,

und' el vov ketton ToAANL v Tjouyint,

eVT' &V TOLG1 KaKoLol QL' Avdpaot Tovta yévntal,
KEPOED OMNOGIML GUV KAKWL EPYOUEVOL.

€K TV YAP OTACIES TE Kol EUPLAOL POVOL AVOP@V*
HoVVaPYOL 8¢ TOAEL LTTOTE TN1dE AdOL.

Kyrnos, this city is pregnant; I fear she may give birth to a man to straighten
out our evil UBp1g, for these citizens are still sound of mind, but their leaders
have turned towards a fall into great evil. No city has yet been destroyed by
good men, Kyrnos; but when it pleases evil men to commit UBpig, when
they corrupt the common people and give judgement in favour of the unjust
for their own profit or power, do not expect that city to stay peaceful for
long, not even if it now rests in tranquility, and because these things are dear
to evil men their profits bring evil to the people. And from them comes civil
strife, thelglling of kinfolk, and dictatorships too. May the city never wish
for these!

The current alignment of values is clearly proving disruptive to city life: in the quest ‘for
their own profit or power’, ambitious individuals are inflicting ‘evil’, ‘civil strife’ and

‘violence’ upon the ‘city’ and its ‘people’. But it was from this chaos that new insights

began to spring, as society started to reassess the qualities fundamental to the nature of

aryadog, “fundamental, that is, to a man’s being of the greatest value to society”.'**

In his Works and Days (c. 700), Hesiod — who, along with Homer, was credited as
having ‘composed theogonies and described the gods for the Greeks, giving them all their

appropriate titles, offices, and powers’'>

— includes a little story about a hawk and a
nightingale. He begins by stating that he will now ‘tell’ the sort of ‘fable’ that ‘lords’,

Bactietg, “‘understand’:

13 Theog. 1.39-52; Gagarin and Woodruff [trans.].
1% Adkins (1960) 76.
15 Hdt. Histories 2.53; De Sélincourt [trans.].
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@?d' (pn& mpooieumey ANdOVA TOIKIAOSELPOV

VYL UAA' €V VEPEEGTL PEPOV OVOYEGTL LELOPTIDC

1] ' €Aedv, YVOURTOLOL TEXAPUEVT] ALY’ OVUYECTL,
popeto” TV O ¥ Eémkpatémg Tpog LoV Egmev:
“dapovin, i AéAnKag; €yl v o€ TOALOV apeimv:

M &' €ig 1) ' AV €yd mep Ay Kol &AooV EovGOV”
detmvov &', al k' €0éAm, momoopot e pedow.
appav d', 6¢ k' €06An TpoOg kpelooovag avTipepilety:
Vikng t€ 6TéPETAL TPOG T' alloyeEcY AAyea maoyeL.”
¢ Epat' wkvmétng (pné, Tavucintepog Opvic.

A hawk spoke to a speckle-necked nightingale cruelly, as he lifted her up to
the clouds while gripping her tight in his talons. Piteously she, transfixed by
his crooked claws, was lamenting when the imperious hawk addressed her
in arrogant parlance: “Why, little lady, such shrieks? One stronger than you
now has got you; where you are going, I will take you myself, though you
are a songstress, for as I please I will make you my dinner or give you your
freedom. Witless is one who attempts to strive against those who are
stronger [Kpeioowv], for he is bereft of victory [vikn] and suffers woes in

addition to disgrace [aioyea].” Thus said the fast-flying hawk, that bird with
the generous wingspan.

These are the traditional values: the hawk is ‘stronger’, kpeicowv, than the ‘little’

nightingale, he holds all the power, and since “the achievement of victory and the

55137

avoidance of the disgrace [aioyea] of defeat are all that matter, the nightingale is

‘witless’ to suppose that her appeals to the co-operative virtues like pity and compassion
can in any way ‘strive’ against the hawk’s prerogative to do as he pleases. It would seem
that Hesiod is condoning the use of violence and cruelty in the pursuit of individual
success.

But then he continues:

0 ITépon, oL 8¢ tavTa peta Ppect PaAleo onot
Kol vo dikng émdkove, Bing 6' émAndeo Taumay.
TOVOE Yap avOpdmolotl vouov diétace Kpovimv,
(OvGL pev kal OnNpol Kol oLmVOLg TETENVOLG
€o0etv aMMAOLG, EmeL OV dikn €0TL HET' AVTOLS
avBpanoiot &' Edwke diknv, 1) TOALOV Apiot

1% Hes. Works and Days 202-212; Hine [trans.].
137 Adkins (1972) 31.
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yiveton el yap tig k' €BEAN T dikon' AyopevooL
YWOOK®OV, T PEV T OABov S0l evpvona Zedg
0¢ 8¢ ke paptupincy Ekwv Eniopkov OLOGGOG
yevoetatl, €v 8¢ diknv PAdyag viikesTov aocon,
10U O£ T' Apowpotépn yever) petomode Aéheimtor
avdpog &' evOPKOV yeven netdmcHev apeivav.

Brother Perses, lay up in your heart these things that I tell you: Pay attention
to justice [0ikm], forget about violence altogether. Zeus, son of Kronos,
ordained one rule of behaviour for humans but quite another for fishes and
animals, likewise for birds, who commonly eat one another; there is no
justice [0ikn] among such creatures. But to mankind he gave justice [dikn],
which proves to be much the most beneficial [&piotn]. To that man that
argues a just cause truthfully, knowing its justice, Zeus the far seeing will
give great blessings, prosperity, good luck, but for someone who knowingly
bears false witness, committing perjury, injuring justice, and doing
permanent damage, surely his progeny will be left in the shadows hereafter,

whereas the race of the man who swears truly will be better [aueivav]
hereafter.'*®

While ‘violence’ is both necessary and acceptable among ‘animals’, ‘birds’ and ‘fishes’,
Zeus has ‘ordained... quite another... rule of behaviour’ for human beings. So instead of
harming one another, as animals do, for the sake of one’s own advancement, men should
embrace dikn, since this ‘proves much the most beneficial’. Hesiod explains why dikn is

the ‘better road’ to follow:

ot 8¢ dikag Eeivolot kal EvONuolot 160V

(0eiog Kat un Tt mopekPaivovot dikaiov,

10161 Té0nhe TOMG, oot &' AvBeLGY Ev avTn’
glpnvn &' dvar Y1V KOVPOTPOPOG, 0VOE TOT' AVTOLG
apyoréov TOLepoV TeEKpaipeTal epvoma Zevg:

But they who deliver correct just judgments to stranger and fellow
countryman, never transgressing a bit the way of the righteous; theirs is a
stalwart city and flourishing people within it. Peace that cherishes children
is over the land, and all-seeing Zeus never ever allots to them cruel and
terrible warfare.'*

18 Hes. Works and Days 274-285; Hine [trans.].
1% ibid. 225-229.
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When men co-operate justly in their relations with one another, their ‘city’ is ‘stalwart’,
and the ‘people’ ‘flouris[h] within it’. Men ‘just in their dealings’ are never forced to
endure ‘disasters’ or ‘famines’; indeed, every aspect of the community’s life ‘flourish[es]
with all good [&yo0d] things’: the ‘earth bears plentiful food for them’; their sheep are

‘beautifully woolly’, ‘fraught with luxuriant fleece’; their ‘women at term give birth to

fine children resembling their fathers’; and they never have to ‘venture’ out in ships,

since ‘the grain-growing ploughland provides produce in plenty’."* Hesiod continues:

oig &' UPp1g Te PéUNAe KakT) Kol oy€tAta €pya,

101G 6¢ diknv Kpovidng tekpaipetor evpdomo Zevg.
ToAAKL Kal EVumooa TOAMG KOKOU &vOpOg Amnvpa,
doT1g dATpaivn Kol atdcOaio pnyavaoTor.

Tolotv &' oLpavodev péy' Emyaye nnpa Kpovimv,
MUOV Opov Kol Aodv, amoedivubovct 8¢ Aaoi:
0VdE YUVAILKEG TIKTOVOY, HvHBOLGL 8¢ 0lKOol
Znvog epadpocvvnoy Orvpmiov dAkote &' avte
1] TV YE OTPOTOV EVPLV ATMOAESEV 1) O YE TELYOG
1 véag &v moviw Kpovidng dmoteivuton avt@v.

Q) Baciing, Ouelg 8¢ katappalecsde kol avTol
TvOE diknv:

Zeus, son of Kronos, who sees far and wide, metes justice to those who care
for evil and violence [OBpic], foster criminal actions; time and again whole
cities are lost on account of one wicked [kaxog] man who is sinful and
dreams up deeds of presumptuous daring. Zeus, son of Kronos, from heaven
inflicts great suffering on them, famine and pestilence at once, and the
people perish; women do not give birth, so that households waste away, all
through the plans of Olympian Zeus, who likewise at other times devastates
broad armies of men and their fortifications, and in his wrath Kronos’ son
sinks ships in the midst of the sea, too. You rulers, take notice of this
punishment.'*!

When men choose to disregard &ikn in favour of UPpic, ‘criminal actions’ and

‘presumptuous daring’, the entire community ‘waste[s] away’: the city is ‘lost’ and its

people ‘perish’. Hesiod is commending the co-operatives virtues, arguing that it is dikn,

"0 Hes. Works and Days 230-237; Hine [trans.].
! ibid. 238-249.
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rather than the competitive excellences, that proves most essential and most beneficial,
apiot, to life in a polis.
Of course to assert something is not the same as to actually have it accepted. Hesiod

certainly does not seem too optimistic that his cry for justice will be heard:

VOV 8n €y pnt' avtog v avBpmrotot dikanog
eV uNT' €uOg VIOC, €mel KaKOV &vopa, dikalov
Eupeva, el peilm ye diknv adikdtepog €E¢et.

Now, therefore, may neither I nor my son be just [dikaiog] among men; for
it is disadvantageous [kakov] to be just [dikaiog] if he who is more unjust

[&ducdTepoc] is to come off better. '+

But there were, in fact, a number of developments that seem to indicate that the social
virtues — justice, equality, social cohesion — were beginning to take hold: “the
codification of laws, the multiplication of administrative posts, the swing against ex
officio life appointments, the tendency to elect officials by majority vote for a one-year
tenure (as early as 683 BC in the case of the Athenian archonship), the right of free
citizens to exercise that vote, and the sense of collective comradeship engendered by the

hoplite phalanx.”'**

In practice, however, the competitive pursuit of power, if anything,
actually increased. By the mid 570s the social conflict in Athens between the ‘few’ and
the ‘many’ (Arist. The Athenian Constitution 5.1; Rackham [trans.]), between the ruling
classes and those traditionally subordinate to them, had reached “so hopeless — and
dangerous — a deadlock... that both sides expressed their readiness to accept arbitration
as a preferable alternative to endless factionalism, civil war or the ‘strong man’ solution
of tyranny”."** In 594 Solon was chosen, by agreement, to revise and reform the Athenian
constitution.

Athens, Solon believes, ‘will never be’ brought to ‘ruin... by the dispensation of Zeus

and the purpose of the blessed immortal gods’, since Pallas Athene, their ‘great-hearted

2 Hes. Works and Days 270-272; Hine [trans.].
' Green (1973) 63-64.
" ibid. 83.
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guardian’, shields the city with ‘her hands’.'* If anything, it is ‘the people themselves’
who will ‘destroy’ the city:

avTol 8¢ POeipey peydAny oA appadinio
a&otol fovrovtal yprinact melddpevot,

oMpov 0' Myepovev &dkog voog, oloty £TOLHOV
UPprog €k peyaing chyea mordax mofetv:

oV yap EMOTOVTIOL KOTEXEW KOPOV. ..

... TAOLTEOVOV 8" AdiKOLg Epyuact TeOUEVOL. . .

... 0UB' lepv KTeAVmV 0VTE TL dSNUOGIMV
PEWOOUEVOL KAETTOVOV APUpPTayt AAAOBEY KXALOG,
oVd¢ PuAdccovtal cepva Aikng 0éuedia,

1) otywoa ohvolde T yryvopeva tpod T €6vta,

T 8€ YPOVOL TAVTMG A’ ATOTEIGOUEVT). ..

... OUT® dMUOGLOV KOKOV €pyetar olkad' éKAoTml,
avAelo1 8' €T' Exev oLk €0Ehovat Bvpat,

OYNAOV &' Umep €pkog DmépHopev, e0pe 6€ TAVIWG,

s ’ , > ~. 3 r 14
gL kol 11 pevymv €v poyt N Barapov. 6

It is the people themselves who in their folly seek to destroy our great city,
prompted by desire for wealth; and their leaders, unjust [&dwog] of heart,
for whom awaits the suffering of many woes, the fruit of their great
arrogance [UPpic], since they know not how to check their greed... They

have wealth though their following of unjust [&dwcog] works and ways...
Neither the sacred treasure nor that of the state do they spare in any wise,
but they steal, each in his own corner, like men pillaging. They take no heed
of the holy foundations of Justice [Aikn], who in silence marks what
happens and what has been, and who in course of time comes without fail to
exact the penalty... Thus the public ill [dnudciov kokdv] comes home to
every single man, and no longer do his court-yard gates avail to hold it back;
high though the wall be, it leaps over, and finds him out unfailingly, even
though in his flight he be hid in the farthest corner of his chamber.'*’

The unchecked desire for power, the new mobility of wealth, and the insecurity of social

identity are all proving disastrous to polis-life. The ‘leaders’ of the people — “unjust of

145 S0l. 4.1-4; Freeman [trans.].
16 1 will be using West’s 1972 edition of Solon’s Fragmenta throughout.
"7'Sol. 4.5-16, 4.26-29; Freeman [trans.].
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heart’ and swollen with ‘great arrogance’ — are disrespecting ‘the holy foundations of
Justice’ in the pursuit of their individual drives and ambitions. They “are becoming
wealthy by indiscriminate means,” and abusing that wealth in order to engage “in faction
and competition for political power”. Meanwhile “the citizens in general,” ‘prompted by
desire for wealth’, “are siding with the faction of one or another powerful and wealthy
individual”.'*® The outcome of this ‘folly’, Solon believes, can only be public disaster,
onuocov kokdv, and the eventual destruction of their ‘great city’. He presents his

solution:

Tavta S1dagan Bupog Abnvaiovg pe kelevet,

WC KoK TAELOTO TOAEL AVGVOLLIN TapEYEL
Evvopin &' ebkooua kol &ptio vt &Togaivet,
Kat Oopa ol adikolg auerrionot tédag:

TpayEa AELOVEL, TOOEL KOPOV, VPPV &pavpot,
avaivet &' &tng avhea puoueva,

eLOVVEL 6¢ dikag okoMdg, DmepNeava T' Epya
npaiver mavel &' €pya dtyooTacing,

mael §' apyaréng €pdog xorov, €ott &' LT AV
TAvVTO Kot AvOpOTOLG &XPTLoL KoL TVOTAL.

These are the lessons which my heart bids me teach the Athenians, how that
lawlessness [dvovopic] brings innumerable ills [kaxd] to the state, but
obedience to the law [eUvopia] shows forth all things in order and harmony
and at the same time sets shackles on the unjust [&dkot]. It smoothes what
i1s rough, checks greed, dims arrogance, withers the opening blooms of
ruinous folly, makes straight the crooked judgement, tames the deeds of
insolence, puts a stop to the works of civic discord, and ends the wrath of
grieV(l)Ags strife. Under its rule all things among mankind are sane and
wise.

Evvopia, Solon argues, will remedy the current state of duovopio and restore order to “all

things among mankind’. An “important political catchword in the sixth century,” g0vopio

“convey[s] ideas of ‘good order’, ‘good laws’ and ‘having the laws well obeyed’,

together with that of an appropriate distribution of wealth, power and resources within

18 Adkins (1972) 50.
'%9'Sol. 4.20-39; Freeman [trans.].
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society”."”® This is precisely what Solon — who is quoted by Aristotle as claiming that he
‘stood protecting both [rich and poor] with a strong shield, permitting neither to prevail

*131 _ set out to achieve through his reforms.

unjustly

Solon’s first move was to alleviate the ‘fierce’ ‘strife’ that had arisen between the
small farm owners and the wealthy individuals to whom many had fallen into debt. In his
so called oeicdybela, the ‘Shaking-off of Burdens’, Solon ‘cancell[ed]’ all agricultural
debt, ‘both private and public’, ordered that those who had been sold into slavery be
returned, and ‘forbi[d]’ that any future loans be contracted ‘on the security of the person’.
He then took steps to ensure greater equality before the law, establishing a People’s
Court, the Heliaea, and giving every citizen the right ‘to seek retribution for those’ who
had been ‘wronged’.'”® “Most important of all,” however, “was his constitutional
redefinition of the Athenian class structure.”'>® Solon ‘divided the citizens into four
classes by an assessment of wealth: the five-hundred-bushel class, the cavalry, the
rankers and the labourers’. The ‘major offices, such as the nine archons, the treasurers,
the sellers, the Eleven and the colacretae’, were ‘distributed among’ the first three
classes, with the offices being assigned ‘to the members of each class according to the
level of their assessment’, and the rest, ‘those registered in the labourers’ class’, were
restricted to ‘the assembly and jury-courts’.">* This served to spread the basis of political
power more widely: “the wealthiest commoners became eligible for the highest offices
and the Areopagus, thus breaking the [aristocratic] monopoly; the middle classes,
including the hoplite soldiers who held sufficient land, were given a role in government
for the first time; and even the poor, both urban and rural, were recognised as a working
part of the demos as a whole, severely restricted though their position was.”'*’

Aristotle tells us that Solon ‘was so moderate and impartial’ in his reforms that, had he
wished, he could easily ‘have got the rest of the people into his power and made himself

tyrant over the city’. He did not; “set[ting] a higher value on honour and the safety of the

city than on his own advantage’, Solon chose instead to leave Athens for a period of ten

130 Adkins (1972) 51.

U Arist. The Athenian Constitution 12.1; Rhodes [trans.].
%2 ibid. 6-9.

133 Green (1973) 85.

1% Arist. The Athenian Constitution 7; Rhodes [trans.].

153 Finley (1970) 125.
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years.'>® That Solon was acting against the prevailing standards is made clear when he
imagines the contempt with which his decision would be viewed by the general

population:

“ovK £ ZOLwv Pabdepwv ovdE Bovinelg avip:
€c0La yap Beov d180vTog avTOg oVK €6€EaTO. ..

... Bopov 0" ApapTL Kol PPEVAV ATOGPAAEIS'
nbelov yap xev kpatoog, ThovTov debBovov AaPwv
Kal Tupavvedcog ABnvémv povvov uépny piav,
Aaoko¢ Votepov deddpbat kamteTpipOat yévog.”

“Solon is not gifted by nature with depth of wit and shrewdness; for when
the god was offering him boons [¢60Ad], of his own accord he declined
them... [like one who falls] short alike in pluck and wits. If I could get the
mastery, and seize boundless wealth and the lordship of Athens for one
single day, I would be willing afterwards to be flayed for a wineskin, and let
my family be obliterated.”"”’

The competitive values prevail: individual success, the mark of an ayaBog, “is the
[highest] goal, the unquestioned end”."*® And who is more successful than the tyrant, a
man who holds the supreme position of power and prestige? So “far from restraining,”
such values actually “enjoin upon the individual” that he should maximize his prosperity
by “secur[ing] himself a tyranny if he can”.'” Solon is all too aware that his decision —

try as he may to justify it — is shameful, aioypov, in terms of these values:

€L 8& YNNG PNOWV EPEICAUNV
noTpidog, Tupavvidog ¢ Kol Ping aperiyov
oV KaOMyauny pidvog Kol Kataioyovag KAE0GC,
0VOEV aldéopar TAEOV YAP WOE VIKNOEW dOKED
TavTag avOpdmovg.

If I have spared my native land, and did not defile and dishonour my good
repute by laying hands on a tyranny of cruel violence, I feel no shame

136 Arist. The Athenian Constitution 6.3; Rhodes [trans.].
7 Sol. 33.1-2, 33.4-7; Freeman [trans.].

1% Adkins (1972) 27.

" ibid. 56.
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[atdeioBan] at all; for in this way I believe that I shall win a greater triumph
— over all mankind.'®

It should come as no surprise, given these values, that Solon’s reforms — designed to
advance the co-operative virtues like justice, equality and fellow-feeling — ultimately
failed to eliminate ‘civic discord’ and ‘grievous strife’.'®’ The factional disturbances
continued, “play[ing] into the hands of the more ambitious [individuals] able to draw
upon retainers and followers in the continual jockeying for honour, power and wealth”.'%
Three main factions arose — ‘the party of the Men of the Coast’, ‘the party of the Men of
the Plain’, and ‘the party of the Hillmen’ — ‘none’ of whom ‘thought of an equitable
settlement, but each counted upon improving its own position and overwhelming its
opponents’. Twice in the next decade it proved impossible, ‘because of the civil strife’, to
appoint an archon. And one archon, a clear indication of the ‘state of general internal
disorder’, held office illegally for over two years before he was ‘driven out of the office
by force’.'® Eventually, in 545 B.C., one man seized the opportunity to do what Solon
would not: he rose above everyone else and secured for himself the paramount position of
power and prestige. Peisistratus ruled as tyrant until his death in 527, and was succeeded
by his two sons, Hippias and Hipparchus. Following the overthrow of the Peisistratid
tyranny in 510, an outright struggle ‘for power’ once again broke out between the
aristocratic factions, eventually won by Cleisthenes after he had ‘[taken] the people into
his party’.'® Once in power, Cleisthenes ‘became leader and champion of the people’
(Arist. The Athenian Constitution 20.4; Rhodes [trans.].), implementing new reforms that
“laid the structural foundation of Athenian democracy”.'®

If there was to be any chance of peaceful co-existence, of stability and social
cohesion, the monopoly of power by wealthy and influential individuals (‘bribe-

166
),

devouring judges’, Hesiod called them it was clear, would no longer work.

190 So1. 32.1-5; Freeman [trans.].

1" ibid. 4.37-38.

12 Finley (1970) 126.

163 Arist. The Athenian Constitution 13.1-13.5; Rackham [trans.], Plut. Solon 29.1-29.2; Scott-Kilvert
[trans.].

164 Hdt. Histories 5.66; De Sélincourt [trans.], Arist. The Athenian Constitution 20.1-20.5; Rackham
[trans.].

' Finley (1970) 128.

1 Hes. Works and Days 263-264; Hine [trans.].
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Cleisthenes recognised that the only way to eliminate factionalism and civil strife was to
politically remodel the old tribal-aristocratic power structure, which still retained its old
patronage network of clan-based allegiances. So he decided “to substitute neighbourhood
for tribe or clan as the main determinant in Attica’s social grouping”.'®’ His first move
was ‘to distribute all the citizens’ into ‘ten tribes instead of the old four’. He then
‘divided the land of Attica’ into 139 demes, making ‘the men living in each deme fellow-
demesmen of one another’ who were now identified not only by ‘their fathers’ names’
but also by the name of their deme. He divided the demes into three groups — city, coast
and inland — ‘and allotted three to each tribe in such a way that each tribe should have a
share in all the regions’. By creating ten tribes that “each contained a representative
cross-section of the whole population,”'®® Cleisthenes was able to ‘mix’ everyone up,
thereby dissolving the old factions and giving ‘more men... a share in the running of the
state’. “When this had been accomplished’, Aristotle writes, the Athenian constitution

. . 1
was ‘much more democratic’ than it had ever been before.'®

As Greek society was forced to reorganise and reconstitute itself in a different way,
developing original modes of social and political activity which the needs and goals of
their new social world demanded, the emerging notion of ‘community’ as represented in
the slow development of the polis was clearly hampered by the underlying tension
between individual autonomy and social obligation, between the interests of the
individual and the interests of the larger social group, between the need to maintain group
harmony and the desire to assert one’s own pre-eminence. And the dvovopia, ‘civic

discord’ and ‘grievous strife’

that frequently arose as a result of the failure to
adequately resolve this tension posed a serious threat to the very existence of the early
Archaic polis as a community of Greek citizens. Now that an increase in the level of
social and political self-consciousness had finally led to the advent of democracy, the
development of new laws and institutions to promote social harmony, institutional

continuity, justice and equality, and the growing recognition of the need for a more

collaborative system of values, would the Greeks at last manage to achieve some kind of

17 Green (1973) 94.

18 ibid. 94.

19 Arist. The Athenian Constitution 21-22.1; Rhodes [trans.].
'79'S01. 4.20-39; Freeman [trans.].
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workable compromise between the competing demands of social obligation and personal

freedom?
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Chapter 2
Toovopia

New Values

Athenian democracy was founded upon a principle of “direct participation”. The
meetings of the Assembly, “whose authority was essentially total,” were open to all male
citizens above the age of eighteen. The Assembly met frequently — “at least four times in
every thirty-six-day period in the fourth century and perhaps as often in the fifth” — and
the citizens who chose to attend were expected to participate in discussions and debates,
to suggest new decrees or amendments and to vote on any proposals. Members of the
boule — a Council of five hundred which was responsible for “much of the prepatory
work” for the Assembly — were chosen by lot from all citizens above the age of thirty.
Their term of office lasted for one year and no-one was permitted to serve more than
twice in his lifetime. Most of the officials were also elected by lot for a single year of
office: “the few exceptions included the ten generals (strategoi) who were elected and
could be re-elected without limit, and temporary ad hoc commissions for diplomatic
negotiation and the like.” “Regardless of the significance or insignificance” of their post,
public officials were directly responsible “to the demos itself, in the Council or the
Assembly or the courts, and not to a superior officeholder”. Jury-members were also
selected by lot from a panel of 6 000 volunteers, for which they received an allowance; as
did the members of the Council, certain public officials and (from 403/402 B.C. onwards)
those who attended the Assembly, with the result that “poverty was no bar to public
service”. So “when one adds up the Assembly, the Council, the courts and the large
number of rotating offices, the total — several thousands — “indicates a direct participation
in the work of government widely shared among the citizen-body, an uncommon degree
of political experience cutting right across the class structure”.'”'

Given the development and implementation of these democratic principles of
government — designed with the express purpose of promoting justice, equality and social
cohesion — it would seem that the importance of the co-operative virtues to the well-being

of society had finally been recognised and established. The Athenians certainly believed

'"! Finley (1963) 56-59.
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that their new form of government would prove highly beneficial to polis-life. In
Euripides’ Suppliant Women (c. 420), for example, a herald arrives in Athens from
Thebes and asks, “Who is king absolute [tOpavvog] of this land?” Theseus, constitutional

ruler of Athens, retorts:

TPWTOV pev NpE® TOL AdYoVL Yevdwg, EEve,
v tHpavvov evOad" oL yap apyetan
EVOC TPOG AVOPOG AAN' EAevBEpa TOMG.
dT0G 8" AvAGGEL 1000 ALGLY €V PEPEL
EVIOWGIOGY, OUYL T@WL TAOVTM®L S130UG

10 TAELGTOV GAAKX Y mévng Exav loov.'

First, stranger, you began your speech on a false note, enquiring for a
tOpavvog here. This state is not subject to one man’s will, but is a free polis.

The king here is the people [o1)og], who by yearly office govern in turn.
We give no special power to wealth; the poor man’s voice commands equal

[icov] authority.'”
The herald is appalled that the ‘poor’ should be allowed to participate in government:

AM®OG TE TG AV Ut) dtopBevv Adyoug
opBag dvvart' av d1pog eLOHVELY TOALY;
0 yap xpoOvVog Labnotv avti Tov Teyovg
Kpeloow didmat. Yomoévog &' avr)p mévng,
el kal yévorro un apadng, épyov Omo

OUK (v dUVaLTO TPOC T KOIV' ATOPAETELY.

The common man! Incapable of plain reasoning, how can he guide a city in
sound policy? Experience gives more useful knowledge than impatience.
Your poor rustic, even though he be no fool — how can he turn his mind
from ploughs to politics?' ™

Theseus proceeds to argue that, far from being the ‘worst pestilence of our time’, a

democratic form of government is, in fact, most beneficial to the interests of a polis:

oVdeV TUPAVVOL SVGUEVEGTEPOV TTOAEL,
OTOV TO PEV TTPMTIGTOV OVK ELGLV VOUOL

1721 will be using Diggle’s 1981 edition of Euripides’ Supplices throughout.
'3 Bur. Suppliant Women 399, 403-408; Vellacott [trans.].
" ibid. 417-422.
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KOWOi, Kpatel 8' £1C TOV VOUOV KEKTNUEVOC
aOTOG ap' AUTWL Kol 108" oVKET' €oT' (ooV.
yeypoppévey 8¢ Twv vopmv O T aobevr)g

O TAOVGLOG TE TNV diknyv (onv Exet,

€oTv 8' EVIOTELY TOLOIV AGOEVEGTEPOLG

TOV €LTVYOLVTA TOVEO' OTAV KA KAKQWC,
VIKAL 8' O peimv Tov péyav dikat' Exwv.
ToUAEV0epOV d' Exelvo® Tig Bélel mOAet
XPNOTOV TL BOVAEVL' €C HEGOV PEPELY EYDV;
Kal Tavd' 6 ypilwv Aapmpoc £66', O ur) Bérwv
oyat Tt 100tV €0T' loaitepov TOAEL,

A polis has no worse enemy than a topavvog. First, under such a ruler there
are no laws [vopot] common to all, but one man holds sway, with the law
[vopog] in his own possession; that means an end to equality [lcov]. But
when the laws [vopot] are written down, both the poor and the rich possess
their equal right [dikn {on]; the weak, threatened or insulted by a prosperous
neighbour, can retort in the same terms, and the lesser can defeat the great if
justice [diko] is on his side. This is freedom [16 &levOepov]: “Who
possesses some plan useful [ypnotov] to the city and wishes to bring it
forward to public notice?’” He who desires to speak wins fame; he who does

not is silent. Where could greater equality [icaitepov] be found?'”
Toovopia — ‘equal distribution’, ‘equality of political rights’, ‘equality before the law’ —
was a fundamental principle of Athenian democracy. Whereas monarchy, povopyia,
‘allows a man to do whatever he likes without any responsibility or control’ and

inevitably leads to ‘acts of savage and unnatural violence’ and ‘all’ manner of
‘wickedness [kokotnta]’; and the competition for ‘distinction’, apetn, that typically
arises in an oligarchy, OAtyapyia, ‘cannot but lead to violent personal feuds’, ‘civil wars’
and ‘bloodshed’ (Hdt. Histories 3.80-82; De Sélincourt [trans.]);'® it is the very principle
of ioovopia, Theseus argues, that makes democracy, dnuoxpartia, the best form of
government: the polis is not ‘subject to one man’s will’, the people, dnuoc, are free to

‘govern’ themselves, the vopot are ‘common to all’, the weak can defeat the stronger in

'S Bur. Suppliant Women 423, 429-441; Vellacott [trans.].
17 Legrand’s 1960 edition of Herodotus’ Historiae.
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court if 6ixm ‘is on his side’, and anyone who wishes, rich or poor, has an ‘equal right’ to
express his views in the Assembly and thus contribute to the well-being of the polis.

The same views are expressed in Pericles’ Funeral Speech:

Xpopeda yop moteiar ov {nhovot) ToLG TV TELAS

vopovg, mopadetypo & HAALOV aUTOL OVTEG TIGLY 1) LLOV-
LLEVOL ETEPOVG. KaL OVOLA eV S1X TO UT) €G OAYyOoug AAL'

€¢ mAgiovog olKeV dNUOKpOTior KEKANTOL LETEGTL OE KATX

LEV TOUG VOUOVG TTPOG TAX 1810, S1APOPOL TAGL TO (GOV, KOTX

0¢ v a&imotv, wg €kacTog €V T VSOKIHEL, OUK ATO HEPOVG
TO TAEOV € TOL KOWVAX T) AT APETNG TPOTILATAL, OVJ' a0

Kot meviav, Exav v€ T dyafov dpacat Ty ToA, aum-

5 ’ e 1
oo apaveia kexdivtar.”’

Let me say that our system of government does not copy the institutions of
our neighbours. It is more a case of our being a model to others, than of our
imitating anyone else. Our constitution is called a dnpokxpatio because
power is not in the hands of a minority but of the whole people. When it is a

question of settling private disputes, everyone is equal [(cov] before the law
[vopot]; when it is a question of putting one person before another in
positions of public responsibility [td wxowvd], what matters is not
membership of a particular class, but the actual ability [&pet)] which the
man possesses. No one, so long as he has it in him to benefit [&yaB6v dpav]
the polis, is kept in political obscurity because of poverty.'”®

Everyone is given a share in political ‘power’; everyone is ‘equal before the law’,
particularly in the case of private litigation; and everyone is entitled to hold ‘positions of
public responsibility’. Wealth, breeding and social class, it would seem, now count for
much less. The &yafdc¢, the man valued most highly in Greek society, now becomes the
good citizen, the Ayabdg molitng. “Traditionally, the ayoboi always earned this
commendation because they were in fact the most valuable men, the men most able to
secure society’s safety. Accordingly, the ayabdo¢ molitng must do the same”: he must

promote the welfare and prosperity of his community; “he must &yadd moweiv his city.”'”

71 will be using Jones and Powell’s 1942 edition of Thucydides’ Historiae throughout.
'8 Thuc. The Peloponnesian War 11.37.1.1-2.1; Warner [trans.].
179 Adkins (1960) 207.

43



Whereas before ‘positions of public responsibility’ had typically been reserved for
men who belonged to ‘a particular class’ — wealthy and influential members of the
aristocracy — now, says Pericles, ‘no one, so long as he has it in him to benefit the polis’,
will be ‘kept in political obscurity’. What matters, then, is not so much what a man is, but
what he actually does. Wealth and class have become irrelevant; who one’s ancestors
were, whether or not one is able to produce a genealogy going back to some god or
famous ‘hero’, how much land one owns, how many resources one has at one’s disposal
— this is not ‘what matters’ anymore. The only consideration that is of any importance
whatsoever is whether or not someone has the ‘ability’, &petn, to ‘benefit’, ayabov dpav,
the city in some way. A natural aptitude and ability for promoting the interests of the city,
it would seem, now outweighs the importance of inherited and socially conceded
advantages.

The democratic aspirations so evident in these passages were accompanied by a new
attachment to the importance of the co-operative virtues. In Sophocles’ Antigone (c. 441),
for example, the Chorus of Theban citizens praise the ‘great wonder’ that is ‘man’. The
forces of nature, they sing, are no ‘match for man’: he ‘holds his steady course’ through
‘the blasts of winter’ and the ‘breakers crashing left and right’ to cross the ‘heaving grey
sea’; he ‘wears away’ the ‘oldest of the gods’, ‘the inexhaustible Earth’, with his ‘plows’
and his ‘stallions’; man, ‘skilled’ and ‘brilliant’, ‘conquers all’ animals — the ‘lightheaded
race of birds’, the ‘tribes of savage beasts’, and the ‘life that swarms the depths’.
‘Resourceful man’ has ‘taught himself” how to survive: he has cultured ‘speech and
thought’, ‘quick as the wind’, and the ‘mood and mind for law that rules the city’; he has
devised ‘shelter from the arrows of the frost’ and ‘the shafts of lashing rain’; he has even
‘plotted’ to ‘find rescue’ from ‘Death’, by learning how to ‘escape’ the danger of

‘desperate plagues’.'™ Then they go on to add:

20OV TL TO pnyovoeV

Téyvag Umep EAmid' Exwv,

TOTE pev KaKOV, AALOT' €' €6OAOV Epmiet,
VOLOVG TTopEipmV YBOVOG

Bev T' Evopiov dikav

%0 Soph. Antigone 332-363; Fagles [trans.].
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vyimolg Amolg Ot TO Ur| KaAov
EVVEDTL TOALLG YOPLY

AT EpoL TOPESTIOG Y-

VOlto UNT' (6oV PPovwV

Oc 168" €pdor.™!

Man the master, ingenious past all measure, past all dreams, the skills within
his grasp, at one time he comes to destruction, at another to greatness. When
he observes the laws [vopot] of the land and the justice [6ixn] which he has
sworn by the gods to uphold, he and his city rise high; but that man who
weds himself to what is not kaAdv thanks to reckless daring — the city casts

him out [&moAig]. Never share my hearth; never think my thoughts, whoever
does such things.'®

‘Man the master’, ‘ingenious past all measure’, has the ‘skills within his grasp’ to
accomplish anything; there is no difficulty, &mopia, which he cannot overcome.' And
yet all of this amounts to nothing, unless a man also upholds the co-operative virtues.
That man who chooses to disregard 6ikn and the vopot of the land in favour of ‘reckless
daring’, no matter how ‘brilliant’ he may be, is reduced to an &molc, a social outcast and
nonentity: no city will own him, no man embrace him.

Plato’s Protagoras also places the utmost importance on the co-operative virtues when
he relates a myth describing the creation of animals and humans. Mankind, he says,
began its existence by living in ‘scattered groups’. But since it lacked the skill of politics,
of running a city, t€yvn moltkn — ‘of which the té€yvn of war is a part’ — it was unable to
defend itself, and was ‘consequently devoured by wild beasts’. ‘They sought to save
themselves by coming together and founding fortified cities,” but when they gathered
together they only succeeded in causing one another harm, &dwetv, and so ‘scattered
again and continued to be devoured’. Eventually, ‘fearing the total destruction’ of the

human race, Zeus stepped in:

‘Epunv néunetl dyovta eig dvBpdnovg aidw e Kat dikny, tv'
elev TOAE@V KOGLOL T€ Kol HEGHOL PIAING GUVOY®YOL. EPOTA
ovv ‘Epung Aia tiva o0v Tpoémov doin diknv kol aidw &vOpm-

'8 1 will be using Dain and Mazon’s 1955 edition of Sophocles’ Antigone throughout.
82 Soph. Antigone 364-375; Fagles [trans.].
'** ibid. 360.
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noig” “IIotepov wg al téyvar vevéunvtat, o0T® Kol ToaTag
veipm; vevéumviot 8¢ wde" elg Eymv LOTPIKT)V TOAROLG LKAVOG
d1dToug, kat ot dAlot dnpovpyol: kot Siknv 61 kat atdw
oLt B v Tolg AvBpdTOLS, 1) £ml mavTag velpw;” “Ent
navtag,” €N O Zgvg, “Kal mavteg HETEXOVIOV: 0V Yap AV
YEVOIVTO TOAELS, EL OAIYOL ATV UETEYOLEV (OGTIEP AAADV
TEXVWV' Kol VooV ye 0ec map' LoV TOV ) Suvapevov

bl ~ \ r /4 4 < 14 r ] 4
aldoc kal Sikng petéyewv Kietve g vosov morewe.”'

He sent Hermes to impart to men the qualities of respect for others [aldmg]
and a sense of justice [0ikn], so as to bring order into our cities and create
bonds of friendship and union [@piAa]. Hermes asked Zeus in what manner
he was to bestow aidd¢ and dikn on men: “Shall I distribute them as the
téyvar were distributed — that is, on the principle that one man possessing
the t€yvn of medicine suffices for many laymen, and so with the other
experts? Shall I distribute dikn and aidd¢ in this way, or to all alike?” “To
all” said Zeus. “Let all share in them. There could never be cities if only a
few shared in these virtues, as in the téyvail. Moreover, you must lay it down

as my law [vopoc] that if anyone is incapable of acquiring his share of aid®g

and dikn he shall be put to death as a plague to the city.”'™®
In order for the polis not only to exist, but to function as an ‘orderly’ and ‘unified’
community of citizens, men need to demonstrate civic self-consciousness by behaving
with dikn and aiddg in their relations with one another. If there is to be any chance of
peaceful co-existence — of forming the necessary ‘bonds of friendship’, ¢iAia, among
men — ‘all” members of society need to recognise and embrace the importance of these
‘virtues’ since, without them, mankind is but a ‘plague’ to itself.

While the co-operative virtues were being widely commended as essential to the
stability and prosperity of the polis, the most powerful value-terms in Greek society were
also being redefined in a manner that reflected these democratic ideals. In Sophocles’
Philoctetes (c. 409), for example, Odysseus instructs Neoptolemus to deceive his friend,
Philoctetes, so that the Greeks may gain possession of Herakles’ bow and arrows —
without which Troy cannot be captured. Neoptolemus is hesitant to betray his friend;

Odysseus tries to persuade him:

'8 1 will be using Burnet’s 1903 edition of Plato’s Protagoras throughout.

"5 P1. Protagoras 322a8-322¢1, 322¢2-322d5; Guthrie [trans.].
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NE. Ov«k aicypov 1)yn o1ta 10 yevdn Aéyety;

OA. OUx, &t 10 codnval ye TO YevdOG PEPEL.

