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ABSTRACT

Readers of Homer’s I/iad immediately confront the anger of Achilles; the first word
of the poem, punvig, forefronts the hero’s godlike wrath. Yet little attention has been paid to
the important relationship that exists between Achilles’ anger and his grief. In this
dissertation I identify language in the poem unique to Achilles, linking his grief for Patroklos
with a longing, toO1). The most important interpretive consequence of this link between
1toOn) and grief, I argue, is the proper understanding of the insatiable roots of his subsequent
anger. Achilles experiences the death of Patroklos as a rending of the fabric of his life. In
this state of restless volatility, we see that Achilles’ anger is one more response to an
underlying experience of rupture and thus is both aimless and fruitless. Although Achilles
succeeds in ensuring the future sack of Troy by killing Hektor, his behavior remains
insatiate, since his deeds of anger are motivated by a desire for what cannot be achieved, life
shared with Patroklos. The persistence of his attempted vengeance beyond the slaying of
Hektor reveals the futility of his undetlying longing, such that, according to the poem, the

only end he can make of his grief-driven anger, finally, is to let it go.
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The Trojans’ grief for Hektor is never described with the language of longing, and
this surprising exclusion underscores the contrast between Achilles and Hektor. Where
Achilles has a uniquely independent status, Hektor is continuously tied to the city as a whole
and part of a rich network of close relations. Rather than exploring the rupture of a single,
highly personal relationship, perhaps typical of a warrior far from home many years, with
Hektor’s death the poem depicts the impending destruction of an entire civilization. Thus
every expression of grief for this warrior refers not only to personal loss but to the multiple
relationships that will be impacted by his death. The Trojans’ grief for their defender cannot
linger on the sense of rupture in the present, but rather their grief is shaped by a forward-

looking sense of doom.
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“The I/iad is not, ultimately, a story about the warrior code,
or the search for ‘unperishable renown,” but rather a story of griefs....”

Kevin Crotty, The Poetics of Supplication, 59

Introduction

This dissertation is in large part about the futility of vengeance. It follows a single
narrative thread in the I/ad, the poem’s presentation of the grief of Achilles for Patroklos
and the anger that it spawns. Although I am wary of attempts to capture the epic’s narrative
in just a few words, Kevin Crotty’s claim that the [/iad is a story not about the search for
renown, but about grief and emotions, provokes a fruitful line of thought.' The study of
Achilles’ grief in particular reveals a rich framework for understanding several key elements
in the l/iad’s narrative. In this dissertation I argue that the poem roots Achilles’ grief, after
the death of Patroklos, in the rupture of shared life, from which also stems his subsequent
anger, with its particular qualities of relentlessness, aimlessness, and futility. Such grief is
delineated in the poem with the language of o0r), or longing. This understanding of
Achilles’ grief and anger illuminates several narrative threads: how Achilles becomes the
daimonic force that effectively sacks the city of Troy; why such anger fails to redress the
grief that drives it; and the moderating force of human attachment which qualifies the hero’s
immortal dimension and ultimately enables him to release his enemy’s body. The poem’s
presentation of Achilles’ grief also sheds light, by way of contrast, on the grief of the Trojans

for Hektor, which is dominated by a civic awareness of future doom.

I Crotty (1994), 59.



The story of Achilles’ anger is well known. After hearing of Patroklos’ death in Book
18, the distraught warrior reenters battle in order to kill Hektor, launching himself into an
unparalleled killing spree against the Trojans. He slays Hektor and buries his friend; yet still
in the grip of anger, he turns to a cycle of repeated vengeance on Hektor’s corpse, broken
only by the intervention of the gods and his own decision to let go. Scholars have focused
separately on the anger, killing, and grief of Achilles, but they have neglected to explore the
relationship between that grief and anger, both insatiable emotions for Achilles at this stage
of the poem. I wish to look at this particular combination of emotions, uniquely linked in the
case of Achilles in the l/zad, and, surprisingly, largely absent from the grief of Hektor’s loved
ones. Thus I ask why Achilles’ grief results in such vast fury, when the Trojans’ grief for
Hektor does not. Drawing on the language of the I/iad itself, I shall argue that Achilles” anger
and grief are linked through the dynamic of longing.

Only the grief of Achilles for Patroklos is associated with the term 1001, a force of
longing, as in the phrases ot moOn (19.321) and INatpdkAov moOéwv (followed by a series
of objects, 24.6ff). It is a peculiarity of the poem that this quality of longing is restricted to
the grief of Achilles, an observation not yet discussed in scholatly literature. One might
expect to find the same collocation of grief and longing in the Trojans’ great need for

Hektor, whose death provokes more narrated yoot than any other character in the poem,
and whose funeral closes the poem, yet T001 never describes any expression of grief for this

hero. The unique constellation of terms in grief for Patroklos points us to a particular way of
understanding the nature of Achilles’ grief, and it is to this peculiarity that I wish to direct

this dissertation. This small linguistic point has large interpretive consequences. By



distinguishing Achilles’ grief from that of the other major grievers in the poem, the poem
draws our attention to the particular qualities in his grief that propel Achilles into deeds of
relentless anger. If we better understand the emotional dynamics driving Achilles in the last
fourth of the poem, we better understand both Achilles in his human and divine aspects, so
central to his character, and the narrative arc of the poem, the story of how one wartior
becomes a force whose anger is vast enough to sack a city.”

In this dissertation I am attentive to nuances in the language of particular lines, yet I
have found that the three Iliadic words for longing, To01, mo0¢w, and OO0, largely
overlap in their context and significance. Thus I do not differentiate between the verb and
noun forms, since they collectively point to a unified concept, whose significance I shall
argue for below. For convenience’s sake, I shall refer to this concept with the noun 1o0r] or
the English translation “longing/yearning.” For a complete catalogue of the verb and noun
forms as they are distributed throughout different contexts, see Appendix A.

When we draw together all the uses of mo01] and its related forms in the poem, in
both grief and non-grief contexts, we can establish four common elements in the term’s

Iliadic significance. First, toO is the response to an absence. Second, insofar as the absence
ruptures a former wholeness, 001 bears in it an intrinsic desire for the absence to be filled.

Third, ToOr) tends to be particular, not generic, i.e., one longs for a specific person, not for a

2 The sack, of course, is not narrated in the poem directly, but poetically occurs with the death of
Hektor in Book 22. For a reading of the I/iad as the story of the sack of Troy, with one narrative
thread telling how Achilles became the force that could sack the city, and the other telling how the
city fell through the death of Hektor, see Scully (1990), 114-128. King (1987) likewise frames the I/iad
thus, as the story of “the effective conquering of a city by wreaking personal vengeance on that city’s
champion,” 1. This reading will be discussed further in Chapters Three and Four.



generally “equivalent” person to fill up the absence.” And lastly, 7001 can refer to
something that is deeply a part of the person; in other words, the wholeness that is ruptured
has an intimate subjective dimension. The first chapter will analyze the appearances of o0
in the poem, beginning with its most common context, the ten times a group of wartiors is
said to long for their leader. When Achilles longs for the slain Patroklos in the last fourth of
the poem, these later passages resonate with the battlefield context already well established,
but they are embellished by a greater discourse on grief itself. Once we have drawn out the
essential elements of the word’s meaning in these grief and non-grief contexts, we shall turn
in subsequent chapters to the narrative consequences of a grief so shaped by this longing. 1

shall argue that we best understand the vast anger of Achilles when we see it as deriving
from 1o0r), the insatiate desire for a wholeness that has been lost.

A useful comparandum for this discussion can be found in Plato’s Cratylus where
Socrates distinguishes the terms {pegog and mo0og. Socrates designates {peQog as the desire
for what is present, and té0o0c as the same feeling as it is felt when the object of desire is
absent.” This distinction gives an outside parallel to what we see in Homer. Since o0, a

yearning for what is absent, is at the heart of Achilles’ grief, all of his grief-driven activities

can only achieve more weeping and other activities of attempted presence, but can never fill
the absence of mo0O1). When we understand this dimension of grief, we see that Achilles’

grief is intrinsically volatile and unable to be assuaged.

3 o) never describes longing for things in the I/ad and only once describes longing for an activity,
when Achilles longs for warfare in 1.492. This is one of the main ways in which 7o01] in the I/iad
differs from the Odjssey, on which see below.