NE. I1ag ovv PAETOV TIG TOUTO TOAUNOEL AUKELY;
OA. ‘Otav 11 8pag &ic képdoc, ok Okvelv mpémet.'

Neoptolemus: Thou think it no shame [aioypov] then, to tell a lie?

Odysseus: Not if success depends upon a lie.

Neoptolemus: With what face shall one dare to speak such words?

Odysseus: If thou must profit [képdoc] thou must have no qualms.'®’
These are the traditional values: Neoptolemus is reluctant to deceive his friend, for fear
that he may incur shame, aicypov; but according to the traditional alignment of values, “a
man need only be ashamed of his failures, not of his breaches of the quiet virtues”.'*®

‘Profit’ and ‘success’, as Odysseus so shrewdly points out, is the primary objective, how

one goes about attaining that success is simply irrelevant. Odysseus continues:

OA. Qg 10016 7' €pEag dV0 PEPT) dmpNHATO.
NE. Ioiw; pabwv yop ovK &v apvoiuny 1o dpav.
OA. Zogdg T' &v a0TOG KA yaBOg KEKAT)' (oL

Odysseus: Know that, if thou dost this thing, two prizes are thine.
Neoptolemus: What are they? Tell me, and I will not refuse the deed.
Odysseus: Thou wilt be called at once wise [copdg] and valiant
[ayo0oc].'™

This clinches the deal:
NE. Tt moncm, Tacayv aloydvny aeEic.

Neoptolemus: Come what may, I’'ll do it, and cast off all shame
[aioyovn].'”
Adherence to the social virtues becomes insignificant when set against individual success
and prestige: Neoptolemus’ ‘qualms’ vanish at the prospect of being commended &ya06c.

He steals the bow from Philoctetes; but then realises that he has made a mistake:

1% 1 will be using Dain and Mazon’s 1960 edition of Sophocles’ Philoctetes throughout.
187 Soph. Philoctetes 108-111; Jebb [trans.].

18 Adkins (1960) 162.

'8 Soph. Philoctetes 117-119; Jebb [trans.].

" ibid. 120.
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OA. Q) Zev, ti Aégig; oU Ti mov dovval VOELS;
NE. Aloypwg yap a0t Kov dikr) Aafawv Exm.

Odysseus: Zeus! What would’st thou say? Thou wilt not give it
back?
Neoptolemus: Yes, for 1 obtained it by shameful means [aioypag]

and unjustly [ov &ixn].""!

Instead of rejoicing in his ‘success’, Neoptolemus now condemns his breach of the co-

operative virtues as aioypdv, “the most powerful term available to decry an action” in

Greek society.'” And, for Neoptolemus at least, the need to redress this aioyp6v clearly
takes precedence over the need to secure his own advancement and prestige: ‘For I
ensnared a man with base deceit [aioypd &mdtn] and guile [86hoc].”'”> He decides to

‘undo the fault’ and return the bow.'** This flies in the face of the traditional scheme of

values. No wonder Odysseus is so confused; he thinks that Neoptolemus is trying to

195

‘mock’ him. ™~ He threatens Neoptolemus with violence:

OA. 20U &' oUte pavelg o0UTE dpaceielg coQa.

NE. AM\' el dikona, Twv 60Q@V Kpeicom TAJE.
OA. Kal g dikatov, & y' ELaPec fovalg Epalc,
méAv pebetvar tavTw;

NE. Tnyv apoptiov

ALOYPAV XUOPTWV AVOAAPELY TEPAGONLAL.

OA. Ztpatov &' Ayarcwv oV gofn), Tpdocmv Tade;
NE. EVv 1@ dikaiw TOV 6OV 0V tapP eofov.

Odysseus: Thy speech is not wise [co@d], nor yet thy purpose.
Neoptolemus: But if just [dikoua], that is better than wise [co@ad].
Odysseus: And how is it just [dikaiov], to give up what thou hast
won by my counsels?

Neoptolemus: My fault [&poptiav] hath been shameful [aloypdv],
and I must try to make amends for it.

Odysseus: Hast thou no fear of the Achaean host, in doing this?

1 Soph. Philoctetes 1233-1234; Jebb [trans.].
192 Adkins (1972) 113.

193 Soph. Philoctetes 1228; Jebb [trans.].

" ibid. 1224.

% ibid. 1235-1237.
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Neoptolemus: With justice [dikaiog] on my side, I do not fear thy
terrors.'*°

Neoptolemus will not be swayed. He might have ‘won’ a victory, but the means by which
he secured that victory were aloypov, and he will have no part in it. Now, ‘with dikoiog

on [his] side’, he will ‘try to make amends’ for his ‘fault’ by returning the bow to
Philoctetes, regardless of the dangers that may lie in store for him.

While Sophocles uses one of society’s most powerful value-terms to condemn
breaches of the co-operative excellences, Euripides uses another to commend behaviour

in accordance with them. When Orestes discovers, in the Electra (c. 415), that the

Husbandman — though ‘poor’, mévng, and of lowly origins, acfeviic — has displayed the

characteristic dpetn of an dvnp yevvaiog, a man of noble birth, by not attempting to
consummate his marriage with Electra, he is so inspired by this show of self-restraint,

cmppooivn,'”’ that he “begins to reflect upon [the nature] of eVavdpia, the condition of

the ayaf6c man: a type of word which, as is to be expected, traditionally denotes and

commends courage and the social attributes of the dyof6¢”:'*®

oUK €0T' akpieg ovdEV €ig Lavdpiov:
EYOVGL YAP TOPAYUOV Ol PVOELS BPOT@V.
1on yop eidov Avdpa yevvaiov Tatpog

TO UNdev OvVTa, YPNOTA &' €K KAKWV TEKVO,
Muov T €v avdpog TAovciov gpovipatt,
YVOUNY 0€ HEYAANV €V TEVITL GOUATL.

WG 0LV TIG AUTA StaAaPwv 0pOg KpIvet,
TAOVTOL; TOVNPWL TAPOL YPTCETOL KPLTNL.

1) T01G €Youct UNdEV; AAL' Exel voGov
nevia, S1ddoket &' Avdpa TN ypeion Kakdv.
AN glg OmA' EMBGV; Tig 8¢ mPpOg Aoy PAEmwV
UapTuG Yévort' av OoTIC 0TV ayabdg;
KPATIOTOV EIKTL TAVT' €AV APEHEVQL

196 Soph. Philoctetes 1245-1251; Jebb [trans.].

Y7 Bur. Electra 253, 267, 261; Kovacs [trans.]. I will be using Diggle’s 1981 edition of Euripides’ Electra
throughout.

"% Adkins (1972) 115.
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There is no reliable way to predict nobility [eVavdpia]. The natural
endowments [@Vo1g] of mortals suffer confusion. I have seen a man born of
a noble father [yevvaioc] but himself a nullity [t6 undév ovta], and noble
children [ypnotd] sprung from those of low estate [kakai]; I have seen
resourcelessness in a rich man’s pride and greatness in the body of a poor
one. How then shall a man distinguish and judge these things aright? By
wealth? It is a sorry judge he will be making use of. By poverty? But
poverty is unhealthy and teaches a man to be base [kaxov] from need. By
considering his conduct in war? Yet who, as he stands facing a spear point,

can bear testimony to the bravery [&ya0dc] of others? It is best to let this
subject go as it will.'”’
The traditional standards by which to ‘distinguish and judge’ a man’s worth — birth,
wealth, even a man’s competence in warfare — have now all been called into serious

question:

oUTOG Yap avnp oUT &v Apyeiotg péyag
oUT' a0 00KNGEL SOUATOV WYKOUEVOG,

€V TOLG 0& TOALOLG WV, AploTog NUPED.
oV pr) dppovnoed’, ot kevawv So&acpdTmv
mpelg mhavacBe, T d' Opkion Ppotv
KPVELTE KOl TOLG 1)0EGLY TOUG EVYEVELG;

For this man, not one of the great among the Argives, nor yet impressive
because of his family’s reputation, a man of the people, has been shown to

be d&piotog. All you who wander about full of vain notions, come to your
senses and judge the nobility of mortals by their way of life and their
character!*”’

This is a complete departure from the traditional system of values: ayo0og, the most
powerful term available to commend a man in Greek society, has always been reserved
for the type of men on whom society believed it relied most, men who possessed the
qualities that society recognised as being most essential to its safety and security; and, up
until now, these qualities have always been the competitive ones: wealth, high-birth,
strength, courage and military prowess. Now, the Husbandman — poor and of humble

birth, who lacks all of the qualities traditionally valued most highly in society — is

%9 Bur. Electra 367-379; Kovacs [trans.].
2% ibid. 380-385.
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commended as aptotog — most &yaddc — solely on the basis of his self-restraint. Orestes

continues:

oL Y&p TOLOVTOL TAXG TOAELS OLKOVGLY €V

KoL ddUaO" al 6¢ GAPKES Ol KEVOL PPEVOV
AydApat ayopag eloty. ovde yap dOpL
paidov Bpoyiov obevopog acbevoug péver
€V TN QVGEL 3€ TOUTO KAV EVYLYIOL.

Men of this kind are good at administering [€0 oikelv] cities and
households, while physiques lacking in brains are good only at adorning the
marketplace. For a strong arm is not even better at withstanding the spear in

battle than a weak one, but this is purely a matter of character and

201
courage.”

‘Men of this kind> — men who are able to conduct themselves with self-restraint,
moderation and discretion, with co@pocHvn — are worthy of being commended &piotog,
says Orestes, because such men, far more so than strong-armed ‘physiques’, are most
beneficial to society: they are ‘good at administering’, €0 oikelv, not only their own
‘households’ but also their ‘cities’. It is in fact then not the competitive but the co-

operative virtues, at least as far as the civic poets of fifth-century Athenian society are

concerned, that prove most beneficial to society.

The Competitive Values Prevailing
The law-courts

The rise of Athenian democracy was accompanied by a concomitant valorisation of the
importance of the co-operative excellences to the well-being of society. But to what
extent was this change in values actually realised in practice in the different areas of
Athenian life? The Athenian law-courts seem to have been particularly democratic in
nature: ‘Jury service’, as Aristotle tells us, was ‘open’ to all Athenian citizens above the
age of ‘thirty’, provided that they had not fallen into ‘debt to the state’ or been ‘deprived

of their civic rights’;*** Pericles’ introduction of pay for jurors around 450 B.C. meant

2V Bur. Electra 386-390; Kovacs [trans.].
292 Arist. The Athenian Constitution 63.3; Rackham [trans.].
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that even the poorest citizens were able to serve on the juries; and, when the jurors —
selected by lot from a panel of six thousand — were appointed, they were required to
swear an oath to vote ‘in accordance with the laws and decrees of the People of Athens
and of the Council of Five-Hundred’, to ‘give impartial hearing to prosecutor and
defendant alike’, and, when making their decision, to do so based ‘strictly’ on the facts of
the case.”” But were these principles of justice and equality actually realised?

In Lysias’ twenty-first speech, the defendant, accused of bribery and corruption,
begins his defence by asking the jury — who have already been ‘sufficiently informed’ of
the ‘counts of the accusation’ — to now give their ‘attention’ to ‘what has yet to be
added’, so that they may better come to ‘understand what kind of person’ he is before
they deliver their ‘verdict’. He then proceeds to plead his case: he has, he claims, spent
‘two thousand drachmae’ on a ‘male chorus’; ‘eight hundred drachmae’ on ‘pyrrhic
dancers’ at the Great Panathenaea, ‘five thousand drachmae’ on a ‘male chorus’ at the
Dionysia; ‘sixteen minae’ on a production of ‘comic drama’; and ‘three hundred
drachmae’ on a ‘cyclic chorus’ at the Little Panathenaea. In addition to ‘all these
expenses’, he has ‘equipped warships’ for ‘seven years’ at a ‘cost of six talents’; made
‘contributions’ — ‘one of thirty minae and another of four thousand drachmae’ — to
‘special levies’; and produced ‘games for the Promethea’ at the expense of ‘twelve

minae’. And so he continues.”%*

But what does any of this have to do with the case in
hand? Instead of trying to prove his innocence, the defendant is only interested in
emphasising how much money he has spent in service to the state.””

Far from being unusual, however, the mention of a defendant’s “services to the state,
not as a mitigating circumstance when he has been found guilty, but as a plea intended to

206
In

justify his acquittal,” is actually a standard feature in Greek forensic speeches.
Lysias’ twelfth speech Eratosthenes, one of the Thirty Tyrants who staged an oligarchic
coup in 404 B.C., is charged with having killed Lysias’ brother Polemarchus during the
Reign of Terror. Given Eratosthenes’ history of violence against the democracy — and

especially considering that the jurymen’s oath expressly forbid the support or approval of

2 Dem. 24.149-151; Vince [trans.].
24 ys. 21.1.1-5.1; Lamb [trans.].
2% Dem. 24.151; Vince [trans.].

296 Adkins (1960) 201.
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any attempt whatsoever to ‘subvert the Athenian democracy’”’ — one should think that
there would have been little chance of an acquittal. And yet Lysias feels compelled to

say:

ov yap d1) oUdE
TOUTO VT TPOGTKEL OG0, Onep €V TNOE TI) MOAEL
elbouévov €oti, TPOC LEV T KATYOPNUEVO UNOEV ATOAO-
veloBat, TepL 0& PV aVTWV ETepa Aéyovteg eviote €€a-
TOTWOLY, VUV ATOSEIKVOVTES (WG oTpoTIwTaL Ayadoi eloy,
1] WG TOAAAG TV TOAEPI®V VOUG EAaPOV TPIMPAPYICUVTES,
1) moelg moAepiag ovoag eilag moincav: émel keAeveTe
aVTOV ATOdELENL OOV TOGOVTOVG TWV TOAEUIOV ATEKTEVAY
060V¢ TWV TOAMT@Y, T Vavg 6mov Tocadtag EAaBov 6cog
avTOoL TAPESOGAY, 1) TOAY TIVTIVOL TOLOTNV TPOGEKTIGAVTO
olav trv Dpetépay Kotedovhdoovto.

And note that he cannot even resort to the expedient, so habitual among our
citizens, of saying nothing to answer the counts of the accusation, but
making other statements about themselves which at times deceive you; they
represent to you that they are good [ayaboi] soldiers, or have taken many
vessels of the enemy while in command of war-ships, or have won over
cities from hostility to friendship. Why, only tell him to point out where they
killed as many of our enemies as they have of our citizens, or where they
took as many ships as they themselves surrendered, or what city they
enlisted to compare with yours which they enslaved.*”’

It would seem that Lysias is concerned that, should Eratosthenes ‘resort’ to the ‘habitual’
‘expedient’ of ‘making other statements’ about himself — that he is an ‘aya6dg soldier’,
for instance, or that he has captured ‘many vessels of the enemy’ and ‘won over’ hostile
‘cities’ — the jury might be swayed to vote in his favour. In an attempt to prevent this
from happening, however, Lysias does not argue that such pleas should be considered
irrelevant when determining whether or not a man should be convicted, merely that they
should not be permitted to carry any weight in this particular case, since any beneficial

services that the defendant may have performed are clearly outweighed by the great

27 Dem. 24.149; Vince [trans.].
% T will be using Albini’s 1955 edition throughout.
299 Lys. 12.38.1-40.1; Lamb [trans.].
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damage that he has caused. A similar instance is found in Lysias’ thirtieth speech, where

Nicomachus is charged with embezzlement and fraud. The accuser inquires:

Awx Ti ' v TIg amoymeicalto ToVTOV; TOTEPOV WE AV-
dpOg ayabov TPOG TOUG TOAEUIOVS KOl TTOAAALG U OUG Kol
Vo poryiong mapayeyevnuéVon; aAla 0te DUELS EKIVOVVEDETE
EKTAEOVTEC, OUTOG ADTOD UEVOV TOVG ZOA®VOC VOLOVG EAV-
paivero. adl' Ot yprinoTo dedamdvnKke Kol TOAXG ELGQO-
PAG ELGEVIVOYEV; AL’ 0VY OTI®E VULV TV aOTOV TL EMESM-
KEV, AAAX TV DUETEPMY TOA DETpNTOL AAAX S1X TOUG
TPpoydvoug; 1O Yap TIveG Kal S1x TOUTO GLYYVOUNG £TV-
xOoV ap' VUWV. AAX TOVTW Y€ TTPOSTKEL SIX PEV QUTOV
tebvavat, S ¢ ToLE TPoYOVOLG mEmpachat. AN wg, Eav
VOV 00OV @eioncbe, av0ig Anodmdaoel Tag yaprTog; 0g

oVd' v pdTEPOV HETEAUPE TTap' LUV ayobwv pépvntor.

And what reason is there for acquitting this man? Because he has taken a

brave man’s part [&yafog] in many battles by land and sea against the
enemy? But while you were facing danger on naval expeditions, this man
stayed at home and corrupted the laws of Solon. Or because he has
disbursed money and contributed to numerous levies? But, so far from
bestowing anything of his own upon you, he has embezzled a vast amount
of your property. Or because of his ancestors? For this has been a reason in
the past for some men obtaining your pardon. But if this man deserves to be
put to death on his own account, he ought to be sold on account of his
ancestors. Or is it that, if you spare him now, he will repay your favours
hereafter? He does not even remember the benefits in which you allowed
him to share before.*'’

Again, the accuser does not argue that such pleas — taking the part of an ayaf6¢ ‘in many
battles by land and sea’, disbursing money and making contributions to ‘numerous
levies’, or reminding the jury about who one’s ‘ancestors’ were or what they had
accomplished — “should be regarded as invalid in court: he simply asserts that the present
defendant... is in no position to benefit from them.””'' So although the jury members

swore to vote ‘in accordance with the laws’ and to do so based ‘strictly’ on the facts of

2191 ys. 30.26.1-27.6; Lamb [trans.].
' Adkins (1972) 122.
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the case,”'? whether or not a man is guilty of breaking the law is clearly not the only
consideration upon which their decision was based.

The ‘liturgy’ was “a formal, institutionalised device whereby certain public services”
— such as commissioning a trireme, or furnishing an athletic contest or dramatic
performance — “were assigned on a rota system to individual members... of the
population, who were directly responsible” for all the costs.””> These services were
expensive, and could only be performed by wealthy citizens; and it is here that the
democratic ideals of justice and equality begin to founder. Whereas it had previously
fallen to the wealthier citizens — the cavalry and hoplite classes — to furnish the most
important force for attack and defence, “the power of Athens” now “rested on control of

the sea,”214

and it was the poor who manned the fleets. No doubt this development
enabled the poorer citizens to feel that they now played an essential role in the
preservation and promotion of the polis; but the state only supplied the hulls and tackle of
the triremes: “The ramshackle finances of Athens [did] not enable the state to fit out the

95215

navy for war, nor (for example) to provide the money for choruses at festivals.””~ It was

up to the wealthier individuals to perform these beneficial services, ayafd, for the state

since, “without ‘liturgies’ there would have been no Athenian navy, and no Empire”.*'°
The men who performed liturgies held the greatest claim to be termed d&yofoi. And

since their services were so essential to the safety and prosperity of the state, these

ayaboi were also able maintain a very powerful hold over society. In Lysias’ twenty-fifth

speech the accused, charged with treason against the democracy, includes the following

in his defence:

KaiTot d1x ToUTO TAEI®
TQV UTO MG TOLEWG TPOGTATTOUEV®V Edamavduny, (vo Kol
Bertiov VE' pwv vouloiuny, kat el TodH poi TIg GLUPOPX
vévorto, Apevov aymviLoiuny.

212 Dem. 24.149, 151; Vince [trans.].
23 Finley (1983) 36.

214 Finley (1963) 44.

215 Adkins (1960) 208.

216 Adkins (1972) 124.
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But my purpose in spending more than was enjoined upon me by the city
was to raise myself the higher [BeAtiov] in your opinion, so that if any
misfortune should chance to befall me I might fare better [Apeivov

. 217
aywvilesBat] in court.

The Aayaboi are all too aware that the well-being of the polis is contingent upon their

contributions, and exploit the situation shamelessly to their own advantage: they spend
‘more’ in order to ‘fare better in court’. And, judging from the fact the defendant has
absolutely no compunction in admitting this to the jury, it would seem that this was not
only an accepted but also a highly effective practice.

In Lysias’ twenty-first speech, the defendant is charged with bribery, corruption and
embezzlement. The penalty that he would incur, if found guilty, is the confiscation of his

private fortune. He urges the jury to vote in his favour:

£av oLV €pol melonte, Té e dlkoua ynoeetode kat Tor Av-
orteloLVTa DULY aUTOLG alpHoeche. OpATE Yap, 0 AVOPEG
dkootol, T TPOoLoVTa T TOAEL (WG OAlya €0Ti, Kol ToUTo
¢ VIO TV €PeoTNKOTOV apmdletar wot' &&lov tavmyv
Nyeicbar Tpdcodov PePatotdny 1) TOAEL, TOG OVGIOG TV
£€0eLOVToV AnTovpyelv. €av oV €0 Povledoncbe, ovSEV T)TToV
EmeM|oecbe TV 1UETEPOV XPNUATOV T) TV BimV TV
VUETEPOV VTV, £180TEG OTL E&eTE TAGL YPT)cHAL TOLG T)HE-
TEPOLG WOTEP KOl TPOTEPOV" Olpan 8¢ ThvTag DUAS EmioTo-
oBat Ot TV Euav Eyw moAD Bedtiov LUy €écopon Tapiog
TV TA TNG TOAE®G VULV TOHEVOVIMV. AV &' EpUE TEvnTa
TOWONTE, KOL VUAC 0UTOVC ASIKNAOETE" ETEPOL O€ Kal TAVTOL
SLVELOLVTOL, WOTEP KOl TAAAQL.

Now, if you will admit my plea, you will both vote what is just [td dikoua]
and choose what is to your own advantage [td AvciteAovvta]. Do but
observe, gentlemen of the jury, how slender are the revenues of the State,
and how even these are pilfered by their appointed guardians: you ought,
therefore, to see the surest revenue for the State in the fortunes of those who
are willing to perform public services [Aettovpyetv]. So, if you are well
advised, you will take as great care of our property as of your own personal
possessions, knowing that you will be able to avail yourselves of all that we
have, as you were in the past. And I think you are all aware that you will

217 Lys. 25.13.1-13.4; Lamb [trans.].
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find me far superior [toA¥ Beitiov], as controller of my property, to those
who control for you the property of the State: whereas, if you impoverish

me, you will wrong yourselves [&dikelv] besides; others will divide it up

amongst them, as they do the rest.”'®
The State’s ‘revenues’, as the defendant so shrewdly points out, are ‘slender’, and so the
survival of the polis depends to a great extent on ‘the fortunes of those who are willing to
perform public services’. Should the jury choose to acquit him, they will not only vote for
‘what is just’, 1 dixoua, but also for ‘what is to [their] own advantage’, Té Avcitelovva,
since they will still ‘be able to avail’ themselves of his great fortune. If, on the other
hand, the jury should decide to convict him, they will only succeed in harming, adiketv,
themselves, since the defendant’s wealth — instead of being spent in service to the polis —
is sure to be ‘pilfered’ by ‘those who control... the property of the State’. In this
particular case justice, 1@ dikona, and the city’s interest, téd Avcitehovvta, are united;

what might happen should they be opposed is made clear in the opening of Lysias’
thirtieth speech:

"Homn, @ avdpeg dikootai, Tveg €lg Kpiov KATAGTAV-

TEC ABIKELY eV €60EaV, ATOPAIVOVTIEG € TAG TV TPOYO-
VOV APETAG KL TXG GPETEPUG AVTWV EVEPYEGILOG CLYYVMOUNG
Etuyov map' VUV.

There have been cases, gentleman of the jury, of persons who, when brought

to trial, have appeared to be guilty [adikelv], but who, on showing forth

their ancestors’ virtues [&petoai] and their own benefits [gvepyeoio] to the

city, have obtained your pardon.”!
When it comes to a choice between promoting the city’s advantage and punishing the
unjust, the jury opts for the former: dyafoi who are ‘guilty’ of breaking the law are
‘pardon[ed]’ if they can prove that either they or their ancestors have in some way proved
beneficial to the interests of ‘the city’. The welfare of the polis, it seems, is simply more

important than the moral career of an individual.

218 ys. 21.12.6-14.6; Lamb [trans.].
% ibid. 30.1.1-1.4.
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The traditional values prevail in the Athenian courts of law: the jury swore ‘not to
show favour at their own discretion, but to return a just and lawful Verdict’;220 “and yet,

as a regular practice, the prosecution allows the defence to bring forward the plea that the

speaker is ayaBog or ayafog molitng, opposing it merely with facts designed to prove
that the speaker is not ayofoc, instead of objecting to the plea as a blatant attempt to

pervert justice... The dyafo6g molitng has inherited the most powerful term of value in

Greek... and is linked overtly to the promotion or preservation of the security or
prosperity of the state.” Given the fact that a man may be pardoned for committing an

injustice (be it murder, embezzlement, fraud, even treason against the democracy) if he

can prove that he is dya6c — prove, that is, that either he or his ancestors have benefited

the polis in some way — it is clear that “the defining characteristics of the ayafdg moiitng
do not include being dikatoc”.?2' So despite their insistence that ‘everyone is equal before
the law’ (Thuc. The Peloponnesian War 11.37.1.4-1.5; Warner [trans.]) and that ‘the
lesser can defeat the great if justice is on his side’ (Eur. Suppliant Women 437; Vellacott
[trans.]), the importance of the competitive excellences (high-birth, wealth, military
prowess, bravery in battle) to civic stability still greatly outweighs the importance of
adherence to the co-operative virtues in the Athenian courts of law. But what about in

citizen life more generally?
The citizens

If the AyaB6¢ has now become the ayafog moAitng, the ‘good citizen” who is most able to
promote the safety and prosperity of his city, what were the actual qualities considered
most beneficial to society? In Sophocles’ Antigone, Creon — portrayed as the defender of
the polis, champion of the rights and duties which life in a polis confers and demands of
its citizens — believes that ‘loyalty to the state’ should take precedence over everything
else: “Whoever places a friend above the good of his own country, he is nothing: I have

9222

no use for him.””” When he discovers that Antigone has defied his orders and buried her

220p]. Apology 35¢; Tredennick [trans.].
221 Adkins (1960) 205-206.
222 Soph. Antigone 163 ff.; Fagles [trans.].
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traitorous brother, he condemns her to death, branding her a ‘traitor’ to ‘the whole city’

for her act of ‘naked rebellion’ against the laws:

Ootig 8' UmepPag 1) vopovg Préletan,

1] TOUTTAGGEWY TOLG KPUTOUGLY E€VVOEL,
oUK €0T' €maivov ToUToV €€ €OV TUYELY.
AXN' Ov mOMg 6TNGELE, TOVSE XPT) KADEWY
KoL GUIKPA KoL dikato, Kol Tavavtia. ..

... Avapyiag 0 petlov oUK €6TIV Kakov:
abTn TOAELG OAAVGLY, 18 AvacTdTovg
otkovg Tifnov, 1)0e cuppdy ov dopog
TPOTAG KATAPPNYVUOL TV d' OpBovpévov
olet T modax ohpad' 1) meopyia.

But whoever steps out of line, violates the laws [vopot] or presumes to hand
out orders to his superiors, he will never win praise from me. But that man
the city places in authority, his orders must be obeyed, large and small, right
and wrong.

Anarchy [avapyio] — there is no greater evil [kakov] in all the earth. She
destroys cities, rips up houses, and breaks the ranks of spearmen into
headlong rout. But the ones who last it out, the great mass of them owe their
lives to obedience [neapyio].”>

When the vopot are ‘violate[d]’, when ‘authority’ is undermined — &vopyia, the destroyer

of cities, reigns supreme. Obedience, neiBapyio, Creon argues, is paramount to the well-
being of the polis. The same view is presented by Thucydides’ Cleon, when he tries to
dissuade the Athenians from revoking their previous resolution regarding the revolted

Mytilenians:

I Y
0¢ dewvotarov i PEPatov MUy undév kabeoméet wv av dO&N)
néPL, UNodE Yvoooueba Ot xeipoot VOLOIG AKIVATOLS XPOUEVN
TOMG kpeioomv €Tl 1) Kakwg €yovoty dxidpotg, apabdio te
LETX COPPOCHVIG WPEMUMTEPOV T) de&10TNG peTa AKkoAasiag,
ol & POVAOTEPOL TV AVOPOT®V TPOG TOVG EVVETMTEPOVG (WG
ETL TO TAEOV AUEIVOV OLKOUGL TG TOAELS. OL LEV YXP TV
T€ VOL®V 60QmTEPOL BovAovTon paivesHar. ..

223 Soph. Antigone 655-656, 663-676; Fagles [trans.].
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... K0l €K TOV TO10VTOL TA TOAAX
GPAALOVGL TG TOAELS” OL &' AMIGTOUVTEG TN €€ aUTWV EUVESEL
apaféotepol Pev twv vouwv alovcty givalt. ..

. opbovvtar Tx TAEI®.

And this is the very worst thing — to pass measures and then not to abide by
them. We should realise that a city is better off [kpeicowv] with bad laws
[kaxol vopot], so long as they remain fixed, than with good [kaAoi] laws
that are constantly being altered, that lack of learning combined with sound
common sense [cw@pocvvn] is more beneficial [weélMpumtepoc] than the
kind of cleverness that gets out of hand, and that as a general rule states are
better governed [a&ueivov oiketv] by the man in the street than by
intellectuals. These are the sort of people who want to appear wiser
[copmtepot] than the vopot... and who, as a result, very often bring ruin to
their country. But the other kind — the people who are not so confident in
their own intelligence — are prepared to admit that the vopot are wiser than
they are... they for the most part prosper.”**

When the vépot are upheld, the city ‘prosper|[s]’; but when they are disregarded by those

who consider themselves to be ‘wiser than the vopot’, the result is ‘ruin’.

than cleverness.

however, is that “the city [is] not the primary object of loyalty™.

In contrast to the anarchy and lawlessness of the earlier years — where ‘evil men’

perpetrated ‘violence’, UBp1ig, against the city and its laws, ‘giv[ing] judgement in favour
of the unjust for their own profit or power’ (Theog. 1.39-52; Wender [trans.]), and
ambitious individuals, ‘prompted by the desire for wealth’ and power, took ‘no heed of
the holy foundations of Aikn’ (Sol. 4.5-16, 4.26-29; Freeman [trans.]) — “obedience is at a
premium” in the Greek city-state of the later Archaic and Classical Period: “the vopot
should be supreme even when they are inferior vopot, and ignorant acquiescence in their

commands is better — better for the city, more conducive to its prosperity and stability —

99225

Athenian citizens are being urged to respect and obey the laws of the city. The problem,

99 226

22 Thuc. The Peloponnesian War 111.37.3.1-5.1; Warner [trans.].
5 Adkins (1972) 129.
% ibid. 131.
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When Meno, one of Plato’s so-called ‘ordinary citizens’, asks Socrates how aperr is
acquired — whether by ‘instruction’, ‘practice’ or ‘natural aptitude’ — Socrates tells Meno

to first provide him with a fitting definition of &petn; Meno willingly complies:

AN 0V yaremdv, @ TOKPOTEG, EMELY. TPWTOV
pév, el podrel avdpog apetiv, 0adtov, 6Tt alt EGTV AVIPOG
Apeti], IKavOV elval TX TI)G TOAEWMG TPATTELY, KOL TPATTOVTO
TOUG HEV QIAOVG €V TTOLELY, TOUG &' €YOPOVE KAKWGS, Kol UTOV
gVAuPeiodon pndév TotoUTov Tadely. >

But there is no difficulty about it. First of all, if it is manly &pet you are

after, it is easy to see that the &pet] of a man consists in managing the city’s
affairs capably, and so that he will help his friends [¢ikot] and injure his
foes [¢yOpoi] while taking care to come to no harm himself.***

Meno’s interpretation of apetn, the mark of the &yaf0g moritng, is concerned not with
the welfare of the community but with the advancement of the individual. Although he

includes ‘managing the city’s affairs capably’ as an essential component of &petn, this is

by no means out of any concern for the well-being of the larger social group: the &yabdg
moAitng must ‘manag[e] the city’s affairs’ in such a way that he will be able to promote
the interests of his own social unit: ‘himself’, his family and ‘his friends’. This is Meno’s

first, instinctive, definition of &petn; Socrates makes him elaborate:

ZQ. Ti 8¢; oUK AvOpOG nev Apetn)v €reyeg TOAY €V

S101KELV, YOVOIKOG 3¢ olkiov;

MEN. "Eyovye.

ZQ. Ap' o0V 016V 1€ €D S10IKELY T) TOAY 1) oikiov 1) AALO OTIOVY,
U cOEPOVAG Kal dkaing d101koLVTa;

MEN. Ov énra.

YQ. OUKOLV Avrep dIKAImG Kol 6OPPOVOS S101KWGLV, O1-
KOLOGUVI) KOl GO@POGUVT] S101KN\GOVGLY;

MEN. Avadykn.

2Q. Twv avt@v &pa apedtepot déovrat, eimep PEALOVGLY
ayabol elvat, kal 1] yovn kat O avip, SIKO0GVVNG KOl GOGPOGHVNG.

27T will be using Burnet’s 1903 edition of Plato’s Meno throughout.
228 P1. Meno 70a, 71e1-71e5; Guthrie [trans.].
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MEN. ®aivovrat.

Socrates: Well, then, didn’t you say that a man’s apetn| lay in directing the

city well [e0 dioketv], and a woman’s [&petn] in directing her household
well?

Meno: Yes.

Socrates: And is it possible to direct anything well [0 dwowkelv] — city or
household or anything else — if not temperately [coppoévmc] and justly
[ducaimg]?

Meno: Certainly not.

Socrates: And that means with temperance [cw@pocvvn] and justice
[owatoovvn]?

Meno: Of course.

Socrates: Then both man and woman need the same qualities, dikaiocHvn

and co@pocvvn, if they are going to be ayaboi.
Meno: 1t looks like it.”*’

Meno’s original understanding of apeti was based on the competitive excellences: to be

an ayaf6¢ and to have apetn is to be able to secure the advancement of one’s own social

unit. Under Socrates’ guidance, he is now prepared to admit that the co-operative virtues
— oow@pocvvn and dikalocHvn — might prove necessary in achieving this desired end.
Judging by Meno’s previous definition, however, one cannot but wonder whether this is
in fact the only significance that Meno ascribes to such virtues — that coppocvvn and

dwkaroovvn are little more than a useful means to attain one’s ultimate goal: to help one’s
@ilot, injure one’s €xOpoi and ensure that neither oneself nor any of one’s dependants
should come to any harm.

This impression is only strengthened when Meno offers a second definition of apem:

Aoxet Toivov pot, @ Zdkpateg, apetr) lvol, kabd-
mep O moutr)g Aéyet, “yaipetv 1€ KaAolot kol dvuvacHor”
KoL €Y@ TOUTO AEY® APETHV, EMOVUOVVTO TWV KOAWY SUVOTOV
etva mopilecbat.

It seems to me then, Socrates that &petn is, in the words of the poet, ‘to
rejoice in the fine [kaAd] and have power’, and I define it as desiring fine
things [t& kokd] and being able to acquire them. >

229 P1. Meno 73a6-73b5; Guthrie [trans.].
2% ibid. 77b2-77b5.
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When Socrates asks him what he means by ‘fine things’, Meno replies: ‘I include the

gaining both of gold and silver and of high and honourable office [ty apyn] in the

5231

State.”””" Meno’s definition is once again based solely on the competitive scheme of

values. And although he is once again willing, when pressed by Socrates, to admit that

cwepocvvn and Sikatoovvn are a ‘means’ to acquiring such &peti, > there can be little

doubt that this is indeed all the significance that he attaches to such virtues — they are but
the means to his competitive end: to increase his wealth, to secure a ‘high and
honourable’ position for himself in the city, and to promote the interests of his own social
unit. So should Meno choose to behave with co@pocvvn and dikarosvvn in his relations
with fellow members of society, a concern for the well-being of the larger social group is
by no means the most important consideration upon which this decision would be based.
What this implies about Meno’s own position regarding the above insistence on loyalty to
the state and obedience to the vopot is clear: “since administering justly is merely the
means to the desired end, then, at the point at which injustice became, or appeared to
become, more conducive to the securing of the desired end than justice, anyone who held
these values should, if he were clear-headed enough, pursue injustice rather than
justice.”**?

This 1is, in fact, precisely the view taken by another of Plato’s ‘ordinary citizens’.
Socrates in prison, awaiting execution, rejects the offer of his friends to procure his

escape. Crito urges him to reconsider:

"Eti 6¢, 0 ZOKPATEG, 0VSE SIKAOV [LO1 OOKELC EMYEPELY
TPAYHLO, GOVTOV TPodovval, EE0V cobTval, Kol TolDTo GTev-
d€1g TEPL GOVTOV YevEsHaL &mep v Kal ol €xOpoi cov omedoaéy
1€ Kal Eomevoay o6& dapbeipat fovAdpevot. TpoOg 6¢ TOHTOLG

Kol ToUG VELG TOUG 6anToU Epotye SOKELS Tpod1ddval, oUG ot
£E0V kal ExBpéyar kal EKTadevooL OlYNOT) KATOMTMV. ..

... GL
d¢ pot dokelg T Qabupdtata aipelobat. xpn O&, Amep av Avnp
ayabog Kal dvdpelog €Lotto, TavTa aipeicbat, PAcKOVTE Ye o)

31 PL. Meno 78¢6-78¢7; Guthrie [trans.].
2 ibid. 78d7-78e2.
3 Adkins (1972) 133.
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apetng dix TavTog ToL Piov empueleioOor*

Besides, Socrates, I don’t even feel that it is right [dikatov] for you to try to
do what you are doing, throwing away your life when you might save it

[cavtdv Tpodovvar]. You are doing your best to treat yourself in exactly the

same way as your enemies [€y0poi] would, or rather did, when they wanted
to ruin you. What is more, it seems to me that you are letting your sons
down too. You have it in your power to finish their bringing up and
education, and instead of that you are proposing to go off and desert them...
It strikes me that you are taking the line of least resistance, whereas you

ought to make the choice of a good man [a&yoBog] and a brave one
[avdpetog], considering that you profess to have made virtue [&perr] your

object all through life.”
Crito’s opinion of Socrates’ decision to ‘throw away [his] life when [he] might save it’ is

clear: by doing his ‘best’ to treat himself ‘in exactly the same way as [his] enemies

would’, Socrates is betraying himself, cavtév mpodovvat. If Socrates has indeed, as he

claims, made apetn the ‘object’ of his life, then, like any ‘true’ &ya0dc, he should do
everything within his ‘power’ not to ‘desert’ his family and expose them to ‘ruin’. ‘To
complete the farce’, Crito argues, ‘it will look’ like Socrates’ death — ‘when it would
have been quite possible and practicable’ to procure his escape — was the result of ‘some
lack of courage and enterprise’, kakia and avavdpio, on the part of Socrates’ @ilot. In
addition to losing his life, then, Socrates would also be responsible for bringing
‘disgrace’, aioypd, both on himself and his friends.>*® “Put in the mouth of Crito,” says
Adkins, “these words can only represent ordinary Greek values.”*’

The ‘ordinary man’s’ conception of the nature of his relationship both to the polis and
to other members of society is still founded upon the competitive excellences. The
primary concern of the dyaf6¢g moAitng is not to further the well-being of his social group
by working together with other members of his community for the common good, but to
do whatever he can to advance his own interests and those of his @ihot — his family,

friends, as well as any other dependants and relations. While the “city’s claims may

24 Burnet’s 1900 edition of Plato’s Crito.

25 P1. Crito 45¢5-45d1, 45d5-45d8; Tredennick [trans.].
236 ibid. 45¢-46a.

37 Adkins (1960) 230.
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override” this fundamental objective in “times of stress” — the Persian Wars, for instance,

99238

“created... a temporary upsurge of polis patriotism overriding faction or class”" — when

“the city’s interests are not threatened, or seem irrelevant to the case in hand, there is
nothing in these standards of value to prevent the ayabog moAitng from attempting to

thwart the laws of the city on behalf of his family and friends, with whom he has closer
ties”.* This is evidently why Crito has such difficulty understanding Socrates’

240 1f Socrates refuses to break the law, he will die and his

‘unreasonable’ behaviour.
family will be ‘ruin[ed]’. Judging by Crito’s view of the situation — that not to do
everything within one’s power to protect one’s own interests is not only to expose oneself

to ‘disgrace’ but also to go against everything that an &yaf6g stands for — it seems that

breaking the law to avoid such an outcome is something than many an aya06¢ would

have been only too ready to do. The need to exert every means at one’s disposal, just or
no, to promote and preserve the success and well-being of one’s own social unit (the

individual, family, friends, political factions and alliances) clearly still takes precedence

over the interests of the larger social group (the polis, EALGG).