4 Cra. 419e-420a.



It is worthwhile noting that toO1] never describes sexual desire in the I/ad. In fact,
the word never describes even the grief of one spouse for the other, with the exception of
one such imagined grief when Dione threatens Diomedes (5.414). In its predominant
application of o0 to battlefield contexts and to grief for a single warrior, the I/ad differs
both from the Odyssey and from much of archaic literature. In the Odyssey, moO1) words are
used in a wide range of contexts, often quite utilitarian. Almost half of the appearances of
1001] describe missing/desiring an external object. As in the [/iad, mo01) in the Odyssey is
never explicitly sexual, although Penelope does describe her longing for her absent husband
with this language on three occasions (1.343, 18.204, 19.130), a description shared by

Odysseus’ mother and the swineherd, Eumaios.” A complete catalogue of the forms and
contexts of moO1) words in the Odyssey can be found in Appendix B.

In archaic literature the preferred noun is m600g, which often denotes sexual desire
in this period. Thus Hesiod in the Works and Days, for example, describes Pandora as

endowed with m60ov doyaAéov (“troublesome yearning,” WD 66);’ Sappho,” Theognis,’

5> Odysseus’ father, mother, and the swineherd long for Odysseus in his absence (11.196, 11.202, and
14.144); ct. Telemachos’ fear that his absence will make his mother long for him (2.375, 4.748). Circe
advises Odysseus that it is better to long for six dead companions than for the entire company
(12.110), the closest parallel to the Iliadic To001] of the battlefield. All other appearances of o0 in
the Odyssey refer to the missing of an external object. For a complete catalogue of forms and
contexts, see Appendix B.

¢ moOog denoting sexual desire also appears in the pseudo-Hesiodic Shzeld of Heracles 41.

7 Sappho (fr. 22.11, 48.2, 102.2 Voigt). Three other Sappho fragments could be using m6é0o¢ words
to denote sexual yearning, although in these fragments either the word is not fully formed or the
context is not clear: fr. 15.11, 36.1, and 94.23 V. Cf. the fragmentary references in Archilochus, fr.
193.1 and 196 West.

8 Theognidea 1339 West. The participle mToB@v also describes sexual desire at Thgn. 1251 W.



and other archaic poets’ likewise use the term in erotic contexts. But we also see m600g in
this period describing the grief of bereavement and absence. Callinus describes the longing
of a people for a slain warrior thus: Aawt Yo cOumavTt m0og kQaTeQOPEOVOS AVOQOS/
Ovnokovtog, Cwwv O &&log NuBéwv- (“For when a man of strong mind dies, his entire
people long for him, and he has the worth of the living demigods,” fr. 1.18 West)." Tyrtaeus
similarly describes the entire city as grieved by doyaAéwt [...] mOOwt at the fall of a warrior
(fr. 12.28 W). The identification of m60og with absence is particularly keen in the Homeric
Hymn to Demeter, when Persephone has been abducted by Hades, and first mother and then
daughter feel a grieved longing for the other (HH Dew 201, 304, and 344)."" Elsewhere in
archaic literature 600g denotes longing for deeds of valor (Pindar, Pyzh. 4.184)." This
spectrum of contexts for mOO0g in the archaic poets does not affect our interpretation of the

l/iad, but here we can perhaps see a small cross-section of a larger pattern of overlapping

9 E.g., Simonides .An#h. Pal. 7.25.8 Campbell (although Gow-Page date this epigram to the later
Hellenistic period; cf. ad IV G.-P. (1965), 518-9); Bacchylides 26 Machler.

10 In the same Callinus fragment, two lines eatlier, the warrior who returns home and dies of old age
is neither GiAog nor moBewvog (fr. 1.16 W). In Pindar too, variant forms of mé0og describe
absence/bereavement: O/ 6.16, [ToBéw otoatiac 0GOaApov éuag, “I long for the eye of my army,”
(describing the death of a seer); cf. O/ 10.87, an absent child is moBewvog to his father.

11 These examples bear great similarity to Achilles’ grief-longing for Patroklos, as will be noted in
Chapter Two. Cf. the paternal longing predicted by a dying son in Simonides Pal Anth. 7.513.4
Campbell: agetnv moBéwv [...] caodpoocivnv (note the participial form; Page (1981) dates this
epigram to the 2nd century B.C., ad LXXIV, 294).

12 Similarly, perhaps, in Ibycus S227 PMGF (=P.Oxy. 2637 fr. 7). Variant forms also describe longing
for valor in Pindar: participle, O/ 13.64 (Bellerophon longing to yoke Pegasos); adjective,
(moBewvotatav do6€av, O 8.64; moOewvov/ kAéog, Isth. 5.7). In ‘Anacreon’ I11 Page (= Anth. Pal.
7.263), mo0og denotes longing for one’s home country; Page (1981) dates this epigram to the
Hellenistic period, 135.




imagery in poetic descriptions of grief and love, particularly when the beloved is not
attained.”

The I/iad, of course, is a work of literature, not philosophy, and as such it never spells
out the exact nature of the relationship between o001 and grief. Conceptually, the two are
distinct: longing is a force of attraction, grief the pain of loss. But as we shall see, longing for
what has been lost fundamentally shapes Achilles’ grief. In my analysis I stay away from
strictly causal language — “he grieves because he longs” — because such language suggests
discrete episodes; whereas, when the Iliad depicts Achilles’ grief with ToOn language, such
longing seems to be the persisting shape of his grief, the characteristic feature that makes it
insatiable and volatile. Thus the poem portrays Achilles’ grief as more than simply pain,
although his loss is certainly painful; rather it includes a kind of restless dynamism, which we
will explore in the next several chapters.' T shall occasionally abbreviate this particular
species of grief in the hyphenated term “grief-longing” or “rtoOr|-grief,” especially when
contrasting it with the Trojans’ grief for Hektor.

Part of my contribution is to distinguish this grief and anger from other griefs and
angers in the poem. In Achilles and Patroklos the poem offers us a unique stoty, a friendship
of unparalleled closeness, and it depicts the grief caused by the rupture of that friendship
with unique language, o0Or), and uniquely prolonged and insatiate effects. But despite the

singularity of this story, the poem invites us to see Achilles’ grief and anger as paradigmatic.

13 Even though, of course, there are major differences between death and unrequited or temporarily
absent love.

14 Konstan (20006) argues lucidly for the likeness of grief to physical pain, as opposed to other
emotions, insofar as loss impacts the bereaved without regard to anyone’s intentions and without
provoking the disposition to respond, 244-258, esp. 246-8. Thus, he notes, the most common word
for grief in ancient Greek literature is AUTN, 245; but note that no form of AVUTn appears in the Iad
ot the Odyssey.



He has a particularly intense temperament and, moreover, is associated with the gods in ways
which distinguish him from the other mortals in the poem, as we shall discuss in Chapters
One through Three. Yet throughout the poem we see glimmers of likeness in other
characters’ experience of grief and anger. Many other warriors in battle feel grief at the death
of 2 companion and respond by trying to kill the killer."” One notable example is the grief of
Hektor when his younger brother Polydoros is killed:

“Extw 0" wg évonoe kaotyvntov IToAvdwoov

évtepa xeootv éxovta, Atalopevov motl yaint,

KA&Q 0& oL 0OPOAApWVY KEXLT AXAVG: 0V dQ” €T ETAN
dNEOV £kA¢ 0TEWdPao’, AAA” dvtiog NAO” AxiAnog

[..]- (20.419-422)'¢

But when Hektor saw his brother Polydoros

holding his innards in his hands, sinking down to the earth,
darkness poured over his eyes too; and no longer did he endure

to turn there far from battle, but he came face-to-face with Achilles

[...]."”

15 E.g., 8.316-322, aivov axog pierces Hektor for his dead charioteer, and he tries to kill the slayer
Teucer; 11.248-253, koategdv [...] mévOog covers Kodn’s eyes and he attacks Agamemnon for
slaying his brother; 13.402-403, Deiphobos, Aciov dxvouevog, attacks Idomeneus; 13.581-583,
axog takes Menelaos at the death of Deipyros and he approaches Helenos, brandishing his spear;
14.458-401, the Argives feel dxog at the slaying of Prothoénor, and Ajax is stirred to killed
Archelochos; 14.475-477, éxog takes Trojans at the slaying of Archelochos, and his brother Akamas
bestrides the body to fight; 14.486-487, the Argives feel &xog at the slaying of Promachos, and
Penelaos is stirred to kill Akamas; 16.508-547, Glaukos feels atvov dxog at the death speech of
Sarpedon and he prays for healing so that he can return to battle; 16.548-553, mévOoc/ doxetov
takes the Trojans at the news of Sarpedon’s death, and in anger Hektor leads them to battle; 17.591-
592, Hektor learns of the slaying of his beloved companion Podes (cf. 17.575-577), and a black cloud
of grief covers him, and he strides to the front of the fighting (tov 0’ dxeog vedpéAn xdAvpe
HéAawva,/ P 0€ dx moopdxwv kekoguOHévog aibomt xaAkwu); etc. For passages where grief is
not specified, cf., 13.203, Oilean Ajax angered because of the death of Amphimachos (kexoAwpévog
Apduaxoro); 13.660-662, Paris angered for the death of guest-friend (dmoktapévoro xoAwOn:/
[...]/ T00 & ye xwbpevog); etc. See Fenik (1968) on the typical natute of these chain reaction fights,

10. Bassett (1933) argues that the poem views these vengeful actions as required of the survivor, 52-
54.
16 All Greek quotations of the [/ad come from West’s Teubner edition (1998-2000).



Grief for his brother impels Hektor to battle with his slayer. This pattern of grief in battle
begetting vengeance is not explored extensively for most of these wartiors, but in the pattern
we see the potential likeness between these griefs and angers and the grief-driven anger of
Achilles. The depth to which the I/zad probes the yearning of Achilles is atypical, yet the
poem invites us to see his response to Patroklos’ death as a paradigmatic story, the &ind of
story that could apply to anyone.

Yet in this potentially paradigmatic story, the poem challenges one element in the
pattern of vengeance in battle, the occasional claim that killing the enemy eases the pain of
grief. This notion emerges in the vaunts of certain characters that vengeance accomplishes
“deeds of equal worth,” as if the slaying of a companion required in turn slaying of the

enemy, or more, to balance the scale. The violence of Hekabe’s desire to devour the enemy

raw is but one example of this concept of dvtita éoya:

[...] TOV €éyw péoov N Exotpt

€00épeval mpoopvoa- TOT” avtita €Qya YEVOLTO
A0S €OV, ETtel 0V € KaAKICOPEVOV YE KATEKTA,
aAAa mEo Towwv kat Towiddwv PabuvkoAntwy

éotadT, oUte PoPov pepvnuévov o0t dAewonc. (24.212-216)

And I wish I could hold the middle of his liver
and attaching myself devour it; those would be deeds of fair requital

for my son, since not cowardly was he when [Achilles] killed him
but on behalf of the Trojan men and Trojan women with their low-hanging garments

he stood, thinking neither of flight nor avoidance.

17 Unless otherwise indicated, all translations are the authot’s own.
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Although Hekabe speaks with unusual gruesomeness,® her hope for dvtita égya echoes a
thought common to others in the poem, what Bernard Fenik calls the ““fair exchange’ of
slayings.”"” Such passages contribute to a general impression that deeds of vengeance
somehow ease the pain of grief. Priam claims something similar about lament, when he
declares that Achilles can kill him, once he has held Hektor’s body in his arms and assuaged
his desire for weeping: avtika Ydo pe katakteivetev AXIAAeVS/ aykag EAOVT EUOV

Loy, Emv yoouv €€ €gov einv (24.226-227). This variant of the formula for having one’s fill

of a meal suggests a likeness between the longing of grief and the satiable desires of the
body. In the narrative of Achilles, however, we shall see that grief-longing is distinguished by
its insatiety, and through this story the poem will refute the notion that vengeance can be
avrtita, of equal value, to what has been lost. We shall return to these questions of the
motivation and efficacy of vengeance in Chapters Two and Three.

In Chapter Four, I shall turn to the major counter-example in the poem, the grief for
Hektor, which is never described in terms of 7toOm). I shall suggest that perhaps the narrative

of grief-longing turning to anger was not told for Hektor because he is predominantly a man

18 The only parallels are Achilles’ rejection of Hektor in Book 22, al ydo mwg avtov pe pévog katl
Oupoc aveln/ O’ amotapvopevov kpéa Edpevat, oid w’ €ogyag (“If only somehow my fury and
spirit would urge me myself to cut off your flesh and eat it raw, such deeds have you done,” 22.346-
347), and Zeus’ characterization of Hera’s wrath against the Trojans as only to be sated by devouring
them raw (wpov BePowOolis, 4.35); he asks her, have they done such evils to you? (toooa kaka
pélovowy;, 4.32).

19 Fenik (1968), 135. See, e.g., 13.446, when Idomeneus boasts to Deiphobus, Anidof’, 1) &oa 1] Tt
gloxopev aflov eivay/ Toic évog dvti medpaoOay [...] (“Deiphobos, so then shall we say this was a
deed of equal worth, to slay three men in exchange for one?,” 13.446-447); also 14.471-472, when
Ajax boasts to Polydamas, ¢poaleo, [TovAvdapa, kal pot viiueotég éviomes:/ 1) @' ovx 00Tog v
ITpoBonvopog dvti medpdoBat/ d&iog; o0 HéV poL KaKOG eidetat o0dE kakwv EE,/ dAAX
kaolyvntog Avtrvogog intrtodapoto/ 1 maic: [...] (“Think, Polydamas, and tell me truthfully; is not
this a man worthy to die in exchange for Prothoénor? He does not seem to me to be a base man, nor

born of base men, but a brother of Antenor the horse-tamer, ot a son; [...]” 14.470-474).
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of the city, and his story is dominated by his specific role and innumerable ties to his
community. Conversely, we can plausibly argue that Achilles’ freedom from the ties of city,
emphasized by the particularity of his exclusive friendship with Patroklos (see Chapter One),
makes Achilles and Patroklos a particularly good paradigm for the story of grief’s personal
effects.”

The scholarship on grief in the I/iad tends to bypass a thorough study of its
dynamics, focusing more on the distinctive functions of lament for the different sexes. So in
her seminal Les /armes d’Achille, Helene Monsacré observes the active, virile modes of grief
which make up the suffering of the masculine hero in Homer, so different from the slow
wasting away of female tears;”' or in Dangerous 1 vices, Gail Holst-Warhaft explores the
distinctive power women have in Homeric society through their status as formal lamenters;”
in Leaving Words to Remember, the first chapter of which is devoted to Iliadic personal laments,
Katharine Derderian argues that the poem privileges male, active forms of mourning over
ephemeral female mourning at funeral rituals.”” Derderian’s work also contributes to a

related area of scholarship which studies the generic differences between epic and lament,

20 Cf. Bassett (1933), who compares Patroklos’ relationship with Achilles to the entirety of Troy’s
various family relationships with Hektor, 55-56. E.g., “The love and devotion which Hector gave to
the many members of his family Achilles gave to Patroclus,” 55.

2 Monsacré (1984); on this point see esp. 199-201. In her work she argues that the male hero is as
much defined by his suffering as he is by his prowess in war, and his weeping is in no way a lack of
manliness. Many scholars agree with her on this point; cf., e.g., van Wees (1998) who, with a similar
focus on gender, looks at tears in Homer in the context of restraint, concluding that there is little, if
any, expectation of restraint from men when it comes to weeping; the one exception is ritual laments,
in which women are expected to be the primary mourners and to do so more intensely than men, 10-
53.

22 Holst-Warhaft (1992), esp. 98-114. For a more general study of female lament, see Alexiou (2002;
orig. 1974), who places Greek ritual lament in a historical context, comparing it in ancient literary,
epigraphic, Byzantine, and contemporary folk sources.

2 Derderian (2001), 10-15. Her interest is in how permanency shapes the evolution of different
genres of mourning in ancient Greece; so she analyzes male and female mourning in the Iliad in
terms of commemorative value and durability.
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arguing that the presence of lament in a war epic brings out intratextual commentary on the
values and ethos of the epic itself;”* noteworthy in this field is Sheila Murnaghan, who argues
that lament both aids epic in its project of conferring £/eos on heroes and at the same time
subverts it, through the regret and grief that coexist with praise of the dead hero.” But
nowhere have I found an exploration of Iliadic grief in light of 1001, nor has anyone
observed the linguistic relationship between grief and longing in the Achilles-Patroklos story.
Without this observation, few scholars have explored the impact that longing in grief has on
the other emotions and actions of Achilles in the poem, particularly with regard to his
anger.”’