The Empire

Following the Persian Wars, the Greeks had decided to take “combined anticipatory
measures” against any further Persian attacks by establishing a league “under Athenian
hegemony, with its administrative centre on the island of Delos”. As soon as the threat
from Persia had subsided, however, “the old desire for complete autonomy began to
reassert itself, but Athens would not allow withdrawal from the League and forcibly put
down any ‘revolt’”.**' When the League’s treasury was transferred from Delos to Athens
in 454 B.C, Athens’ supremacy was secured and the other Greek states — who had
originally joined the League as allies — now became her subjects. Since this “position of

power gave Athens opportunities which were denied to the smaller cities,”*** let us now

turn to examine the nature of Athens’ relations with her subjects.

28 Green (1973) 117.

239 Adkins (1960) 231.

20 p1. Crito 46a; Tredennick [trans.].
! Finley (1963) 44-45.

2 Adkins (1960) 220.
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The values which guided the Athenians in the government and administration of their
empire are clearly exemplified in Cleon and Diodotus’ debate about the most appropriate
course for the Athenians to take regarding the revolted, and now defeated, Mytilenians.
Cleon argues that the Athenians should not revoke their previous decision to put all

Mytilenian males to death. In revolting, the Mytilenians have committed a great injustice,
adwcia, against Athens. And the ‘best’ thing to do in this sort of situation, Cleon argues,

is to respond with immediate ‘reprisals’: to punish ‘the guilty party’ in a manner ‘most

fitted to the crime’. Anyone who wishes to ‘contradict’ this motion would either have ‘to
prove’ that the a&dwio of the Mytilenians was ‘really a good thing’, weélpoc, for

Athens, or that the Athenians’ ‘suffering’ had ‘somehow harm[ed]’ the Mytilenians.**’

He continues:

&v
e EuveElwV AEy®® TEBOUEVOL eV EpOL TA TE diKana €C
MoutiAnvaiovg Kot Tax EOIPOPU AU TOCETE, XAA®G O&
YVOVTEG TOLG eV OV Yaplelobe, VUAG 0 aUTOVG LAAAOV
dkoumoeobe. ..

... M) o0v mpodotot yévnobe Lpwv avTV. ..

... KoMdoate 8¢ a&lmg ToOTOVG TE
Kol 101G AALO1G EVpyo1g TapAdEY L0 GOPES KATAGTIOATE,
0g av agrotntol, Bovatw Cnpimcdpevov. TOde yop NV
YVQOLV, IGO0V TV TOAEMOV AUEMCAVTES TOLG VUETEPOLS
avTV payeiode Evppdyors.

Let me sum the whole thing up. I say that, if you follow my advice, you will
be doing the right thing [té oikowa] as far as Mytilene is concerned and at
the same time will be acting in your own interests [td cOppopal; if you
decide differently, you will not win them over, but you will be passing
judgement on yourselves...

I urge you, therefore, not to be traitors to your own selves [mpoddton
vévnobe Vpwv ovtv]... Punish them as they deserve, and make an
example of them to you other allies, plainly showing that revolt will be
punished by death. Once they realise this, you will not have so often to

* Thuc. The Peloponnesian War 111.38.1.1- 2.1; Warner [trans.].
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neglect war with your enemies because you are fighting with your own

allies.”*
Athens’ empire depends on the submission of her subject states. If the Athenians decide
not to ‘make an example’ of the Mytilenians, they will betray themselves, since this
course of action will only serve to encourage further rebellion. Athens’ ‘interest’,
cvpupépac, ‘demands’ that the Mytilenians be punished ‘as they deserve’.”* Like a
defendant in the law courts, Cleon insists that his proposal is not only just, Td dixaia, but
also beneficial, 1@ coppopa, to Athens.

Diodotus disagrees and, contrary to Cleon’s proposition, argues that ‘haste’ and

246 «

‘anger’ are in fact the worst ‘obstacles’ to good counsel, evfovAia; and, he insists, it

is not about the adikia of the Mytilenians but about the svfovAia of the Athenians that

they are debating, or should be”:**

... 0V yap mepl g Ekeivav adikiag U 6
AYOV, EL COPPOVOLUEV, AALX TEPL TNG T|HETEPOG EVPOVALNG.
NV T€ YAP ATOPNVO TAVL ASIKOUVTAG aDTOVG, OV S TOUTO
KoL AmokTeval kKelevow, el 1) Eupupépov, TV Te Kal Exoviag
1L Euyyvoung elev, L 1) TOAEL ur| &yabov gaivorro.

If we are sensible people, we shall see that the question is not so much
whether they are guilty [&dwcia] as whether we are making the right decision
[eVPovAia] for ourselves. I might prove that they are the most guilty [mavv

adwovvteg] people in the world, but it does not follow that I shall propose
the death penalty, unless that is in your interests [cop@épov]; I might argue
that they deserve to be forgiven, but should not recommend forgiveness

unless that seemed to me the best thing [&yad6v] for the city.***

Whether or not the Mytilenians are guilty and deserving of punishment, Diodotus argues,
is completely irrelevant. The Athenians are not in a ‘law-court’ sitting in judgement upon
the Mytilenians; consequently, they do not need to ‘consider what is fit and dixaroc’. The

only ‘question’ of any importance whatsoever is how Mytilene ‘can be most ypnoipmg to

2% Thuc. The Peloponnesian War 111.40.4.1-4.5, 111.40.7.1, 111.40.7.5-7.9; Warner [trans.].
3 ibid. 111.40.4.4-4.8.

46 ibid. 111.42.1.1-2.1.

7 Adkins (1960) 221.

*® Thuc. The Peloponnesian War 111.44.1.1-2.3; Warner [trans.].
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Athens’. And Cleon’s proposal, Diodotus is ‘convinced’, is most definitely ‘not’ the

course of action that will prove most cupépov to the Athenians ‘in the future’:**

okéyacbe yap Ot
VOV P&V, 1]V TIG KOl ATOGTAGA TOAIS YVQ) [T] TEPLEGOUEVT),
£MBot av €g EopPacty duvatn) ovoa €Tt TV damdvny dmo-
dovvat kat TO Aowmov Umotelelv: ekeivmg 8¢ Tiva olecbe 1vtva
OUK GUEWVOV [LEV T) VOV Tapackevdoesat, molopkia 8¢ mopa-
tevelcbon ¢ ToUGYATOV, €L TO AVTO dVvVOTAL GYOAT) KOl TOL
Eopupnvar; MUY e g oL PAAPN domavay kafnpévolg S
10 a&ovpParov kai, v ELopev, TOAY £9Bapuévny mapoalafetv
KOL NG TPOGOS0V TO MooV &' avTrg 6Tépecba; loydouey
d¢& TPOG TOVG TOAEUIOVG TQOE.

Consider this now: at the moment, if a city has revolted and realises that the
revolt cannot succeed, it will come to terms while it is still capable of paying
an indemnity and continuing to pay tribute afterwards. But if Cleon’s
method is adopted, can you not see that every city will not only make much
more careful preparations for revolt, but will also hold out against siege to
the very end, since to surrender early or late means just the same thing? That
is, unquestionably, against our interests — to spend money on a siege
because of the impossibility of coming to terms, and, if we capture the
place, to take over a city that is in ruins so that we lose the future revenue
from it. And it is just on this revenue that out strength in war depends.**

Athens’ ‘security’, her ‘strength in war’, Diodotus points out, ‘depends’ on the ‘important
contributions’ she receives from her subjects. Hence Cleon’s ‘method’ — ‘acting like a
judge who strictly examines a criminal’ — if ‘adopted’, will prove ‘unquestionably’
harmful to Athens: any further revolts will be far harder to subdue and a significant
amount of “future revenue’ will be lost.*'

Whereas Cleon holds that justice, té dikowa, and the city’s interests, Td cOppopa, are
united, Diodotus feels that this is not the case, “and so commends the Athenians to pursue
self-interest”; but “for both... the advantage of Athens is the end, to which the
Mytilenians and the rest of Athens’ allies and subjects stand as means”.”* In this

particular instance, the application of these values resulted in a more ‘moderate’ course of

2 Thuc. The Peloponnesian War 111.44.3.1-4.7; Warner [trans.].
20 ibid. 111.46.2.1-4.1.
21 ibid. 111.46.4.1-5.1.
2 Adkins (1972) 136.
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233 the Athenians decided to rescind their previous resolution to put all Mytilenian

action:
males to death. That Athens was more than willing to adopt the more ruthless course of
action in the pursuit of her own interests, however, is made devastatingly apparent by her
treatment of the Melians. In 416 the Athenians attacked the island of Melos and
demanded that she become a tribute-paying member of the empire.

The Athenians tell the islanders that they ‘will use no fine phrases’ — ‘a great mass of
words that nobody would believe’ — saying, for example, that they have a ‘right’,

dwkaimg, to their ‘empire’ because they were the ones who ‘defeated the Persians’, or that
they have now ‘come against’ the Melians because of the ‘injuries’, &dwioi, they have

‘done’ to Athens. They ask the islanders to adopt the same policy: they must not
‘imagine’ that they can in any way ‘influence’ the Athenians by saying that they have

‘never joined Sparta in the war’, or that they have never ‘done’ Athens ‘any harm’,

. - 254
AOIKELV:

T duvarta &' €€ v Ekdtepol AANOWS PPOVODUEY SLOTTPAC-
oecbal, EMOTaUEVOVG TTPOG E160TAG OTL SiKOLML LEV €V T
avBpomneio AMoyw Ao TNg long Avaykng kpivetat, duvata d&
oL TPOVYOVTEG TPACCOVGL Kol ol AoBevelg EVyymPOLGLY.

Instead we recommend that you should try to get what it is possible for you
to get, taking into consideration what we both really do think; since you
know as well as we do that, when these matters are discussed by practical
people, the standard of justice [dixowa] depends on the equality of power to

compel [{on &vdykn] and that in fact the strong [ot mpovyovieg] do what
they have the power to do and the weak [ol &oOeveig] accept what they have

to accept.”>’
These are the very same sentiments as those found in Hesiod’s ‘might is right’ parable
about the ‘imperious hawk’ and the ‘piteous’ ‘little’ nightingale.”>® ‘Justice’, the
Athenians argue, need only be considered in the event of two equal powers; they are the
‘strong[er]’ of the two, they hold all the ‘power to compel’, so the only ‘practical’ thing

for the Melians to do is to ‘accept’ their fate and acquiesce to her demands.

23 Thuc. The Peloponnesian War 111.46.4.3; Warner [trans.].
> ibid. V.89.1.1-1.5.

> ibid. V.89.1.6-1.9.

% Hes. Works and Days 203-212; Hine [trans.].
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The Athenians have discounted ‘justice’, 16 dikaiov, in favour of ‘self-interest’, 16
ovueépov. But ‘fair play and just dealing’, the Melians counter, are in fact the most

beneficial, xpnowov, principles for ‘all men’ to uphold:

"Ht pév on vopilopév ye, ypnoipov avaykn yap,

€neldn) LUELS oUTO TapX TO dikaov TO EVUEEPOV ALyety
Umébeche pr) katadvey DUAG TO KOOV ayaBov, dAAX Tq
alel €V KvoOvVQ yryvopévw elvar Tax elkOTo Kol dikara, Kol Tt
Kol €vtOg ToL dkpifovg nelcavtd Tva weendnvar. kal
TPpOG DUWV 0VY NGOV ToUTO, GG Kal EmL PeyioTn) TiHopioa
OQOAEVTEG AV TOLG AANOLG TaPASELY L0, YEVOLGOE.

Then in our view (since you force us to leave justice [10 dixoiov] out of
account and to confine ourselves to self-interest [10 cvueépov]) — in our
view it is at any rate useful [ypriowov] that you should not destroy a
principle that is to the general good [t6 kowov ayaBdv] of all men — namely,
that in the case of all who fall into danger there should be such a thing as
fair play and just dealing [té oikoua], and that such people should be
allowed to use and to profit [weelelcOat] by arguments that fall short of a
mathematical accuracy. And this is a principle which affects you as much as
anybody, since your own fall would be visited by the most terrible
vengeance and would be an example to the world.”’

The Melians try to dissuade the Athenians from their proposed course of action by
advising them to respect ‘a principle that is to the general good, 16 kowdv ayabov, of all
men’ instead of merely pursuing independent self-interest, since this would prove more
‘useful’ should they themselves ever ‘fall into danger’. The Athenians immediately
dismiss their argument and reply that ‘they are not so much frightened’ of suffering a
similar fate at the hand of the Spartans, since ‘being conquered by a power which rules
over others, as Sparta does,” is not nearly as dangerous as when ‘a ruling power is
attacked and defeated by its own subjects’.>*® Their only concern is for the advancement

of their own empire:

g d¢ em' weela T
TAPECHEV TNG T|UETEPAG APYNG Kal ETL coOTNPiA VOV TOUG

27 Thuc. The Peloponnesian War V.90.1.1-1.7; Warner [trans.].
*%ibid. V.91.1.1-2.2.
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AOyoug €povuev ThG DUETEPOG TOAEMS, TAUTO SNADGOUEY,
BovAdpevol andvog pév vpwv apéat, xpnoipmg 8' Luag
APPOTEPOIG COOTVOL.

What we shall now do is to show you that it is for the good [w@éreia] of our

own empire that we are here and that it is for the preservation [cwtnpia] of

your city that we shall say what we are going to say. We do not want any

trouble in bringing you into our empire, and we want you to be spared for

the good [ypnoipwc] both of yourselves and of ourselves.**’
The Athenians conclude their argument by saying that their ‘aims’ and ‘actions’ are
‘perfectly consistent’ with the ‘principles’ by which all men ‘govern their own conduct...
It is a general and necessary law of nature to rule whatever one can.” They are ‘merely
acting in accordance’ with this law, and the Melians would have done ‘precisely’ the
same thing to the Athenians, had they been given the chance.”®® Despite these arguments,
however, the Melians decide not to give in to Athens’ demands. The Athenians are
merciless: they defeat the Melians, kill ‘all the men of military age’, sell ‘the women and

children as slaves’, and take over the island ‘for themselves’.**!

In the law-courts, in citizen-life, and in Athens’ relations with her subjects, the
importance of the competitive excellences continued to prevail over the need for
adherence to the co-operative virtues. Despite the advent of democracy — with its
idealistic principles of icovopia, obedience to the laws and loyalty to the state; the
development and implementation of laws and institutions to promote social harmony,
institutional continuity and justice; and the attendant insistence on the necessity of
embracing the co-operative virtues like cow@pocvvn, dikn and aiddg — the Greeks never
quite managed to resolve the underlying tension between independent self-interest and
the common good; a resolution that would not only have enabled them to successfully
bring about the necessary change in values so essential to the social conditions of the
polis, but would also have enabled them to realise their fundamental unity as a

‘collective’, as a distinct community of ‘Greek’ citizens. The consequence of this refusal

2% Thuc. The Peloponnesian War V.91.2.2-2.6; Warner [trans.].
> ibid. V.105.
! ibid. V.116.4.

71



to abandon competitive apet in favour of co-operation and co-existence ultimately

proved to be disastrous for Greece.
Why did the Melians choose not to submit to Athens’ demands? Survival, at any price,
is surely better than total annihilation? The Melians explain the reasoning behind their

decision:

"H mov &po, el tocanyv ye DpeS Te pur) mowbnvol
Apyns Kol ol SOVAEVOVTEG TN ATAAAYTIVaL TIV TOPAKLVSD-
VELGLV TOLOUVTAL, TIULV YE TOIG £TL €AeVOEPOIS TOAAT) KOKOTNG
Kal detkio pr) mav Tpo ToL dovievoot emeSeddely.

Then surely, if such hazards are taken by you to keep your empire and by
your subjects [dovAebovteg] to escape from it, we who are still free

[¢Aev0epot] would show ourselves great cowards [deihio] and weaklings

[xaxotng] if we failed to face everything that comes rather than submit to
slavery [dovAevev] 262

If the Melians were to give in to Athens’ demands, they ‘would show’ themselves to be
‘great cowards and weaklings’, kaxoi and 6g1hoi; and this, judging from their decision, is
simply unacceptable: the Melians choose ‘to face everything that comes rather than
submit to slavery’.

“It was essential,” Adkins argues, “for any individual or state that claimed to be
ayofog not to submit to any situation which entailed, or appeared to entail, defeat,
reduction of élevbepia, freedom, or avtdpkea, self-sufficiency; for any such situation
reduced or abolished one’s d&petf}; the most important quality.”**® Given these values,

Athens’ position of power and the policy of calculated imperial aggression it engendered

were bound to be regarded with fear and resentment by her fellow Greeks. “Athens, as
portrayed in the Melian Dialogue, felt free to display her apet) as far as her powers

would permit; but however she had treated them, she could never have had willing

subjects,” since any subordination or subjection could only ever have been regarded “as

an abrogation of the ¢hevOepia and avtdprewn... of the subject state, and readily felt as

2 Thuc. The Peloponnesian War V.100.1.1-1.4; Warner [trans.].
63 Adkins (1972) 146.

72



dovAgia, slavery.”264 Revolt, which in fact took place on “numerous” occasions,265 was

inevitable; so, too, was war:

... ToUg ABnvaiovg 1)yov ot HEYGAOVG YLYVOUEVOLG
Kol @OPOV map€YovTog Tolg AoKESAULILOVIOS AvayKAoaL €G TO
TOAEUELY!

What made war inevitable was the growth of Athenian power and the fear
which this caused in Sparta.*®

When in 431 Athens and Sparta, each with their own allies, went to war, the

95 267
17,

Athenians fought to “secure” their “imperial destiny... once and for al the Spartans

to “restor[e] to the Greek cities their freedom and autonomy”.**® The Peloponnesian War

lasted for twenty-seven years, with devastating effects:

Tv ¢ mpdtepov Epywv uéytotov Enpaydn 10 Mndikodv,

KoL TOUTO OU®G dvotv vavpayiow kol telopayiow Tayslov
Vv kpiov €oyev. TOUTOV ¢ TOL MOAEHOL UNKOG TE PO
npovPn, mabnpatd te Euvnveydn yevésBHon év avtq tm) EALGS
olo VY €1epa €V (6w XpOVw. oUTE Yorp mMOAELS TOGAIdE A-
pBeicon pnuddncav, at pev Vo PapPapov, at 8' LTO GEwWV
ATV AVIITOAELOVVTIOV €LGL &' al Kal 0lkATOPaC HETEPAAOV
aMoKOUEVOL, OVUTE PLYOL TOCAIdE AVOPOTOV KoL POVOC, O
LEV KOt aVTOV TOV TOAEWOV, O 0€ O1X TO GTAGIALELY.

The greatest war in the past was the Persian War; yet in this war the decision
was reached quickly as a result of two naval battles and two battles on land.
The Peloponnesian War, on the other hand, not only lasted for a long time,
but throughout its course brought with it unprecedented suffering
[raBnpota] for Hellas. Never before had so many cities been captured and
then devastated, whether by foreign armies or by the Hellenic powers
themselves; never had there been so many exiles; never such loss of life —
both in the actual warfare and in internal revolutions.**

264 Adkins (1972) 139.

265 Green (1973) 119.

266 Thuc. The Peloponnesian War 1.23.6.2-6.4; Warner [trans.].
7 Green (1973) 136.

*6% Finley (1963) 52.

9 Thuc. The Peloponnesian War1.23.1.1-3.1; Warner [trans.].
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In the final years of the war it had become evident in war-torn and plague-ridden Athens
that the democracy had, in fact, failed: “it had not preserved the stability and prosperity
of the state.””’® Athens, it was clear, was going to lose the war, and it was inevitable that
powerful individuals should seize the opportunity to exploit the situation in the pursuit of
their own success and prestige, their own apetn, to do so would, after all, simply be to
act in accordance with the prevailing Greek values. Two oligarchic coups were staged in
Athens, one in 411 and another in 404. While the first regime, known as the Five
Thousand, was ‘reasonable and moderate’ in its administration,271 the second, the Thirty

<

Tyrants, ‘turned to savagery and wickedness on a large scale’: ‘... they left none of the
citizens alone, but put to death those who were outstanding for their wealth, birth or
reputation, cunningly removing those whom they had cause to fear and whose property
they wanted to plunder. Within a short space of time they had killed no fewer than fifteen
hundred.”*”

In 404, after a winter of starvation under siege, Athens at last surrendered, and from
there on circumstances worsened. The first thing the Spartans did — the ‘liberators’ who

had successfully managed to ‘liberate the Hellenes from their fellow Hellenes™*"* —

was
to put an end to the Athenian empire. Would the Greek states finally manage to find some
way in which they could peacefully co-exist? The Spartans did precisely as the Athenians
had done before them: they pursued the course of action most beneficial, coppépov, to
themselves, with little consideration for the needs and rights of their fellow countrymen.
First they proceeded to return “the Asia Minor Greeks to Persian suzerainty (in payment
for Persian gold),” and then attempted “to establish a tribute-paying empire of [their]
own, with military governors and garrisons, on the corpse of the Athenian Empire”.*”* In
effect, then, the Greeks had simply exchanged one form of tyranny for another. Next in
line to seize control was Thebes, and their behaviour toward their fellow Greeks proved
to be no better than that of the Spartans: “both regimes made themselves notorious

through their rigidity, authoritarianism, wanton aggression and atrocities.””"

270 Adkins (1960) 237.

2! Thuc. The Peloponnesian War VII1.97; Warner [trans.].

272 Arist. The Athenian Constitution 37.2, 35.4; Rhodes [trans.].
23 Thuc. The Peloponnesian War VII1.46; Warner [trans.].

™ Finley (1963) 52.

*” Green (1973) 136.
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Sparta, Athens, Elis, Achaca and Mantinea banded together against Thebes, but as
soon as they accomplished their objective in 362 and defeated their common oppressor,
“the Greeks states at once relapsed into separatism and chaos”.*”® And then, in 359,
Philip II came to the throne of Macedon: “What Philip saw, very clearly, was that
Macedonia’s centralised, autocratic system of government could prove immensely
advantageous. .. against the ill-coordinated, quarrelsome [and] anarchic” Greek states.””’
As his own power and dominion increased over the next twenty years, Greece remained
hamstrung by internecine warfare and civil strife. The Greek states made a last ditch
effort to save themselves by forming an alliance against Philip, but it was a case of ‘too
little, too late’. Philip’s victory at Chaeronea on the 2" of August 338 was decisive. His
rule passed to his son Alexander, whose “vast empire... formed the basis for those great
‘Successor Kingdoms’ which dominated the Greek-speaking world until their final

absorption by Rome”.?"®

This is the type of world in which and for which the Homeric poems were both composed
and received — a world in which the members of society frequently pursue individual self-
interest at the expense of the community; in which a man’s worth is determined not by
the extent to which he shows regard for his fellow men and furthers the interests of his
social group, but by the extent to which he achieves individual success and prestige; in
which the leaders of society, instead of subordinating their own desires to the interests of
the community, jeopardise its welfare in the pursuit of their own profit or power; and in
which the need to exert every means at one’s disposal, just or no, to assert one’s own pre-
eminence always takes precedence over the need, as members of a human society, to
work together for the common good. These were the sociopolitical conditions, values and
ethics with which Homer’s audiences were confronted, and consequently it was precisely
Homer’s treatment of and response to this social context that would have determined the
extent of his popularity and appeal. Let us now turn to consider the relation of Homer’s
lliad and Odyssey to the social, political and ethical reality of Archaic and Classical

Greece.

276 Green (1973) 153.
27 ibid. 162.
78 ibid. 172.
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Chapter 3
Aaipovt i6og

Heroic tensions

We have seen that the Homeric poems reflect a vanished epoch of glory and success that
seems to suggest most clearly the height of the Mycenaean Age. This historical period
“has consistently been treated as one of the chief exemplars” of a Heroic Age, an “age of
a special kind of militaristic and aristocratic society, whose leaders are bound by a rigid

code of personal honour and self-esteem and by the glorification of physical prowess and

personal possessions”.>”’ In his Works and Days, Hesiod contextualises this Heroic Age

in his description of the five stages of the human race: from the earliest ‘mortal men’ — ‘a
golden race’ who, ‘like the gods’, ‘lived with happy hearts untouched by work or sorrow’

— to the present ‘race of iron’: ‘Now, by day, men work and grieve unceasingly; by night,

5280

they waste away and die. The heroes belong to the ‘fourth generation’, an era “of

virtue and strength, interrupting the sequence of decline just before the coming of the

281
present age”:**

AVTap €nel Kol TOUTO YEVOG KATX YOLo KAADYEY,
avTig €T dALo tétaptov Enl xBovi movivBoteipn
Zevc Kpovidng moinoe, dikadtepov Kol dpeLov,
avdpav Npodev Belov yévog, ol KaAéovTat
Nuibeot, TpoTéPM yever) Kat' aneipova yolav.

But when this bronze generation, however, was finally buried, Zeus, son of
Kronos, created a whole new fourth generation here on the fertile earth who
were better and fonder of justice; this was a godlike race of heroical men
who were known as demigods, the last generation before our own on the
broad earth.”*

The heroes are thus “defined as such by... [their] membership of a specific generation or

race of men, belonging at a particular point along the scale of human history”**’.

2 Kirk (1976) 10.

20 Hes. Works and Days 109-115, 174-179; Wender [trans.].
21 Clarke (2004) 79.

2 Hes. Works and Days 156-160; Hine [trans.].

% Clarke (2004) 79.
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“The main theme of a [heroic] culture is,” according to Finley, “constructed on two
notes — prowess and honour. The one is the hero’s essential attribute, the other his
essential aim.” The Homeric heroes are unparalleled in the single-mindedness with which
they adhere to this ideology: “every value, every judgment, every action, all skills and
talents have the function of either defining honour or realising it.”*** Strength, bravery,
physical prowess, honour and glory, these are the values which organise heroic society

and which Hektor, consequently, prays that Astyanax will embody:

Zgv &hhot te Beol 6OTe 1) Kol TOVOE YevésHat
TaLd' POV G Kat eyd mep apupenia Tphecoty,
wode Binv T ayabov, kat Thiov (g1 aviaooew:

Kot TOTE TIG €m0 TATPOG ¥ O0€ TOANOV ApEV®DV
€K TOAEPOV Aaviovta: eépot &' Evapa. fpotodevTa
Kteivag dniov avdpa, xapein de epévo pqmp.

Zeus, and you other immortals, grant that this boy, who is my son, may be
as I am, pre-eminent [&pupenng] among the Trojans, great [ayabdc] in
strength, as I am, and rule strongly over Ilion; and some day let them say of
him: ‘He is better [&peivov] by far than his father’, as he comes in from the
fighting; and let him kill his enemy and bring home the blooded spoils, and
delight the heart of his mother.**®
The heroes are characterised by a compulsive need to win social approbation and
prestige: pre-eminence, glory, honour, and the respect and admiration of other members
of society. The chief means by which such approbation is won is through bravery and
success in battle. “Martial excellence,” as Clarke points out, “is part of a reciprocal
contract: the noblemen are honoured by their people because they achieve fame and thus
glorify the people as a whole, and this in turn encourages the warriors to continue their

display of prowess and maintain their good name.”**

It is in precisely these terms that
the Lykian, Sarpedon, defines the relation of the social prerogatives enjoyed by the

heroes to the duties and responsibilities that such prerogatives entail:

% Finley (1982) 115.
5 Hom. II. 6.476-481; Lattimore [trans.].
%6 Clarke (2004) 77-78.
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ke i 1) 01 vt tetipunpeco pdioto
£5p1) 1€ Kpéaoiv Te 1d¢ mhelolg dembiecoty

&v Avkin), mhvteg 8¢ Beovg g elcopdmat,

Kol Tépevog vepopesba péyo Eavooto mop' Oxdog
KOAOV QUTAAING Kol &povpNG TUPOPOPO10;

T VOV xp1 Avkiolot péta TpdTOIGY £6VTG
éothpev NdE payng kawoteipng avtifoinca,
Oppd T1g Wd' el Avkimv moxo OwpnKTaoy”
oV HAv AkAeéeg AvKinV KATO KOPAVEOLTY
Nuétepot Paciineg, £3ovai te miova pnia
olvov T' E€antov peamdéa Al apa Kol 1G
€c0\n, émel Avkiolol pHéTo TPMOTOIGT HhYOVTOL.

Glaukos, why is it you and I are honoured [typuacOot] before others with
pride of place, the choice meats and the filled wine cups in Lykia, and all
men look on us as if we were immortals, and we are appointed a great piece
of land by the banks of Xanthos, good land, orchard and vineyard, and
ploughland for the planting of wheat? Therefore it is our duty in the
forefront of the Lykians to take our stand, and bear our part of the blazing of
battle, so that a man of the close-armoured Lykians may say of us: ‘Indeed,

these are no ignoble men [dkheéeg] who are lords of Lykia, these kings of
ours, who feed upon the fat sheep appointed and drink the exquisite sweet
wine, since indeed there is strength of valour [¢60A7] in them, since they
fight in the forefront of the Lykians.”*"’

When heroes perform their ‘duty’ to display their ‘strength of valour’ and ‘bear’ their
‘part of the blazing of battle’, they are ‘honoured’ above all other men as if they were

‘immortals’. But why this powerful need to ‘win glory’? Sarpedon continues:

Q@ TETOV €L PEV YAP TOAEOV TIEPL TOVIE PLYOVTE
alet 01) péAdotpev dynpo T' dBavato te

£€00e60', OUTE KEV AVTOC EVL TPMOTOLGL LLOYOTUNV
oUTE K€ 6€ OTEAALOLUL LMV €G KLOLAvELpa:

vov &' Eumng yap KNpeg Epectacty Bavatolo
popiat, ag oUK €0t PULYELY BpoTov 0VY' LaAvEa,
lopev M€ T VY0 Opé&opev NE TG TULV.

Man, supposing you and I, escaping this battle, would be able to live on
forever, ageless, immortal, so neither would I myself go on fighting in the

7 Hom. JI. 12.310-321; Lattimore [trans.].
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foremost nor would I urge you into the fighting where men win glory. But

now, seeing that the spirits of death stand close about us in their thousands,

no man can turn aside nor escape them, let us go on and win glory for

ourselves, or yield it to others.”*®
There would be no need to ‘win glory’ if men were ‘able to live on forever’; but, as it is,
‘no man’ can ‘turn aside’ or ‘escape’ the ‘spirits of death’, and it is for this reason that the
need “to perpetuate one’s status in the form of continuing [glory] after death” becomes
the strongest imperative. Fame provides the heroes with “a kind of surrogate immortality:
just as the warrior’s greatness in battle ensures his continued prestige during his life, so

by implication the tale of his deeds will ensure that his identity persists among future

99289

generations. To the heroes, then, everlasting fame, kKAéog &@0itog, signifies both the

ultimate goal and the ultimate reward, and this is precisely what Hektor boasts he will

achieve when he defeats the ‘bravest of all the Achaians’ in a duel:

Kol ToTé Tig £lnr)ol Kol OYtydvev avlphrov

VN1 TOAVKAN IS TAE@V €mL oivoma TOVTOV:

AvopOG LLEV TOdE oTpa ThAot Katotebvnwrog,

Ov mot' aproTevovta KaTEKTaVE Paidipog "Extmp.
¢ TOTE TIC EPEEL TO 8' EUOV KAEOC OV moT' OAELTAL.

And some day one of the men to come will say, as he sees it, one who in his
benched ship sails on the wine-blue water: ‘This is the mound of a man who
died long ago in battle, who was one of the bravest [apiotedev], and
glorious Hektor killed him.” So will he speak some day, and my glory
[KAéoc] will not be forgotten.””

Being forced to suffer the reverse of such fame — axlerg, ingloriousness and

ignominy — is the one fate that all heroes fear most. When Achilleus, for example, is
faced with the terrifying realisation that he, ‘the best of Achaians’, is in danger of

suffering ‘a dismal death’ at the hands of the River Skamandros, he wishes that he had

had the good fortune of being killed by Hektor, ‘the greatest’, &piotog, of the Trojans:

28 Hom. J1. 12.322-328; Lattimore [trans.].
% Clarke (2004) 77, 78.
2 Hom. J1. 7.73, 87-91; Lattimore [trans.].
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M K' ayobog pev Enepv', dyabov 6¢ kev eEevapiée
VOV 8¢ pe Aevyoréw Bavatw lpapto xiwvar
EpYOEVT' v peydiw TOToU@ WG IO GVPOPPOV,
OV 06 T' €VaAOG ATOEPCT) YELUWVL TEPWVTA.

A brave man [&ya00g] would have been the slayer, as the slain was a brave
man [ayabd¢]. But now this is a dismal death I am doomed to be caught in,
trapped in a big river as if I were a boy and a swineherd swept away by a
torrent when he tries to cross in a rainstorm.*’
The only “weakness” or “unheroic trait” is “cowardice and the consequent failure to
pursue heroic goals”.*** Such behaviour incurs dishonour and is felt to be “unbearable,”
Dodds argues, because it “exposes a man to the contempt or ridicule of his fellows” and
“causes him to ‘lose face’”.*”> Menelaos plays upon this fear of public ridicule, of ‘what
people will say’, when he rebukes the Achaians for refusing to accept Hektor’s challenge

to a duel:

@ pot ametintrpeg Ayatideg ovkET Ayonot-

1) pév on AmpPn tade v' €éooeton atvodev aivag
el un tig Aovawv vov “Extopog avtiog glow.
AL DUELC pev TavTeg LOmP Kal yaia Yévolohe
fjpevot avbt £kactotl Axnplot dkhess aUTOG

Ah me! You brave in words, you women, not men, of Achaia! This will be a
defilement upon us, shame [A®Pn] upon shame piled, if no one of the
Danaans goes out to face Hektor. No, may all of you turn to water and earth,
all of you who sit by yourselves with no life in you, utterly dishonoured
[axheéeq] 2
The basic principle around which the whole of this society is structured, then, is the
relentless pursuit and preservation of honour, Ty, and fame, kAfog. As for the heroes

themselves, they are 1BV yévog avdpawv, ‘the race of the half-god mortals’.**> They

are so called both because of “the literal fact of [their] divine parentage” and “because

they stand at an intermediate stage between the gods’ infinite vitality and the sickly

2! Hom. J1. 1.244, 21.279, 21.280-283; Lattimore [trans.].
92 Finley (1982) 20.

23 Dodds (1951) 18.

2% Hom. I1. 7.96-100; Lattimore [trans.].

% ibid. 12.23.
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feebleness of modern man”. Although this means that the heroes “are open to the
accusation” that their own prowess could never compete with, let alone ‘surpass’, that of
their fathers — ‘the strongest [kdptictol] generation of earth-born mortals’ (//. 4.374,
1.266 ) — “the more potent contrast,” Clarke argues, “is with the weaker race that has

come after them”:

Just as the gods’ defining characteristic is their abundance of life, which
involves both immortality and superhuman power, so the basic difference
between the heroic generation and our own is their greater capacity for self-
propelled vigour, which is the essence of excellence in both physical and
mental life. This is what Homeric Greek calls pévoc, the force of onrushing
energy that is manifested in swift physical and mental movement embodied
in fluid essences like blood and semen.**
Dodds argues that this pévog represents a “communication of power from god to man”:
“When a man feels pévoc in his chest, or ‘thrusting up pungently in his nostrils’ (Od.
24.318), he is conscious of a mysterious access of energy; the life in him is strong, and he

is filled with a new confidence and eagerness.”’

It typically manifests during a battle,
such as when Athene heeds Diomedes’ prayer for assistance against the ‘vaunting’
Pandaros by granting him ‘the pévoc’ of his ‘untremulous... father’, Tydeus (/. 5.106,
125-126), or when Glaukos’ attempt to ‘stir’ the Lykians on to battle only succeeds when
Apollo ‘put[s] puévog into his spirit’ (Z/. 16.525, 529). In addition to pévog, the heroes also
display aynvopin, the “key characteristic of [their] behaviour,” according to Chantraine,

and “the nearest Homeric equivalent to our word ‘heroism’”. This “abstract noun

correspond[s] to the adjective ayfvwp,” and literally means “‘having abundant or

excessive manhood’. By virtue of their ayqveop and pévog, the heroes possess an

“extreme level of male energy” which enables them to “reach heights of action, thought
and emotion that approach the level of gods” and which “lesser men of later times can

never” achieve.?®

2% Clarke (2004) 79-80.
7 Dodds (1951) 8.
2% Clarke (2004) 80.
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The poems “emphasise that the heroes are closer to the gods than ordinary mortals™”

by the application of traditional epithets such as ‘born of Zeus’ (/. 16.707), ‘cherished by
Zeus’ (Od. 4.156), ‘the equal of Ares’ (/l. 5.576), ‘a man equal to the gods’ (Od. 1.324),
‘resembling the immortals’ (//. 11.60), ‘divine’ (/I. 16.638), ‘with the appearance of a
god’ (Od. 4.310) and ‘godlike’(Od. 14.173). In Book 2 ‘powerful Agamemnon’ is even
described as having ‘eyes and head like Zeus who delights in thunder’, a ‘girth... like
Ares’ and ‘the chest of Poseidon’ (//. 2.477-479). These heroes, however, are not gods,
merely god-like. And rather than elevating his heroes to the status of gods, Homer seems
to go out of his way to bring them closer to the world of the audience by forcing them
into an understanding of the unchanging conditions that both characterise and bind their
existence as ordinary human beings. At various points throughout the poems, he employs
the above epithets in precisely those contexts where a “hero is forced to recognise just
how unlike a god he actually is”. There is that “tension” described by Graziosi and
Haubold “between our perception of the heroes as close to the gods, and their bitter
realisation that there is an insurmountable gulf between themselves and their divine
ancestors”.*"

This ‘tension’ is made evident, for example, in lliad 5: Diomedes, ‘raging’ with the
‘strength’, o0évoc, of a ‘lion’, oversteps the limits of his own mortality by daring to
attack not only Aphrodite, ‘a god without warcraft’, but also the war god himself,
‘manslaughtering Ares’ (//. 5.135-139, 331, 518). “It is Apollo, the god most pressingly

95301

concerned with safeguarding the distinction between human and divine, who warns

Diomedes that he had best ‘take care’ not to delude himself into believing that he can in

any way ‘strive’ against the strength of the immortal gods:

TPLG UEV EMELT' EMOPOVOE KATAKTAUEVOL UEVEAIV®V,
TPIG 0€ ol EoTVPEMEE PaevT)v Aomid' ATOAAmY:
&AL’ Ote O1) TO TéTopToV EMEGGVTO daipovt icog,
dewvax &' OpokM g TPOGEPN Ekdepyog ATOAA®MV"
epaleo Tvoeidn kat yaleo, unde Heoloy

o' €0gle ppovéety, €mel 0V mOTE GUAOV OLOLOV

% Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 126.
3% Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 126.
' ibid. 126.
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abovatov te Osv yapal Epyousvov T avlponmv.

Three times, furious to cut him down, he drove forward, and three times
Apollo battered aside the bright shield, but as a fourth time, like more than
man [daipovt icoc], he charged, Apollo who strikes from afar cried out to
him in the voice of terror: ‘Take care, give back, son of Tydeus, and strive
no longer to make yourself like the gods in mind, since never the same is the
breed of gods, who are immortal, and men who walk groundling.”*"?

Human beings, says Apollo, are ‘never’ equal, (cog, to the immortal gods. The heroes are
confronted with this reality time and again. When Patroklos, ‘slaughter[ing]’ one Trojan
hero after another, goes against Achilleus’ orders and attempts to ‘mount’ the walls of
‘gate-Towering Ilion’, Apollo commands him to ‘give way’ and not to challenge what

has already been ‘destined’ by the gods:

TPIG HEV €T Aykavog P1) telyeog Dynoto
[TatpoxAog, Tpig &' avTOV AmecTLEEMEEY ATOMA®V
xelpess’ dBavatnot eaevnv domida vVOGomV.