In the l/iad a wide lexical range is used to describe grief in relation to longing. In this
dissertation I have not classified these grief terms into separate categories, since the
significance of o0 in these scenes does not depend upon any individual formulaic
expression for grief, but emerges from the context. In the five passages where o0 is
directly linked with grief, the griever is responding (or is imagined as responding) to a death.
The descriptions of their grief range through the following vocabulary: Diomedes’ wife is

imagined as lamenting (Yoowoa, 5.413) in yearning for her deceased spouse;” Achilles’

24 Cf. Derderian (2001), 15-62.

25 Murnaghan (1999), 202-220. Cf. also Perkell (2008).

26 Specific laments have been studied in depth in innumerable studies — among them we can mention
Laura Slatkin’s The Power of Thetis (1991) and Casey Dué’s Homseric 1 ariations on a Lament by Briseis
(2002), which look at outside traditions to better understand the characters of Thetis and Briseis in
the I/iad. But no scholar has explored the specific characteristics of grief-longing as portrayed in the
poem, which have important consequences for our understanding of grief’s relationship with anger
and of the narrative as a whole.

27 The mo0O] of 5.414 is a hypothetical longing which Dione threatens will come to Diomedes if he
does not desist from attacking gods; this single example of a grief-longing for someone ozher than
Patroklos, even though only imagined, supports our claim that such characteristics of grief are at least
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hotses weep (kAatov, 17.427), shed warm tears (ddicoua [...]/ Oeoua kata BAediowv
XAUADLS Oée, 17.437-438), and mourn (Lvgopévolov/pvgopévaw, 17.438/441) in their
longing for Patroklos; in Book 19, Achilles speaks of his longing for Patroklos in the midst
of groaning (otovay(Cwv, 19.304), “terrible grief” (dxog aivov, 19.307),” weeping
(kAaiwv, 19.338) and mourning (Hvgopévoug, 19.340);* Achilles and the Myrmidons cry
out (OHwav, 23.12), mourn (MvEodpevol, 23.14), feel the desire to lament (Yoov {pegov,
23.14), and soak the earth with tears (ddkovot, 23.106) as they long for their great warrior-
companion; and finally in Book 24, Achilles’ sleepless yearning for Patroklos is accompanied
by weeping (kAate, 24.4) and tears (OaAeQov kata dakpLov eiev, 24.9). Derderian has
classified these and other Homeric terms for grief and mourning in her study of how
laments subvert £/os.”’ But she has not observed the particular coupling of grief and

mourning with longing in these five instances of the poem. In my contextual study of this

vocabulary, I shall note any instances where particularities of the language have interpretive
consequences for our understanding of oO).

Christos Tsagalis has studied the personal laments (yoou) of the l/iad in detail,
examining the elements of their formal structure and their recurring themes, but the only

meaning he makes of these themes focuses on the “intratextuality” of the laments, that is,

the way the personal laments of the I/iad foreshadow, allude, and correlate to one another

potentially paradigmatic, although given unique narrative focus in the poem. See note 48 on this
passage in Chapter One.

28 Achilles’ own words; see discussion of this term in Chapter Two.

2 This last plural includes the elders who join Achilles in his lamentation, a feature typical of ritual
lament; cf., Alexiou (2002, orig. 1974), 132-5; Tsagalis (2004a), 64-68; etc.

30 Derderian (2001), 16-52.
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and, through these references, encompass in miniature the whole story of the poem.™
Tsagalis’ work is useful for his systematic presentation of the elements common to all of
these yoo, but he never turns his attention to the uniqueness of Achilles as a griever nor to
the relationship between Achilles’ grief and his anger. Some of Tsagalis’ themes do point to
grief’s roots in longing for what has been lost, particularly the motif of separation in these
laments,” yet Tsagalis rarely considers the impact of grief in its immediate context.” Tsagalis
denies any theme of separation 7 the present between the mourner and the dead in these
laments, arguing rather that the laments unite the deceased and the survivor.™ I, by contrast,
will argue that the laments portray union between the mourner and the deceased only to
draw attention to the fact that that union has been sundered. My focus will be on the specific
language for Achilles’ grief that draws attention to such lost union and thus illuminates the
narrative consequences of his grief.

The correlation of grief to longing has appeared in studies of later classical authors.
David Konstan has observed the likeness between grief and longing in Lucretius and Lucian,
although he has not applied his concepts to Homer. In a study of grief in Lucretius, he

compares the naturalness of human grief with the instinctive sorrow of animals at the loss of

31 Tsagalis (2004a); see, e.g., 25-26, 168-169.

32 Ibid., 82-83. One example of the separation motif is the antithesis between #hen and now, seen for
example in Briseis” lament over the corpse of Patroklos in 19.288-289, Lwov puév oe éAeimov éyw
kAloinBev lovoa,/ VOV € o€ teBvnata Kixdvopal dpxae Aawv,/ ap aviovo’- (“I left you alive
when I went away from the shelter,/ but zow I find you dead, leader of the people, as I return back
here.”) The core of Briseis’ lament is the contrast of her empty present with the lost promise of a
happy life, married to Achilles back in Phthia.

3 Any such considerations are made only in passing, as when he attributes the separation motif to
the “binary oppositions” typical of Greek thought in general, 75-76 (cf. Lloyd (1966), 41-48, 86-94);
or when he briefly concludes that these antitheses contribute to the larger tension of the poem,
created by the Homeric heroes’ dilemma of nostos versus £leos, 168.

34 This claim forms part of Tsagalis” argument about the “common fate” motif that highlights the
common sphere of suffering shared by the mourner and the deceased, 29n106 and 39-41.
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those to whom they are attached by nature, a desiderium for the deceased.” In a nuanced
reading of Lucian’s satire On Mourning (meot mévOoug), Konstan develops this concept of
destderium (although without using the term here), arguing that people who love one another
form a “larger self”, since the projects that they share in common make them live, in that

** Thus the loss of a loved one is a kind of “arnputation.”37 The death of

sense, a single life.
the loved one causes the survivor to lose a portion of his very self, dissolving his joint
identity with his beloved, and the survivor “mourns the extinction of a common existence.”

Konstan encapsulates this concept of grief with the lovely summation, grief is “what it is to

be without a person who is half of one’s soul.”?®
Plan of Chapters

Although Konstan only looks at texts much later than Homer’s,” his insights
describe precisely the poignant characteristics of mo01 that we see in the l/ad. Konstan’s
language of amputation and shared life matches perfectly with the restricted use of the term
in this poem. In the I/ad, moO1) most often refers specifically to the longing that a group of

fighting men feel for a great warrior, often their leader, when he has left them or been lost.

% According to Konstan (2013b), humans experience this animal-like “brute sense of loss” together
with a cognitive judgment about the sadness of what has occurred, 208. Such “brute sense of loss”
aligns very much with how I see Homer using 1to01] — physical perception of absence.

36 Konstan here modifies Aristotle’s definition of a friend as “another self” (NE 1X.4, 1166a31-2) to
someone who is “one and the same self,” (2013a), 143-4. For a similar understanding of friendship,
see Oele (2010) on Arist. NE IX.9, 1169b5-7 and 1170b5-7; here the friend completes one’s self, 53.
37 Konstan (2013a), 143.

38 [bid, 149.

* For example, Quintilian in Institutio Oratoria Bk. 6, who mourns the absence of his son who shared
his deep interest in language and literature. According to Konstan, Quintilian’s pain results from the
unfulfilled hopes (spes inanes) that he had for his son, in and through whom he expected to live (Insz. 6
praef. 12). Ct. Inst. 6 praef. 3, where he calls his son his viscera, suggesting that in bereavement one has
lost part of oneself. Konstan (2013a), 144 and 150.
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In the first chapter we shall look at these appearances of o0O1] and its variants to better
understand the nature of longing in this poem — longing as the experience of a void, a
missing presence, and the desire for the wholeness that has been lost. When we return to
grief in the poem, themes of absence and lost wholeness will illuminate those scenes where
grief is described in terms of 7toO™). This frame of lost wholeness will also provide language
to describe the poem’s portrayal of the relationship between Achilles and Patroklos. In
Chapter Two we shall explore the intrinsic insatiety in Achilles’ grief, tracing its transitions to
anger. His anger shares with all of his responses to grief this common grounding in o0n),
and thus his anger manifests an underlying aimlessness and ultimate futility. In Chapter
Three we shall apply these insights to major portions of the narrative. The godlike vastness
of Achilles’ anger after Patroklos’ death is best understood as a manifestation of this insatiate
longing. Yet, although Achilles succeeds in killing Hektor and thereby destroying Troy’s
future, his vengeance fails insofar as it is rooted in desire for something unachievable, the
healing of the rupture of his life shared with Patroklos. The futility of his vengeance is seen
in the persistence of his insatiate behavior beyond the slaying of Hektor, until, as the poem
presents it, the only end he can make of his grief-driven anger, finally, is to let it go. The one
moderating force within this limitless To001] is its roots in life shared with a mortal, and I
shall end Chapter Three by arguing that this intrinsic limiting factor, a desire for life gua life,
is a significant factor in Achilles’ ability to release the body and put an end to his relentless
pursuit of vengeance. In Chapter Four we shall turn to Hektor, who is the object of much
grief, yet never explicitly of moOr). This surprising linguistic reality reflects the position of

this hero in the poem’s narrative, insofar as he is continuously tied to the city as a whole and
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part of a rich network of close relations, making him thus a less apt paradigm for exploring
the intensity of personal longing than the single relationship between Achilles and Patroklos.
This difference in language corresponds to the different roles of the heroes in the poem:
Achilles’ story concerns the rise to heights of anger vast enough to effectively sack Troy,
whereas grief for Hektor is part of a story about total loss. We shall now turn to the first of

these stories.
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Chapter One: mo0r] in the Iliad

The I/iad articulates a special relationship between grief and longing through the
death of Patroklos and the particular language used to describe the grief for this warrior. In

order to understand the nature of this grief and its impact on the behavior of Achilles, we
must first examine how o0 is used elsewhere in the poem. Four common elements are
evident: that o0 is the response to an absence; that insofar as the absence ruptures a
former wholeness, To0O1] bears in it an intrinsic desire for the absence to be filled; that o0
tends to be directed towards a particular person, not some general equivalent; and lastly, that
the wholeness yearned for in To0O1 has an intimate subjective dimension. By drawing out

these essential elements of the word’s meaning in both grief and non-grief contexts, we shall
be better able to understand the relationship between Patroklos and Achilles and the effects

of grief on Achilles’ behavior.

In non-grief contexts throughout the poem, To0O1] primarily describes the feeling of
a group of warriors when their leader is gone from the battlefield." Achilles threatens the
Greceks that they will feel such a longing for him when he has withdrawn from battle (t001)
tEetay, 1.240); later Poseidon exhorts the Greeks to more vigorous action, promising that if
they exert themselves, they will not excessively long for Achilles (ketvov d” o0 Tt Altnv oOn
éooetal, 14.368). Menelaos fears such a loss and longing for the Danaans if Odysseus be

lost, calling it a peyaAn [...] moOn) (11.471); this can be compared to the longing on the

40 Substantial portions of the argument in the following two sections first appeared in my article,
“Grief as mo01: Understanding the Anger of Achilles,” published in the New England Classical Journal
42.3 in 2015.
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battlefield for Poseidon and Antilochus when they have to depart (moOeoav, 15.219, and
HeYAAn [...] moOn), 17.704, respectively). Hektor too projects such longing onto his soldiers
when he is absent from them in Book 06, using their physical need for him as a reason to
refuse Helen’s appeal to sit (UéY’ eueto oONV amedvTog €xovaty, “they have great longing
for me in my absence,” 6.362). Some scholars draw connections between a few of these
appearances of o1}, focusing on the narrative impact of the word’s later repetition.” Yet
their translations of the term vary, from “missing,” to “longing,” to “feeling his absence,”*
with no interpretation of this variety.” Yet these six appearances of mo01] offer a more
precise way to interpret the relationship between “missing” and “longing”: in all of these
instances, 001 is capturing a specific physical situation, the warrior or leader’s absence
from battle," and its psychological consequences: the physical absence of that warrior’s valor

causes those who remain behind to miss him, to long for what they have lost. This

4 Pucci (1993), for example, notes the irony that Achilles, after Patroklos’ death, feels the very
longing for Patroklos (19.321) that he had threatened the Greeks would feel for him (1.240), 268-9.
He argues that the audience could well have heard an evocation of the earlier threat, across the
expanse of the poem, and that they would have felt the pathos of that narrative arc. Zanker (1994)
too asserts that Achilles’ threat could resonate in later moments of the poem, observing that
Poseidon’s exhortation to the other Greeks in Book 14 picks up the language of Achilles’ defiance in
1.240, 93n32. Muellner (1996), arguing that Achilles is the first victim of his own enis, notes that he
feels to0OM) for the social occupations of the warrior male (1.488-492) long before the Greeks feel the
mto01 that he predicts for him here, 138.

42 BH.g., Zanker (1994), 93-97. We could add to this variety Fitzgerald’s translation (1974) of ont
moOnt (19.321, original numbering) as “lacking you,” 467; cf. bid., totov yap moOeov (23.16, orig.
num.), “for they missed him bitterly,” 530.

# Nor do any of these scholars isolate the significance of this term in order to apply the concept to
grief, as the poem invites us to do.

4 Two other examples, both of horses, bring out this dimension of o01] as the perception of
physical absence: Trojan horses miss their slain rein-bearers in 11.161, as they rattle through the
battle with empty chariots; cf. a Trojan speaker imagining Aeneas’ horses longing for their familiar
driver, 5.234.
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significance of the word will illuminate our understanding of grief later when we look at
those passages where grief is described in terms of longing.

The same significance of 11001 comes through elsewhere in the poem, in contexts
where sorrow is present although the grief is not explicitly linked to longing itself. When
Menelaus asks Antilochus to bring to Achilles the Avyor) ayyeAin, the “wretched news” of
Patroklos’ death, he describes the impact of that death on the army as a peydAn [...] moOn
(17.685-690). This longing has the same source as the non-grief examples above — the
yearning of a group of fighters for a strong warrior whom they have lost — but it also
conveys clear notes of sorrow. Menelaus calls Patroklos” death a mnua for the Greeks, but
victory for the Trojans, and the word evokes the army’s sense both of impending doom and
of grief: doom, since they have lost a warrior to lead the Myrmidons to their aid, and grief

over that loss.” Moreover, Menelaus’ exhortation causes silent tears to spring to Antilochus’
eyes, reinforcing the presence of sorrow in this scene of o0 for a commander. Thus we
not only see further evidence of the physical and psychological situation being described by
1to0r), namely, the absence of a missing leader and the ensuing desire for his presence, but
also intimations of how this force will be linked with grief.