&AL G1e O1) TO TéTAPTOV EMEGGLTO SOVt I60G,
devax &' OpokANcag Emea TTEPOEVTO TPOGNHON!
y&leo droyeveg IMatpdxieeg ov vi T01 alica

6 U1O dovpl TOMv TEPOaL Tphwv ayepmdywv,
oUd' U AytAAnog, ¢ Tep GEO0 TOAAOV AUEIVEV.

Three times Patroklos tried to mount the angle of the towering wall, and

three times Phoibos Apollo battered him backward with the immortal hands
beating back the bright shield. As Patroklos for the fourth time, like
something more than a man [daipovt icog], came at him he called aloud, and
spoke winged words in the voice of danger: ‘Give way, illustrious Patroklos:
it is not destined that the city of the proud Trojans shall fall before your
spear nor even at the hand of Achilleus, who is far better than you are.”*”

Even Achilleus, the son of an immortal goddess, is forced to recognise that he is not, in
fact, an ‘equal’ of the gods, daipovt icog, when, despite his best efforts, Apollo ‘easily’

prevents him from killing Hektor:

avTap AyAleng

32 Hom. J1. 5.436-442; Lattimore [trans.].
% ibid. 16.692, 698, 702-709.
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EUUENOWG EMOPOVOE KOTUKTAUEVAL LEVEATVOV,
ouepdaréa taywv: Tov o' eENpraev ATOA®V
osla PaA' cg Te Bedg, EkbAvye &' &p' 1)EPL TOAAT).
TPLG HEV Emert’ EMOPOVOE TOSAPKNG 010G AYIAAEVG
Eyxel xohxeiw, Tpig &' Népa TOye Babelav.

&AL’ Ote 81) 10 TétopTov Emécovto daipovt icog,
deva &' OpokAncag Emea TTEPOEVTA TPOOSTVIN
€€ av vov €puyec Bavatov KHov:

Meanwhile Achilleus made a furious charge against him, raging to kill him
with a terrible cry, but Phoibos Apollo caught up Hektor easily, since he was
a god, and wrapped him in thick mist. Three times swift-footed brilliant
Achilleus swept in against him with the brazen spear. Three times his stroke
went into the deep mist. But as a fourth time, like something more than a

man [daipovt icog], he charged in, Achilleus with a terrible cry called in
winged words after him: ‘Once again now you escaped death, dog.”**

The ‘godlike’ heroes, confronted with the undeniable superiority of the gods they
strive so desperately to emulate, “are forced... to face their own limitations as human
beings,” to “learn to understand their own mortality” and to “come to view it in human
terms”.>* This ‘humanising’ aspect is particularly evident in Homer’s treatment of his
two main protagonists, Achilleus and Odysseus. In the course of the poems, these two
characters undergo developments that force them to recognise the limitations of their
human condition and ultimately gain an understanding of what it means to be human.
Rather than allowing them to continue to think of themselves primarily as descendants of
the gods, Homer brings Achilleus and Odysseus closer to the human world of the
audience by forcing them into an acceptance of their new place in a world of ordinary

human existence.
Modapxrng dtog Aythievg

“No one on the plain of Troy is more agonisingly close to divinity than Achilleus.”*" As
well as being the son of Thetis and the great-grandson of Zeus, Achilleus is also ‘the best
of the Achaians’ (//. 1.244) — he is the one hero ‘who stands as a great bulwark of battle
over all the Achaians’ (//. 1.283-284), who is capable of warding off ‘the strength of

3% Hom. J1. 20.441-449; Lattimore [trans.].
3% Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 126, 102.
3% Clarke (2004) 82.
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manslaughtering Hektor’ (/. 9.351-352), and who was raised ‘to be always best in battle
and pre-eminent beyond all others’ (/I. 11.783). Not only is he “the hero who is most
often compared with the gods... but also we observe in action how like the gods he is,
and above all how like Zeus himself”.>*” Like Zeus, for example, ‘who before now has
broken the crests of many cities and will break them again’ (/I. 2.117-118), Achilleus,
‘the sacker of cities’ (/. 8.372), boasts that he has sacked twenty-three cities ‘through the
generous Troad’ (//. 9.328-329). Similarly, when Achilleus informs the ambassadors that
he will return to Phthia, despite their pleas, (‘tomorrow... you will see, if you have a
mind to and if it concerns you, my ships in the dawn at sea on the Hellespont where the
fish swarm’), his very language echoes that of Zeus when he taunts Hera for her failed
attempt at mutiny (‘Tomorrow at the dawning...you will see, if you have the heart, a still

3% Even

mightier son of Kronos perishing the ranged numbers of Argive spearmen’).
Achilleus’ “quarrel with Agamemnon over his loss of ‘honour’, tyun,” (/I. 16.53-54) is
paralleled “in heaven when Poseidon resents [Zeus’ claim] to higher rank” (//. 15.185-
199).>* Achilleus, moreover, is also the hero who is most able to influence the gods.
When he is humiliated by Agamemnon in Book 1 and turns to his goddess mother for
help, he reminds her that she was the ‘only’ immortal to help save Zeus from ‘shameful
destruction... that time when all the other Olympians sought to’ usurp his power (/I.
1.393-412); “this episode gives Achilleus, as the son of Thetis, a powerful hold on Zeus
3310

and enables him to dictate the very course of world history.

And it is because Achilleus is so close to the gods that he has such an exaggerated

response to his quarrel with Agamemnon. As the ‘best of the Achaians’, &piotog Ayocwv

(1. 1.412), Achilleus is also the hero who displays the greatest propensity for aynvopin
and as such possesses the most “godlike and passionate nature”. It is this “that drives him
to such extreme anger at Agamemnon’s insult: thematically it is vital that his rage is
called punvig, ‘remembering wrath’ (/1. 1.1), a word elsewhere overwhelmingly associated

with the anger of gods against mortals who have neglected to pay them due respect.”"!

397 Griffin (1980) 88.

3% Hom. I1. 9.356-361, 8.470-472; Lattimore [trans.].
3% Griffin (1980) 88.

319 Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 140.

1 Clarke (2004) 82.
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When Achilleus refuses Agamemnon’s offer of ‘innumerable gifts’ and decides not to
return to the battlefield, Diomedes sums up the defining characteristic of Achilleus’
nature:

Atpeidn kvdiote ava avopwv Aydaueuvov

un ogeieg AMiooesbon apdopova Inieiova

popia dwpa d1600¢" 0 &' aynvep €6l Kot AAAMG'

VOV a0 v ToAL HAALOV dynvopincty évikac.

Son of Atreus, most lordly and king of men, Agamemnon, I wish you had
not supplicated the blameless son of Peleus with innumerable gifts offered.

He is ayfvop without this, and now you have driven him far deeper into his

dynvopin.*'?
Clarke argues that “we miss the point if we ask whether Diomedes means to attack
Achilleus for his stubbornness, or to praise him for his uncompromising sense of his own
worth: the point is rather that the source of Achilleus’ implacable anger is precisely his
unparalleled level of vitality, which has made him unable to ‘conquer his mighty spirit’
(I1. 9.496).”*" As the supreme warrior, Achilleus is fiercely concerned with his own
claims to Tiun and kA€og: he is ‘the best of the Achaians’ (/I. 1.244); his ‘hands’ always
perform ‘the greater part of the painful fighting’ (//. 1.165-166); he is the one who
‘fight[s] incessantly forever’ against the ‘enemies’ of the Achaians (//. 9.317) and who
‘forever’ sets his ‘life on the hazard of battle’ (/1. 9.323); he is the only hero capable of
holding back ‘the strength of manslaughtering Hektor’ (/1. 9.351-352) and of rescuing
‘the afflicted sons of the Achaians from the Trojan onslaught’ (/. 9.247-248); and it is he,
above all, ‘whom Zeus in his heart loves’ (/I. 9.117) and ‘whom the immortals honour’
(Z1. 9.110-111). As such, Achilleus believes that he deserves to be given Tyun ‘beyond all
other mortals’ (Z/. 1.505); a belief that is further compounded by the fact that he is

destined to die young:

untep emel p' Etexég ye pvovadiov mep €6vra,
TV éP pot 0eeriev OAdumog eyyvori&on
Zevg OynPpepénc

312 Hom. 71. 9.697-700; Lattimore [trans.].
13 Clarke (2004) 82.
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Since, my mother, you bore me to be a man with a short life, therefore Zeus
of the loud thunder on Olympos should grant me honour at least.*'

Achilleus is an exceptionally ‘heroic’ figure; in the course of the poem, however, he is
faced with a number of developments that break down this superhuman conception of
self and ultimately force Achilleus to reconstitute himself on a more human plane. When
Agamemnon strips Achilleus of his gift of honour, yépac, he disgraces the man who
believes himself to be ‘the best of the Achaians’ as if he were ‘some dishonoured
[&tipnroc] vagabond’.*" This dishonour and humiliation precipitates a crisis that strikes

at the very heart of Achilleus’ existence, at the heart of everything that he has ever known

or believed to be true about himself, about “his place in the heroic scheme of things,™'

and about the values that underpin heroic society. Seized with punvic, he withdraws from

the war. When Agamemnon finally comes to recognise his ‘madness’, &tn, and that he

cannot take Troy without Achilleus, he offers to return Briseis, together with ‘gifts in

abundance’.’"” Though the ‘women’, ‘citadels’, ‘gold’, ‘tripods

E A1

and other goods...
Agamemnon promises in [liad 9 betoken a transferal of honour on an unprecedented
scale,”3 18 Achilleus declines the offer.

“Fame in the form of xAfog,” as we have seen, “is invoked as some sort of

compensation for death” in heroic society.’" The Iliadic heroes “have only the bleakest

of prospects in the afterlife: Hades is a place of darkness and decay ((ogog, €pefog,

eLpMG), and there is no Heaven, no Valhalla, no reward beyond the grave in the Isles of

the Blest or Elysium.”**’ Since death itself is so unappealing, “there has to be, from the
point of view of the protagonists, something that makes it worthwhile to risk their
lives”.*?! This is the role afforded kA£oc, won by heroic deeds to compensate and console

the hero for his death. But when Achilleus — the hero who ‘forever set[s his] life on the

31 Hom. J1. 1.352-354; Lattimore [trans.].

315 Hom. J1. 1.355-356, 9.647-648; Lattimore [trans.].
318 Hainsworth (1993) 101.

3" Hom. J1. 9.115-157; Lattimore [trans.].

318 Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 129.

319 ibid. 102.

320 Clarke (2004) 78.

32! Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 129.
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hazard of battle’ (/I. 9.322) — is subjected to such ‘heartrending insolence’, Buuoiyng
AoBn (I 9.387), he is forced into the realisation that xAéoc is not as simple and
straightforward — as valuable, as consoling to mortality — as he initially thought it to be.
Whereas before it had never occurred to Achilleus to choose between kAéoc and life, now

he feels compelled to consider the issue:

pTnp yap t€ ué enot ex OEtig apyvpomela.
dryBadiag knpag eepépev Bavatolo TéAog €.

el pév k' avo pévav Tpodov TOMV dpetudyopot,
WAETO HEV Ol VOOTOG, ATap KAEOG apbitov Eotot
€l 0€ Kev olkad' ko eikny &g Tatpida yotav,
WAETO pot KAEOC EGOAOV, €L dnpov 6€ pot alwv
£ocetat, 0VOE K€ ' WK TEL0g Bavatoto Kiyein.

For my mother Thetis the goddess of the silver feet tells me I carry two sorts
of destiny toward the day of my death. Either, if I stay here and fight beside
the city of the Trojans, my return home is gone, but my kAéoc shall be

everlasting [&@0itog]; but if I return home to the beloved land of my fathers,

the excellence [¢60A0vV] of my KA€og is gone, but there will be a long life left
for me, and my end in death will not come to me quickly.**

Achilleus is filled with resentment as he broods on Agamemnon’s insult: if ‘the best
of the Achaians’ can be disgraced like ‘some dishonoured vagabond’ then the very values
upon which heroic society is based, at least as far as Achilleus is concerned, are utterly

worthless:

{on poipo pévovtt kal el pala tTig Torepilor

év 6¢ 1) Tur) pév kakog 1d¢ kot E6OLOG

Kathav' Opws O T &epyog avnp O T TOAAX £0pYAG.
oVd¢ Ti pot mepikettat, Emet Tabov dhyea Bup

alel EUNV yoxnv mapofaAlopevog ToAepilety.

Fate is the same for the man who holds back, the same if he fights hard. We
are all held in a single honour [tyun], the brave [€60A0g] with the weaklings
[Kakdc]. A man dies still if he has done nothing, as one who has done much.
Nothing is won for me, now that my heart has gone through its afflictions in
forever setting my life on the hazard of battle.**

22 Hom. I1. 9.410-416; Lattimore [trans.].
33 ibid. 1.244, 9.648, 9.318-322.
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Achilleus rejects the heroic way of life altogether: faced with the choice between a ‘long
life’ and ‘everlasting’ fame, kKAéoc a@bitov, Achilleus decides that Ty and kAéog are

simply not worth dying for. And from this point of view the prospect of ‘gifts in

abundance’ no longer provides enough of an incentive to risk one’s life in battle:

AnioTol pnév yap te Boeg Kal ipia pnia,
KTNToL 0¢ Tpimodéc te Kal (mnmv Eavla kapnva,
Avepog 8¢ Yoy maAy eABetv oUTE AgioTr)
oV0' éhetn, Emel A&p KeV ApelyeTal Epkog O3OVTIOV.
Of possessions cattle and fat sheep are things to be had for the lifting, and
tripods can be won, and the tawny high heads of horses, but a man’s life
cannot come back again, it cannot be lifted nor captured again by force,
once it has crossed the teeth’s barrier.**
This “rejection of the high and perilous life of the hero for the simpler and lowlier
values” is not, however, the act of “wisdom” that Clarke believes it to be.’* This is

heroic pride at its best. Achilleus is suffering from an extreme case of heroic anger,
unvig, because he, ‘glorious Achilleus’, ‘conspicuous among heroes’, has been subjected

to Oupatyfic AdPn.** These are no high-minded exhortations. The ranting and raving, the
exaggerated rage toward Agamemnon, the hyperbolical assertions of his own worth (/1.

9.369-377) — this all sounds the distinct note of wounded pride:

ExBpox 6¢ pot ToL dwpa, Tiw O€ Py v Kapog alo.
oVd' &l ot deKAGKIG TE Kal EIKOGAKIS TOGA d0in

0060 € oL VOV €07, Kal £l mobev &dAla yévorro,

oVd' 66' ¢¢ Opyopevov motvicetat, oVS' Ooa ONPag
Atyvrtiag, 601 mielota dOpOLG €V KTHLOTO, KELTAL. . .

... 00d' &l pot tooa doin 6o Yapaboc te KOVIG Te,
0V0E Kev g €11 Buuov Euov neioel’ Ayouéuvov...

I hate his gifts. I hold him light as the strip of a splinter. Not if he gave me
ten times as much, and twenty times over as he possesses now, not if more

324 Hom. 11. 9.120, 9.406-409; Lattimore [trans.].
323 Clarke (2004) 82.
326 Hom. 11. 9.434, 18.56, 9.387; Lattimore [trans.].
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should come to him from elsewhere, or gave all that is brought in to
Orchomenos, all that is brought in to Thebes of Egypt, where the greatest
possessions lie up in the houses... not if he gave me gifts as many as the
sand or the dust is, not even so would Agamemnon have his way with my
spirit...*"’
The Achaians have taken “the proper action” toward Achilleus according to the mores of
heroic society:**® they have offered him worthy recompense. Even a man whose ‘brother’
or ‘child’ has been murdered, as Aias points out, accepts compensation from the ‘guilty

one’ and then ‘curbs’ his ‘heart’ and his ‘anger’.*** Achilleus admits that Aias has a

point, that he should now be able to ‘make gracious the spirit within’ and relent:

TavTa Ti pot katax Bvpov Egicao pudncacHar
AALGL ot oldaveTan kpadin xoiw OTnoTE KEiveV
pvnoopat g U acveniov ev Apyeiolowy €pebev
Atpeidng wg el Tv' atipuntov petavaoty.

All that you have said seems spoken after my own mind. Yet still the heart

in me swells up in anger, when I remember the disgrace that he wrought

upon me before the Argives, the son of Atreus, as if I were some

dishonoured vagabond.>*
But for Achilleus the loss of Briseis no longer matters — as he says, he has plenty of other
“fair-girdled women’ (/1. 9.366); what drives his ‘heart’ to ‘swell up in anger’ is that, in a
society where “the image a hero has of himself is that presented to him by his peers...
Agamemnon’s [insult] and the others’ acquiescence has reduced ‘the best of the
Achaians’ to a nonentity”.®' This outrage has made material compensation irrelevant:

even if Agamemnon were able to offer as many gifts ‘as the sand or the dust is, not even

so would” Achilleus be tempted to accept them. Aias’ verdict on this refusal to accept
compensation is that Achilleus suffers from too much dynvopin (ZI. 9.635); a view that is

shared by both Diomedes (//. 9.699) and Patroklos (/I. 16.29-35). While “one such
judgement,” Hainsworth argues, “may be dismissed as characterisation... three look like

an indirect authorial comment... and furnish a clue to the audience as to how they are to

327 Hom. I1. 9.378-382, 9.385-386; Lattimore [trans.].
328 Hainsworth (1993) 120.

32 Hom. I1. 9.632-636; Lattimore [trans.].

% ibid. 9.639, 9.645-648.

! Hainsworth (1993) 114.
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interpret the attitude so described; in short that Achilleus” — though acting through the
highest of heroic motives — “has now put himself in the wrong”.>** This certainly seems
to be the view taken by Phoinix when he tells Achilleus that ‘before this’ — before
Agamemnon ‘promised’ Achilleus such worthy recompense and sent the ‘best men’ ‘of
all the Argives’ to ‘supplicate’ him — Achilleus’ ‘anger’ has not been a cause for ‘blame’
and righteous indignation, vepeontdg, and so implies that any further obstinacy and lack
of compassion on Achilleus’ part will now be condemned.’ In the quest to restore his
lost Tiun}, Achilleus goes too far; he is too stubborn.

His refusal to make peace with Agamemnon precipitates the next great crisis in
Achilleus’ existence: the death of Patroklos. When Achilleus learns that his ‘dear
companion has perished’ — ‘whom [he] loved beyond all other companions, as well as

[his] own life’ (//. 18.80-82) — he is shattered:

avTOg &' €v Kovinot néyog HeyaAmoTl Tavuchelg
KeLTo, PIAN oL 8¢ Yepol KOUNV T)oxvve doilov.

And he himself, mightily in his might, in the dust lay at length, and took and
tore at his hair with his hands, and defiled it.”*

The ‘mightiest’ of heroes is brought low, wracked with grief. His estimation of his own
self-worth drops even lower with the painful realisation that he — ‘who [is] such as no
other of the bronze-armoured Achaians in battle’ — failed to act as a ‘light of safety’ to his

best friend and is thus ultimately responsible for his death:

VOV &' €mel oL véopad ye IANV €¢ matpida yoiav,
oVd¢ 11 [Tatpdkhw yevoUnV @aog ovd' ETdpoiot
101G AALO1G, ot 1) ToAéeg ddpev “Extopt dico,
GAL' T)LO TOPOL VIUGLY ETAOGLOV dxBog apovpng,
TOL0G €V 010G OV TIC AYOLWV YOUAKOYITOV®V

&v moAép” dryopt) 8¢ T' apeivovég elot Kal dAot.

Now, since I am not going back to the beloved land of my fathers, since I
was no light of safety to Patroklos, nor to my other companions, who in
their numbers went down before glorious Hektor, but sit here beside my

32 Hainsworth (1993) 141.
3 Hom. J1. 9.518-523; Lattimore [trans.].
334 ibid. 18.26-27.
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ships, a useless weight on the good land, I, who am such as no other of the
bronze-armoured Achaians in battle, though there are others also better in
council.**
The ‘best of the Achaians’, initially reduced to ‘some dishonoured vagabond’ by
Agamemnon, is now reduced, in his own eyes at least, to nothing but ‘a useless weight on
the good land’.***
Faced with such intense sorrow and guilt, “Achilleus’ socially determined need for

honour, Tin,” is replaced with an “internalised need for vengeance, tiowc”.>*’ Come what

may, it is imperative that he avenge Patroklos’ death:

VOV &' tva kol ool TEVOoG Vi ppect popiov €in
Tod0¢ AToPiéEVOLo, TOV oUy DIodEEENL OUTIC
olkade vootnoavt', €mel ovd' eue Bupog avmye
Chew ovd' avdpeoot petéppevar, ol ke pr) ‘Extop
TPWTOG €[ LTO dovpl TLTELS Ao BupOV OAEGOT),
[Matpoxdoto &' Erwpa Mevortiddem dmotior).

As it is, there must be on your heart a numberless sorrow for your son’s
death, since you can never again receive him won home again to his
country; since the spirit within does not drive me to go on living and be
among men, except on condition that Hektor first be beaten down under my

spear, lose his life and pay the price [amotivewv] for stripping Patroklos, the

son of Menoitios.***
The word ticig is probably derived, Graziosi and Haubold argue, “from the same root as
Tiun, and is closely related to it in meaning”: “Whereas tiun is the status one acquires,
tiowg 1s the retribution one exacts. Like tur|, tioig is crucial in the making of [heroic
society].”* Achilleus makes amends with Agamemnon and rejoins the fighting. No
longer the disgruntled and dishonoured hero, sulking in his tent while ‘singing’ the
glorious deeds of heroes that he no longer allows himself to perform (//. 9.189), Achilleus

once again becomes d10c Ayilhelg, ‘far greatest of the Achaians’, and the epitome of

heroic excellence:

335 Hom. J1. 18.101-106; Lattimore [trans.].
36 ibid. 1.244, 9.648.

37 Clarke (2004) 82.

¥ Hom. 71. 18.88-93; Lattimore [trans.].
39 Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 131.
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avtap AxiAdelg wpto At eilog auet &' AOMvn
wpoig 1pbipotot Bar' atyida Buccavoecoay,
apoeL 8¢ ol kepaAn vEpog €otepe dlo Bedv
YPOOEOV, €K ' AUTOD dOLE PAOYO TOUPOVODGAV.
wg 8" Ote KOmvOg Llwv €€ Aoteog alfép' (kntat
MAOBeY €k ViGOV. ..

... g am' AyiAAnog kepoAng céhag atbép' tkave:

But Achilleus, the beloved son of Zeus, rose up, and Athene swept about his

powerful shoulders the fluttering aegis; and she, the divine among

goddesses, about his head circled a golden cloud, and kindled from it a

flame far-shining. As when a flare goes up into the high air from a city from

an island far away... so from the head of Achilleus the blaze shot into the

bright air.**’
The Trojans are ‘dumbfounded’ at the sight of ‘blazing’ Achilleus and, when they hear
his ‘brazen voice’ shouting ‘across the ditch’, ‘twelve of [their] best men’ instantly fall
dead, while all the rest are seized with ‘endless terror’.>*!

In his rampant pursuit of ticig, however, Achilleus stretches the limits of his own
mortality. As he moves closer to accomplishing his goal, it is not the expression of the
‘godlike’ in his nature that becomes apparent, but the bestial: Achilleus undergoes “a
descent toward the reckless and self-destructive fury of a flesh-eating animal”.*** He is
merciless to suppliants, saying that ‘not one of all the Trojans’ deserve to ‘escape death’
now that Patroklos — a man ‘far’ ‘better’ than any of them — has died (//. 21.99-113); he
refuses Hektor’s request that they make an ‘agreement’ not to ‘defile’ the loser’s
‘corpse’, arguing that ‘there are no trustworthy oaths between men and lions, nor wolves
and lambs’ (/1. 22.254-267); he expresses a brutal urge to ‘hack’ ‘away’ Hektor’s ‘meat’
and ‘eat it raw’ (/. 22.346-348); he sacrifices ‘twelve noble sons of the great-hearted
Trojans’ beside Patroklos’ funeral pyre (I/. 23.175-176); once he has killed Hektor, he
makes ‘holes’ in his heels and drags him behind his chariot (//. 22.396-404); and finally

abandons his corpse, ‘throw[ing] down the dead man and leav[ing] him to lie sprawled on

his face in the dust’ (/1. 24.17-18).

39 Hom. J1. 16.21, 18.203-208, 18.214; Lattimore [trans.].
! ibid. 18.218-231.
2 Clarke (2004) 81.
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Apollo is outraged; he complains that Achilleus’ behaviour exceeds the limitations of

mortal nature:

¢ Aythel g Edeov peEV ATOAEGEV, OVOE OL adWG
yiyvetar, 1) T avdpag péya civeton nd' ovivnot.
UEAAEL LEV TTOV TIG Kal PIATEPOV XALOV OAECTOL
n¢ Kaotyvntov OpoydoTplov 1é Kat vidv:

&AL T)Tot KAawoag Kol 0dvpapevog pebénke:
TANToV Yyap Moipat Bopov Bécav avipomoicy.
avtap O v' "Extopa dtov, énel pikov 1)Top annopa,
innov e&antov mept onp' £Tdpoto iioto

EAKEL OV PNV oL TO Y& KAAMOV 0VOE T' XUEWVOV.
un ayobo mep £6vit vepeoonBéopE ol Npelg
Koenv yap o1 yolav aswilet peveaivav.

So Achilleus has destroyed pity, and there is not in him any shame; which
does much harm to men but profits them also. For a man must some day
lose one who was even closer than this; a brother from the same womb, or a
son. And yet he weeps for him, and sorrows for him, and then it is over, for
the Destinies put in mortal men the heart of endurance [tTAntdg Bopdg]. But
this man, now he has torn the heart of life from great Hektor, ties him to his
horses and drags him around his beloved companion’s tomb; and nothing is

gained thereby for his good [t6 kdAAov], or his honour [t6 apeivov]. Great
[ayaBdc] as he is, let him take care not to make us angry; for see, he does

dishonour to the dumb earth in his fury.**’
Apollo contrasts Achilleus’ excessive reaction to Patroklos’ death with the appropriate
behaviour for human beings in such times of grief: they ‘weep’ and ‘sorrow’, ‘and then it
is over’, even if they have lost ‘a brother... or a son’. Because they are mortal, Apollo
argues, it is inevitable that they be forced to experience the pain of losing their loved
ones; but this is why ‘the Destinies’ have given to ‘mortal men the heart of endurance’.
So instead of raging against a defining and unavoidable feature of the human condition,
‘like a fierce lion’ who ‘has given way to his aynveop Oopog’ (Z1. 24.41-43), Achilleus
must learn to accept that there is nothing — no degree of ‘fury’, no act of revenge, no
amount of Ty and KA€og — that can either bring Patroklos back or console Achilleus for

his death. In contrast to the gods, who enjoy a cheerful and care-free existence, mortals

3 Hom. JI. 24.44-54; Lattimore [trans.].
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are doomed to live a life of pain and suffering. If Achilleus is to learn to be fully human,
then he must learn to endure both grief and the consciousness of mortality.

In Book 24 Priam comes to supplicate Achilleus for the return of Hektor’s body. He
entreats Achilleus to ‘remember’ his own father, who, like Priam himself, is ‘on the door-

sill of sorrowful old age’; he laments the death of all his sons; and, in an act of

astounding humility, kisses the ‘hands of the man who has killed [his] children’.**

Achilleus’ behaviour, throughout the poem, has been obsessively selfish and narcissistic.
Caring little for the suffering of others, Achilleus has remained ruthlessly fixated on his
own anguish — his loss of tyun, his grief over the death of Patroklos, 4is need for ticic.
Now, confronted by the man who has ‘gone through what no other mortal on earth has

gone through’ (/1. 24.505), Achilleus is finally moved to feel ‘pity’ for someone else:

Qg @aro, T &' apa maTpog VE' (LePOV WPSE YOO10°*
ayapevog &' dpa YEPOG ATMOGATO TJK YEPOVTOL.

T 0€ pvnoapéve O pev “‘Extopog avépopovotlo
KAt adwva mpomdpotbe modwv Ayidnog EAvcbeis,
avtap AxtAdelg Khatev €0V matép', ailote &' avte
ITatpordov' TV 8¢ cTovayl) Kot SOUAT OpdPEL.
avtap Emel 0o Y0010 TeThpTETO dlog AYAAEDG,

Kot ol &mo mpomidmv A" (pepog 118" Ao yviwv,
avTiK' Ao OpOVOL WPTO, YEPOVTA dE YEPOG AVIoTN
OIKTIp®V TOMOV T€ KAPN TOMOV TE YEVELOV. ..

So he spoke, and stirred in the other a passion of grieving for his own father.
He took the old man’s hand and pushed him gently away, and the two
remembered, as Priam sat huddled at the feet of Achilleus and wept close
for manslaughtering Hektor and Achilleus wept now for his own father, now
again for Patroklos. The sound of their mourning moved in the house. Then
when great Achilleus had taken full satisfaction in sorrow and the passion
for it had gone from his mind and body, thereafter he rose from his chair,
and took the old man by the hand and set him on his feet again, in pity for
the grey head and the grey beard...**

The two men become united in their experience of grief. Priam says that ‘the sharp grief
for [Hektor] will carry [him] downward into Death’s house’ (//. 22.425-426), while
Achilleus vows that, ‘though the dead forget the dead in the house of Hades’, he will ‘still

** Hom. JI. 24.486-506; Lattimore [trans.].
** ibid. 24.507-516.
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remember [his] beloved companion’ ‘even there’ (/. 22.389-390). As ‘the two’
‘remember’ their loved ones together and fill ‘the house’ with ‘the sound of their

mourning’, “we see the community of suffering which links all men, even conqueror and

captive, slayer and father of the slain”.**°

Being able to sympathise with the suffering of his fellow mortals allows Achilleus to
see further: “life,” he now understands, “is overshadowed by inevitable wretchedness and
certain death.”**’ To be human, says the greatest warrior who ever sailed to Troy, is to
‘bear up’ in the face of adversity and to endure with courage the many ‘sorrows’ that

gods ‘bestow’ on men:

oV yap 11g TpNELg TEETOL KPLEPOLO YOO10°

¢ yap enekhmdoovto Oeol delholol Bpotolot

e dyvopévolg” avTol 0€ T Akndéeg elot.

dotol yap te mibot kartakeiotan €v A10G o0dEL
ddpwv ola didMoL KaKwWV, £TEPOG 6¢ EQWV"

@ pév ' appigag 801 ZeLg TEPMIKEPAVVOG,

AAAOTE PEV TE KOKQ O Ye KOpETOL, XAAOTE &' €GOA"
@ 8¢ Ke TV Aypv 301, AoPntov Einke,

Kai € koxr) PoOPpwotig ént xB6va dlav EAavvet,
eoutx &' oUte Beolot TETHEVOG OUTE BPOTOLOLY. ..

... &voyeo, pr) &' ddiootov 0dVpeo GOV Kot Bupov:
oV yap Tt TPHEELS Aoy evog viog £Nog,
OUJE [V AVOTNGELS, TPLV Kol KaKOV AAAO TaOncha.

There is not any advantage to be won from grim lamentation. Such is the
way the gods spun life for unfortunate mortals [dethol Bpotoi], that we live
in unhappiness, but the gods themselves have no sorrows. There are two
urns that stand on the door-sill of Zeus. They are unlike for the gifts they
bestow: an urn of evils, an urn of blessings. If Zeus who delights in thunder
mingles these and bestows them on man, he shifts, and moves now in evil
[kokov], again in good fortune [¢60A0v]. But when Zeus bestows from the
urn of sorrows, he makes a failure of man, and the evil hunger drives him
over the shining earth, and he wanders respected neither of gods nor
mortals... But bear up, nor mourn endlessly in your heart, for there is not

6 Griffin (1980) 69.
7 Clarke (2004) 76.
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anything to be gained from grief for your son; you will never bring him

back; sooner you must go through yet another sorrow.>**
Achilleus outlines a vision of the universality of doom that characterises the human
condition: “the Olympians’ gifts to mortals — which bring woe as well as joy — are the
essence of our suffering in a life which will culminate in decrepitude and death.”**
Achilleus, through his suffering — his quarrel with Agamemnon, which led to bitter
reflections on the life of heroism itself; his maniacal lust for revenge, which led to the
ultimate realisation that there can be no compensation for death among mortals; and,
finally, his encounter with the grief-stricken Priam, which led to a sense of his own
humanity and a feeling of compassion for others — has come to a new understanding of
his place in human society and he “includes himself among the ‘wretched mortals’, 6ol
Bpotoi”.>>® Whereas Achilleus initially thought of himself only in terms of his elevation
above ordinary human existence — as the ‘godlike’ son of a divine mother — in the course
of the narrative, Graziosi and Haubold argue, his understanding of the true nature of the
human condition deepens to the extent that he not only “comes to... see himself
primarily” as his father’s son but also “comes to realise the full significance of his
standard epithet, [InAeidng or IInAniddng, son of Peleus”: “in the distant past, men were
godlike, offspring of the gods, now we are all wretched mortals born of other wretched

mortals.”*>!

MoAvthag dlog 'Odveoeng

Let us now turn to the hero of the Odyssey. While Achilleus and Odysseus fought
alongside one another at Troy, Odysseus survives the Trojan War and, in the course of
his journey home, is confronted with a world that is remarkably different to that
portrayed in the //liad. The world of the Iliad, Griffin argues, “embod[ies] attitudes to the
fundamental questions” of heroism and the values of heroic society — honour, fame,

anger, pride, shame, vengeance, and the confrontation of death — and so, “though terrible,

3 Hom. I1. 24.524-533, 24.549-551; Lattimore [trans.].
3% Clarke (2004) 75.

%0 Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 141.

31 ibid. 140-141.
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remains a place in which heroism is possible”. In the Odyssey, however, a new world

order prevails:

In the Odyssey the world is menacing, not with the sharp clarity of heroic
death, but with the muysteriousness of undeclared motives, inscrutable
people, liars and cheats. Disloyalty and deception, not heroic rage and strife
for honour, are the causes of disaster, and Odysseus must struggle not
against the clear and passionate will of Achilleus, as he does in the ninth and
the nineteenth books of the /liad, nor with the heroes of Troy in battle, but
with mutinous sailors, offensive servants, disloyal subjects, and with
monsters and goddesses against whom heroic prowess is useless.

Odysseus — confronted with circumstances far different from those portrayed in the /liad
and for which skills other than martial excellence are needed — is the embodiment of a

new type of hero, a hero whose “particular, defining quality” — “his ingenuity,” pnug, —

“ensures his survival in a world of unpredictable challenges and temptations™:>>>

Avdpa. pot évvene, Movoa, TOATPOTOV, OC AL, TOAAC
TGy, €énet Tpoing lepov nrolieBpov Enepos:

TOM@V 8" AVOPOTOV (deV AGTEN KL VOOV EYV®,

oM ' O ' év TOVT WAOev dAyga OV katax Ouudv,
APVOLEVOG 1]V TE YVYTV KOl VOGTOV ETAipV.

Tell me, Muse, the story of that resourceful [moAbTpomog] man who was

driven to wander far and wide after he had sacked the holy citadel of Troy.

He saw the cities of many people and he learnt their ways. He suffered great

anguish on the high seas in his struggles to preserve his life and bring his

comrades home.>”
Whereas Achilleus is savagely inflexible and uncompromising, Odysseus, as is
announced in the very first lines of the Odyssey, is capable of adapting to new
circumstances: he is moAvTponoc, the ‘man of many turns’, and moAvuntig, the ‘man of
many wiles’.

Achilleus, as we have seen, spends the majority of the //iad ruthlessly fixated on the

assertion of his own T and kAéog. Odysseus, on the other hand, spends the whole of

the Odyssey in pursuit of his own ultimate objective — vdotoc, a safe homecoming. In

352 Griffin (1980) 80.
%3 Silk (2004) 32.
3 Hom. Od. 1.1-5; Rieu [trans.].
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Book 11, the two heroes meet in the Underworld and reflect on the value of life.

Odysseus commends Achilleus as being ‘the most fortunate man’ that ever lived:

o€l0 d', AytAAeD,
oV Tig avr)p Tpomdpofe pakdapTepog oUT' dp' Omicow:
npLv pev yap o€ (wov étiopev oo Beotov
Apyelot, VOV a0TE PEYO KPUTEELG VEKDEGGLY
€vBad' Edv T pn Tt Bavav axoyiCev, AyAie.

But you, Achilleus, are the most fortunate [poaxdéptepog] man that ever was
or will be! For in the old days when you were on Earth, we Argives

honoured [tiewv] you as though you were a god [ico Ocotowv]; and now,
down here, you have great power [péya kpatetv] among the dead. Do not

grieve at your death, Achilleus.*
Achilleus has attained the ultimate heroic goal: “honoured like a god in life... mighty

among the dead thereafter”.”>® Achilleus disagrees:

un om pot Bévatov ye mapadda, eaidip' Odvcoen.
Bovloiuny k' endpovpog ewv Ontevépev dAAw,
avopt mop' dxMipw, @ pr) Piotog molvg £in,

1) TGV VEKDEGGL KOTAPOUEVOIOY AVAGGELY.

And do not you make light of death, illustrious Odysseus. I would rather
work the soil as a serf [Ontevew] on hire to some landless impoverished

peasant than be King [&véooew] of all these lifeless dead.*”’

The man who spent the greater part of the /liad complaining that Agamemnon had
insulted his honour by treating him like ‘some dishonoured vagabond’ (/I. 9.648, 16.59),
now asserts that no amount of T can compensate for death. Life is all that matters,
even at the cost of having to ‘work the soil as a serf on hire to some landless
impoverished peasant’. Odysseus embraces this view to the utmost. The consummate
survivor, he will do anything to stay alive, including lie, steal and cheat. Whereas, in the
lliad, Achilleus warns Odysseus that he ‘detest[s]’ the sort of man ‘who hides one thing
in the depths of his heart, and speaks forth another’ just as much as he ‘detest[s] the

355 Hom. Od. 11.482-486; Rieu [trans.].
%6 Griffin (1980) 100-101.
T Hom. Od. 11.488-491; Rieu [trans.].
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doorways of Death’ (/I. 9.312-313), in the Odyssey, Odysseus’ dishonesty has become
both a justifiable and a necessary means to survival. His behaviour is validated by

Athena’s open endorsement:

KepOaAEDG K' £ln kal émikAomog, O¢ o€ mapéABot

€v mavtesot dOAOLOL, Kal €L 0e0¢ AvTidoELE.

oyéTAE, TOKIAOUTTO, SOAMV &at', oUK &p' EpeAleg,
ovd' &v o1 mep wv yain), Anéev anatdwv

pobwv te Khomimv, ol tol Ted00eV ikot eloiv.

AL &ye UNKETL TOUTO AeydpeDa, e100TEC AUP®
KEPOE', €MEL GV UEV €661 BPoTV OY APLETOC ATAVTOV
BovAn) kat poboioty, €yw d' €v mact Beolot

ufTL Te KAEOUOL KOl KEPOEGTY"

Anyone who met you, even a god, would have to be a consummate trickster
[kepdaAéog €mikAomog] to surpass you in subterfuge [00Aoc]. You were
always an obstinate, cunning and irrepressible intriguer. So don’t propose,
even in your own country, to drop the tricks [&mdrtoi] and lying tales
[homiol pvbot] you love so much! But no more of this. We both know how
to get our own way: in the world of men you have no rival [&piotog

amdvtov] in judgement and argument, while I am pre-eminent among the
gods for ingenuity [pnric] and ability to get what I want [épdoc].*>®

Whereas Achilleus’ cause was taken up by the gods primarily because he was the son of a

goddess, Odysseus wins Athena’s support through his own merit — his superior intellect:

atel Tol TooLTOV Vi othfesot vonua:
T 6€ KoL 0V dVUVOpOL TPOMTELY SVGTIVOV E0VTA,
oUveK' EmNTNG €001 KAl AYYIVOOC KOl EXEQPPOV.