In the Catalogue of Ships there are two more examples of to01] for an absent leader

in which grief is not emphasized, but can be discerned. These examples not only further

45 Cf. 22.421-426: Priam links mipa and aAyea, calling Achilles a mipa for the Trojans, but one
who has caused suffering (&Ayea) for him above all, killing all of his children and now killing
Hektor. Achilles is Troy’s bane, in that he causes its destruction, and for each individual in Troy, that
destruction means personal sorrows for specific dead. The same association between mfpa and
AaAyea is made at 3.156-160, where Greeks and Trojans dAyea maoxewv (“endure sufferings”)
because of Helen, a mfjua. For miua linked with 0iCvog, cf. 6.282-285, where Hektor calls Paris a
niiua for Troy, at whose death Hektor would think that he had forgotten sorrow.
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complete this picture of longing as the response to a void and point to the relationship of
that longing to grief, but they also illuminate the personal nature of o01. In the first
example, the Greeks from Phylake and Pyrasos long for Protesilaus who, as first to
disembark at Troy, was shot immediately (2.695-710). The mo0Or of the men follows a brief
narrative of grief, felt in the description of what Protesilaus left behind, his wife
apdpovpng (“with both cheeks torn in mourning,” 2.700) and his house half-finished
(d6p0g furteAng, 2.701). The picture of incompleteness and of mourning gives the entire
passage a current of sorrow, including the longing that his men have for their leader
(moBeov, 2.709). In the second passage, sorrow is more subtle, since the missing leader,
Philoktetes, has not died, but has been abandoned by the Achaians on Lemnos. Although
alive, he has been left in pain: dAyea maoxwv (“suffering pains,” 2.721), éAkel poxOiCovta
kakwt (“vexed by an evil wound,” 2.723), dxéwv (“aggrieved,” 2.724). Philoktetes’ pain,
caused by his wound, seems to be as much psychological as physical — the grief of
abandonment — and these same words in other contexts describe grief per se." When the
narrator, immediately after this description of anguish, tells us that Philoktetes’ men long for
him, the longing fits into a larger context of pain and sorrow that colors the entire passage.
In this context of sorrow, the narrator tells us that their longing is personal. In both sections

of the Catalogue, we are explicitly told that these men have new leaders, but long for their

former one: Protesilaus’ men, ovd€ Tt Aot/ devovO’ 1yepovog, oOedV ye nuev E00A0V

46 Cf. 5.399-400, Dione reminding Aphrodite of Hades’ wounding by Herakles, where physical pain
and interior grief are intertwined: [...]/ kNE axéwv, OdVVNIOL TEMAQUEVOGS, AVTAQ OLOTOS/ WL
EviotPagwt nANAato, knde d¢ Oupdv- (“grieved at heart, pierced by pains, as the arrow had driven
into his heavy shoulder, and he was distressed in his spirit”). On the overlap between physical and
emotional suffering in archaic and classical Greek thought, see Harris (2001), 340-43; but see also
Konstan (20006), 245-6.
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govta (“nor was the army at all without a leader, yet they longed for him since he was
good,” 2.708-709); and Philoktetes’, 00d& pév 00d” ot dvayot éoav, TOOedV Ye eV
doXOV (“nor were they leaderless at all, yet they longed for their leader,” 2.726)."” This
simple detail points to an important nuance in the significance of mo0Or): although the felt
absence is described in terms of the rv/e of the one who is absent — the men missed their
strong /leader — the longing in these examples is clearly for a specific person, not for a role-
tulfiller, since the role of leadership is being fulfilled. These men feel the absence of specific
persons, not of generic leaders. The detail about Protesilaus, é00A0v eovta (2.709), suggests
that his men long for him 7# his capacity of leadership — he was good at it — but still the lines
emphasize the particularity of their longing. The adversative particle ye pév (mo0eov ye pev
€00A0V €0vta) draws attention to the contrast between their longing for the man they lost
and the fact that they do have a new leader. Their to01) is personal.

1toO1) once describes longing for an action rather than a person, in a passage
concerning Achilles. In this passage we see a fourth significance of o0, longing for

something that is intimately part of one. After the narrator describes the return of Chryseis
and Apollo’s appeasement, he briefly returns to Achilles, who has withdrawn in rage from
the army and the battle, and he depicts him sitting by his ship, torn between inaction and
desire:

aUTAQ O HIVLE VILOL TAQTUEVOS WKVLTIOQOLOLY

47 Line 2.726 duplicates 2.703 (o0de pev o0d’ ot avapxot éoav, mo0edv ve peEV apxov); West
(2001) contests 2.703, since it gives information that will be repeated in 2.708-709 and does not fit
the earlier place, 181-2. For a different reading of mé0eov, cf. Nagy (2013), who sees in this and
other o01) passages an indirect reference to the sacral eroticism built into hero cult, 393-406. Such
latent implications would not rule out the plain meaning of the text, argued for in this chapter.
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droyevr)c IInAnog vidg, mddac wkvg AxIAAeVS:
oUTEé TOT” €l AYOQT)V MWAETKETO KLILAVELQAV
oUté ot € mOAepoV, AAAX GOLVOOeoKe Pidov kNo

avOL pévwv- mobéeoke ' AVTNV te MTOAepOV Te. (1.488-492)

But this man was full of wrath, as he sat by his swift-going ships,

the god-born son of Peleus, swift-footed Achilles;

neither did he ever go into assembly where men strive for honor,

nor into war, but he was forever wasting away his own heart,

remaining there; and constantly he yearned for the cry of battle and for war.

Achilles is denying himself the very thing he longs for, dUtr] and moéAepoc. This unique use
of moO1) with warfare, not a person, as its object, highlights the wholeness whose rupture
gives rise to such yearning. Achilles’ entire life has centered on his excellence in warfare. The
war-cry and battle are a part of him, and his withdrawal from these activities creates a void in
himself. His men share his yearning for battle, as we see in Book 2. When the Catalogue of
Ships reaches the Myrmidons, the narrator paints a vivid picture of their idleness, which he
connects with a longing for their war-loving leader (doxov aonidpirov moOéovreg, 2.778).
Kirk regards this yearning as inappropriate, since Achilles is not absent but nearby, but his
complaint misses the context of the phrase.” Just as Achilles yearns for battle, so do his
men, but the narrator expresses this longing for the fight as longing for a person to lead
them to fight.” The small slippage of thought is quite suggestive: Achilles is given the epithet

aoniprov, which elsewhere in the poem typically describes Menelaos, and the import of

48 Kirk (1985), ad loc.

4 Later in 16.203-209, Achilles declares that the Myrmidons resented his keeping them from the
tight. Their eagerness for battle is evident in the dramatic simile comparing these warriors to wolves,
16.156-1606, highlighting not only sheer ferocity, in the graphic descriptions of bloody feasting, but
impetus towards battle in the verb gcwovt’, which ties the simile back to the actions of the
Myrmidons, rushing around their battle-leader, Patroklos (16.165-166).
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the line, in the context of the men’s idleness, is ““The Myrmidons longed for the fighting
Achilles.” Thus this passage not only shows that the Myrmidons long for battle as much as
Achilles, but it highlights the wholeness that Achilles has sundered through his withdrawal,
reinforcing the poignant sketch of 1.492 — Achilles is by nature a war-lover and one who
leads men to battle, and his abstention from battle makes him long for it. This special use of
7toOr) illuminates its rich dimension as the strong desire for something deeply a part of one.

This survey of 1to0Or), in non-grief contexts and in those passages where grief is not
emphasized but can be discerned, establishes four key elements in the term’s Iliadic
significance. First, the predominant meaning of o0 is a felt absence, as when a leader
leaves the battlefield and his men miss his physical presence. Secondly, this missing has a
psychological dimension, that is, a longing for the absence to be filled. Thirdly, o0 is
personal, not generic. And lastly, ToO1| can describe the desire for something intimately part
of the person, as Achilles longs for warfare during his period of withdrawal. We shall now
turn to four scenes in which grief is explicitly described in terms of longing. All of these
scenes describe longing for Patroklos, and I argue that the narrator is carefully depicting the
grief of Achilles, and, by extension, that of the Myrmidons and Achilles’ horses, as a

response to a ruptured wholeness, a yearning born of absence.”

0 There is a fifth scene where grief is described with o01: in Book 5, when Dione threatens
Diomedes’ life, declaring that he should be careful whom he fights with, lest his wife, yoowoa
(“lamenting,” 5.413), be unable to sleep, kovdlov mobéovoa OOV, TOV &QLOTOV ALV
(“longing for her wedded husband, the best of the Achaians,” 5.414). The goddess’ threat remains in
the world of possibility, but this passing reference to grieved longing suggests that the characteristics
which the poem explores extensively in Achilles’ grief for Patroklos are potential features of any
grief. Later we shall look at why Achilles’ story is an apt paradigm for the exploration of grief’s
relationship with anger.
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Grief rooted in o0

The I/iad uniquely clusters mo0Or) terms with grief words in scenes of grief for
Patroklos. When lamenting Patroklos, 19.315-337, Achilles poignantly explains why he will

continue to refuse food and drink:

g

1 04 vV pol mote kot oU, duoappoge, GATad” Etaiowv,
avTOG EVL KALOML AaQOV Qo delTtvov €0miag

alpa xkat otparéwg, 6Tote omegyolat Axatot

Towotv ¢’ immodapolot pégeLy TOAVdAKQLV dona.
VOV d¢ OU eV Keloatl dedatlyévog, avTaQ EUOV KNO
AKUNVOV TIOO10G Kal €dNTvog, EvOov E0vTwy,

ont moOn. [...]. (19.315-321)

“Ah me, once indeed you, ill-fated, dearest of my comrades,
yourself in our hut prepared the savory dinner,

quickly and deftly, whenever the Achaians were hastening
to bring tearful war to the horse-taming Trojans.

But now you lie here, your flesh torn, and my heart

will have nothing of drink nor food, though they are here,

2

because of my longing for you; [...].

In Achilles’ eatlier refusal to eat, he says that an dxoc atvov, a dread grief, has come upon

him (19.307). Here he describes that grief as driven by the longing born of Patroklos’
absence — the aching void of his comrade no longer at his side, preparing the food, sharing
his life as a warrior against Troy. The longing has the same character as that of its non-grief

appearances above: it stems from a concrete, felt absence. The contrasting temporal markers
emphasize the piece of shared life that now is missing: 1) 0& VU pot tote kat ov,
dvoappoge, GPiAtad” étaipwv,/ avtog évi kAot Aapov mapa detrtvov €Onkad/ [...]/

VUV 0¢ OV peV keloat 0edatypevog |[...] (19.315-316, 319). The emphatic position of ont
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mtoOnt heightens the pathos of Achilles’ refusal to eat and draws our attention to this

connection between grief and longing:‘f).51 We see, moreover, that Achilles’ longing for
Patroklos is particular, as was the men’s longing for a leader in the Catalogue of ships. The
Achaian leaders surround him, urging him to eat, yet in longing for his particular friend
Patroklos, whose companionship included such meal preparation, Achilles refuses to eat.”
Achilles’ lament then expands upon this sense of grief as the longing for a lost common
existence, in a way that echoes Konstan’s description of grief as a kind of amputation. The
death of Patroklos has not only sundered the unity of life that he shared with Achilles, but
has also rendered hollow Achilles’ plans for the future, since Achilles, we learn, knowing the
certainty of his death, had hoped that Patroklos would raise his son.” Patroklos’ death thus
not only rips from Achilles’ life the wholeness of companionship but also the wholeness of

his family’s future well-being. The tears which he imagines his father shedding for him, and

51 On the impact of the phrase, cf. Edwards (1991), a4 19.319-321, who notes how ot moOfjtis not
only emphatic by position (enjambed placement in first position, followed by a pause), but also
because of its unexpectedness, and Pucci (1993) who observes its force: “very few expressions in this
text have the force and the pathos of oft moOM (19.321) which is in no way accented by repetition
and metrical fixity,” 272; cf. 268. I would say that the phrase makes itself keenly felt not only by
emphatic position, but also through its incisive brevity: ofjt ToO1L encapsulates the whole new reality
of Achilles’ state of grief.

52 Crotty (1994) notes how the irreplaceability of Patroklos to Achilles shapes Achilles’ grief in this
section of the poem, 66. Cf. Edwards (1991): laments in the [/ad betray the “intensely lonely and
personal nature of grief,” insofar as mourners focus on the impact of the death on their own lives
(commenting on the lament of Briseis for Patroklos, ad 19.287-300). Although Edwards does not
refer to the language of 1o01), this term gives linguistic clarity to a phenomenon latent in many
experiences of grief.

53 19.326ff. On the rupture of hopes in this lament, cf. Pucci (1993), who sees in the nullity of
Achilles” hopes the destruction of others” hopes as well: for example, Briseis” hope for marriage is
annulled when he says that he hoped he alone would die at Troy, etc.; 272. Cf. Konstan (2013a) on
Quintilian’s gpes inanes (note 39 above). I follow Tsagalis (2004a) and van Thiel (1996) in keeping
these lines, contra West (2001), 12; cf. Tsagalis (2004a), 148-9n408. Although the I/iad mentions
Achilles’ son only one other time, the reference here wholly suits the passage, which compares the
loss of Patroklos to his other relationships and potential reasons for grief.
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his father’s impending death, contribute to this picture of total loss.”* Achilles has nothing:
no future for his father, none for his son, and no present shared life with his companion. He
calls the grief shaped by this void a /nging, and the whole lament depicts that longing as the
rupture of a whole.”

Achilles’ longing for his companion here is linked to a mortal reality, the need for
food, upon which Achilles now refuses to act.” The nature of this bereaved refusal to act
upon his mortal needs comes into focus after his lament speech. Athena, encouraged by
Zeus, distills nectar and ambrosia into his breast, ensuring that divine food will prevent
human weakness from overwhelming him.”” Stephen Scully has argued that after the death of
his beloved companion, Achilles moves into a realm of godlike indifference to his impending
death.” He gives particular importance to Achilles’ claim that the loss of Patroklos has
severed his link both to his father and his son. Now Achilles exists in world without past or
future.” This reading brings out the depth of loss captured in oft T0O1; Achilles has lost a

companion whom he, and the poem, identifies with his mortal self, with whom he shared

5419.323-324, 19.334-337.

55 Although Schadewaldt (1965) does not consider the language of moOm), his formulation of Achilles’
grief as an “event” rather than an expression (“Ereignis” vs. “Ausdruck,” 248), points to a similar
understanding of the fundamental rupture that now shapes Achilles’ life; cf. 7bid., 247-8.

50 Cf. Schein (1984) on how this refusal to eat is a marker of his divinized state at this point in the
poem, 139.

57.19.340-356.

58 Scully (2003b), 38-42. Cf. Schadewaldt (1965) on the purity and decisiveness of Achilles” will, 240-
67.

5 Scully (1990), 123-124. For Scully this point is important since the aggrieved Achilles can act
without any restraint, in contrast to Hektor who remains always bound to his city and family. Thus
the l/iad is a poem about the counterbalance between these two heroes (cf. note 2): the one who

becomes the hero who can sack a city, the other the city-defender at whose death the city is sacked;
Scully (1990), 114-127. This reading will be discussed further in Chapters Three and Four.
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the activities of mortal life.” Scully is right to observe the godlike features which accompany
his destructive behavior at the last stage of the poem. This explicit connection with the
divine that Achilles has through his semi-divine parentage and Zeus’ predilection highlights
an essential contrast between him and Patroklos. Nevertheless the poem roots Achilles’
divine rage in his longing for a quintessentially human relationship. The contrast between the
immortal food which now nourishes him and the mortal companion for whom he longs
draws our attention to the human quality of that longing, a force driven by the absence of
one with whom he shared his life.

In Book 24, that same longing driven by rupture is at the heart of Achilles’
wakefulness, when, in tears, he tosses and turns through the night:

ITateorAoL MOOEwV avdooTtnTa Te kKat Hévog 1,
No” 0mdoa TOAVTIELOE LV AVTWL Kal TTOeV dAyea,

AVOQWV T€ MTOAEUOUG AAeYEWVd Te KOpaTa TtelQwV: (24.6-8)

longing for Patroklos’ manhood and good strength,
and all the deeds he accomplished with him and the griefs he suffered,
passing through wars of men and difficult waves.”!