That shows how your mind always works! And that is why I cannot desert
you in your misfortunes: you are so persuasive [émntig], so quick-witted

[&yyivooc], so self-possessed [€xéppwv].”>’

“This is the new ideal” of the hero:

Strength, military preparedness, a dogged sense of honour, and excessive
obstinacy now count for much less. Now, whoever is ingenious like

3% Hom. Od. 13.291-299; Rieu [trans.].
%9 ibid. 13.330-332.
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Odysseus enjoys the favour of the gods. The gods no longer love the strong
arm more than the clever head.*®
Odysseus 1is intelligent, resourceful, highly adaptable, and unwavering in his
determination to survive. Graziosi and Haubold are right to point out that these character
traits are not only “appropriate and, indeed necessary, in the new circumstances he has to
face,” but are “also intensely desirable in the world ‘as it is now’: it is clear that any
human being can profit from Odysseus’ qualities of flexibility, intelligence and
endurance, whereas we would be less well served by a godlike desire for Tiur and

’ 1
ncstg.”3 6

Homer, in his conceptualisation and characterisation of the Odyssean hero,
presents us with a man whose traits are more recognisably and attainably ‘human’. This

is not to say, however, that Odysseus is any less ‘heroic’ than Achilleus. While Achilleus
is modapkng dotog Ayxilkevg, Odysseus is moivuntig dtog Odvooevg. Both are diog,
‘godlike’, ‘brilliant’, ‘illustrious’, but their heroism manifests itself in different ways:
Achilleus’ in his physical prowess and emotional magnificence, Odysseus’ in his
ingenuity. The predicaments of both heroes are taken up by the immortals, and become
the cause of a great deal of discussion and dissension on Olympus. Achilleus is
responsible for the death of Hektor, Odysseus for the eventual fall of Troy. And while he
may not, like Achilleus, be the son of a goddess, he is no less close to the gods — the
‘favourite of Zeus’,362 he is loved by Athena, hated by Poseidon, and the lover of both
Calypso and Circe. And, just like Achilleus, Odysseus too is forced to undergo
developments that ultimately bring him closer to the world of the audience and to an
understanding of the conditions and limitations that bind his existence in a human
community.

Odysseus’ journey home is fraught with hardships and misfortunes. As will become
apparent, however, the majority of these misfortunes are caused by an obstinate refusal to
embrace the new values so essential to survival in this post-Troy world. After Odysseus
and his crew set sail from Troy, for example, they come to Ismarus, the city of the

Cicones, and do precisely what we would expect any conquering heroes of Troy to do:

360 Latacz (1996) 151.
%1 Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 138-139.
2 Hom. Od. 11.92; Rieu [trans.].
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&vBa &' eyw Ol Empabov, wieoa &' aUTOVC.
€K TOMOG 0" AAOYOVG Kol KTAOTO TOAX AaPOVTEG
dacoaued', wg un tic pot dtepPouevog Kiot long.

I sacked this place and destroyed its menfolk. The women and the vast

plunder that we took from the town we divided so that no one, as far as |

could help it, should go short of his proper share.*®
But when Odysseus commands his men ‘to escape with all possible speed’, the ‘fools’,
vnmot, refuse: ‘There was plenty of wine, plenty of livestock; and they kept on drinking
and butchering sheep and shambling crooked-horned cattle by the shore.” The Cicones
raise ‘a cry for help’ among their ‘inland neighbours, who are both more numerous and
better men [&peimv]’, and launch an attack, killing ‘six’ of Odysseus’ ‘strong-greaved
companions’.*** Arrogance, over-confidence and intemperance have no place in the
world of the Odyssey and lead only to disaster and inglorious death; prudence, self-

restraint, moderation, knowing when to use one’s intellect rather than one’s strength —
these are the virtues needed to ‘preserve’, apéoBoi, one’s ‘life’, yoyn, and one’s
‘homecoming’, vootoc.’®® The problem resurfaces time and again. When Odysseus and
his crew come to the floating island of Aeolia, they are aided by Aeolus, the wind-god,
who gives Odysseus a leather bag ‘in which he had imprisoned the boisterous energies of
all the winds’.>*® But the crew’s own ‘senseless stupidity’, appadio, dooms Aeolus’

measures ‘to failure’ and results in yet more ‘grief’:

oL &' €tapot enéecol TPOG AAMNAOVE AYOPELOV
Kai p' Epacav ypuodv T Kal Xpyvpov oikad' &ysobalt,
dawpa map' Atdoroo peyorntopog Tnmotdadoo.
@ode O¢ TI¢ elmeokey OV &g mAnoiov aAlov

’ mOToL, ¢ 0de TAGL PIAOC Kal TIHdS E6TV
AavhpOTO1G', OTEDV KE TOALY Kol Yolov (Kntou.
oA pev €k Tpoing dyeton kenAa Koo
Aidog 1pelg &' avte OuNV 680V EKTELEGAVTES
olkade VioOUeDa KEVEAC GUV YELPOG EYOVTEC.

3 Hom. Od. 9.40-42; Rieu [trans.].
36% ibid. 9.43-61.

3% ibid. 1.5.

3% ibid. 10.20.
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KoL VOV oL Té Y& dcke xapllouevog griotntt
Alolog. M aye Bacoov 1dmpeda, OtTL TG EoTiv,
0660G 15 YPLGOG TE KOl XPYVPOG ACKQ EvesTiv.’

The crew began to discuss matters among themselves, and word went round
that [ was bringing home a fortune in gold and silver which the great-hearted
Aeolus son of Hippotas had given me. And this is what they said as they
exchanged glances: ‘It’s not fair! What a captain we have, valued wherever
he goes and welcomed in every port! Back he comes from Troy with a
splendid haul of plunder, though we who have gone every bit as far come
home with empty hands — and now Aeolus has given him all this into the
bargain, as a favour for friendship’s sake! Come on; let’s find out and see
how much gold and silver is hidden in that bag.”*®’

Their ‘evil counsels’, ka1 fovAn, prevail: they open the bag, and all the ships are carried
off course.’®® Allowing one’s anxieties regarding appropriate honour and fair recompense
to overcome one’s prudence and self-restraint is clearly not the way to get things done.

Eventually, the entire ‘strong-willed [&yfvop] company’ is wiped-out for their lack of

369

restraint.”” On the island of Thrinacia, they refuse to heed Odysseus’ warning not to eat

the sun-god’s cattle. They are made to pay for this ‘wanton fit of recklessness’,

atacOolrio kakn, with their lives (Od. 12.300):

aUTWV yap oeeTépnoy dtachalinoty Olovto,
vAmot, ot kotax foug Yrepiovog Helioto
Nobov: avTAp O Toloy APeileTo VOGTIHOV T)Hap.

It was their own transgression [atacOaiio] that brought them to their doom,
for in their folly [vmot] they devoured the oxen of Hyperion the Sun-god
and he saw to it that they would never return.’”’
If Odysseus, unlike his men, is to have any chance of achieving his objective, his
vootog, then he must learn to accept the limits of his own mortality and to embrace the

new values so essential to success in this new world; until he does, he is doomed to suffer

frustration. Trapped in the cave of the Cyclops Polyphemus, Odysseus contains the

37 Hom. Od. 10.27, 10.34-45; Rieu [trans.].
368 ibid. 10.46.

3% ibid. 12.324.

370 ibid. 1.7-9.
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impulse to attack him with his ‘sharp sword’ and relies, instead, on his intelligence to

contrive an alternate means of escape:

TOV Hev €y PodAievca Kata peyoalntopo Bopov
acoov LoV, Elpog 0&L €puoGhpEVOg TP UNPOV,
ovTtduevol Tpog otnhog, 601 Ppéveg Nmap Eyovot,
Yelp' Empoooduevos €tepog o€ e BLUOG €puKey.
aVTOL YAp Ke Kol appes anmloued' aimby OAedpov:
oV yap kev duvdpesha Bvpdwv DynAdmv

xepotv anmcoachot AiBov ofpyLov, OV mpocébnkey.
QG T0TE pEV otevayovieg epeivapey Ho dlav.

On first thoughts I planned to summon my courage [peyoAntop Ovpog],
draw my sharp sword from the scabbard at my side, creep up to him, feel for
the right place with my hand and stab him in the breast where the liver is
supported by the midriff. But on second thoughts I refrained [€pOkewv],
realising that we would seal our own fate as well as his, because we would
have found it impossible with our unaided hands to push aside the huge rock
with which he had closed the great mouth of the cave. So with sighs and
groans we waited for the blessed light of day.””"

In his triumph, however, he cannot conquer the urge to gloat over a defeated enemy and

to demand fame for heroic achievement. His men try to restrain him, but to no avail:

‘oyéthMe, Tint' €0éAe1g Epedilépey &yplov avdpa,
0¢ kol vOv movtovde Palwv PBELoG T)yaye via
aUTIG &G T)melpov, kal o1 eapev avTo0' OAécHo.
el 8¢ pOeyEapévou Tev 1) aLINCUVTOG AKOVCE,
o0V kev apas' 1HEmV KePaAAS Kal Vijia dovpa
LOpUAP@ OKPLOEVTL BoddV: TOGGOV Yap mow.’
@G eaoov, AL oL TelBov EPoV peyaintopa Bopov,
AAMG v yoppov TPoGEPNV KEKOTNOTL Bupq:
"Kokhowy, ol kév Tic o€ katabvntwv aviporwv
0POaALOD elpnTol AEKEMNY AAADTOV,
paoBar Odvoora troMmopdiov eEolawoar,
viov Aaéptew, 10akn évi okl Exovra.’

‘Why do you want to provoke the savage in this obstinate way [oyétAtog]?
The rock he threw into the sea just now drove the ship back to the land, and

' Hom. Od. 9.299-306; Rieu [trans.].
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we thought it was all up with us. Had he heard a cry, or so much as a word,

from a single man, he’d have smashed in our heads and the ship’s timbers

with another jagged boulder from his hand. We’re within easy range for

him!’

But my temper [peyointmp Bopdc] was up; their words did not dissuade

me, and in my rage I shouted back at him once more: ‘Cyclops, if anyone

ever asks you how you came by your blindness, tell him your eye was put

out by Odysseus, sacker of cities, the son of Laertes, who lives in Ithaca.”*’
Armed with the knowledge of Odysseus’ name, Polyphemus appeals to his father,
Poseidon, to curse ‘the heroic Odysseus with relentless malice’: to let him arrive home
‘late, in wretched plight, having lost all his comrades, in a foreign ship, and let him find
trouble in his home’.>”

Odysseus is forced to endure misery upon misery in his struggle to win home: he loses
all of his companions (Od. 12.417-419); he hears Achilleus’ description of the misery of
death (Od. 11.488-491) as well as Agamemnon’s account of his own horrific demise (Od.
11.409-412); he learns of his mother’s death (Od. 11.84-87) and his father’s miserable
old age (Od. 11.187-196); he experiences not only the goodwill of the gods, but also their
cruel indifference to the suffering of ordinary mortals (Od. 9.551-555, 12.295-296,
13.312-328, 18.130-137); he is kept prisoner for seven years by the goddess Calypso (Od.
7.244-260); and he is hounded by Poseidon’s wrath to such an extent that he wishes he
were dead: ‘Three and four times blessed are those countrymen of mine who fell long ago
on the broad plains of Troy in loyal service to the sons of Atreus. If only I too could have
met my fate and died the day the Trojan hordes let fly at me with their bronze spears over
Achilleus’ corpse!” (Od. 5.306-310). In the course of his struggles, Odysseus gradually
begins to move “below and beyond the glamour of heroism to a more fundamental level
of the human condition” so that, by the time he is washed up on the coast of Phaeacia, “he
has been reduced to the barest common level of humanity”:*"*

0 &' ap' apeo yovvat' Ekapye
XELPAG TE oTIBOPAC AAL Yap d4dpunTo eilov knp:
Wdee d¢ ypoa TavTa, OGO & KNKLE TOAAT)
av otopa 1€ Qvag 0" 0 &' Ap' AmvevoTog Kol Avandog

32 Hom. Od. 9.494-505; Rieu [trans.].
3 ibid. 1.20-21, 9.534-535.
3 Clarke (2004) 89, 87.
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KELT' OMYNIEAE®V, KAUATOG OE UV 0vOg (KOVEV. ..

... TNV 8¢ oyedov VduTog ELPEV

€V TEPLPAVOUEVQ. .. oG U Odvoceng

d0oet'. dgap &' eLVIV Emauncato xepol Gidnoty
gVPELOY” PUAA®Y Yap €NV x0o1s Ao ToAATY,
docov T' 1]¢ Svw 1€ Tpelg avdpag E€pvcbot

COp1) XEEPIN, €L Kol pala mep YoAemaivot.

v pev awv yMménce toAvtiag dtog Odvoceng,

&v &' dpa péoor) Aékto, xOotv 8' emexevato GOUALWV.

Odysseus’ knees gave way and his sturdy arms sagged; he was exhausted by
his struggle with the sea. All his flesh was swollen and streams of brine
gushed from his mouth and nostrils. Winded and speechless he lay there too
weak to stir, overwhelmed by terrible fatigue... Not far from the river he
found a copse in a clearing... Odysseus crawled in his shelter, and at once
heaped up the dry leaves into a wide bed — the ground was littered with piles
of them, enough to provide covering for two or three men in the hardest
winter weather. The noble long-suffering Odysseus was delighted with his
bed, ar;gl5 lay down in the middle of it covering himself with a blanket of
leaves.

Just like Achilleus, Odysseus, ‘sacker of cities’, mrolmdp6iog, has been brought low.*”
Having lost all of his treasure, alone and utterly exhausted, with only ‘a leafy bough’ to
‘conceal his naked manhood’, he has literally been ‘stripped’ of all his heroic
pretensions.’”’ This experience of degradation and humiliation ultimately enables
Odysseus to reach the same level of understanding and acceptance that Achilleus reaches
at the end of the /liad — the wretchedness of the human condition and the inevitability of

human suffering:

0VOEV AKIGVOTEPOV Yala TPEPEL AVOPOTO10
navtov, 6coa Te yalay EmL TVeiel T€ Kal Epmet.
oV L&V YAp TOTE PNOL KAKOV Teioesat Omicow,
Opp' dpetnv mapéxmat Beol kat yovvat' ophpn’
&AL G1e 1) Kol Avypa Beol pakapeg TEAEMOL,
Kol T eépet aekalopevog TeTAnoTt Bupc.
TOL0G YAp vO0G €otiv Emyfoviov avipomwv,

" Hom. Od. 5.453-457, 475-487; Rieu [trans.].
37 ibid. 9.504.
77 ibid. 6.128-129.

106



olov &7’ T)uap Aynot matnp avopwv te BV Te.

Of all the creatures that breathe and creep about on Mother Earth there is
none so helpless [akidvotepog] as man. As long as the gods grant his

prosperity [apetiv] and health he imagines he will never suffer misfortune
[kaxdv] in the future. Yet when the blessed gods bring him troubles he has

no choice but to endure them with a patient heart [tetAnott Qupc]. The
reason is that the view we mortals take on this earthly life depends on what
Zeus, the Father of gods and men, sends us day by day.*”

Survival, Odysseus is now able to recognise, comes at a price: he has to abandon “the

237 and adopt,

traditional means through which heroes try to secure their own fame,
instead, the typically unheroic traits of moderation and self-control. When Odysseus
finally decides to reveal his true identity to the Phaeacians in Book 9, he discards the
[liadic notion of kAfog as a means of ensuring one’s survival after death and instead

makes use of his reputation to receive some much-needed help on his journey home:

VOV 8' Gvopa Tptov pobnoopat, OQpo Kol DUELS
eldet’, &yw &' v Emerta LYWV Vo vnieeg 1pap
vpv Evog €m Kat ATOTPOBL dDLOTO VOi®V.

elp' OdvoeLE AaepTidong, OC Txct SOLOIGLY
avOpomolot pEA®, Koi ev KAEOC OUPAVOV (KEL.

I shall start by giving you my name: I wish you all to know it so that in

times to come, if I escape the evil day, I may always be your friend [Eévoc],

though my home is far from here.

I am Odysseus, Laertes’ son. The whole world talks of my stratagems,

and my fame has reached the heavens.*®
“The perspective,” Graziosi and Haubold argue, “is that of a survivor who builds new
relationships in a changing world: the name, and with it Odysseus’ claim to fame,
establishes a basis for guest-friendship, Eevio, between himself and the Phaeacians,

should he ever make it home.”®" Odysseus’ plan — using his KA£og not as a means of

transcending death but as a means to preserve his life — pays off: the Phaeacians load him

38 Hom. I1. 24.525 ff.; Lattimore [trans.], Od. 18.130-137; Rieu [trans.].
37 Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 138.

3 Hom. Od. 9.16-20; Rieu [trans.].

! Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 137.
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with ‘clothing’, ‘gold ornaments’, ‘tripods’ and ‘other gifts’ and send him home to
Ithaca.’®
When he arrives, Odysseus is forced to endure the very same fate that Achilleus

believed himself to have been subjected to by Agamemnon’s insult: the ‘repulsive’,

aewéMog, position of the ‘dishonoured vagabond’ (Od. 13.402, Il. 9.648, 16.59).

Whereas Achilleus responded with divine wrath, unvig, Odysseus is the very picture of

restraint. When he discovers, for example, that his maids have been sleeping with the
Suitors, he manages ‘to quell’ the heroic urge to take immediate revenge by displaying

prowess in battle and, instead, rebukes his heart to be ‘patien[t]’ and ‘endure’:

otnfog 8¢ mAngag kpadinv Nvimane pobw:

“1€TA0bL 0N, Kpadin® Kol KOVIEPOV AAAO TTOT' ETANG,
Npatt T, 0te pot pévog aoyetog 1odie Koxkioy
1pOigovg Etdpovg oL &' ETOApOG, OPpa GE PNTIG
eEayay' €€ avtporo oiduevov Bavéeshar.”

¢ €gat', ¢v otBecaot kabantopevog eilov 1Top:
T 8¢ PaA' &v meion kpadin péve teTAnvio
VOAEPEWDC

But, striking his chest, he called his heart to order and said: ‘Patience, my
heart! You had something far more ignominious [KOvtepog] than this to
endure when the invincible Cyclops devoured your brave comrades. And yet
you managed to hold out, till your cunning notion [punrtig] got you clear of
the cave where you had thought your end had come.” So Odysseus was able
by such self-rebuke to quell all mutiny in his heart and steel it to endure

steadily [tetAnvio vorepéog].”

Odysseus’ ordeal in the palace “is cast as a test of the kind of virtue that Apollo defines

as quintessentially human in Iliad 24: endurance” (II. 24.49).%

He is repeatedly
dishonoured and insulted: he is kicked ‘on the hip’ by Melanthius the goatherd (Od.
17.233-234), struck ‘on the back’ with a ‘stool’ by Antinous (Od. 17.462-463), and has a
‘cow’s hoof” ‘hurled’ at him as the expression of his inferior social standing (Od. 20.292-

300). Whereas we can imagine only too well what the likes of an Achilleus would have

32 Hom. Od. 13.10-15; Rieu [trans.].
¥ ibid. 20.17-24.
¥ Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 145.
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done in this situation, Odysseus — the man who flew into a rage when the Phaeacian
Euryalus dared to insult his athletic ability (Od. 8.159-185) — quietly endures this abuse.
His ability to hold back and persevere goes right along with having to postpone all
assertions of his own honour and worth.

When the right opportunity presents itself, however, Odysseus does not hesitate to
assert his identity as pre-eminent Greek hero, sacker of Troy, fearsome warrior and

rightful king of Ithaca by slaughtering all the Suitors and exacting his revenge:

g0pev énert’ Odvora PETA KTALEVOLGL VEKVGGLY
alpott Kol A0pw memalaypévov g te AEovTa,

d¢ 06 1€ PePpukwg Poog Epyetat dypadrotor

now ' &pa ol 6T1)00¢ 1€ TAPNIA T APPOTEPMOEV
atpoatdevta mEAEL, devog 0 £l¢ ma 6ot

@¢ OdvoeLg TEMAAOKTO TOSOG KOl YELpOG Umephev.

She [Eurycleia] found Odysseus among the corpses of the dead, spattered
with blood and gore, like a lion when he comes from feeding on some
farmer’s bullock, with the blood dripping from his breast and jaws on either
side, a fearsome spectacle. That was how Odysseus looked, with the gore
spattered on his legs and arms.**

Clarke argues that “the imagery is unmistakably that of the Iliadic warrior, driven by the

. . . . . 386 .
force and violence of his nature to seize what is his due”.””” But Odysseus is no longer an

Iliadic warrior. Having done what was necessary to reclaim his position as master of his

household and ruler of Ithaca, he immediately restrains himself:

1 ' WG 0LV VEKLAG T€ KOl XGTETOV E(GI3EV OlipLa,
1Bvcév O' OhoAdEM, Emet péya eioidev Epyov:
Al OdvoeLg KaTéPLKE Kal Eoyebev lepévny mep
Kol Py @ovioog Emea TTepOEVTO TPOoTvda.

“&v Bupc, Ypn, yoipe Kot (oyeo und' ordAvLe:
oVY 06iN KTOUEVOLoLY €' avOpdotly eVyetdacbor.

But when Eurycleia saw the dead men and the sea of blood she felt like
crying out in triumph at the mighty achievement that confronted her.
Odysseus, however, checked her exuberance with a sharp rebuke.

5 Hom. Od. 22.401-406; Rieu [trans.].
36 Clarke (2004) 87.
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‘Restrain yourself old woman, and gloat in silence. I’'ll have no cries of
triumph here. It is an impious thing to exult over the slain.”**’

To ‘gloat’, evyetacbo, over the Suitors’ deaths, to ‘exult’ in the downfall of others, says
the hero who could not resist ‘shout[ing] out derisive words at Polyphemus’, is not the
proper way to behave.**® Through “his experience of thoroughly inglorious degradation,
of the instability of good fortune and of the gods’ remote and unpredictable power,”

Odysseus’ “sense of humanity has been confirmed and deepened™®

to the point where
he is now able to understand what it means to be human and to accept the limitations that
both characterise and bind his existence in a world of ordinary human beings: ‘Of all the
creatures that breathe and creep about on Mother Earth there is none so helpless as
man.”**

Odysseus never actually arrives home. The seer Teiresias tells him in Book 11:

aQUTOP ETTV LVNGTNPOG EVL LEYEPOIGL TEOLGL
KTEtVIG 1€ 30AW T) Apeadov 0&El yarkq,
EpyecBon o1 énetta, AaPwv eVNPeg EPETHOV,

€lg O ke Tovg aiknat, ol oUK (cact Bdlacoav
avépeg oVOE 0' dheoot peptypévov gidap €dovoty:

But when you have killed these Suitors in your palace, by stratagem or in a
straight fight with the naked sword, you must set out once more. Take a
well-cut oar and go on till you reach a people who know nothing of the sea
and never use salt with their food...*"!

As Odysseus tells Penelope in Book 23, he has ‘not yet come to the end of [his] trials’.***

This postponement of the ultimate end of the story dooms Odysseus to a life of endless
travel and “there is a sense in which he becomes himself the eternal wanderer whom
Achilleus describes to Priam as the ultimate example of human wretchedness” (Z/.
24.531-533).*" Just like Achilleus, then, Odysseus too comes to understand the full

significance of his own standard epithet, moAvTA0C, ‘much-enduring’:

37 Hom. Od. 22.407-412; Rieu [trans.].
3 ibid. 9.474.

3% Clarke (2004) 88.

3% Hom. Od. 18.130; Rieu [trans.].

3 ibid. 11.119-123.

92 ibid. 23.248-249.

3% Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 147.
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Suffering and endurance distinguish human beings from the gods. Because
Odysseus never ceases to be a traveler, he continues to embody the suffering
to which we are all subjected and the endurance we must all develop.**

Achilleus and Odysseus are brought closer to the world of the audience — to the world of
human beings ‘as they are now’. While they start off as being defined by their elevation
above ordinary human existence — as the ‘godlike’ offspring of their divine ancestors — in
the course of the poems both characters are made to undergo developments that gradually
force them into the realisation of their own limitations as human beings. No longer

defined primarily as descendants of the gods, they eventually come to learn what it means
to be human and to accept their new position as ‘helpless’, akidvotepog, and ‘wretched

mortals’, ethoi Bpotoi.”” As Simonides would write:

avBpmmog v N ToTE Phonic O Tt yivetaw apLov,
und' avdpa 1dwv OABLov 6660V ¥povov €coeTar

WKELDL YXP OVOE TAVLTTEPVYOL ULIOG

o0t & petdotactc.””

You are man: then never say what will happen tomorrow, nor, when you see
a prosperous man, how long he will prosper; for not even the movement of a
long-winged fly is so swift.”’

The emergence of the notion of ‘community’ as represented in the slow development of
the polis occasioned the need for “a new measure of man, more suited to the changed”

3% _ men who understand

social, political and economic “conditions of Greek society
that the success of any communal venture depends on their ability to work together; who
prove themselves not by the obsessive pursuit of individual success and prestige, but by
respecting the norms of human society and furthering the interests of their social group;
and who recognise and accept the conditions that both characterise and bind their

existence in a human community. Bearing in mind that Homer’s appeal was contextually

3% Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 147.

3% Hom. Od. 18.130; Rieu [trans.], /I. 24.525; Lattimore [trans.].

3% T will be using Page’s 1962 edition of Simonides’ Fragmenta throughout.
7 Simon. fr. 521; Campbell [trans.].

3% Gentili [tr. Cole] (1988) 64.
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determined, the significance of this attempt to ‘tame’ the hero — to force him to become
less ‘heroic’ and more ‘human’ — to the sociopolitical reality of Archaic and Classical
Greece becomes clear when we turn to examine the broader implications of the role

afforded the heroes in Homeric society.
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Chapter 4
Ot aprotor

Like the aristocracy of Archaic Greece, the heroes are hereditary aristocrats who
monopolise most of the wealth and all of the power. The group — be it oikog, polis, or

army contingent — needs to be defended as efficiently as possible; and since it is the

heroes who “form the most efficient force for attack and defence which Homeric society

possesses,™”’ they are commended with the terms dya®6c, £60A0c and dpetr] because

they represent the class of men that society relies on most. Homeric society values these
men for their possession and display of the qualities and skills which it recognises as
being most essential to its safety and security: wealth, high-birth, courage, physical and
military prowess, and skill in counsel and strategy. And because society’s need of these
competitive excellences is so strong, the co-operative virtues are far less esteemed. This
is essentially the same alignment of values that was found to prevail and ultimately prove
so disruptive in Archaic and Classical Greek society. Although Adkins argues that “the
poems give the impression” that the members of Homeric society — despite this heavy
reliance on the competitive excellences and comparative lack of regard for the co-

4901 would argue that Homer

operative ones — can “coexist peacefully for the most part,
seems to go to a great deal of effort to illustrate just how far from true this assessment

actually is.

Homeric society rewards the dyaboi for their display of the competitive excellences
with Ty and kA€og. The possession of Tyun, as we have seen, is the driving force behind
every Homeric hero. But “it is in the very nature of honour,” as Finley points out, “that it
must be exclusive, or at least hierarchic. When everyone attains equal honour, then there

. 401
is no honour for anyone.”*

In their pursuit of Tyun and KA€og, the heroes are always in
potential competition with one another as each strives “to defend [his] own T, if
possible to acquire more, and at all events not to lose any of what [he] already has”.**

The poems abound with examples of what happens when such competition becomes

3% Adkins (1960) 35.
490 Adkins (1972) 21.
“! Finley (1982) 120.
2 Adkins (1972) 15.
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actual: the quarrel between Odysseus and Achilleus that is mentioned in passing as the
subject of a song sung by the bard Demodocus (Od. 8.72-78); the quarrel between
Odysseus and Aias over the arms of Achilleus (Od. 11.543-551); another between
Odysseus and the Phaeacian Euryalus over who possesses the greatest capacity for

physical prowess (Od. 8.153 ff.). It is precisely this aspect of heroic society — namely the
extent to which the competitive pursuit of status inevitably leads to conflict, épig — that

forms the main focus of both the Iliad and the Odyssey: the quarrels between

Agamemnon and Achilleus, Odysseus and the Suitors.

Agamemnon and Achilleus:

“It 1s an overall Iliadic theme that Achilleus is ‘best of the Achaians”’;403 indeed, this 1s

the title that he repeatedly claims for himself (/. 1.244, 1.412, 16.274). The problem, of
course, is that he is not the only hero with claims to this title. Whereas Achilleus, as the
best warrior, can lay claim to superior physical strength, Agamemnon, as the

commander-in-chief of all the Greek troops, can lay claim to supreme political strength:

TV £KATOV YWV T)pYe Kpelov Ayopépvmv
ATpeidng dpa t@ ye TOAD TAELGTOL KOL APLETOL
ool Emovt' €v 8" aUTOG €GVGETO VAOPOTO, YOUAKOV
KOO0V, TAGY 3¢ PETEMPETEV T)POEGTLY

oUveK' &ploTog €NV mMOAD 8¢ TAEIoTOVG Aye AoVC.

Of their hundred ships the leader was powerful Agamemnon, Atreus’ son,
with whom followed far the best and bravest people; and among them he
himself stood armoured in shining bronze, glorying, conspicuous among the

great fighters, since he was the greatest [&piotog] among them all, and led

the most people.***
The two heroes are clearly contrasted with one another: Agamemnon is the paramount
commander without which the war in Troy would not have been fought; Achilleus is the
paramount warrior without which that war cannot be won. This distinction is made clear

from the outset:

% Nagy (1979) 26.
% Hom. J1. 2.576-580; Lattimore [trans.].

114



A10¢ &' €teleieto BOVAN,
€& o o1 T Tpta SlooTN TNV EpicavTe
Atpeidng te avaé avopwv Kat 610¢ AytAlenc.

And the will of Zeus was accomplished since that time when first there
stood in division of conflict Atreus’ son the lord of men [&va& avépwv] and
brilliant [5ioc] Achilleus.*”

The build-up to their quarrel begins when Chryses, the priest of Apollo, enters the
Achaian camp — ‘carrying gifts beyond count and holding in his hands’ the insignia of his
priestly office — to appeal for the ransom of his daughter. He makes his request
respectfully, and adds that by complying the Achaians will be ‘giving honour to Zeus’
son who strikes from afar, Apollo’.406 ‘All the rest of the Achaians’, we are told, ‘cried
out in favour that the priest be respected and the shining ransom be taken’.*”’ But
“Agamemnon is no respecter of rank or sanctity” when it poses “some threat to his claim
on an honour-gift (yépac)”:**® he flouts the conventions of society by rejecting a suppliant
bearing gifts and sends the priest away with a speech that is both insulting, atiudélev,
and blasphemous (/. 1.11, 1.94).

‘On the tenth’ day of the plague, Achilleus takes the initiative and summons ‘the
people to assembly’. He ‘“addresses Agamemnon as a concerned commander of the
Myrmidon contingent in the army” and as a “representative of the general mood in the
Achaian camp”,*” and suggests that they consult ‘some holy man, some prophet, even an
interpreter of dreams’ (/l. 1.54-63). The seer Kalchas — who is only too aware, given
Agamemnon’s treatment of Chryses, that his testimony on the need to return the girl will
be met with extreme anger by Agamemnon — feels it necessary to secure Achilleus’
protection before he agrees to speak: ‘For a king when he i1s angry with a man beneath

him is too strong.”*'® Achilleus complies:

% Hom. J1. 1.5-7; Lattimore [trans.].
06 ibid. 1.11-21.

Y7 ibid. 1.22-23.

498 Zanker (1994) 56.

499 Latacz (1996) 95.

19 Hom. 77. 1.80; Lattimore [trans.].
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oV Tig €ueL {@vtog Kal €7l x0ovi depKouévolo
ool koiAng mapa viuet Papeiog xelpag énoicet
ovpumavTov Aavawv, ovd' 1)v Ayapépvova einng,
OG VUV TOALOV &PLoTog Ayoiwv gVYETOL EIVOL.

No man so long as I am alive above earth and see daylight shall lay the
weight of his hands on you beside the hollow ships, not one of all the

Danaans, even if you mean Agamemnon, who now claims [eUyecOat] to be
far the greatest of all the Achaians [&ptotoc Ayoncov].*"

While “on the lips of any other hero,” Griffin argues, ‘Agamemnon, who now claims to
be far the greatest of all the Achaians,” “would have no second meaning... Achilleus
believes, and will very soon say, that 4e is the best man among them, and the struggle
between them is over that precise point.”412 The ‘bitter collision’ begins to unfold.*"
Kalchas was right not to put too much reliance on his status as the Achaians’
soothsayer: Agamemnon, ‘the heart within filled black to brim with anger’, strikes out at
the socially inferior seer when he names him as the cause for Apollo’s anger.*'”
Agamemnon proceeds from his verbal abuse of the seer to a demand for compensation

for the loss of his yépag:

avTap €pol yépag avtiy' Etoydoat’ Ogpa ut oiog
Apyeiov ayépootog o, EmEL OVOE E01KE"
AevooeTE Yap TO YE TAVTEG O HOL YEPOG EPYETOL CAAT).

Find me then some prize that shall be my own, lest I only among the

Argives go without, since that were unfitting; you are all witnesses to this

thing, that my prize goes elsewhere.*"”
Agamemnon is so concerned with the conception of his own standing and worth that he
once again flouts the conventions of society by attempting to reclaim a prize that has
already been apportioned. Achilleus responds to this proposal with indignation: he calls
Agamemnon ‘greediest for gain of all men’, tells him that it is ‘unbecoming for the

people to call back things once given’, and instructs Agamemnon to ‘give the girl back’,

‘I Hom. J1. 1.88-91; Lattimore [trans.].
12 Griffin (1980) 53.

“13 Hom. J1. 1.8; Lattimore [trans.].
“*ibid. 1.103.

3 ibid. 1.118-120.
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416

adding that the Achaians will ‘repay’ him in the future.” > No longer just ‘a concerned

commander’ of one of the many contingents, Achilleus is now acting on his belief that he
is both &piotog Ayoicwv and the ‘equal’, Tov opotov, of the supreme Greek commander
(1. 1.244, 16.53) by presuming to tell Agamemnon, the man who believes that his own
‘greater authority’ affords him the only claim to be titled moAAOV &piotog Ayorwv (/1.

1.91, 16.54), what to do.

This is too much for Agamemnon:

un &' o0Twg Ayabog mep wv Beosikel' AytAiev
KAETTE VO, ETEL OV TOPEAEVGENL OVOE [UE TEIGELS.
1) €0éle1g 0pp' avTOG EXNG YépOG, avTap €N’ aUTOG
nobot devopevov, kédeat 8¢ pe TNV dmodovva;

Not that way, good fighter [&yab0d¢] though you be, godlike Achilleus, strive
to cheat, for you will not deceive, you will not persuade me. What do you
want? To keep your own prize and have me sit here lacking one? Are you
ordering me to give this girl back?*"’

It is precisely “the excessive prowess of Achilleus” as a pre-eminent warrior, &ya0dg,
“viewed as a turbulent subordinate,” that “fuels the angry over-reaction of Agamemnon,
[that] has always worried him. He refers to it explicitly at line 178, [‘if you are very
strong indeed, that is a god’s gift’], and again at 290, [‘And if the everlasting gods have
made him a spearman, yet they have not given him the right to speak abusively’].*"®
Agamemnon is bitterly resentful of the fact that Achilleus’ superior physical prowess
enables him to lay claim to the paramount position of honour among the Achaians. So
too, of course, does Achilleus resent the fact that Agamemnon’s superior social standing
allows him to do the same: he far surpasses Agamemnon in achievement, it is through the
work of his ‘hands’ that Agamemnon wins tun ‘from the Trojans’, and yet, because

Agamemnon is socially superior, he always get stuck with an inferior yépag ‘when the

time comes to distribute the booty’ (/. 1.159-167).

418 Hom. J7. 1.122-129; Lattimore [trans.].
7 ibid. 11. 1.131-134.
¥ Griffin (1980) 53.
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We have now reached the heart of the quarrel. Chryseis is no longer the issue; she will
shortly set sail for Chryse and return to her father. The central problem now is the
explosion of anger, y0log, and strife, €pig, which is always bound to erupt when two
heroes — in a society that is organised by the competitive pursuit of Ty — both contend to
be Aapiotog Ayoicwv. Agamemnon responds to what he conceives of as Achilleus’
impertinence by asserting his identity as the supreme commander: he rejects Achilleus’
suggestion of delayed recompense and demands that he be given a ‘new yépag... to atone
for the girl lost’, adding that he himself will seize one if the Achaians fail to comply with
his wishes.*'” But this excessive self-assertion of his own superior authority, far from
eliciting any feelings of submission or deference in Achilleus, only serves to incense
Achilleus even further; he launches a scathing attack on Agamemnon: ‘You wine sack,
with a dog’s eyes, with a deer’s heart’ (//. 1.225). He addresses Agamemnon as ‘O
wrapped in shamelessness’ (//. 1.149), charges him with being concerned only with his
own ‘wealth’ and ‘luxury’ (//. 1.171), accuses him of lacking the ‘courage’ ‘to arm’ with
his ‘people for battle’ (Z/. 1.225-227), and insults his competence as leader of the
Achaians (7. 1.150-151).

The quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilleus is essentially about the threat that

each hero poses to the other’s status and identity. Both men, for different but equally
valid reasons, believe themselves to be aya06¢ par excellence, and each feels himself to
be entitled to ‘i beyond all’.*** Agamemnon attempts to assert his own identity as

TOAMOV aprotog Ayoicwv by humiliating Achilleus in front of the entire Greek army:

éyw 8¢ ' dyo Bpionida kaAAumdprov

avTOG lwv KMGinV 8¢ 10 oV Yépag Opp' €V eldng
0660V PEPTEPOG ElflL 6EBEV, GTVYEN 8¢ KOl XANOG
{oov €uol achat kol OpotmOfuevaL &vny.

But I shall take the fair-cheeked Briseis, your prize, I myself going to your
shelter, that you may learn well how much greater [péptepog] I am than you,
and another man may shrink back from likening himself to me and
contending against me.**'

1% Hom. J1. 1.135-139; Lattimore [trans.].
420 ibid. 1.505-506, 9.38.
21 ibid. 1.184-187.
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While Achilleus tries to assert his own superior status by “design[ing] his revenge

precisely to show the hazards involved in dishonouring ‘the best of the Achaians’:***

N mot' AythAnog mob) Eeton viag Axowv
obumavtag tote &' oU TL SuvioEaLl AYVOUEVOC TEP
YPOIGUELY, EVUT' &v ToAlol Q' “Extopoc avdpopdvoto
Bviokovteg mintwotl oL &' €voodt Bopov apvéelg
YOOUEVOS O T' APLOTOV AYOWV OVOEV ETICAG.

Some day longing for Achilleus will come to the sons of the Achaians, all of
them. Then stricken at heart though you be, you will be able to do nothing,
when in their numbers before man-slaughtering Hektor they drop and die.
And then you will eat out the heart within you in sorrow, that you did no

honour to the best of the Achaians [&piotoc Axaucv].**

The argument has reached a deadlock. ‘Nestor the fair spoken’, ‘from whose lips the
streams of words ran sweeter than honey’ (/. 1.247-249), intervenes and tries to settle the

dispute:

pnTe oL TOVE' Ayabog TEp v amoaipeo kovpny,
Al € @G oL Tpta. ddoav YEPAG vieg Ayowv:
pnte oL IInAeidn 'Oe)’ epilépevon BactAnt
avtipiny, énet oL moh' Opoing éppope TUNG
OKNTTOUY0G POGIAEDG, O T€ ZEVG KUJOG EOMKEV.

€L 6¢ oV KapTEPOG €061 Bex 8¢ o€ yeivato uimp,
AM' 6 ye @éPTEPOC EOTIV EMEL TAEOVESTIY AVAOGEL.
Atpeidn oL 6¢ TavE TEOV PEVOC aVTAP EYOYE
Mooop' Axthini puebépev xolov, Og péyo Taxcty
£pkog Ayonoloty TEAETOL TOAELOLO KOKOLO.

You, great man [ayafdg] that you are, yet do not take the girl away but let
her be, a prize as the sons of the Achaians gave her first. Nor, son of Peleus,
think to match your strength [€piewv] with the king, since never equal with
the rest is the portion of honour [tiun] of the sceptred king to whom Zeus
gives magnificence. Even though you are the stronger man [kaptepdg], and
the mother who bore you was immortal, yet is this man greater [péptepog]
who is lord over more than you rule. Son of Atreus, give up your anger;

422 Zanker (1994) 76.
2 Hom. JI. 1.240-244; Lattimore [trans.].
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even | entreat you to give over your bitterness against Achilleus, he who
stands as a great bulwark of battle over all the Achaians.***

Nestor acknowledges Achilleus’ superior physical ‘might’, xoaptepdg, as well as his
divine descent, but nevertheless appeals to Achilleus not to rival, &pilev, Agamemnon
who, as ‘the sceptred king’, is more powerful, péptepog, since he rules over ‘more’ men
— Achilleus’ natural talents and attributes cannot prevail over Agamemnon’s socially

conceded advantages. Nestor also acknowledges Agamemnon’s “claim... as a man of
high standing,” ayadg, to seize Briseis for himself, but appeals to him to ‘let her be, a

prize as the sons of the Achaians gave her first’, on the grounds that it would be “morally
bad” to act “on such a claim”.**

Nestor’s advice is ‘fair and orderly’ (/I. 1.286): he acknowledges “how indispensable
each [man] is to the common welfare of the army” and implores them to put their y6Aog
aside and recognise “how crucially important their co-operation is to the whole army”.**®
But it has no affect whatsoever on either party. Agamemnon continues his attack on
Achilleus as a self-important troublemaker who ‘wishes to be above all others’ and is
attempting to usurp Agamemnon’s prerogative as king ‘to hold power over all, and to be
lord of all, and give them their orders’ (/. 1.287-289). And Achilleus continues to refuse

to recognise Agamemnon as his superior: as far as Achilleus is concerned, he is the

‘equal’, Tov Opotov, of Agamemnon, and he will in no way put up with being treated like

one of Agamemnon’s subjects, like a dethd¢ or ovTIdaVOG, forced to ‘carry out every

order’ that Agamemnon ‘may happen to give [him]’ (/. 16.53, 1.293-294).
Agamemnon and Achilleus associate the competitive pursuit of tiun “so totally with
the defense of [their] personal worth and dignity” that all “moral constraints to behave

fairly have broken down”*"’

and all entreaties on the importance of adhering to the co-
operative virtues have become ineffectual. In Book 9 Odysseus pleads with Achilleus to
cease from his heart-grieving anger, y0Aog Bupaiyng, towards Agamemnon and asks him

to take heed of Peleus’ farewell advice:

“2* Hom. J1. 1.275-284; Lattimore [trans.].
25 Zanker (1994) 58.

26 Latacz (1996) 101.

27 Zanker (1994) 59, 58.
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TEKVOV EUOV KapTog nev Abnvain e kot “Hpn
dmoova' al k' €0EAmot, oL ¢ peyaintopa Bopov
loyewv €év otnfecot EIAOEPOGHVY YAP AUEIV®DV”

My child, for the matter of strength, Athene and Hera will give it if it be
their will, but be it yours to hold fast in your bosom the anger of the proud

heart, for consideration [pihoppocivn] is better [apeivav].**

But the pull of competitive dpet) and the overriding impulse to assert his own tn
nullify any previous motivation that Achilleus may have had to behave kindly or
considerately, with piloppocvvn, and he chooses to ignore this advice in favour of his

father’s other piece of parting advice:

[InAevg pev @ moudt yépwv mETedl’ Ayidnt
ALEV APLOTEVELY KOl VTEIPOYOV EUUEVOL AAAMDV"

And Peleus the aged was telling his own son, Achilleus, to be always the
best [&piotevew] and pre-eminent [Unépoyoc] beyond all others.*?

Aias also entreats Achilleus to ‘make gracious the spirit within [him]’ and embrace the
co-operative virtues (//. 9.639). He accuses Achilleus of disregarding ‘that friends’
affection’, Aotng, with which he claims the Achaians have ‘honoured’ Achilleus ‘far
beyond all others’, and appeals for ‘pity’ on the grounds that the ambassadors, ‘out of all
the Achaians’, are the men who most ‘desire’ to have Achilleus’ ‘honour [Knd1ot01] and
love [pidtotol]’.*® But such “emotional ties” are “a weak bargaining point for the
characters of the Iliad” when they go up against “the stronger... incentive” of personal
! Achilleus replies that Aias’ counsel, though reasonable, is simply not strong
enough to overpower the y6Aog he has towards Agamemnon for humiliating him ‘as if
[he] were some dishonoured vagabond’, atipntov petaviotmy (I/. 9.645-648).

Such, then, are the serious shortcomings of the Homeric alignment of values: “Moral

responsibility has no place in them; and the social virtues, in which such responsibility

has its place, neither have sufficient attraction to gain a hearing nor are backed by

“2 Hom. I1. 9.260, 9.254-256; Lattimore [trans.].
29 ibid. 11.783-784.

9 ibid. 9.630-642.

#1 Zanker (1994) 22, 21.
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sufficient force to compel one.”** Homeric society values the competitive excellences
above all else; any attempt to compel an &ya86g to adhere to the less highly esteemed co-
operative virtues — especially when his tyun is threatened — is always going to prove
difficult. If the ayoBoi refuse to embrace the social virtues like justice, self-restraint and

co-operation, “as, given their competitive scheme of values, they are only too likely to

do,” society is all but powerless to check them:

The organisation to coerce them does not exist: and since any concession
might be regarded by public opinion as a sign of failure or weakness, and

failure is aioypoév, than which nothing is worse, there is always the danger
that such a situation as arose between Agamemnon and Achilleus will occur
again.”’
This type of ‘situation’, in which the competitive pursuit of personal honour effects a
breakdown in social cohesion which ultimately jeopardises the security and well-being of

the social group, does, of course, ‘occur again’ — in the quarrel between Odysseus and the

Suitors.

Odysseus and the Suitors

In the seventeenth year of Odysseus’ absence, 108 Suitors from Ithaca and the
surrounding islands and mainland invade Odysseus’ palace in an attempt to get their
hands on Odysseus’ power and wealth by forcing Penelope to marry one of them. The
Suitors take advantage of Penelope’s anomalous situation, the youth and helplessness of
Odysseus’ growing son, Telemachus, and the superiority of their own numbers to flout

the conventions of society:

pvnotpov ovy 118e dikn To napode TéTvkro,

ol T' ayabnv te yovaiko kat devewoto Bvyatpa,
pynoteve €0EAwot kal alinioilc' épicwotv:
avtol ol y' andyovot Boog kol oo umio
KOVPNG dalto Pilolot, Kot Aylaa dwpo d160VGIV"
AN oUK alAOTpLoV Biotov vimovov €8ovaty.

2 Adkins (1960) 52.
3 ibid. 52.
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Yours is by no means the right [dikn] and time-honoured way for rivals to

conduct their suit for a lady of good family and a rich man’s daughter! Such

suitors bring in their own cattle and sheep to make a banquet for the lady’s

friends, and also give her valuable presents. They do not enjoy free meals at

her expense.434
Instead of courting Penelope ‘in the regular way’, dikaiwg, the Suitors take up a life of
idleness and greed as they ‘live free off another man’ and ‘squander’ his ‘wealth’ (Od.
14.90, 1.160, 17.537): ‘they spend their days’ feasting on Odysseus’ ‘jostling sheep and
shambling cattle’ (Od. 4.319-320), get drunk on his ‘sparkling wine’ (Od. 17.536), and
‘haul’ his maidservants about ‘for their foul purposes’ (Od. 16.108-109). In addition to
this, the Suitors completely disregard the principles of hospitality, Eevia, and repeatedly
‘maltreat’ strangers and guests (Od. 20.318). Their ‘wicked abandon[ment] of all
standards of civilised behaviour’ is heavily criticised throughout the poem (Od. 24.458):

Athena labels them as ‘domineering and insolent’ and says that ‘any decent man would
be disgusted at the sight of such disgraceful, aicyog, behaviour’ (Od. 1.227-229); Nestor

voices a prayer that the Suitors be made to ‘pay... for their violence’ and have ‘all
thoughts of courtship knocked out of their heads for ever’ (Od. 3.216-224); Menelaos
becomes ‘hot with indignation’” when he discovers that ‘the cowards’ are trying ‘to creep
into the brave man’s bed’ and hopes that the Suitors will come to ‘a sorry wedding’ and
‘a swift death’(Od. 4.332-334, 4.346); and Telemachus, when he discovers that the
Suitors are plotting to murder him, says that even death is ‘far better’ than having to

witness such ‘disgraceful’ behaviour:

el d' 10N H' AVTOV KTEWVOL LEVENIVETE YOAKC,
Kot Ke 10 BovAoiuny, Koi Kev moAL KEPSLOV €N
1ebvapev 1) Tade y' aiev dewéa Epy' Opdocbar,
Eelvoug 1€ oTLEEMEOUEVOVS OUWAG TE YUVOLKAG
ovotalovtag detkeling KAt SOUOTO KOAL.

But if you are all set now to murder me, well, I should prefer it so and think
it a far better thing to die than day after day to look on while disgraceful
things like this are done, my guests are maltreated, and my maids are hauled
about this lovely house for your foul purposes.**”

% Hom. Od. 18.275-280; Rieu [trans.].
3 ibid. 20.315-319.
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The Suitors are continually reprimanded for their atrocious behaviour. When

Penelope, for example, discovers the plot against Telemachus’ life, she decides ‘to
confront her Suitors in all their brutal pride’, Onépproc UPpig. She reminds Antinous that

his family is heavily indebted to Odysseus: Antinous’ father ‘once sought refuge’ in
Ithaca ‘from the fury of the mob’ and would surely have been ‘killed’, ‘had not Odysseus

come to his rescue and controlled their violence’. Instead of honouring this obligation,
however, Antinous is doing everything within his power to destroy Odysseus’ oikog: he
is ‘living free’ at his ‘expense’, ‘courting’ his wife, and proposing ‘to kill’ his only son
(Od. 16.410, 16.424-433). In an effort to save Telemachus, Penelope argues that though
Antinous has a high reputation for being d&piotog ‘in judgement and eloquence’, his

behaviour — his refusal to show ‘compassion’ and ‘mercy’ to one who finds himself in a

similar position to that of his own father — clearly proves that he is not so:

Avtivo', OBpv Exmv, KaKOUN ave, Kal 0& 6 Pactv
év onuw TOAaKnG ned' opnhkog Eppev apiotov
BovAn kat poboict oL J' oUK &pa Tolog Encha.
papye, tin 8¢ oL Tniepdyw BAvatdv T€ HOPOV TE
oantelg, ovd' ikétag eumaleat, olov dpa ZeLg
HapTUPOG; 0VJ' OGN KAKX QANTEV AAARAOIGLY.

Antinous, you’re an arrogant and evil schemer — and they say that in
judgement and eloquence you’re the best man [&piotog] among your
contemporaries in Ithaca! Now I know you’re not. You covetous fool, how
dare you plot against Telemachus’ life, showing no compassion to
suppliants, even though they are under Zeus’ eye. It’s sacrilege for someone
who has received mercy to plot against someone in need of mercy.**°

But this line of argument “is impossible”. Antinous’ position as &yafo¢ is neither
determined nor affected by his relation to the social virtues; whether he chooses to adhere

to co-operative virtues or not, he remains an ayabdo¢ none the less: “his &pern is

unsmirched by his ill-mannered behaviour.”*’

Penelope makes another attempt to
restrain the Suitors’ wicked behaviour when she reproaches Antinous for threatening the

disguised Odysseus with violence:

% Hom. Od. 16.418-423; Rieu [trans.].
“7 Adkins (1960) 39, 44.
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Avtivo', o0 pev kolov atéufey ovdE dikalov
Eeivoug Tnhepdyov, 6¢ kev 100 ddpab' (kntat.

Antinous, it is neither good manners [kaA6v] nor common decency [dikaiov]
to show such meanness to people who come to this house as Telemachus’
guests.

Eumaeus also rebukes Antinous for calling the disguised Odysseus a ‘vagabond’, a

‘loathsome beggar’ and a ‘plate-licker at our feast’:
Avtivo', o0 pev koo Kot €60A0G v ayopevels

Antinous, you may be nobly born [¢66A0¢] but there’s nothing noble [kaAd]
in your speech.**’

Although Penelope and Eumaeus “can maintain” that Antinous is behaving in a manner
which is ‘neither good manners nor common decency’ — o0 KaAdg, ov dikaloc, oV KOAG —
they “cannot say that [he] becomes kak6¢ or not £¢50A0¢ as a result”:**" for the apert} of
an ayabdc is simply not determined by these social virtues.

Similarly, when Eurymachus comments on the ‘disgrace’, €\eyyog, which all the

Suitors would suffer if ‘the common people’ were to discover that ‘some casual tramp’
had managed to string Odysseus’ bow ‘with the greatest ease’ while they themselves had

failed miserably (Od. 21.321-329), Penelope retorts:

Evpopay/, ob nog éotv £bKAelog KAt dTpov
éppevat, ol 81) oikov atpaovteg £dovoty
avdpog aplotnog Ti &' EAéyyea tavta Tibece;

Eurymachus, no men who desecrate and destroy a great man’s household
can anyhow have a high reputation [eUkAeng] among the people, so why
would that comment bring disgrace [¢Aeyyoc] on you?**!

“Evidently Penelope wishes” to imply that the Suitors’ behaviour in attempting to

‘desecrate and destroy a great man’s household’ is also “&\eyyoc, and indeed more of an

“¥ Hom. Od. 21.312-313; Rieu [trans.].
9 ibid. 17.376-377, 17.381.

#9 Adkins (1960) 44.

“! Hom. Od. 21.331-333; Rieu [trans.].
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éleyyoc than to fail in drawing the bow™: a line of argument which is, again,

“impossible”. “Aloypdv... and the allied éAeyyein,” according to Adkins, are “the most
powerful words available to denigrate actions™;*** but these words are used only to
condemn failure in terms of the competitive excellences, not in terms of the social
virtues. So the Suitors’ failure to string Odysseus’ bow is indeed, as Eurymachus says, an

Eleyyog, while their immoral attempt to ‘desecrate and destroy’ Odysseus’ oikog, should

d 99443
b

they “succee would have no negative impact on their ‘high reputation’, evxAeng,

whatsoever; indeed, it would actually serve to enhance their apet and their standing as
ayaboi.

Needless to say these reprimands make little impact on the Suitors. They tell Penelope
that Telemachus is their ‘dearest friend on earth’ and that none of them would ever ‘lay
violent hands’ on him, all the while plotting ‘death for Telemachus in [their] hearts’, and
shamelessly continue their effort to bring their ‘business’ of ‘destroying’ Odysseus’
household ‘to a satisfactory end’.*** At the advice of Athena, Telemachus summons an

assembly in the hopes of stirring the Ithacan nobles to take action against the Suitors.

Telemachus appeals for assistance in ‘the affliction, kaxd, that has fallen on [his] oikog’

on the grounds that his father was both an ¢60Ad6g and a ‘gentle king” and implies that the

Ithacan nobles now have a duty to protect Odysseus’ household in its time of ‘great

distress’ (Od. 2.45-47, 2.41). The problem, however, is that the assailants themselves are
‘the sons of &piotor’ (Od. 2.51), and are therefore entitled to the same prerogatives as

Odysseus. Mentor rages against the inevitable outcome of this situation:

K€KATE 81) VOV pev, Thaknotot, Ottt Kev elmw-

un T1g €Tt TIPOPPOV AyavOg Kol 1jTog €6Tm
oKNTTOLY0G PacAedC, UNdE PPECLY AlGIUN ELOMDC,
AAL' el yodemos T €in Kol alovia O€lot,

wg oV T1g pépvnranr Odvoonog Beioto

Aa@v, oloty avacce, Tatr)p &' g Tmog 1ev.

GAL' 1] TOL LyNOTN)PaG AYNVOpaG OV Tt Peyoipm

“2 Adkins (1960) 39, 33.
3 ibid. 39.
“* Hom. Od. 16.437-448, 16.372-373; Rieu [trans.].
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Epdev €pya Ploto kakoppapinct vooto:

oA yop mapBépevorl KePaiig KoTéEdoVot Praimg
otkov Odvoomnog, Tov 8' oUKETL Pact véeshal.
vov &' &AAw dMpw vepesiopat, olov &mavteg
Nod' dvew, dtap oV Tt kKaBaTTOEVOL EMEECTL
TOOPOVG LVNOTTPOG KATEPVUKETE TOAAOL EOVTEC.

My fellow citizens, kindness, generosity, and justice should no longer be the
aims of any man who wields the royal sceptre — in fact he might just as well
devote his days to tyranny and lawless deeds, since none of those whom the
godlike Odysseus ruled with a father’s loving care give a thought to him
today. Of course it is not for me to pass judgment on the villainy of these
black-hearted Suitors — it is their own skins they are risking when they
squander Odysseus’ estate in the belief that he is gone for ever. No, it is the
rest of you sitting there in silence that stir my indignation. They are few and
you are many. Yet not a word have they had from you in condemnation or
restraint!**
It matters little — in a society dominated by the competitive excellences — that Odysseus

was a kind, generous and just king. Yes, the Suitors are guilty of atrocious behaviour

towards the house of Odysseus. Nevertheless, they remain ayofoi. And it is not just that
the Suitors, as members of the aristocracy, are ayaboi by birth; their behaviour is also in

accordance with what Homeric society expects and indeed, values, in an ayafog. The
Suitors are doing everything in their power to promote the success and well-being of their
own oikot: they are ‘competing’ for ‘the incomparable prize’, apet, of Penelope’s hand
in marriage (Od. 2.206); they are preserving ‘their own wealth’ by ‘living in luxury’ at
another man’s ‘expense’ (Od. 17.532-533,16.389-390); they are doing their best to
destroy their enemy, Telemachus, and so gain ‘possession’ of his ‘inheritance’ —
Odysseus’ ‘property and estates’ (Od. 16.384-388); and they are each of them ‘risking’
their lives to attain the highest position of power and honour in Homeric society — ‘to
make himself King, faciieve, of the fair city and land of Ithaca’(Od. 2.237, 22.52-53).
So the villainous means by which the Suitors have set about to accomplish these tasks, as

long as they prove successful, can in no way damage their apetr or expose them to

shame, aioypdv, in the eyes of society. Little wonder that the assembly has no ‘word’ of

5 Hom. Od. 2.229-241; Rieu [trans.].
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‘condemnation’ or ‘restraint’ to make against the Suitors: the Ithacan nobles ‘scatter to
their homes’ and the Suitors make their way back ‘to King Odysseus’ palace’.**®

This is not a ‘moral’ society, at least not in the usual sense of the word: “to do kokd,
to do harm, is not to be kaxog; to be kakog is to be the sort of person to whom kaxd may

be done with impunity, since he cannot defend himself: and it is this condition which is

25447

aloypov. It is for this reason that the Suitors — despite their ‘vicious crimes, their

willful disregard of what is right’ (Od. 3.206-207) — remain A&yofoi, éoBloi and

aprotor;**® but it is also for this reason that the conflict between Odysseus and the Suitors

is destined to end in ‘evil death and black doom’.*** Having slain Antinous, Odysseus

finally ‘throws off his rags’ and confronts the Suitors:

@ KOVEG, oV W' €T' €pdoked' UdTpoTOV OlKadE VELGOHL
onuov ano Tpodwv, OTL pot KaTekeipeTe olkov
dpwnotv te yovanét mapevvalecbe Praimg

avToL te {MoVTog Lmepvaache yovaika,

oUte Beovg deloavteg, ol OVPAVOV EVPLV EYOVOLY,
oUTE TV AvOpOT®V vEUESY KaToTobey Ececbal.

VOV Dy Kol Tty 0AE0pov meipat' Eépnato.

You dogs! You never thought to see me back from Troy. So you fleeced my
household; you raped my maids; you courted my wife behind my back
though I was alive — with no more fear of the gods in heaven than of the
human vengeance that might come. One and all, your fate is sealed.*’

The Suitors took their chance and did everything within their power to advance their own
interests, dishonouring both Odysseus and his oikog in the process. But their plan has not

succeeded, and now it is time for Odysseus to have his ‘vengeance’. Eurymachus tries to
avert the blame by claiming that Antinous was ‘responsible for everything’; and, since he

has already ‘got his deserts and been killed’, Odysseus should now take pity on the rest of

6 Hom. J1. 2.258-259; Rieu [trans.].
“7 Adkins (1960) 42.
“* Hom. Od. 1.245, 4.778, 16.122, 19.130, 21.187, 22.29-30, 22.204, 23.121-122, 24.108; Rieu [trans.].
449 .1 .
ibid. 22.14.
0 ibid. 22.1, 22.35-41.
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the Suitors and allow them to make ‘amends’ for the damage they have caused.*”!

Odysseus, in true heroic fashion, rejects this offer of future recompense:

Evpouay, ovd' &l pot matpmdia Tavt Anodolts,
Oooa e VOV D' €otl Kol el mobev dAL' émbelte,
0VOE KEV WG ETL YELpOg € Aot ovolo,
TPLV TAGOV LVNOTHPaG LTIEPPOCinY ATOTELGAL.

Eurymachus, not if you made over all your patrimony to me, everything you
possess, and anything else that may come your way, would I keep my hands
from killing until you Suitors had paid for all your transgressions.**

The Suitors, by their own admission, have ‘committed’ ‘unforgivable outrages’ against

Odysseus and his household and have, as a result, not only insulted Odysseus’ honour,

453

but have also sealed their own fate.”” Were he to allow such an insult to go unavenged,

Odysseus himself would incur shame, aicypdv, and dishonour. And in a society where
the highest sanction is public opinion, no ayaf6¢ would willingly allow himself to be

ridiculed for failing to exact the maximum penalty when he had the opportunity. There is

only one possible outcome: to reassert his lost Ty, to restore order to the world of social
relations, and to complete the restitution of his identity as king of Ithaca and ayaBog par

excellence — the Suitors must die.

“!' Hom. Od. 22.48-55; Rieu [trans.].
2 ibid. 22.61-64.
433 ibid. 22.46-47.
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Chapter 5
oy Aawv

The competitive pursuit of honour and prestige typically leads to conflict among the
members of the ruling class of Homeric society. To make matters worse, there is a
pervasive tendency for these private conflicts over tiuf to escalate into full-blown
communal warfare: the war between the Lapiths and the Centaurs, which began when the
Centaur Eurytion ‘perpetrated’ an ‘outrage’ against Peirithous’ bride (Od. 21.295-304, I1.
1.263-270, 2.740-744); the war between the Kouretes and the Aitolians, which originated
in the quarrel between Meleagros and his uncles over the allocation of a prestigious
hunting trophy — the ‘head’ and ‘bristling hide’ of the Kalydonian boar (/I. 9.529-599);
Herakles’ earlier destruction of Troy, which resulted from the ‘haughty’ Laomedon’s
refusal to give Herakles the immortal horses he had been promised as a reward for killing
‘the Sea Beast’ (//. 5.145-148, 5.648-641, 20.145-148); and, of course, the entire Trojan
war, which was initiated when Paris inflicted ‘shame’ and ‘defilement’ on Menelaos by
abducting Helen (/1. 3.99-100, 13.622-623, 17.92). Once war has actually broken out,
moreover, the heroes’ obsessive pursuit of their own Ty and kAéog — having caused the
war in the first place — now proceeds to inflict even greater damage on society.

We have already seen that Sarpedon defines the social prerogatives awarded to the

heroes in terms of the duties and responsibilities that accompany such honour:

[Mavke i 1) 61 vt tetyupecto pétota
£5pn te kpéaciv te 10¢ mheiolg demdecoty

év Avkin), mévteg 0¢ Beovg (g elcopOMat,

Kol TépEVoC vepodpesta péyo Edvooro map' Oxbag
KOAOV QUTAAING Kol &povpNG TUPOPOPOIO;

T VOV xp1) Avkiolot Héta TpMOTOIGY E6VTG
éotdpev o€ payng kawoteipng avtifoinoa,
Oppa Tig W' el Avkinv ok BopnKTdwv:
oV pav akieéeg Avkinv kdto Kopoveousy
Nuétepot Pactineg, €dovoi Te Tiova unia
olvov T' €€artov pelndéa AL &po Kol 1g
€00\, émel AvKiolol pHéTo TPMOTOLGT PhXOVTOL.
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Glaukos, why is it you and I are honoured before others with pride of place,
the choice meats and the filled wine cups in Lykia, and all men look on us as
if we were immortals, and we are appointed a great piece of land by the
banks of Xanthos, good land, orchard and vineyard, and ploughland for the
planting of wheat? Therefore it is our duty in the forefront of the Lykians to
take our stand, and bear our part of the blazing of battle, so that a man of the
close-armoured Lykians may say of us: ‘Indeed, these are no ignoble men
who are lords of Lykia, these kings [Baciineg] of ours, who feed upon the
fat sheep appointed and drink the exquisite sweet wine, since indeed there is
strength of valour [é60Ar] in them, since they fight in the forefront of the
Lykians,***

Homeric society is organised around the reciprocal concepts of privilege and obligation.
The heroes are the leaders of Homeric society and are ‘honoured’ with tokens of social
prestige such as tiun and kA€og. In return for this privilege, they have a ‘duty’ towards

wider society: to ensure and protect the well-being of their people. In the Homeric poems
leaders are typically referred to as mowévec hadv, ‘shepherds of the people’.*>> This

phrase presents us with “a model of social interaction” and “was regarded [as] a standard

example of metaphorical language in classical antiquity”.**°

The role of a shepherd is to guarantee the safety of his flock. In the Homeric poems,

457
F

however, we find many references to shepherds who fail to perform this duty. or

example:

WG 8¢ MKOL APVESTLY EMEYPOOV T) €pipotot
oivtol U1’ €k AoV alpgdpevor, al T' év Opecct
TOWEVOG APPadinCt SéTpayev ol 8¢ 180VTEG
atya draprdlovoty avarkida Bouov éxodooag:
w¢ Aavaol Tpoeoov Enéypaov:

They as wolves make havoc among lambs or young goats in their fury,
catching them out of their flocks, when the sheep separate in the mountains
through the thoughtlessness of the shepherd [mowynv], and the wolves seeing

% Hom. JI. 12.310-321; Lattimore [trans.].

5 Hom. 11. 1.263, 2.243, 4.296, 5.144, 6.214,9.81, 10.3, 11.92, 13.411, 14.22, 17.348, 19.386, 22.277;

Lattimore [trans.]. Od. 3.156, 3.469, 4.24, 4.532, 14.497, 15.151, 17.109, 18.70, 20.106, 24.368, 24.456;
Rieu [trans.].

% Haubold (2000) 17.

7T Hom. Od. 17.246; Rieu [trans.]. II. 5.136-140, 17.61-69, 18.161-164, 18.525-529; Lattimore [trans.].
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them suddenly snatch them away, and they have no heart for fighting; so the
Danaans ravaged the Trojans...*®

The shepherd, through his own ‘thoughtlessness’, loses his flock. In another example he

is so incompetent that he does not even ‘know’ how to perform his duty:

avtap O ' ¢ t€ AE®V OL0OPPV Bovcity eneAldv,
al 06 T' v elapevn) £leog peydioto vépovton
poplot, €v 8¢ Te TG VOUELG 0V T GAPUL £18WG
Onpt payéooachon EAcog Boog dpet oviow:
1jTot O pev TPATNOL Kat LoTatinot foscoy
atev opootiydet, O 8¢ T' év péoon oy Opovoags
Bovv €det, al 8¢ 1e macal UméTpecay: g toOT Ayatol
feomecimg EQopndev...
Hektor came on against them, as a murderous lion on cattle who in the low-
lying meadow of a great marsh pasture by hundreds, and among them a
herdsmen [vouetg] who does not quite know how to fight a wild beast off
from killing a horn-curved ox, and keeps pace with the first and last of the
cattle always, but the lion making his spring at the middle eats an ox as the
rest stampede; so now the Achaians fled in unearthly terror.. 4%
“Failure of the shepherd,” Haubold argues, “is the rule” rather than “the exception” in the
Homeric poems. And “if some passages” point out that “things would be even worse”
without the shepherd (//. 10.485-488, 11.548-555, 15.323-326, 17.109-112), this only
serves to “strengthen our impression that the shepherd... stands at the centre of a
paradox: he is indispensable and yet ineffective.”**

The metaphor ‘shepherd of the people’ implies certain responsibilities: the leader of
the people is expected to ensure the well-being of his group in the same way that a
shepherd is expected to guarantee the well-being of his flock. He must grant stability to
the social world by making certain that his people, Aaoti, are safe. The problem, however,

is that the leaders of Homeric society, just like their metaphorical counterparts, “regularly

fail to look after their people: in fact, they are consistently held responsible for destroying

% Hom. JI. 16.352-356; Lattimore [trans.].
9 ibid. 15.630-637.
4% Haubold (2000) 20.
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them.”**! This, according to Hektor, is precisely what Paris is in danger of doing when he

willingly withdraws from the battle:

tov &' "Extmp veikeooev 18wV aloypolc Enéeoot’
dapovl oV pev kaAx yoAov Tovd' EvBeo Bop,
ool pev eOvvBovot mept TTOMY almd T€ TELXOGC
popvapevor 6éo o' eivek’ AT te TTOAENOG TE
AGTL TOO' AUPIIEIME” GL ' AV PoyEGO0 Kol XAAW,
OV Tvé mov pediévta (501 6TVYEPOL TOAEUOL0.
AAL' &vo pr) Téyo &oTv TVPOG dnioto BEpnTaL.

But Hektor saw him, and in words of shame [aioypdv] rebuked him:

‘Strange man! It is not fair [oU kaAd] to keep in your heart this coldness.

The people [Aaoi] are dying around the city and around the steep wall as

they fight hard; and it is for you that this war with its clamour has fired up

about our city. You yourself would fight with another whom you saw

anywhere hanging back from the hateful encounter. Up then, to keep our

town from burning at once in the hot fire.”**
The pervasiveness of this tendency — for the shepherd not to fulfill his obligation to
ensure the safety of his Aaoi — is emphasised by the fact that it “is reflected in one of the
largest and most flexible formulaic clusters of the type Aaog + verb: ‘he destroyed the

people” (I1. 2.115, 5.643, 6.223,9.22, 22.107, Od. 3.304, 7.60, 9.265, 11.500, 24.428).**

Agamemnon

As the commander-in-chief of the Greek army, Agamemnon is the foremost ‘shepherd of

464 . . .
% His status as a pre-eminent hero is guaranteed, as we

the people’ on the Greek side.
have seen, by his position as ‘leader’ of by far ‘the most Aaoi”.*® As such, Agamemnon
is under the greatest obligation to protect those Aaoi. His attitude toward this obligation is
made clear from the outset. Chryses comes to the Achaian camp to appeal for the ransom
of his daughter whom the Achaians had taken captive on one on their many plundering

forays:

! Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 108.

2 Hom. J1. 6.325-331; Lattimore [trans.].

%3 Haubold (2000) 28-29.

4 Hom. 71. 2.243, 10.3, 11.187, 11.202, 14.22; Lattimore [trans.].
%63 ibid. 2.576-580.
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Atpeidon te Kat dAAoL €dkvAdeg Ayatoi,

vuv pév Begot dotev Oopmio ddpat' EYovteg
exnépoat [Tprapoto moéALY, €0 &' oikad' ikécOar:
natda &' epol Avoorte gidny, T &' amowa d€xecba,
alouevotl Alog viov éknporov Atolmva.

Sons of Atreus and you other strong-greaved Achaians, to you may the gods

grant who have their homes on Olympos Priam’s city to be plundered and a

fair homecoming thereafter, but may you give me back my own daughter

and take the ransom, giving honour to Zeus’ son who strikes from afar,

Apollo.*®
Chryses is a priest of Apollo. If the Achaians ‘honour’ the god by respecting the wishes
of his priest, Apollo, by implication, will support them in their quest to sack Troy and sail
home safely. ‘All the rest of the Achaians’ accept this offer gladly and cry out ‘in favour
that the priest be respected and the shining ransom be taken’.*” But this proposal of
divine assistance, since it entails the loss of his apportioned yépag, fails to please ‘the
heart of Atreus’ son Agamemnon’ (/. 1.24): he disregards the united will of ‘all the rest
of the Achaians’ and rejects Chryses’ appeal.

Instead of honouring his responsibilities as commander of the Greek army and
furthering the progress of the Achaians in their war against Troy, Agamemnon’s
imprudent concern with personal Tyur| places the success of their communal enterprise in
serious jeopardy. When Chryses prays to Apollo for help (‘let your arrows make the

Danaans pay for my tears shed’), the god willingly complies and sends a ‘foul pestilence’

against the whole body of the Achaians:

dewvr) d¢ khayyn yévet' apyvpéoto Prolo
oUPN UG HEV TPWTOV EMWYETO KOl KOVOAG APYOVG,
avTap EMELT' 0UTOLoL PENOG EXETEVKEG EQIELG
BAAL" alel de TVPOL VEKD®OV KaliovTo OapElad.

Terrible was the clash that rose from the bow of silver. First he went after
the mules and the circling hounds, then let go a tearing arrow against the
men themselves and struck them. The corpse fires burned everywhere and
did not stop burning.**®

46 Hom. J1. 1.17-21; Lattimore [trans.].
47 ibid. 1.22-23.
48 ibid. 1.42, 1.10, 1.49-52.
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It is Agamemnon, says the seer Kalchas, who is undeniably to blame:

AL Evek' apnrnpog Ov Ntiumc’ Ayapéuvov,
oVd' anélvce OOyaTpo Kol oUK amedééat’ amowva,
ToUveK' ap' alye' Edmkev EknPorog...

... but for the sake of his priest whom Agamemnon dishonoured [atipdlewv]
and would not give him back his daughter nor accept the ransom. Therefore
the archer sent griefs [&Ayea] against us...**

Instead of honouring Apollo, winning his favour, and thus benefiting his Aooi,
Agamemnon provokes Apollo’s wrath, pnvig, and subjects his Aaoi to suffering, diyea,
and death.*’® Agamemnon — for the sake of his own Tyu#] — damages the common good.
He denies all responsibility and attacks Kalchas’ authority as a seer: he calls him a
‘seer of evil’ and says that he has never ‘said’ or ‘accomplished’ anything ¢60\6v for the

471

Achaians.”” He then proceeds to illustrate how fine a leader he actually is. The girl

Chryseis, he says, is an excellent prize: she is superior in ‘build’, ‘stature’, ‘wit’ and
‘accomplishment’, and he ‘wish[es] greatly to have her in [his] own house’.*’”?
Nevertheless, he is ‘willing to give her back’, if that is what will prove ‘best’, ausivav,

for the Achaians:

Bodlop' éyw Aaov cwv Eppevar 1) dmoréchor

I myself desire that my people be safe, not perish.*’

His main concern, he says, is for the safety of his Aadc. We are not even given a chance

to ponder the extent of his sincerity. His very next words are:

avTap €pol yépag avtiy' Etoydoat’ dgpa un oiog
Apyeiov ayépootog o, EmEl OVOE E01KE"
Aevooete Yap TO ye TavTeg O Lot YEPOG EPYETOL XAAT).

Y Hom. I1. 1.94-96; Lattimore [trans.].
470 3bid. 1.75, 1.96, 1.10.

471 ibid. 1.106-108.

42 ibid. 1.112-115.

4 ibid. 1.116, 1.117.
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Find me then some prize that shall be my own, lest I only among the

Argives go without, since that were unfitting; you are all witnesses to this

thing, that my prize goes elsewhere.*’*
Far from displaying any concern for his Aaoi, Agamemnon reveals a complete lack of
respect for them by flouting the conventions of Homeric society and demanding that the
Achaians relinquish their own fairly-apportioned share of the booty. If they refuse to
submit to this demand willingly, he will exercise his authority as supreme commander of

the army and seize it by force:

AL el pev dmwoovaot yépag peydbopot Ayatot
APoOVTEG Kot Buuov Omog aviaélov éotat

€L 8¢ ke U1 ddmov Eyw &€ Kev aLTOG EAmpLt

1 Teov 1] Alavtog lwv yépag, T Odvonog

A& EAOV* O O€ KeV KEYOAMOETAL OV KEV (KoL

Either the great-hearted Achaians shall give me a new prize chosen
according to my desire to atone for the girl lost, or else if they will not give
me one [ myself shall take her, your own prize, or that of Aias, or that of
Odysseus, going myself in person; and he whom I visit will be bitter.*”
If this “overinsistence on being paid due honour” is an attempt to assert his own identity
as commander of the army and thus promote social cohesion by further obliging him to

his followers, it fails miserably. His excessive self-assertion only serves to “disaffect” an
essential member of his group:*’® Achilleus — the very man ‘who stands as a great
bulwark, péyo €pxoc, of battle over all the Achaians’ — condemns Agamemnon’s
behaviour as both ‘unbecoming’ and ‘outrageous’ and withdraws from the war.*”’

When Agamemnon sends his two heralds, Talthybios and Eurybates, to go and fetch
‘Briseis of the fair cheeks’ from Achilleus’ shelter, Achilleus assures them that

Agamemnon’s behaviour will have ruinous consequences for the Achaian Aaoi:

T ' CVTW HAPTLPOL EGTMV
pog 1€ Bev pakdpwv Tpodg te Bvntwv avlpdTmv

™ Hom. JI. 1.118-120; Lattimore [trans.].

7 ibid. 1.135-139.

476 Zanker (1994) 57.

7T Hom. I1. 1.283-284, 1.126, 1.203; Lattimore [trans.].
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Kal TpOg ToL Paciinog dmmvéog el mote &' avte
YPEWW EUELO YEVITOL AEIKEN AOLYOV AULVOL
T0lg AANOIG" 1) Y O ¥' Ohou)ot ppect Bvet,
0LSE T1 0ld€ vonjoat &pa TPOGCM Kal OTiGow,
Onn®¢ ol TP VLol 660t poyéotvto Ayatoi.

Yet let them be witnesses in the sight of the blessed gods, in the sight of
mortal men, and of this cruel king, if ever hereafter there shall be need of me

to beat back [apdvew] the shameful destruction [&ewng Aoryog] from the

rest. For surely in ruinous heart he makes sacrifice and has not wit enough to

look behind and before him that the Achaians’ fighting beside their ships

shall not perish.*”®
In his obsession with Ty, “Agamemnon clearly lacks the foresight essential to a leader
in his position”:*"* he lacks the ‘wit... to look behind and before him’ and so ensure the
well-being of his Aaoif. His first mistake ended in the ‘shameful plague’, as a result of
which many of his Aaot ‘perished’ (/. 1.97, 1.10); his second now promises to lead all the
rest of his Aooil to even greater suffering and disaster. That Agamemnon’s seizure of
Briseis was highly irresponsible in terms of his obligations as a ‘shepherd of the people’
is beyond doubt. When the Achaians are hard-pressed by the Trojans in Book 13,
Poseidon, in the guise of Kalchas, urges the discouraged Achaians not ‘to go slack from
the sorrowful fighting’, even though it is ‘utterly true’ that the Trojans’ present success in
battle is due to ‘the weakness, kokdtng pednpocsvvn, of [their] leader... the son of Atreus
the hero wide-powerful Agamemnon’, who ‘is guilty, aitiog, because he did dishonour,

amotpay, to the swift-footed son of Peleus’.**" Indeed, Agamemnon himself admits that

he is to blame for destroying “the co-operation that would have achieved more immediate

results in the war” when he describes his quarrel with Achilleus over tiuf as &npaxtog

épic, the type of strife “which take[s] away the fulfillment of one’s purpose,” and says

that he ‘was the first to be angry’, yaieraivewv, in their ‘violent encounter’ (/1. 2.376-

378).%!

7 Hom. J1. 1.338-344; Lattimore [trans.].

7 Latacz (1996) 102.

“0 Hom. 77. 13.97, 13.108, 13.111-113; Lattimore [trans.].
1 Zanker (1994) 59.
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As part of his plan to honour Achilleus, Zeus decides to send Agamemnon a deceptive
dream:
Baox' (B 0OAe Ovepe Boag emt vijog Ayowv
EMwv €c kKhoinv Ayouéuvovoc Atpeidao
TAVTO, WAL ATPEKEMG XYOPEVEUEY WG EMTEMA®®
Bopnéai & kéheve kapn KopO®VTAG AYa1OUG
TavoLdin vov yap kev EAot TOAY ELPLEyLIAY
Tpowv

Go forth, evil Dream, beside the swift ships of the Achaians. Make your
way to the shelter of Atreus’ son Agamemnon; speak to him in words
exactly as I command you. Bid him arm the flowing-haired Achaians for
battle in all haste; since now he might take the wide-wayed city of the
Trojans.482
The dream comes to Agamemnon in the guise of Nestor. Before it even carries out Zeus’
‘command’ to deliver the message, however, it rebukes Agamemnon for failing to live up

to his obligations as a leader:

g0de1g ATpéog vie daippovog Lmmodaolo:
oV yp1) mavvdyov eLdeV fovAneopov avdpa
@ Aol T' emTeTpaPaToL KoL TOGGA PHEUNAE®

Son of wise Atreus breaker of horses, are you sleeping? He should not sleep
night long who is a man burdened with counsels and responsibility for a
people and cares so numerous.

Agamemnon’s social standing as mToALOV &piotog Axoucv is based on his position as
Argive king, organiser of the expedition against Troy, and leader of ‘the most Aaoi’. ***
While this position brings Tyuf and kA£og it also, as the dreams points out, entails a great
‘responsibility’ toward the Aool. Agamemnon’s attitude toward this responsibility is
made clear: he sleeps all ‘night long’. Having cast doubt on Agamemnon’s sense of
responsibility concerning the ‘burden[s]’ and ‘cares’ of a leader, it delivers the message.

In response to the dream, Agamemnon summons the assembly to muster the army,

deciding that the ‘right way’ to go about things is to first ‘make trial’ of his troops: he

“2 Hom. J1. 2.8-13; Lattimore [trans.].
3 ibid. 2.23-25.
84 ibid. 1.91, 2.580.
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tells the army that Zeus has deceived him, that the Achaians will no longer be able ‘to

sack the well-founded stronghold of Ilion’, and that they should ‘flee in their benched

vessels”.*® This test of loyalty is yet another ploy to win more honour; but his plan
“backfires”. Instead of uniting his Aooi and “developing [a common] interest in the

capture of Troy,”**® Agamemnon causes disruption and dissolution:

Q¢ paro, Tolol d¢ Bupov €vi oTndeooty Opive
TG peTot TANOLV 6601 0L PoVATg Emdkovaay:
KviOn &' aryopt) 1) kdpata pokpa Boddoong. ..

... WG TV TAG' dryopt) kvnon” ol &' AheANnTQ
vnag €m' €66eVovTo, TodwV ' LTEvepHe Kovin
lotot' Aepopévn’ ol &' AAMAoIoL KEAEVOV
antecBor viov 18" Edképey elg dha dlav...

So he spoke, and stirred up the passion in the breast of all those who were

within that multitude and listened to his counsel. And the assembly was

shaken as on the sea the big waves... so all of that assembly was shaken,

and the men in tumult swept to the ships, and underneath their feet the dust

lifted and rose high, and the men were all shouting to one another to lay

hold on the ships and drag them down to the bright sea.**’
Having caused this chaos through his insistence on a public display of honour,
Agamemnon is powerless to set things right again. He stands by helplessly as Odysseus,
with the help of Athena, ‘marshal[s] the army’ and ‘enjoin[s] the Aaog to silence’.**®

Agamemnon is finally forced to admit his ‘madness’ at the end of the first day of

fighting. Contrary to the Zeus’ promise, the Greeks have not been able to ‘take Priam’s
city’; instead, the Trojans have gained the upper hand, driven the Greeks back to their
ships and set up an encampment on the plain, certain that they will be able to ‘swe[ep]’
the Greeks ‘into destruction’ ‘at dawn’ the next day (/I. 9.115, 2.37, 8.525-527).

Agamemnon bursts into tears:

5 Hom. I1. 2.73, 2.133, 2.74; Lattimore [trans.].

¢ Haubold (2000) 58, 59.

“7 Hom. II. 2.142-144, 2.149-152; Lattimore [trans.].
¥ ibid. 2.207, 2.278-280.
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w @idot Apyelwv 1yMropeg o pédovreg

Zghg pe péyo Kpovidng arn) évédnoe Bapein
oYETAMOC, OC TOTE HEV IOl DTECYETO KOL KOTEVEVOEV
"Thaov exnépoavt eVtelyeov anovéeaban,

VOV 8¢ KakT|v andmv PovAedoato, Kai pe KeAevEL
dvokAéa Apyog ikéoBat, Emel TOAVV WAESH AOOV.

Friends, who are leaders of the Argives and keep their counsel: Zeus son of
Kronos has caught me badly in bitter futility. He is hard: who before this
time promised me and consented that I might sack strong-walled Ilion and
sail homeward. Now he has devised a vile deception and bids me go back to

Argos in dishonour [dvokienc] having lost [OAAOvar] many of my people.*™

In his concern for his own T, Agamemnon insulted the very man who would have
enabled him to ‘sack strong-walled Ilion and sail homeward’. Zeus has now recognised
Achilleus’ plea for revenge and ‘smote strongly the host of the Achaians’.*° So instead
of protecting his Aadg, Agamemnon has destroyed them. But this is not the reason why he
is “stricken at heart with great sorrow’.*”' Agamemnon is mortified, not because he has
‘lost many people’, but because he will incur ‘dishonour’, or infamy, dvokieng, for
having done so. In a desperate attempt to prevent this from happening, he agrees to make

amends with Achilleus and to make restitution in the form of ‘gifts in abundance’.*”* He

then goes on to make a condition:

Koi pot UTOGTNT® 6660V PACIAENTEPOG L
NJd' 6660V YeVET) TPOYEVEGTEPOG EVYOHAL ELVOL.

And let him yield place to me, inasmuch as I am the kinglier [Bactiledtepdg]
and inasmuch as I can call myself born the elder.*”

If Achilleus ‘changes from his y0Aog’ and reunites with Agamemnon, the Aaoi will be
safe from the ‘strength of manslaughtering Hektor’ and the Achaians will go on to

494

accomplish their objective and win the war.” This is not enough for Agamemnon: he

insists that Achilleus must ‘yield’ and admit that /e is the greater and more powerful,

“ Hom. I1. 9.17-22; Lattimore [trans.].
0 ibid. 16.237.

1 ibid. 9.9.

2 ibid. 9.120.

43 ibid. 9.160-161.

4 ibid. 9.157, 9.351.
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Boaoledtepdg, hero. It seems that Agamemnon cannot help but allow his need as ToAAOV
apiotog Ayoiwv to demand tipn| ‘beyond all’ to take precedence over his responsibility

as a moéva Aacv to do what is best for his flock.*”

Achilleus

Achilleus’ status as a pre-eminent hero is guaranteed by his position as the greatest
Achaian warrior. Although he does not bear the same burden as Agamemnon, he is still

under a certain amount of responsibility toward the Achaian Aaoi: he is, after all, the only
hero who is capable of warding off, apvverv, shameful destruction, aewng Aotydg, from

the Achaians.*® But when his Ty is insulted and his yépac is stripped away, Achilleus
asserts his identity as the hero ‘who stands as a great bulwark of battle over all the

Achaians’ not to protect the Aaoi, but to avenge himself on Agamemnon:

0 ¢ tot péyag €ooetatl OpKoOg
N mot' AythAnog mob) &eton viag Axowv
ovunavtag tote &' oU TL SuvioEaL AYVOUEVOS TEP
YPOIGUELY, VT av ToAlolL UY' “Extopoc avdpo@dvoio
Bviokovteg mintwotl oL &' €voodt Bupov apvéelg
YOOLEVOG O T AploTov Ayoiv oVdEV ETIGOC.

And this shall be a great oath before you: some day longing for Achilleus
will come to the sons of the Achaians, all of them. Then stricken at heart
though you be, you will be able to do nothing, when in their numbers before
man-slaughtering Hektor they drop and die. And then you will eat out the
heart within you in sorrow, that you did no honour to the best of the
Achaians.*’

Agamemnon will be forced to admit just how worthy of the title &piotoc Ayoicwv
Achilleus actually is when, without Achilleus on the battlefield, thousands of the Achaian
Aaot ‘drop and die’ ‘before man-slaughtering Hektor’ and Agamemnon can ‘do nothing’

to prevent it.

45 Hom. I1. 1.91, 9.38, 2.243; Lattimore [trans.].
4% ibid. 1.341-342, 9.251, 16.32, 18.450.
7 ibid. 1.283-284, 1.239-244.
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Whereas “the anger of heroes... in the world of epic poetry... is normally directed
against the enemy and spurs the heroes to mementous deeds,” Achilleus’ anger is
“accursed”: “it reveals itself not as a positive, praiseworthy thing but as a negative force”.
The normal “vector of action is thus reversed”;‘w8 Achilleus, as is announced in the very

first lines of the //iad, directs his anger toward his own Aooi:

Mnvv aede Beax IInAniddew Ayidnog
ovlopévny, 1) popi' Ayotolg dlye' E0mke,
TOAMKXG 0" LpBiovg Yyoyag Aidt mpoioyev
NpOOV, 0VTOUG ¢ EADPLO TEVYE KOVECTLV
oloVoLoi T€ TAG1, Alog &' éteeieto fovAn,

€& oL On T Tpwto SreTHTNY EpicavTe
Atpeidng te avaé avopwv Kat d1og AytAleng.

Sing, goddess, the anger [unvig] of Peleus’ son Achilleus and its

devastation, which put pains [&Ayea] thousandfold upon the Achaians,
hurled in their multitudes to the house of Hades strong souls of heroes, but
gave their bodies to be the delicate feasting of dogs, of all birds, and the will
of Zeus was accomplished since that time when first there stood in division
of conflict Atreus’ son the lord of men and brilliant Achilleus.*”

Just as Apollo’s unvig resulted in great suffering, dAyea, for the Achaians in the form of

a plague (/. 1.75, 1.96), so too does Achilleus, in his unvig, inflict ‘&Ayeo thousandfold’

on his own Aaoi.
When Agamemnon seizes Briseis, Achilleus implores his divine mother, Thetis, to

‘protect [her] own son’ in his hour of need by exercising her influence over Zeus:

TV VOV UV pvioaco Topéleo kal Aafe yoovov

al kév mog E0éAn ot ént Tpoheooy dpnéat,

TOUG ¢ Kot TPOHUVOG T€ Kol ape' Ao Eloat Ayotovg
KTEWOUEVOVG, Tva TAVTEG EmavpmvTat foctAnog,

YV 8¢ kat Atpeidng eVvpu kpeiov Ayouépvov

v dmv O T' Aprotov Ayarwv oUdEV ETIGEV.

Sit beside him and take his knees and remind him of these things now, if
perhaps he might be willing to help the Trojans, and pin the Achaians back

4% Latacz (1996) 78.
49 Hom. J1. 1.1-7; Lattimore [trans.].
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against the ships and the water, dying, so that thus they may all have profit
of their own king, that Atreus’ son wide-ruling Agamemnon may recognise

his madness [&tn], that he did no honour to the best of the Achaians.””

Humiliated and dishonoured, ‘the best of the Achaians’ resorts to treason: he asks that
Zeus ‘help’ his enemy, the Trojans, while the Greeks, his own comrades, lie ‘dying’
beside ‘the ships and the water’. Agamemnon’s insult cuts so deeply into the conception

Achilleus has of his own identity and worth that he feels compelled to reassert his status
as apiotog Ayouwv by ‘hurl[ing]” uncounted hosts of his own comrades to death — ‘to be

the delicate feasting of dogs, of all birds’ — so that Agamemnon will finally be forced to

‘recognise’ how necessary Achilleus has been to his good fortune and what ‘madness’,

501

atm, it was to insult him in front of the Achaian army.” In the quest to assert his own

identity and redress what he perceives as the great injury done to his Tyun, Achilleus uses
his influence with the gods and his position as the paramount warrior — not to act as a

502 .
This “seems to

‘light of safety’ to the Achaian Aaoil — but to ensure their destruction.
be recapitulated” in his very name, as Leonard Palmer suggests “that Akhil(I)ets is a
shortened form of Akhi-latios, meaning ‘whose /aos (host of fighting men) has dakhos
(grief)”.>"

Thetis’ petition for Zeus to ‘give honour’ to Achilleus ‘beyond all other mortals’ (//.
1.505-506) results in “the ever-worsening plight of the whole Achaian army”.’®* The
Achaians, ‘stricken with grief that passes endurance’, realise that they cannot survive
without Achilleus and send out an embassy to ‘persuade him with words of supplication
and with the gifts of friendship’ to rejoin the war effort.”” The ambassadors make their
way to Achilleus’ shelter and relate the dire circumstances facing the Achaians: Odysseus
tells Achilleus that the Trojans, along ‘with their far-renowned companions’, have now
‘set up an encampment close by the ships and the rampart’ and ‘think no longer of being
held but rather to drive in upon the black ships’; that Hektor, ‘in the huge pride of his

strength’, ‘rages irresistibly’ and ‘threatens to shear the uttermost horns from the ship-

3 Hom. 71. 1.393, 1.407-412; Lattimore [trans.].
T ibid. 1.3-5.

%92 ibid. 18.102.

3% Nagy (1979) 69.

% Latacz (1996) 101.

% Hom. /1. 9.3, 9.112-113; Lattimore [trans.].
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sterns, to light the ships themselves with ravening fire, and to cut down the Achaians

themselves as they stir from the smoke beside them’; and that, unless Achilleus ‘put[s] on

[his] war strength, aAkf’ and ‘rescue[s] the afflicted sons of the Achaians from the

Trojan onslaught’, the army will be ‘destin[ed], aiowuoc, to die in Troy, far away from

horse-pasturing Argos’.>" In his unvig over the injury to his tipn, however, Achilleus can

spare no thought for the suffering of the Aaoi ‘who are afflicted along the host’; he rejects

their appeal for ‘pity’ and says that he will not be persuaded to rejoin the battle:

AAL' DUELC peV LOVTEG APIOTNESTY AoV
Ayyehinv amogace’ 1O yop yEpag E0TL YEPOVTOV®
Opp' &AMV palovTol £Vi pect pnTv apeive,

1] K€ 6PV VNdg T€ 6aQ Kol Aaov Ayawv

VIOGLV £TL YAOQUPT)G, €TEL OV 6PV 1)0€ ¥' £Toiun
NV VOV €QPACGAVTO €UED ATOUNVIGOVTOG

Do you go back therefore to the great men of the Achaians, and take them
this message, since such is the privilege of the princes: that they think out in

their minds some other scheme [urtic] that is better [&petvov], which might

rescue their ships, and the people of the Achaians who man the hollow

ships, since this plan will not work for them which they thought of by reason

of my anger.”"’
The situation of the Achaian Aadg, dismal as it may be, is not his problem; the ‘great men
of the Achaians’ will have to find ‘some other’ way to save the army.

But there is no ‘other scheme’ capable of acting as a substitute for Achilleus, and his
absence from the battlefield is keenly felt by both sides: in Book 14 Poseidon tries to
encourage the disheartened Achaians by admitting that the Trojans’ present ‘glory’,
KUOOG, is based on the fact that Achilleus ‘in the anger of his heart stays still among the
hollow ships’, but says that ‘there will not be too much longing for him”’ if the rest of the
Achaians can manage to ‘stir’ themselves ‘to stand by’, apvvewv, one another (/1. 14.365-
369); and in Book 13 Poulydamas warns Hektor that their current ‘power’, kpérog, on the
battlefield is only due to the fact that Achilleus, ‘a man insatiate of fighting’, is not

present and that his return would allow the Achaians to ‘wreak... requital’, ypéog, on the

%% Hom. 71. 9.230-248; Lattimore [trans.].
*7ibid. 9.301-302, 9.421-426.
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Trojan army (/l. 13.743-747). One by one, all the great Achaian leaders are wounded:
Agamemnon, Diomedes, Odysseus, as well as Eurypylos and Machaon.’® This “would

3% He says that he

be the point [for Achilleus] to... step in once more; but he does not.
will only agree to save the Achaians when they come crawling back to beg his

forgiveness:

dte Mevortiadn t@ €u kexopiopéve Bup
VOV Oi® Ttepl yobvat' éua othoeohot Ayoiovg
MOGOUEVOVS” YPELW YAP LKAVETOL OVKET' AVEKTOC.

Son of Menoitios, you who delight my heart, o great one, now I think the
Achaians will come to my knees and stay there in supplication, for a need
past endurance has come to them.”'°

Though Agamemnon is generally believed to be responsible for Achilleus’ withdrawal
from the army, “it is equally felt that [Achilleus] is behaving wrongly” by refusing to

rejoin the war and defend the Achaian root.’!! Poseidon, ‘in the likeness of an old man’,

tells Agamemnon that Achilleus’ ‘baleful heart’, 0Ao6g kr)p, ‘must be happy as he stares

at the slaughter of the Achaians and their defeat’, since ‘there is no heart in him, not even
s 512

a little’.”’~ Nestor tells Patroklos that though Achilleus is ‘brave’, ¢60Ad0c, he fails to

honour the responsibilities and demands that accompany this virtue, since he ‘cares

nothing for the Danaans nor pities them’.”"> And Patroklos weeps for the “grief” that ‘has
fallen upon the Achaians’, cursing Achilleus for his aivapétng, “dreaded apetn, because
later generations will not derive any benefit” from Achilleus’ prowess if he refuses to
‘beat aside’, apvvew, ‘shameful destruction’, aewmng Aotydg, from the Achaian oot (1.
16.22, 16.31-32). Patroklos feels that “Achilleus has insisted on the potency of his &pet

to the point at which it has become a negative thing, driven by ‘anger’, y0Aoc, so that he

has become inhumanly pitiless’ (1. 16.30, 16.33-35)”."*

% Hom. 71. 11.655-663; Lattimore [trans.].
3% Haubold (2000) 69.

1% Hom. 71. 11.608-610; Lattimore [trans.].
1 Zanker (1994) 93.

312 Hom. JI. 14.136-141; Lattimore [trans.].
>3 ibid. 11.664-665.

314 Zanker (1994) 94.
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Similarly, when Nestor tells Patroklos about the ‘quarrel’ between the Pylians and the
Epeians (/. 11.671), this “idealised vision of social action among the Aadg is held up
against Achilleus’ own highly problematic one”. “References to the Aadg appear at [the]
beginning and end” of Nestor’s war, “providing the frame of reference within which
martial activity is envisaged” (/I. 11.715-716, 11.758): “no-one steps out of line” when
the ‘host’ is ‘assembled’ to arm for battle (//. 11.716-717); when “Neleus wrongly tries to

99 ¢

prevent his son from joining” ‘the work of warfare’, “Nestor... knows better” and ignores
his advice (ZI. 16.719); “indeed, Nestor is in harmony with... the people from the
beginning to the end of the raid... he arms with everyone else, and stops [fighting] as
soon as Athena stops the Aadc.”>"” For fighting alongside his Aaoi and helping to secure
their victory, Nestor was rewarded with godlike tiur and kAéog — ‘and all glorified Zeus
among the gods, but among men Nestor’ (//. 11.761); for obstinately refusing to save his

own Aoot in their time of need, Achilleus will suffer the reverse:

avTap Aytidelg
olog TG APeTNg AMovHGETAL T) TE LV Olm
TOMKX peTokAavoesbot €mel K' dmo Aoog OAnTL.

But Achilleus will enjoy his own valour [&petn] in loneliness, though I
think he will weep much, too late, when his people are perished from him.'®

The implication is clear: Achilleus, whose father urged him ‘to be always best,

aplotevety, and pre-eminent beyond all others’ (1. 11.783-784), “will pay for making his

L 195 517
point™.

With most of their leaders wounded, the Achaians are no longer able to defend
themselves. Homer compares their destruction at the hands of the Trojans to that of ‘a

herd of cattle or big flock of sheep... when no herdsman is by’:

ot 9" g T' Ne Pov dyéinv 1) TH péy' olwv

B1)pe Svm KAOVE®GL Peraivg VOKTOG ALY
EMOVT' €Eamivg onuavTopog OV TaPEOVTOG,

Q¢ €POPNOev Ayatol AVIAKISES” €V Yap ATOA®Y

> Haubold (2000) 69-70.
19 Hom. 71. 11.762-764; Lattimore [trans.].
>'7 Haubold (2000) 72.
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Nke oPov, Tpwoiv 8¢ kal “Extopt k0dog dmalev.

And they, as when in the dim of the black night two wild beasts stampede a
herd of cattle or big flock of sheep, falling suddenly upon them, when no
herdsman [onpdvtmp] is by, the Achaians fled so in their weakness and
terror, since Apollo drove terror upon them, and gave the glory to the
Trojans and Hektor.”'®

The Achaians, as Eurypylos points out to Patroklos, are in desperate need of a new
‘shepherd’.”"® Still, Achilleus refuses; even though he admits that his tiun has in fact

been adequately “restored through the damage that has been done to the people”:**

... Tiunoog pev eug, péyo 8' tyao Aaov Ayxoiv. ..
You did me honour and smote strongly the host of the Achaians.’*'

He agrees to send Patroklos in his stead:

ala kal wg TTatpoxhe vewv &mo AOryov apuidveov
EUmeG' EmkpPaTENS, UT) 61 TpOg atbopévoro
vnag EvVimpnoat, ilov 8' &no vootov Elwval.

But even so, Patroklos, beat [auvvewv] the bane [Aotydg] aside from our
ships; fall upon them with all your strength; let them not with fire’s blazing
inflame our ships, and take away our desired homecoming.***

Concern for the safety of the Achaian Aaoi, however, is by no means the only motivation

behind this concession. Achilleus regards Patroklos’ mission primarily as a means of

achieving yet more tyun for himself:

neifeo &' ¢ to1 €y pHbov téhog €v ppeot Deim,
WG AV oL TV LEYGANV Kal KUSOG dprat

TPOC TAVTOV AAVa@V, ATAP Ol TEPIKOAAEN KOVPNV
AY ATOVAGOoMO1Y, TOTL &' AyAat dWpa TOPWOLV.

'8 Hom. /1. 15.323-327; Lattimore [trans.].
1% ibid. 11.823-827.

520 Haubold (2000) 77.

2! Hom. /1. 16.237; Lattimore [trans.].

>2 ibid. 16.80-82.
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But obey to the end this word I put upon your attention so that you can win,
for me, great honour [tyun] and glory [K0d0g] in the sight of the Danaans, so

they will bring back to me the lovely girl, and give me shining gifts [aylac

dcpa] in addition.**

What is more, Patroklos is to limit his activity to driving the Trojans back ‘from the
ships’ and must by no means ‘set [his] mind on fighting the Trojans’ by leading the

Myrmidons ‘against Ilion’, because this would only serve to ‘diminish [Achilleus’]
honour’, atyotepov (II. 16.87-96), “by which Achilleus seems to imply that the

Achaians will no longer see such a pressing need to honour him if Patroklos can save the
day alone” (I1. 16.87-96).”**

When news of Patroklos’ death reaches Achilleus, he is overcome with a ‘black cloud
of sorrow’.”® It seems that “Nestor was right”: “After destroying the people, Achilleus

. 2 . .
suffers in turn.”**® He summons an assembly and reconciles with Agamemnon:

A& T pev Tpotethybot edoouev ayvoueVol Tep
Bopov évi otBecot pilov dopdoavteg avaykn:
VOV §' 1TO1 HEV €Y@ Tad® OAOV. ..

... Q¢ €pabd', ol ' Exapnoov evkvideg Ayaot
pnviv anemovtog peyabvpov Inieiovoc.

‘Still, we will let all this be a thing of the past, though it hurts us, and beat
down by constraint the anger that rises inside us. Now I am making an end
of my anger [y6Aog] ...

He spoke, and the strong-greaved Achaians were pleasured to hear him
and how the great-hearted son of Peleus unsaid his anger | uﬁv1g].527

Their quarrel over T, says Achilleus, was not ‘the better way’, dpeiov, since it resulted

in the needless deaths of ‘too many’ Achaian Aaoi.”*®

Having ‘unsaid his unvig’, Achilleus finally reunites with the Aooi, goes into battle as

529

the new moyéva Aacv, and drives the Trojans back to the city walls.”” The Achaians are

52 Hom. I1. 16.83-86; Lattimore [trans.].

524 Zanker (1994) 95.

32 Hom. /1. 18.22; Lattimore [trans.].

326 Haubold (2000) 78.

27 Hom. 11. 19.65-67, 19.74-75; Lattimore [trans.].
¥ ibid. 19.56-62.
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overjoyed. But in the course of battle the overwhelming need to win Tyuf soon begins to

assert itself:

Aoolowy &' avéveve kapnott dlog AytAAeng,
oVd' €a tépevar émt “Extopt mkpa Bédepva,
U1 TG KUSog Apotto Pardv, O de devtepog EADoL.

But brilliant Achilleus kept shaking his head at his own people and would
not let them throw their bitter projectiles at Hektor for fear the thrower

might win the glory [k08oc], and himself come second [8ebtepoc].”*”
In this determination to be the only hero to kill Hektor, Achilleus once again places the
safety of ‘his own Aaoi’ at risk. Achilleus’ ‘fear’ of coming ‘second’, of not being able to
prove that he is indeed worthy of the title &piotoc Ayarcv, still overrides all concern for

the well-being of his flock.

Hektor

The conflict between social responsibility and personal glory is seen most clearly in the
person of Hektor, the one man standing between Troy and its destruction. As the

foremost mowéva Aacv on the Trojan side,”' his entry in the Catalogue of the Trojans

“reads like an abbreviated version of Agamemnon’s entry in the Catalogue of Ships”:532

Tpwot pév ryepdveve péyog kopvbaiorog Extmp
[propidng: &po T ye moAD TAELGTOL KoL APLOTOL
Aaot Bopricoovto pepadTeg Eyyeinot.

Tall Hektor of the shining helm was leader of the Trojans, Priam’s son; and
with him far the best and the bravest fighting men were armed and eager to
fight with the spear’s edge.”

His status as the pre-eminent Trojan hero is guaranteed by his role as ‘guardian’ of Troy,

‘defender’ of ‘the city, and the grave wives, and the innocent children’ (/. 24.495-501,

3% Hom. /1. 19.386; Lattimore [trans.].

530 ibid. 22.205-207.

531 ibid. 10.406, 14.423, 15.262, 20.110, 22.277.
332 Haubold (2000) 85.

>3 Hom. /1. 2.816-818; Lattimore [trans.].
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24.725-730). His obligation toward the city or &ortv is in fact reflected in the name of his

only son:

... Aotvdvokt' otog yap €pveto Thov “Extmp.
... Astyanax — lord of the city; since Hektor alone saved Ilion.”*

“What is more,” Nagy points out, “the name of Héktor himself is an agent noun derived

from the verb ékha in the sense of ‘protect’.””*

Hektor is all too aware of his social responsibilities. As he puts it to the Trojan allies:

KEKALTE popia QUAN TEPIKTIOVOV ETKOVPMV*

oL yap &yw mAnOvv silnpevog ovdE yatilwv
£vBad' ap' Luetépav moriov T)yelpa £KacTov,
A\ tva pot Tpdov ALOYOLE Kol VAL TEKVA.
TPOPPOVENDG QVOIGHE PIAOTTOAEHOV VT Ayoncv.

Hear me, you numberless hordes of companions who live at our border. It
was not for any desire nor need of a multitude that man by man I gathered
you to come here from your cities, but so that you might have good will to
defend the innocent children of the Trojans, and their wives, from the
fighting Achaians.’*®

And to the dying Patroklos:

ITatpor)' 1} mov Epnoba moAw Kepai&épev apny,
Tpwiddag 6¢ yvvaikog EAevbepov Npap AToHPAS
a&ewv €v vijeoot iy &g matpido yolov

wime: taov d¢ Tpdcb’ “Extopog wkéeg nmot
TOoGLY Opwpéyatat Torepilev: Eyyel &' avTOg
Tpwot PIMOTTOAELO1GT LETATPET®, O OOV AUHVED
NHOp AVOyKoLOV®

Patroklos, you thought perhaps of devastating our city, of stripping from the
Trojan women the day of their liberty and dragging them off in ships to the
beloved land of your fathers. Fool! When in front of them the running
horses of Hektor strained with their swift feet into the fighting, and I with

33 Hom. I1. 6.403; Lattimore [trans.].
>33 Nagy (1979) 146.
36 Hom. /1. 17.220-224; Lattimore [trans.].
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my own spear am conspicuous among the fighting Trojans, I who beat from
them the day of necessity.”>’

It is Hektor’s duty to ensure the safety of the Trojan Acoi. The exemplary concern which
he displays for the well-being of the Trojan community is contrasted with that of his
brother who, in Hektor’s opinion, only serves to inflict shame and suffering on his own

Aot

Avomapt 160G APIOTE YOVOLHOVEG ITEPOTEVTOL
alf' Opereg Ayovog T Epevar ayapdc T amorécor
Kai ke TO Bovioiuny, kol kev moAL k€pSov Nev

N oUt® AdPNV T' épevar Kol DTOYLOV AALWV.

1) TOL KoYy ahO®Ot Kapn Kopdwvteg Ayotol
eavteg Aprotno Tpopov Eppeval, oUVeK KAAOV
€100¢ €7', AAN' 0UK €01t Bin @peciy 0VIE TIg AAKY.
1) TO10G0E €WV €V TOVTOMOPOLGL VEEGTL

TOVTIOV EMIADOAC, ETAPOVS EPINPOg AYEIpaG,
uryOeic dAhodomoiot yovaik' eVedE' Avyeg

€€ aming yaing voov avépwv aiyuntémv

motpi TE 60 péya o TOANT Te TavTi T M,
duopevésy LEV yapua, KoTneeiny 8¢ ool aUTw;

Evil Paris, beautiful, woman-crazy, cajoling, better you had never been
born, or killed unwedded. Truly I could have wished it so; it would be far
better [kepdimv] than to have you with us to our shame [AdfBn], for others to
sneer at. Surely now the flowing-haired Achaians laugh at us, thinking you
are our bravest champion [A&piotevg], only because your looks are

handsome, but there is no strength [Bia] in your heart, no courage [aAxn].
Were you like this that time when in sea-wandering vessels assembling
oarsmen to help you you sailed over the water, and mixed with the
outlanders, and carried away a fair woman from a remote land, whose lord’s
kin were spearmen and fighters, to your father a big sorrow [péya nnual,
and your city, and all your people, to yourself a thing shameful [kateeia]
but bringing joy to the enemy?”**

7 Hom. /1. 16.830-836; Lattimore [trans.].
% ibid. 3.39-51.
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While Alexandros “unites the people on both sides in a communal curse” against him (//.

3.318-323),”? Hektor is ‘adored’ ‘as if [he] were a god’ by the Trojans: ‘by day and in

the night” he is the ‘glory’ of Troy, ‘a blessing throughout their city’.”*’

At first sight it would seem that Hektor is far different from the likes of Agamemnon
and Achilleus in his capacity as mowéva Aacwv: “[he] is a more ordinary man, remote

from divine ancestry, driven less by the conviction of his own worth than by his practical

99541

duty towards city and family. When Poulydamas interprets ‘a bird sign’ to mean that

the Trojans should ‘not go on and fight the Danaans by their ships’, Hektor rebukes him

for being ‘afraid of war and hostility’: ‘One bird sign is best [&piotog]: to fight in

defence of our country’.’** While this may sound like a noble ideal, the “whole course of

Hektor’s behaviour [gives] the lie to [this] retort”.>* The truth is that Hektor is as bound
by the need for social approbation and prestige, by the need to assert his own worth and
identity, as are Agamemnon and Achilleus. Hektor himself says that he wishes he were

‘immortal” and ‘held in honour’ like Athena and Apollo:

eLyap Eywv g
emv abdvatog kal &ynpwg rpato Tavra,
Toipnyv &' wg tiet' ABnvain kot ATOAM®v,
¢ VOV NuéPM Nde Kakov pépet Apyeiototy.
Oh, if I only could be as this in all my days immortal and ageless and be
held in honour as Athene and Apollo are honoured as surely as this

oncoming day brings evil to the Argives.”*

Poseidon, in the guise of Kalchas, charges him with claiming, eUxeofau, to be the ‘son of

Zeus’:
M) 8¢ 8N atvotatov mepdeidio un Tt mbwpev,
N ' 6 y' 6 Awocmddng eroyl elkedog 1yepoveDEL
“Extmp, 0¢ Alog eUyet' €piobevéog mdic eivai.
>3 Haubold (2000) 86.

¥ Hom. 11. 22.432-435; Lattimore [trans.].

3! Clarke (2004) 84.

32 Hom. I1. 12.200, 216, 243-244; Lattimore [trans.].
>3 Finley (1982) 118.

> Hom. /1. 8.538-541; Lattimore [trans.].
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But I fear most terribly disaster to us in the one place where that berserk
flamelike leads them against us, Hektor, who claims he must be son of Zeus
of the high strength.”*

And Hektor himself admits that this is, in fact, his most ardent desire:

eLyap €ywv oLT® ye AlOg TG atyldyolo
emv Nuota Tavra, tékot 8¢ pe moTvia "Hpn,
Toiuny &' wg tiet' Adnvain kot AToOA®V,
WG VUV T)uépn Nde kakov eépet Apyeiotot. ..

If I could only be called son to Zeus of the aegis all the days of my life, and
the lady Hera my mother, and I be honoured, as Apollo and Athene are
honoured, so surely as this is a day that brings evil to the Argives...>*
In Book 6 Hektor leaves the battlefield and returns to Troy. When he encounters
Andromache on the city walls, she “sums up [one of] the fundamental problems of the
heroic condition”:>*” ‘Dearest, your own great strength [pévoc] will be your death’ (Z1.

6.407). Mévoc and aynveop, as we have seen, are characterised as the “extreme level of

male energy” which allows the heroes to perform such extraordinary feats; “by the same
token, however, the energy that underlies such excellence is liable to push the hero to
dangerous extremes of anger, passion and recklessness”.”*® Andromache is afraid that
Hektor’s own reckless bravado will get him killed; a fear that is proven to be well-
founded when Hektor, urging the Trojans ‘to cross over the ditch’ to set the Achaian

ships alight, is compared to ‘a wild boar or lion’ that is killed by its ‘own courage’,

aynvopin:

avtap O 7' wg 10 TpdGhev ERAPVOTO 160G AEAAT)"
wg &' O1' v v T KHVEGTL Kal Avpact Onpeutnot
KATPLog 1€ Aéwv otpépetor o0ével Prepeaivov:
ol 8¢ T TLPYNOOV GEENG AVTOVG APTOHVAVTES
avtiov (otavtat Kol akovtifovot apeiag

alyHag €K ¥epv' ToL &' 0 ToTE KLSAALLOV KT)p
TapPel ovdE poPettal, Aynvopin d€ L Exta. ..

> Hom. /1. 13.52-54; Lattimore [trans.].
% ibid. 13.825-828.

7 Clarke (2004) 84-85.

> ibid. 80.
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... ¢ "Exktop av' dpidov twv éAliooed' étaipovg
TAPPOV EMOTPUVOV SLoPatvEUEV”

But Hektor, as he had before, fought on like a whirlwind. As when among a
pack of hounds and huntsmen assembled a wild boar or lion turns at bay in
the strength of his fury, and the men, closing themselves into a wall about
him, stand up to face him, and cast at him with the volleying spears thrown
from their hands, and in spite of this the proud heart feels not terror, nor
turns to run, and it is his own courage [&ynvopin] that kills him... such was
Hektor as he went through the battle and rallied his companions and drove
them to cross over the ditch.>*’

The simple fact is that Hektor cannot afford to be reckless and overconfident: the city and

his Aaoi depend upon him for their very survival; if he falls, so do they.

Andromache begs Hektor to be more cautious:

“Extop atap o0 poi €oot math)p Kol TOTVICL LT
nd¢ kaotyvntog, oL 8¢ pot Bakepog mapaxoitg
AAN' &ye vOv eAéarpe Kol aVTOL pipy' €t Topyw,
un mald' opeavikov OMNe NPV Te yovatko

Laov d¢ otnoov map' Epvedv, EvOa pdtota
appatdc ot TOMG Kol ETIOPOUOV EMAETO TELYOC.

Hektor, thus you are father to me, and my honoured mother, you are my

brother, and you it is who are my young husband. Please take pity upon me

then, stay here on the rampart, that you may not leave your child an orphan,

your wife a widow, but draw your people up by the fig tree, there where the

city is openest to attack, and where the wall may be mounted.’*
“As a representative of city life,”>' Andromache reminds Hektor of what is at stake — the
welfare of Trojan women and children — and implores him not to take the unnecessary
risk of going out to face the Achaians but only to concern himself with that which is of

the utmost importance: defending the city. Hektor admits that Andromache’s concerns

are valid, but says that he is unable to do as she suggests:

1 Kal €pol Tade mavTo PEAEL YOVOU AAAX HOL' alvaog
atdéopon Tpwag kat Tpwdadag erkesumémlong,

> Hom. 11. 12.40-46, 12.49-50; Lattimore [trans.].
%0 ibid. 6.429-434.
! Haubold (2000) 89.
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al K& KAKOG (¢ VOGPV AAMGKAL® TOAEUO10®

0VOE pe Bupog avaryev, enet pdbov Eupevorl E60L0G
atel kol mpmTotot petax Tpoeoot udyecban
apvopevog Tatpdg Te Péyo KAL0G 118" ELOV aUTOV.

All these things are in my mind also, lady; yet I would feel deep shame

[aidetcbot] before the Trojans, and the Trojan women with trailing

garments, if like a coward [kaxo¢] I were to shrink aside from the fighting;

and the spirit will not let me, since I have learned to be valiant [€60L0¢] and

to fight always among the foremost ranks of the Trojans, winning for my

own self great glory [péya kKhéoc], and for my father.”>
When he predicts the inevitable fall of Troy, Hektor says that he is not as troubled by the
thought of the ‘pain to come’ for the Trojan Aaoi, his father, his mother or his brothers, as
he is at the thought of what Andromache will have to endure ‘when some bronze-
armoured Achaian leads [her] off, taking away [her] day of liberty, in tears’.>> Although

Hektor clearly loves his wife, he bases his decision to return to the battlefield on the

‘deep shame’ he ‘would feel... before the Trojans’ if, like a kakdc, he was not able to live
up to the responsibilities and expectations of an €00Aog: ‘to fight always among the

foremost ranks’ and so win péya kAéoc both for oneself and one’s family. Hektor rejects
Andromache’s proposal and returns to battle.
‘Careful Poulydamas’, ‘who alone of them looked before and behind him’ (/. 18.249-

250), is presented as the “counterpart of and alternative to Hektor”:>*

“Extopt 8' Nev £taipog, i) &' €v voktl yévovro,
AM\' O pev ap pobotowy, 0 &' Eyyei TOALOV Evika

He was companion to Hektor, and born on the same night with him, but he
was better in words, the other with the spear far better.”

In contrast to Hektor’s heroic bravado, Poulydamas advocates a ‘counsel of safety’.”*® He

repeatedly implores Hektor ‘to listen to reason’ and to consider what is ‘best’, &piota, for

52 Hom. I1. 6.441-446; Lattimore [trans.].

553 ibid. 6.447-455.

3 Nagy (1979) 147.

%5 Hom. /1. 18.249-250, 18.251-252; Lattimore [trans.].
%36 ibid. 12.80, 13.748.
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the Trojan Aaof instead of merely ‘upholding [his] own cause’.”>’ When Achilleus makes
his first reappearance among the Achaian forces after the death of Patroklos, the Trojans
are seized with ‘endless terror’: ‘the heart was shaken in all, and the very floating-maned
horses turned their chariots about, since their hearts saw the coming afflictions.”>® They
summon an assembly to decide on the best course of action — to remain encamped on the

plain or to retreat into the city.”>’ Poulydamas ‘urge[s them] to go back into the city’:

auet pora epaleode pilor kéhouat yop Eymye
Aaotode VOV évat, pn pipve 1w dtav

&v medi mapa vuoiv Ekag 8" Ano TelXedg ElpeEY.
Oppa eV 0UTOg AvT)p Ayopépvovt pivie Siw
T0Qpa ¢ Pnitepot morepilew joav Ayarol
xaipeokov yop €ymye Bor)g Ent viuoty lodov
EATOHEVOG VNG alpNGENEV ApPIEAiGTOG.

vov &' alvag deidoka todmkea [nAgiova:

otog keivov Bupog LTEPPLOG, oUK €BgAGEL
pipvew ev mediw, 001 mep Tpaweg katl Ayotot

&v Héow apeotepot pévog Apnog datéovtat,
AAAX TEPL TTOMOG TE HOYNCETOL )€ YUVAIKQV.
A\ lopev TpoTl &otv, Tiheohé por wde yap Eotar

Now take careful thought, dear friends; for I myself urge you to go back into
the city and not wait for the divine dawn in the plain beside the ships. We
are too far from the wall now. While this man was still angry with great
Agamemnon, for all that time the Achaians were easier men to fight with.
For I also used then to be one who was glad to sleep out near their ships, and
I hoped to capture the oarswept vessels. But now I terribly dread the swift-
footed son of Peleus. So violent is the valour in him, he will not be willing
to stay here in the plain, where now the Achaians and Trojans from either
side sunder between them the wrath of the war god. With him, the fight will
be for the sake of our city and women. Let us go into the town; believe me;
thus it will happen.”®

With Achilleus back on the field, Poulydamas argues, it is no longer just the Trojan army
that is at risk, but the city and its Aooi. If the Trojans draw back into the city, ‘though it
hurts [them] to do it’, they ‘will hold [their] strength in the market place, and the great

" Hom. 11. 13.726, 12.215, 13.735, 12.214; Lattimore [trans.].
58 ibid. 18.218, 18.223-224.

5% ibid. 18.243-314.

369 ibid. 18.254-266.
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walls and the gateways, and the long, smooth-planed, close-joined gate timbers’ and so

be able to ‘defend [their] city’. Achilleus’ ‘valour will not give him leave to burst in upon

[them] nor sack [their] town. Sooner the circling dogs will feed on him.”*®!

“This [is] the prudent road to success,” but “Hektor [is] utterly impatient with it”>**

and demands that the Trojan forces continue fighting beside the Achaian ships:

[TovAvdapo oL pev oUKET' pol ida TaUT AYOPEVELS,
0C KEAEAL KATA XOTL AAUEVOL QDTIG LOVTAG.
1 oL o Kekdpnobe ehpévol €voodt mopywmv;. ..

... VOV &' Ote Tép pot Edmke Kpovou mdic dykvlopntem
KLO0g Apéad' ent viuoi, Bardoon T' Ehcor Ayoolg,
VATILE PNKETL TOVTO VONLLOTO QL' EVE dNPL”

oV yap 1i¢ Tpoov émmeiceTor oV yap €000.

A\ ayed' g av éyw einm, teldduedo mavteg. . .

... IPp@i &' veNolot LV TEVYEST BPNYBEVTES
viooly £m yAaguprow éysipopev o&uv Apna.

€L 0' €TEOV AP VAPV AVESTN d10g AYIAAEDG,
Aahylov al k' €0éAnot T €coetar oL pv Eymye
eevéopat €K TOAEUOL0 SLONYEOS, AAMG AL’ AvINV
otnoopaL, 1] K& PEPTOL PHEYD KPATOG, 1) KE PEPOTUNV.

Poulydamas, these things that you argue please me no longer when you tell
us to go back again and be cooped in our city. Have you not all had your
glut of being fenced in our outworks?... But now, when the son of devious-
devising Kronos has given me the winning of glory [Kvdog] by the ships, to
pin the Achaians on the sea, why, fool, no longer show these thoughts to our
people. Not one of the Trojans will obey you. I shall not allow it. Come,
then, do as I say and let us all be persuaded... In the morning, under dawn,
we shall arm ourselves in our war gear and waken the bitter god of war by
the hollow vessels. If it is true that brilliant Achilleus is risen beside their
ships, then the worse for him if he tries it, since I for my part will not run
from him out of the sorrowful battle, but rather stand fast, to see if he wins
the great glory [uéya kpéroc], or if I can win it.”*

! Hom. /1. 18.273-276, 18.282-283; Lattimore [trans.].
°%2 Finley (1982) 118.
353 Hom. /1. 18.285-287, 18.293-297, 18.303-308; Lattimore [trans.].
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No doubt “a major factor” behind Hektor’s “desire to bring matters to a head” by going
out to face ‘brilliant Achilleus’ is “his frustration” both in having “had enough of being
cooped up inside the city’s towers” and in the painful knowledge that Troy, which
previously held the reputation ‘as a place with much gold and much bronze’, has now lost
her ‘lovely treasures’ (//. 18.288-292) and “been reduced to such dismally inglorious
straits... It is equally legitimate to conclude that [Hektor] is to some extent compensating
for his frustration over the faded glory of his city by pursuing individual glory and
honour for himself.”*** But whatever his motivation, the fact remains that his decision to
‘stand fast’ places the safety of his city in serious jeopardy; Hektor — formidable as he is
— can in no way compete with Achilleus’ superior skill as a warrior: Hektor admits his
own inferiority when he says that he is ‘far weaker’, moAV yeipwv, than the ‘great’,
€o0A0c, Achilleus (/1. 20.434); Priam tells Hektor that he cannot possibly hope to defeat
Achilleus, since he is ‘far stronger’, moAv @éptepoc, than he is (/I. 22.40); while

Achilleus, of course, in is no doubt as to which hero is the ‘greater’, péya apeivaov, of the

two (/. 22.333). Instead of honouring his obligation as a mowéva Aawv by placing the

well-being of the Trojan Aaoi above all other considerations, “Hektor goes against the
pattern of action that is marked out even by his name. He advocates an offensive strategy
in response to the impending onslaught of Achilleus, whereas his counterpart Poulydamas

is advocating a defensive strategy.”>®> Hektor will later describe this decision to try and
‘win’ k0d0¢ and péya kpatoc as ‘recklessness’, atacOoliot, and admit that it would have

been ‘far better’, moAv wképdwov, for the Trojan Aadg had he listened to Poulydamas’
advice and led ‘the Trojans inside the city’.”*

On the next day Achilleus calls an assembly and declares the end of his quarrel with
Agamemnon and his return to battle. When the two armies encounter, Achilleus leads the

attack and wreaks utter havoc upon the Trojan forces:

Q¢ &' avaponpder fads' dykeo Oeomdaeg Tup
oUpeoc alaréoto, Pabela 6¢ kaicton UAN,
TAVTN) T€ KAOVE®OV Avepog Adya ellvealet,

364 Zanker (1994) 54.
365 Nagy (1979) 147.
%66 Hom. 71. 22.100-104; Lattimore [trans.].
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¢ O ye mavtn) BUve oLV Eyxel daipovi ioog
KTEWVOUEVOLG E@EmV™ Oge &' alpatt yolo péhatva.

As inhuman fire sweeps on in fury through the deep angles of a drywood
mountain and sets ablaze the depth of the timber and the blustering wind
lashes the flame along, so Achilleus swept everywhere with his spear like

something more than a mortal [daipovt icoc] harrying them as they died,
and the black earth ran blood.”®’

The Trojans ‘stampede in terror before him’, and it is only with the divine aid of Apollo

that they manage to escape ‘gladly into the town’.”®® But Hektor, ‘who there still in front

of the gateway stood fast in determined fury to fight with Achilleus’, refuses to take

refuge.”® Priam begs him to reconsider:

“Extop un pot pipve gidov 1€K0g avépa ToUTOV
olog avevd' adlwv, tva pur) téyo ToOTHOV EMIGTNG
IInAeiovt Sapels, emel 1) TOAD PEPTEPOS £OTL. ..

... G ' vV TOAAWV TE Kol E6OA@V gDVIV EOMKE. ..

... €L 8' 110N tebvact kat elv Atdao dopoioy,
Aalyog epuq Bupc kal pntépt tot Tekdpesto
Aootov 8' AAAOIGL LvOVOadIOTEPOV XAYOG
£ooetat, T)v ur| kat ov Bavng ANt dapacHeic.
AAL' loEPYED TELYOG EUOV TEKOG, OPP COMOCT)G
Tpwag kat Tpwdg, pr) 8¢ péyo k0dog 0pé&nc
[InA&idn), 00TOG 8¢ iANg alcwovog ApepdNg.

Hektor, beloved child, do not wait the attack of this man alone, away from
the others. You might encounter your destiny beaten down by Peleion, since
he is far stronger [moAV @éptepog] than you are... He has made me desolate
of my sons, who were brave and many... But if they are dead already and
gone down to the house of Hades, it is sorrow to our hearts, who bore them,
myself and their mother, but to the rest of the people a sorrow that will be
fleeting beside their sorrow for you, if you go down before Achilleus. Come
then inside the wall, my child, so that you can rescue the Trojans and the
women of Troy, neither win the high glory [péya xvdog] for Peleus’ son,
and yourself be robbed of your very life.””

7 Hom. 71. 20.490-494; Lattimore[trans.].
568 ibid. 21.554, 21.607.

369 ibid. 22.35-36.

370 ibid. 22.38-40, 22.44, 22.52-58.
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If Hektor chooses to ‘wait the attack of [Achilleus] alone, away from the others’, the
outcome is certain: he will die and Troy will fall. Priam implores Hektor to ‘take pity’ on
the lives and families that depend on him for their very survival and to spare the Trojan
Aool from the ‘evils’ that are bound to follow if he ‘go[es] down before Achilleus’: the
men will be ‘destroyed’, the wives and daughters ‘dragged away captive... by the
accursed hands of the Achaians’, ‘the chambers of marriage wrecked’, and ‘the innocent
children taken and dashed to the ground in the hatefulness of war’.’’" “Hekabe is even

more direct” in her appeal when “she holds out her breast in.... desperation” and pleads

with Hektor not to ‘go out as champion’ against Achilleus (ZI. 22.85).””

‘Deeply troubled’, Hektor speaks to ‘his own great-hearted spirit’:

@ pot €ydv, el pév Ke TOAOG Kol Teiyen SV,
[TovAvddpag pot mpawtog Eeyyeinv avodnost,
O¢ ' eéxéreve Tpwol motl oAV 1yficacOar
viy0' Umo Tvd' Olot)v Ote T' Wpeto dtog AxArevc.
AL éyw o0 mBouMV' 1] T &V TOAD KEPSIOV TjEV.
vov §' énet wieca Aaov atacOodinot éunoty,
atdéopat Tpawag kat Tpwdadag Edkesumémlong,
11 TOTE TIG ELMIOL KAKAOTEPOG AAAOG EUELO”
“Extop et finet mofcog wiece Aaov.

QC EPEOLOLY" €UOL 0€ TOT' AV TOAD KEPDLOV €lM
avmny 1 Ayiina katoxteivovio véesbar,

N¢ Kev aUTQ OAécBon EDKAELS TPO TOANOG. . .

... Béltepov avT' Epdt Euvelavvéuey OTTL TAYIOTO
eldopev onmotépw kev OMdumog evyog OpELN).

Ah me! If I go now inside the wall and the gateway, Poulydamas will be
first to put a reproach [éleyyein] upon me, since he tried to make me lead
the Trojans inside the city on that accursed night when brilliant Achilleus
rose up, and [ would not obey him, but that would have been far better [moA0

képdiov]. Now, since by my own recklessness [atacOaAion] I have ruined
[0ALOVal] my people, I feel shame [aideicOat] before the Trojans and the

Trojan women with trailing robes, that someone who is less of a man
[kaxmtepog] than I will say of me: ‘Hektor believed in his own strength and

ruined his people [0OALOVarL Aadc].” Thus they will speak; and as for me, it

"' Hom. 11. 22.59-65; Lattimore [trans.].
372 Zanker (1994) 56.
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would be much better [moAd képdiov] at that time, to go against Achilleus,
and slay him, and come back, or else be killed by him in glory [€bihewwg] in
front of the city... Better [éAtepov] to bring on the fight with him as soon
as it may be. We shall see to which one the Olympian grants the glory.””

Hektor has to choose: if he honours his responsibility as a moyuéva Aacv, retreats into the

city, and saves the populace of Troy, he will have to live with the painful knowledge that

he has incurred ‘shame’ and ‘reproach’, even among the more Kax®tepor members of his

community, but if he asserts his identity as an ¢60Ad¢, goes out ‘against Achilleus’, and

dies gloriously, évkAeiwg, Troy will be destroyed. The fear of ‘shame’ and the desire for

‘glory’ prove stronger than the well-being of the community: Hektor decides to go out
and face Achilleus. The implications of this decision are made devastatingly clear when

Hektor’s death is compared to the fall of Troy itself:

()¢ Tov pev kekdvITo KApN Amav 1) 6€ vu pupmp
TiAe KOUNV, ATO d¢ Mmapnv Epprye KOAOTTPNV
AOoE, KOKLGEV 0 PaAa péyo Tald' €éc1dovon
wpoéev &' Eheeva matr)p eihog, ApEL 8¢ Aaol
KOKLTQ T' €1X0VTO KOl OLUL®YT) KOTO AGTV.

T 8¢ PHAMOT' ap' €NV EVOAlYKIOV (G €L ATTOGO
"Thog 0ppvdecca Tupl GUHYOLTO KaT' &KPNG.

So all his head was dragged in the dust; and now his mother tore out her
hair, and threw the shining veil far from her and raised a great wail as she
looked upon her son; and his father beloved groaned pitifully, and all his
people about him were taken with wailing and lamentation through the city.
It was most like what would have happened, if all lowering Ilion had been
burning top to bottom in fire.”™*

The Failed Ideal

Since Homeric society depends on the heroes and on the competitive excellences they
display for its very survival, the competitive excellences — high-birth, wealth, courage,
strength, military prowess, skill in counsel and strategy — are far more highly valued than

the co-operative ones. The heroes are rewarded for their display of the competitive

> Hom. 11. 22.98, 22.99-110, 22.129-130; Lattimore [trans.].
7 ibid. 22.405-411.
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excellences with Ty and kA€oc; an incentive which, in theory, is supposed to further the
interests of society by encouraging social cohesion, promoting the safety and well-being
of the social group, and securing the success of any communal ventures. The problem,
however, is that in the obsessiveness with which the heroes are prepared to assert
themselves in the pursuit of tiun and kAéoc, these ultimate motives are swept aside. In
1liad 6, for example, Nestor is forced to point out to the Achaian warriors that their desire
‘to take all the spoil [they] can gather’ is actually interfering with their main objective —

to ‘kill’ the Trojans and win the war:

w eilot f)pweg Aavaot Bepamovteg Apnog

U1 TG VOV Evapov EMPAALOUEVOC LETOTIOOE
HUVETO G ke TAELGTA QEPOV ETL VoG (knTo,
AM' avdpag KTelvouey: €metta 8¢ Kol Tax €KAot
VEKPOUG (L Tediov GuANGETE TEBVIOTOG.

O beloved Danaan fighters, henchmen of Ares, let no man any more hang
back with his eye on the plunder designing to take all the spoil he can gather
back to the vessels; let us kill the men now, and afterwards at your leisure
all along the plain you can plunder the perished corpses.’”

In “their imprudent concern with the pursuit of personal honour... individual warriors are

jeopardising the corporate endeavour of the army”.”’®

Human beings are social animals, and the stability and success of their social world
depends on collaboration and solidarity among men. The heroes are frequently reminded

of their place in the social structure and of the obligations which result from that place:

w @ilot avépeg €ote kal dlkipov 1jtop érecbe,
alMnmioug T atdetobe Kot KpatepA Lopivag:
aldopEVeV Avdp@V TAEoVEG GOOL )€ TEQAVTOL
QELYOVTOV d' OUT' Ap KAEOG OpVLTAL OVTE TIG AAKN.

Be men now, dear friends, and take up the heart of courage, and have
consideration for each other [aAANAovc aidelcOat] in the strong encounters,
since more come through alive when men consider each other [aidopévor],

> Hom. Il. 6.67-71; Lattimore [trans.].
376 Zanker (1994) 49.
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and there is no glory [kAéog] when they give way, nor warcraft [aAxn]
either.””’

@ @ilot avépeg €ote Kat aldw 060" evi Bup
MoV avipdrov, ént 8¢ pvnoacbs £KooTog
noidwv 18" AAOYWV Kol KTHGL0G 1)0& TOKNAV,
nuev dtew Ldovot kat ¢ Katatedvikact

TV Umep €vOad' £y youvalopat oV TapedVImV
E0TAHEVOL KPOTEPQWG, UT) O& TpOTAGHE POPoV OE.

Dear friends, be men; let shame [aiddc] be in your hearts and discipline in
the sight of other men, and each one of you remember his children and his
wife, his property and his parents, whether a man’s father and mother live or
have died. Here now I supplicate your knees for the sake of those who are

absent to stand strongly [kpatepwc] and not be turned to the terror of
. 578
panic.

‘Men’ are required to have ‘consideration’, aideicOat, for the needs of others. The
problem, of course, is that “it is inevitable, given the Homeric alignment of values,” that
the heroes should seek to “pursue [their] own interest[s] at the expense of others,
particularly since [they are able to] do so without forfeiting [their] claim[s]” to social
approbation and prestige.””” Agamemnon, Achilleus, Hektor and the Suitors — the true
products of a society that values the pursuit of competitive a&pet over collective
collaboration — all feel compelled to exert every means at their disposal to further their
own interests, regardless of whether or not their actions prove detrimental to their fellow
members of society.

Far from being cohesive, Homeric society is fiercely competitive, as each hero strives
to “acquire and defend” his individual Tyun} “in a perennial zero-sum game: what one man
gains is lost by his opponent.”®*® The poems are fraught with the discord, £pic, and anger,
xO6rog, to which such competition inevitably leads. Conflict can, in theory, be resolved

peacefully. When Hephaistos fashions new armour for Achilleus, he decorates the shield

3" Hom. 1. 5.529-532, 15.561-564; Lattimore [trans.].
7 ibid. 15.661-666, 15.486-499.

> Adkins (1960) 61-62.

3% Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 96.
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with a series of scenes which portray the different aspects of human life. One such scene

depicts a lawsuit:

Moot &' etv dryopt) €cav &Bpoot EvBa 8¢ velkog
wpapet, dVo &' avdpeg Evelkeov elveka TOvg
AvdpOg amoPBiuévov” O pev gvyeTo AVt Amodovval
MU TPaVSK®V, O ' dvaiveto pndév Elécbor
aueo &' 1Ecbny ent lotopt TElpap EAEcOa.

A0oL 8" APPOTEPOLCLY EMNTVOV AUPLS APOYOL”
KNPLKES &' Apa AoOV EPNTVOV” OL O€ YEPOVTEG
elat' enl Egototot AiBoig tep@ €vi KOK W,
OKNTTPO. &€ KNPOKOV £V XEPG' £XOV NEPOPAOV®V
Tolow €mett’ 1jicoov, dpoPndig 8¢ dikalov.
KeLto &' &p' €v HEGGO1GL VM YPLGOLO TAAVTA,
T dOpEV OG petax totot dikny tBvvtata lmot.

The people were assembled in the market place, where a quarrel [vetkog]
had arisen, and two men were disputing over the blood price for a man who
had been killed. One man promised full restitution in a public statement, but
the other refused and would accept nothing. Both then made for an arbitrator
[lotmp], to have a decision; and people were speaking up on either side, to
help both men. But the heralds kept the people in hand, as meanwhile the
elders were in session on benches of polished stone in the sacred circle and
held in their hands the staves of the heralds who lift their voices. The two
men rushed before these, and took turns speaking their cases, and between
them lay on the ground two talents of gold, to be given to that judge who in

this case spoke the straightest opinion [8iknv 06vtata].”!
When a ‘quarrel’ arises between two members of the community, both parties — instead
of resorting to “private vendetta” and “disruptive violence” — opt for a peaceful resolution
2 582

in the form of “public litigation”.””" The ‘people’ are kept under control, the two parties

take turns to plead their cases, and an ‘arbitrator’, (otwp, is entrusted to make a fair

decision, diknv tBvvtata, based on the facts of the case. But this is an ideal. In practice,

the intensity of the conflicts that arise between members of Homeric society — where the
heroes “associate the impulse to assert Tiun so totally with the defense of [their] personal

worth and dignity” — nullifies all “moral constraints to behave fairly,” dikaiwg, in their

¥ Hom. /1. 18.497-508; Lattimore [trans.].
%82 Luce (1978) 2.
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relations with fellow members of society.”®® Social cohesion breaks down and, since any
appeals or admonitions to adhere to the co-operative virtues carry so little weight, all the
reasons for commending it become ineffectual. Both Achilleus and Odysseus are
sufficiently angered by the damage done to their conception of self-worth to refuse
peaceful arbitration, and there is simply no ‘judge’ powerful enough to restrain them in
their choice to do so. Both heroes decide, instead, to redress this damage by embarking
on a merciless quest for revenge, the consequences of which prove harmful to society:
Achilleus withdraws from the war and allows uncounted hosts of his own comrades to
die; Odysseus slaughters all of the Suitors despite the danger of unleashing a civil war.

99584

“It is a mark of civilised society to have laws and assemblies that force men to

show some regard, aAéyev, for the needs and rights of their fellow men:

Kvkhodnov 8' &g yatav Uneppiédov abdepiotov
toped'. ..

... Totow &' oUT' Ayopal PovAnedpot oUTe BEGTEG,
AL ol Y LymA@v Opéwv vaiovst Kapnva,

€V oméESL YAOPLPOLGL, OELIGTEVEL e €KOGTOGC
naidov 18" dAOYwV, 0VS' AAMAWY AAEYOVOTL.

And we came to the land of the Cyclopes, a fierce, lawless [a0éuotoc]

people... The Cyclopes have no assemblies [&yopai] for the making of
laws, nor any established legal codes [0éuotec], but live in hollow caverns
in the mountain heights, where each man is lawgiver [Bgiuotedev] to his

own children and women, and no one has the slightest interest [&Aéyewv] in

what his neighbours decide.”®
Councils and assemblies feature prominently in both poems, discussing a variety of
important topics, but they are “far from... democratic” in nature.’*® The only time that a
commoner, a kaxog, dares to voice his opinion in an assembly is when Thersites accuses

Agamemnon of being a poor ‘leader’ for inflicting kdxn on ‘the sons of the Achaians’ in

38 Zanker (1994) 59, 58.

3% Osborne (2004) 212.

% Hom. Od. 9.106-107, 9.112-115; Rieu [trans.].
%% Luce (1978) 10.
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his selfish pursuit to acquire ever greater ‘prizes of honour’.”®’ Thersites’ only reward for

voicing a concern for the well-being of the Achaian army is a savage beating at the hands
of Odysseus. It is simply not acceptable for a koxog ‘to argue with faciineg’, regardless

of whether or not his objections are valid (/. 2.250); “so much for freedom of speech in
the Homeric Assembly”.”®*

The fact is that the heroes dominate the assemblies just as they dominate every other
aspect of Homeric society. They summon the assemblies, they put forth all the proposals,
and they choose which course of action to follow, typically to the detriment of the entire

community:

g &' MO Aaikam Taxca kehaw) PERPBe yOwV
Nuat' omepve, Ote Aappdtatov yéet Ldwp

Zgig, Ote O O' AVOPECTL KOTEGGANEVOG YOAETVT),
ot Bin elv dyopr) okohxg kpivwot BépicTog,

€K 8¢ diknVv €Ldomot By OmY OVK AAEYOVTEG

As underneath the hurricane all the black earth is burdened on an autumn
day, when Zeus sends down the most violent waters in a deep rage against
mortals after they stir him to anger because in violent assembly [Bia dyopd]
they pass decrees that are crooked [oxolai O¢pctec], and drive
righteousness [dikn] from among them and care nothing for what the gods

think [fev dmc]...”Y

The assembly in Homeric society — instead of constraining the heroes to pay some regard,

aAéyew, to the needs of others — more often than not erupts into a ‘violent’ battleground

as each hero, ‘car[ing] nothing’ for justice, dikmn, or divine retribution, Oewv Omig, strives
to assert his own authority and secure his own pre-eminence by passing whatever
‘crooked’ ‘decree’ most serves his own interests: when ‘all the rest of the Achaians’
agree that Chryseis should be returned, Agamemnon disregards their wishes, keeps his
vépag, and provokes the wrath of Apollo (/I. 1.22); when Poulydamas proposes a course
of action that will prove more beneficial to the army than Hektor’s ‘own cause’ — which

will ‘leave many Trojans behind... whom the Achaians will cut down with the bronze’ —

% Hom. J1. 2.225-242; Lattimore [trans.].
% Luce (1978) 10.
% Hom. /1. 16.384-388; Lattimore [trans.].

166



Hektor threatens to kill him (Z/. 12.214, 12.226-227, 12.250); and when Telemachus
summons an assembly and pleads his case against the Suitors, they respond by boasting
that they ‘are afraid of no one at all’, swearing that they will not give up ‘their
unwelcome suit’ until they get what they want, threatening all those who attempt to
restrain them with ‘extremely unpleasant consequences’, and demanding that the
assembly be dismissed (Od. 2.199, 2.198-199, 2.192-193, 2.252).

The heroes are the leaders of society. Life in the Homeric world is perilous, fraught
with violence and death, and the Aooi rely on their leaders for protection. Phoinix makes
use of the story of Meleagros to remind Achilleus of this fact and persuade him to re-
enter the war. Just like Achilleus, Meleagros was refusing to aid his fellow Aitolians in
their war against the Kouretes. His father, mother, sisters and ‘dearest’ friends plead with

him ‘to come forth and defend them’ (/1. 9.576), but all to no avail.

Kot tote 81) Meréaypov eBlwvog mapdrortig
Mooet' 0dvpouévn, kai ot kKotée€ev amavta
KNoE', 66" AVOPAOMOIGL TEAEL TWV XGTL AADT)"
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TéKva 8¢ T' &Alot dryovot Babuldvoug Te yovalkog.
TOU &' piveto Bupog akovovtog Kaka Epya,

Bn &' tévar, xpot 8' évte' £d00eTO TALPAVODVTAL.

And then at last his wife, the fair-girdled bride, supplicated Meleagros, in
tears, and rehearsed in their numbers before him all the sorrows [Kndea] that
come to men when their city is taken: they kill the men, and the fire leaves
the city in ashes, and strangers lead the children away and the deep-girdled
women. And the heart, as he listened to all this evil [kaxd], was stirred
within him, and he rose, and went, and closed his body in shining armour.””°

Meleagros is finally persuaded to relent from his y6Aog Bupaiyrg and to go out and

defend his community — not as a result of supplication, or even the offer of a ‘great gift’,

péya dawpov — but by his wife’s description of all the kndea and xokd that his Aaoi would

be forced to endure should he fail to protect the city.””'

As in the case of Meleagros, a
leader’s concern for the safety of his Aaoi should always in the last resort override all

other considerations, even the loss of his own life:

% Hom. 71. 9.590-596; Lattimore [trans.].
*!ibid. 9.565, 9.576.

167



wg 8¢ yuvn) Khainot gikov ooy dpgimecovoa,
0¢ 1€ £1)G TPOGOEV TOAOG LDV TE TECT)OLY,
AGTEL KOl TEKEEGOV APOVAOV VNAEEG T)Hap”

He wept as a woman weeps when she throws her arms round the body of her
beloved husband, fallen in battle in defense of his city [moAig] and his

comrades [Aaoi], fighting to save [apvvewv] his city and his children from
the evil day.>”?

When a leader honours his social responsibilities, the community thrives:
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For your fame has reached broad heaven itself, like that of some illustrious
king [Boaoideng apdumv] ruling a prosperous and mighty country with the
fear of the gods in his heart, and upholding justice [eVdikia]. As a result of

his good leadership [eUnyecia] the dark soil yields its wheat and barley, the
trees are laden with ripe fruit, the sheep never fail to bear their lambs, nor
the sea to provide its fish; and his people prosper [&petav] under him.**?

The problem, however, is that in a society where a man’s worth is determined not by the
extent to which he is able to co-operate with other members of society for the common
good, but by the extent to which he is able to achieve as much individual success and
prestige as possible, the need to promote the interests of the social group must always in
the last resort be overpowered by the need to assert one’s own tur. And in the
obsessiveness with which they feel compelled to protect that conception of self-worth
against all injury and slight, the leaders of Homeric society, the so-called ‘shepherds of
the people’, far from furthering the interests of their Aaoi, actually become a threat to
their very existence: Hektor knows full well that the city of Troy and all his Aaoi are

doomed without him, but chooses to forsake them anyway; Agamemnon devastates the

%2 Hom. Od. 8.523-525; Rieu [trans.].
* ibid. 19.108-114.
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Achaian army by first inciting the wrath of Apollo, and then the wrath of Achilleus;
Achilleus takes revenge on Agamemnon by abusing his influence with the gods to ensure
the destruction of the entire army; and Odysseus wreaks havoc on the community of
Ithaca by slaughtering all the Suitors, ‘the mainstay of [his] polis’, and initiating a civil

war (Od. 23.121).

Like all heroic poetry, the Homeric poems depict a vanished epoch of glory and
splendour: the palaces are luxurious, the treasures magnificent, the women surpassingly
lovely, the men strong, brave, and insurmountable. Unlike other heroic poetry, however,
the poems also serve to “highlight the inherent weakness of the social world they
describe”. Indeed, Homer seems to go to a great deal of effort to “expos[e] to scrutiny...

a model of social life [that] is fundamentally flawed”.>**

The Homeric alignment of
values — with its heavy reliance on the competitive excellences and comparative lack of
regard for the co-operative ones — is, in theory, supposed to promote and ensure the
stability of Homeric society. In practice, however, it consistently serves to undermine
social cohesion to the extent that it becomes, as it does in Archaic and Classical Greek

society, a serious threat to the well-being of the community.

> Haubold (2000) 32.

169



Conclusion

Why were the Homeric poems so popularly received? The Homeric poems belong to and
establish the genre of heroic poetry, a type of poetry “which is represented... as the praise
of the great deeds of a long-ago nobility”>°; and yet there is so much more to them.
While the poems look back to the highly centralised and bureaucratic society of the
Mycenaean era, they also look forward, insistently so, to the new form of social
organisation emerging in the eighth century — the polis. Homer reinterpreted and
reinvented the inherited stories of adventure and warfare to compose poetry that
expressed new “models of action and feeling for the age of the polis”.”*® “By associating
[the] old [heroic] themes with [the] new consciousness of urbanisation” that was

beginning to take form in the eighth century,™’

Homer was able to develop in his
audiences a new conception and understanding of human existence for the altered
conditions of the polis and to “broaden their awareness to include the new modes of
social and political activity which the new needs and goals” of their social world
“demanded”.””® Through his composition of the /liad and Odyssey, Homer contributed to
the development of new ideas on the manner in which the Greeks could live together in
the new sociopolitical conditions of the polis. Herein lies the key to Homer’s continued
popularity, for his poetry became the expression of the very issues that were to plague the
Greeks for centuries: the pursuit of private interests at the expense of the community; the
question of how best to determine a man’s worth — by the extent to which he achieves
individual success or by the extent to which he shows regard for his fellow men, respects
the norms of human society and furthers the interests of his social group; the tension
between individual autonomy and social obligation, between the motivation to maintain
group harmony and the desire to assert one’s own pre-eminence, between the organs of

the community and the power drives of ambitious individuals; the need for social

cohesion (Opovouwn), institutional continuity and a more collaborative system of values;

% Latacz (1996) 15-16.

3% Seaford (1994) 177.

7 Scully (1990) 97.

% Gentili [tr. Cole] (1988) 55.
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and the manner in which a man can best come to terms with the conditions that bind his
existence in a human community.

The Homeric poems portray “a social world without effective social structures,” in
which the behaviour of individuals is governed not by their understanding that, as
members of a human society, they have a duty to care for one another and promote the
interests of the social group, but by their aspiration as descendants of the gods to exert
every means within their power to achieve as much individual success and prestige as
possible. So while the heroes might represent an “exalted version of human nature” who
inspire “wonder because of their strength, their fierceness [and] their superhuman

59600

force, they also display a pervasive tendency to “undermine social cohesion and the

well-being of the larger community”.' The emergence of the notion of ‘community’ as
represented in the slow development of the polis occasioned the need for “a new measure
of man, more suited to the changed” social, political and economic “conditions of Greek

: 2
society”®

— men who, unlike the Homeric heroes, understand that the success of any
communal venture depends on their ability to work together; who recognise and accept
that the interests of the social group must always in the last resort take precedence over
the interests of the individual; and who “prove themselves” not by individual success and
achievement, but “by respecting their fellow men and enabling human society, taken as it
is, to live in harmony”.**

This new ‘community-oriented’ conception of man is embodied in the poetry of
Simonides (c. 509-500). ‘To be truly good’, ayaf6c ainbwg (whether in terms of one’s
physical and mental prowess, one’s successes and achievements, or even one’s social
standing), says Simonides, is not merely a ‘difficult’ ‘quest’, but an ‘impossible’ one;
indeed, this is a ‘privilege’ that is reserved only for the gods. Ordinary human beings

‘cannot avoid being kaxog’, forced as they are to “deal with the constraints,” dvdykau,

9 Gy

and ‘irresistible misfortune[s]’ “imposed upon [them]” by the gods, “by social necessity

%% Haubold (2000) 51.

899 Clarke (2004) 80.

! Graziosi and Haubold (2005) 114.
692 Gentili [tr. Cole] (1988) 64.

593 Snell (1961) 101.
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and [by their] own inner impulses”.604 And so, instead of ‘throw[ing] away [his] span of
life’ on an ‘empty, vain hope’, a man should rather concern himself with trying to be the

best that he can be, which is to do ‘nothing shameful... of his own will’ and to live a

‘sound’ life in accordance with ‘the justice that helps his city’, ovnoimoig dikn:

Tavtog 6 Emaivnt Kol QIAE®,
EKQ@V O0TIC EPONL

UNSEV aloypovV: AvayKat

d' o€ Beol payovra.

OUK ELUL PIAOYOYOC, €Tel Epotye eEapPKEL

O¢ v p1) KoKOg 1)t und' dyav &mdiapvog ei-
dmg y' ovneimoy dikav,

VYU AVip* OV PNV Eyw

Hopmoopat Twv yap nidiov

aneipmv yevédAa.

TOVTO TOL KOAQ, TOLo1V

T aloypX U1 PEPEKTOL.

No, I commend and love any man who of his
own will does nothing shameful [aioypdv]; against
necessity not even the gods fight.

I am not a fault-finder: I am satisfied with the
man who is not bad [kak6g] nor too shiftless,
one who understands the justice that helps his

city [ovnoinolg dikn], a sound man.
I shall not find fault with him;
for the generation of fools is numberless.

All things are fair [kaAd] in which the base [aloypd]

is not mingled.®”®
“To the ethic of absolute values” — the values by which the men of Homeric society
conduct their lives — Simonides “opposes the ethic of relative values, more human and
less heroic, which moves from the lofty plane of aesthetic and agonistic striving to the
broader one of ethical and social commitment in a community context. For [Homer’s]

‘heroic’ man Simonides substitutes” a new ‘civic’ conception of man, “equally lofty” but

694 Gentili [tr. Cole] (1988) 65.
595 Simon. fr. 542; Campbell [trans.].
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“more in tune with the new historical reality: the ideal of the democratic citizen living a

just life in accordance with the interests of the city.”*%

In his Politics Aristotle defines man as a {ov moltkdv: “a being whose highest goal,
whose téAog (end), is by nature to live in a polis” (Arist. Politics 1252b9-1253a39).
Finley believes that “most Greeks” would have shared this assessment,’’’ as they would
have shared the belief that “the good life was possible only in a polis”;**® that “the
essential condition for a genuine political society, for a true polis... [was] ‘Rule by laws,
not by men’” (Pl. Republic 565e-566a, Arist. Politics 1295a19-1295a23);°* and that
“freedom was... equated” not “with anarchy... but with an ordered existence within a
community which was governed by an established code respected by all”.®'° The growth
of the polis seems to have been accompanied by the necessary awareness of the need to
develop new modes of social and political activity upon which the success of life in a
polis depends: an increase in the level of political self-consciousness which ultimately led

to the advent of democracy and the principles of icovopie; the development and

implementation of new laws and institutions designed to promote Opdvoua, institutional

continuity and the notions of justice and equality; and the growing recognition of the
importance of loyalty to the state, obedience to the laws and adherence to a more co-
operative system of values. In reality, however, the ‘heroic’ outlook — the irrepressible

need to always be ‘the best’, to assert one’s own pre-eminence and prestige, to pursue

individual apetn at all costs — never quite gave way to Simonides’ conception of ‘civic’

apetn and the understanding that, as members of a human community, the need to work
together for the common good is paramount.

The social crisis that first arose following the elimination of the kings of the
Mycenaean world was never truly resolved. Instead, Theognis’ fear that ‘evil men’ would
‘commit UPpig’ against the city and ‘destroy’ its ‘tranquility’, that they would ‘corrupt
the common people and give judgement in favour of the unjust for their own profit or

power’, and that they would ‘bring evil to the people’ in the form of ‘civil strife, the

89 Gentili [tr. Cole] (1988) 65.
%7 Finley (1983) 24-25.

5% ibid. 125.

599 ibid. 135.

619 Finley (1963) 41.
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killing of kinfolk and dictatorships’ (Theog. 1.39-52; Wender [trans.]), was not only

realised but “became a permanent, and highly abrasive, feature of” polis life.®!' In
Athens, “the paragon of Greek democracy,”®'? Solon’s plea for evvopio went unheard, as

the different classes and political factions continued to engage in ‘social discord’ and
‘grievous strife’ (Sol. 4.20-39; Freeman [trans.]), while ambitious individuals, ‘through
their following of unjust works and ways’, frequently abused their wealth and authority to
disregard ‘the holy foundations of Justice’ in the competition for individual power and
prestige (Sol. 4.5-29; Freeman [trans.]).

Herodotus describes the ‘Greek nation’ as being bound up psychologically by a
feeling of Hellenic self-consciousness — ‘the community of blood and language, temples

»613

and ritual, and our common customs’” ~ — and Solon describes his reforms as intended to

‘accusto[m] the citizens as members of one body to feel and sympathise with one

another’s sufferings’.®"*

But to what extent was this spirit of ‘nationalism’ — of a deep-
rooted consciousness of belonging to a single community with a unified cultural identity;
of a perception of being intrinsically rather than artificially bound together as a
‘collective’ — a reality rather than a desire or wishful projection? The Greek
consciousness, rather than ascribing whole-heartedly to a belief of “their fundamental
unity as a people”,’"” seems instead to have been plagued by an underlying and
ineradicable tension: between what is best for the individual and what is best for the
community; between what is best for the individual state and what is best for the

community of states known as ‘the Greeks’; between the need to obey Zeus’ ‘law’ to
promote ‘bonds of friendship and union’ by behaving with aiddg and dikn in one’s
relations with fellow men (Pl. Protagoras 322c2-322d5; Guthrie [trans.]) and the need to
obey the ‘general and necessary law of nature to rule whatever one can’ (Thuc. The
Peloponnesian War V.105; Warner [trans.]); between the knowledge that ‘a city is better
off” when its citizens ‘abide by’ the vopot (Thuc. The Peloponnesian War 111.37.3.1-5.3;

' Green (1973) 117.

%12 Finley (1970) 108.

813 Hdt. Histories 8.144; De Sélincourt [trans.].
814 plut. Solon 18.6; Scott-Kilvert [trans.].

815 Luce (1975) 179.
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Warner [trans.]) and the desire to exert every means at one’s disposal, just or no, ‘to help
[one’s] @idot and injure [one’s] €xOpoi’ (Pl. Meno 71e1-71e5; Guthrie [trans.]).

Far from ever resolving this tension, Diogenes reveals just how “meaningless” the
concept of ‘citizenship” — of membership to a distinctly ‘Greek community’ — “had

become”®!¢

when he refers to himself as being a koopomoAitng, ‘a citizen of the universe’
(Diog. Laert. Lives of Eminent Philosophers 6.63.3; Hicks [trans.]).°’” While the
community of Ithaca is spared the ‘horror and turmoil’ of ‘disastrous war’, moiepog
apyoréoc, when Athena and Zeus impose reconciliation, social cohesion, and friendship,
Q011G at the end of the Odyssey (Od. 24.475, 24.531, 24.476), this “solution” was one
that the Greeks “were never fortunate enough to experience”.®'® And it was precisely this
failure to realise ‘their fundamental unity as a people’ — to develop a shared belief among
the members of society that they belong to a single and unique social group who share a
unified cultural identity with common characteristics, values, goals and purpose; to
muster the necessary level of social cohesion which needs to operate both within the city-

state and between the various city-states; and to abandon competitive apeth in favour of

co-operation and co-existence — that ultimately led to their downfall: the fall of
democracy, the decline of the polis, and their eventual subjection under first Macedonian

and then Roman control.

In his book Homer and his Critics, Sir John Myres began by stating that “it is not easy to
say anything new about Homer”, to which J.V. Luce, in his own book Homer and the
Heroic Age, responded: “It is also true that it is risky to say anything about Homer!”®"
Although Luce is here referring to the impossibility of ever proving one’s “assumptions”
beyond any reasonable doubt, I would argue that the real reason it is so ‘risky to say
anything about Homer’ is essentially the same reason that accounts for the popularity of
his poems not only in ancient Greece, but still to this day. Like all truly ‘great’ literature,

Homeric poetry embodies attitudes to the fundamental questions of human life: the

meaning or ‘worth’ of a man’s life; the acceptance of death; the nature of man’s relation

016 Finley (1963) 113.

7 Long’s 1964 edition of Diogenes Laertius’ Vitae philosophorum.
618 Adkins (1960) 239.

819 Luce (1975) 10.
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to his fellow men; and, of course, the need to come to terms with the unchanging
conditions, avaykot, that both characterise and bind our existence as dewloi Bpotoi,
‘wretched mortals’.*?° Charles Horton Cooley believed that “one of the most universal of
all social behaviours” lay in man’s unfailing predisposition to “spend both time and
energy searching for [his] reflection”.®?' Taken in this light, the Homeric poems became
in a sense the ‘mirror’ in which all Greeks from the eighth century onwards could search
for their reflection and so contemplate the reality of their own lives in the polis. This
process is not specific only to the ancient Greeks, but is open to all men, for Homer’s

‘winged words’ strike at the very heart of man’s humanity.

620 Hom. JI. 24.525; Lattimore [trans.].
821 Worchel and Coutant (2004) 189.
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