0 Cf., among others, Whitman (1958), 195-203, and Vivante (1970), 55-57. Many textual markers
associate Patroklos with mortal humans, in contrast with Achilles, suggesting that he represents
Achilles’ human side: see, e.g., 16.140-144, when Patroklos arms himself in Achilles’ armor, but
cannot take up the Pelian ash spear, which Achilles alone can wield (pv olog éntiotato mnAat
AxAAevg, 16.142), the spear which the centaur Cheiron gave to Achilles’ father “to be death for
heroes” (povov Eupevar noweooty, 16.144); or the mortal trace horse yoked next to Achilles’
immortal horses in this same arming scene, 6¢ kat Ovntoc éwv €ned’ inmowg abavatowow (“and
he, though mortal, attended immortal horses,” 16.154), and which is killed in Patroklos’ combat with
Sarpedon, 16.467-469. On these markers of immortality and mortality, see Armstrong (1958), 346-48,
Wilson (1974), 385-9, and Schein (1984), 93. Taplin (1992) thinks these scenes designate Patroklos as
the “vulnerable surrogate” of Achilles, a kind of “trace-horse” to Achilles, as Achilles is a kind of
“trace-horse” to the gods, 181-2. Janko (1992) reads these scenes more in terms of overall inferiority
than contrasting mortality per se, although he does see the mortal trace horse as symbolic of
Patroklos’ mortality; see comments ad 16.101-277, 141-44, 130-144, 152-4, and 467-9.

o1 Those who athetize these lines (Aristarchus, Aristophanes, Leaf) on the grounds of their Odyssean
language (esp. 24.8, “passing through wars and difficult waves”) and their supposed weakening of
dramatic effect miss the important link between longing and insatiate restlessness, and the climactic
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Macleod claims that, although moOéwv governs 10’ d0mdoa TOAVTTELTE TLV AVTWL KAl
nOev dAyea (“all the deeds he accomplished with him and the griefs he suffered,” 24.7),
the verb is applied more propetly to the life of Patroklos, and in line 7 it refers only to the
memory implicit in missing.”” Such distinction between longing for Patroklos and longing for
the deeds accomplished together blurs the profound reality captured by moO€wv, that in
remembering their former comradeship, Achilles feels a deep void and yearns for that lost
shared life. Marjolein Oele rightly observes that these lines, and the phrase ToAUmevoe gvv
avT@L in particular, show a strong union between the friends, linked in their ability to do
and to suffer together.” Achilles’ longing for their shared life manifests itself in restlessness:
he cannot sleep in any position, neither on his side, nor his back, nor face-down (24.10-11),
and he repeatedly — iterative verbs — gets up in the middle of the night to pace the shore
@wveveok’ dAVwV TaEd OV dAdg, 24.12),** followed at dawn by repeatedly dragging
Hektor’s body around Patroklos’ burial-mound (‘Extoga & éAkeaOat dnodoketo, 24.15).
This vignette of restlessness reflects, on the level of action, the intrinsic nature of his grief,
specified in the language of the passage: it is a T001] for Patroklos, for the unity of life —

OMoOoa TOAVTIELOE CLV AVTWL Kl tdOev &Ayea — that they once shared.

suitability of these lines to this moment in the narrative. For an overview of the debate, cf.
Richardson (1993), ad 5-11 and Macleod (1982), ad 6-9.

2 Macleod (1982), ad 24.6-8.

03 Oele (2010), 59. Cf. Konstan (2001), on the oUv- prefix elsewhere in Greek literature signifying
friends’ mutual sharing of life, 56-60.

4 Macleod (1982), ad /loc., refers to Sappho 96.15 V and Menander, Misumenos 7 Arnott, as well as I/
2.778-779, where pacing is a sign of longing.

% Repeated past action is seen also in the iterative imperfects at 24.13 and 17, and in the iterative
optative in temporal clause, 24.14.
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1toOr) terms describe grief for Patroklos two other times in the [/ad, and I would
argue that both scenes are extensions of the grief of Achilles himself. The first is the tears of
longing shed for Patroklos by Achilles” immortal horses — the very first tears shed for the
slain warrior in the poem — which the narrator specifies as arising from longing. Stunned into
motionlessness by their grief, these horses stand apart from the battle, weeping:

inrot o’ Alakidao paxng andvevOev €ovteg
KAalov, €mel 01) mpwta mMLOEoONV 1vIdXOoLo

&v xovinot meoovrtog V" “‘Extogog avdgopovolo.
[...] (17.426-429)
T O 00T & &mi vijag émit mAatvv ‘EAAjomtovtov
NoeAétnv tévat, oUT’ €¢ mMOAepov pet” Axatovg,
AAA” @G te oNAN pével Eumedoy, |...]

[...] (17.432-434)
ovdeL éviokippavte kagrata, dakova dé apLv

Oeopa kot PAePAowv XaUAdIC Qée HUEOUEVOLOLY

Nvoyoo mébwt OaAepn) d” uaiveto xaltn

CevyAnc é€epumovoa tapa Cuyov audotépwOev. (17.437-440)

But the horses of Aiakides were apart from battle,

weeping, from the time when first they learned of their rein-bearer

fallen in the dust at the hands of Hektor, the man-slayer.

And the pair was not willing to go up to the ships at the broad Hellespont,
nor to go into war among the Achaians,

but they remained fixed in place like steles [...],

heads bowed down to the earth. And warm tears

flowed down from their eyes to the ground as they wept

in longing for their rein-bearer. And their full manes were soiled

as they swept down from the yoke-pad along both sides of the yoke.
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The horses’ motionlessness is motivated by Td00g, a longing for their rein-bearer (17.439).%

Again we see the precise character of this longing: like the mo0O1] of the men in the battlefield
who are suddenly without their leader, the horses’ longing for Patroklos arises from a

concrete, felt absence. The word order, vidxolo moOwy, and the placement of the phrase in

first position put a gentle emphasis on the missing one whose absence causes T600g.”
Formerly their rein-bearer guided them through battles and cared for them back in the
camp,” but now he is dead, no longer able to fulfill that place in their lives.” The horses,
who have a rein-bearer beating them and beseeching them to go into battle (17.429-431), do
not lack someone to perform the role itself, but the particular longing for Patroklos in their
grief immobilizes them. Achilles links his horses’ grief with their perception of Patroklos’

absence in yet more detail in Book 23, when he explains why he will not compete in the
chariot race during the funeral games. His horses have lost (dAmwAeoav) their gentle rein-
bearer, who washed their manes with oil and water, and so they stand with their manes
trailing on the ground, grieving (Tov 1@ Y €é0tadteg evOeietov, obdel d€ oPiv/ xaitat
gonoédatatl, tw O éoTatov AXVUHEVW KN, 23.283-284). In this later scene Achilles clearly

transfers his own grief to his horses, since not only they but he misses Patroklos, and thus he

% Note here the sole appearance of the variant noun o0og in the I/ad. Given that its context is

identical to that of to01), and considering the even distribution of varied participle and verb forms
throughout such contexts, I think we need not draw a conclusion beyond simply to note the
variance. See Appendix A. té0og shows up three times in the Odyssey, amid a similarly even
distribution of variants; see Appendix B.

7 This enjambment should be compared with the even more incisive ofjt to0nt of 19.321, discussed
above (cf. note 49).

8 Cf. 23.280-284.

% de Jong (1987) points to this naming of Patroklos via his role, suggesting that the role-naming
shows we are learning the horses’ thoughts, 104. Without disagreeing, I would say in addition that by
naming Patroklos according to his role, we are led to contemplate a community of life that death has
ruptured.
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does not wish to compete.” He locates the origin of their grief-driven withdrawal in the
rupture of their shared life, here identified with the care that Patroklos gave to the horses. In
the scene of motionless weeping in Book 17, the narrator explicitly designates this sense of
loss as a force of MO00g. The life shared by the horses and their caregiving rein-bearer has
been sundered, and their grief for him derives simultaneously from the pain of his absence
and the longing for his presence.

By claiming an aspect of irreplaceability in these T001) scenes, I am not claiming that
the bereaved will never again forge new bonds with the one who takes over the function
performed by the deceased. Over time the shared activities of fighting together, preparing
for battle off the field, and other activities of companionship will create new ties between the
bereaved and the new leader, or rein-bearer, or companion in battle, and the two could
experience the wholeness of shared life to a degree comparable to the shared life that has
been lost. However the new shared life will not be the same as the old, since the actual
shared experiences can never be replicated, and those are the shared experiences which
create the particular void and the particular longing in these scenes. Such irreplaceability will
be of special importance when we consider the effects that mo01 in grief has on Achilles’
behavior.

Achilles and his horses are not only linked by the grief-driven withdrawal from the
funeral games in Book 23; a further link can be traced in the verb pivw, befoul, which

describes both the manes of the stricken hotses, defiled in the dust, and Achilles’ helmet in

70 Cf. Macleod (1982), 29n1.
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Book 16, when Apollo overcomes Patroklos in battle and his comrade’s helmet spins off of

his head:

TOL 0" ATO HEV KOATOG KUVENV BAAe PolBog ATTOAAWV-
1) 0& KLAWOMEVN KavaxnV Eéxe moooty VP (MTwV
AVAQTIS TQUPAAEL, UAvONoav d¢ €0epat

alpatt kal KoVinoL maog ye pev ov BEuLg fev
(mmorkopov ANka paiveoOat kovinow,

AAA” &vdpog Oelolo kdon xaolev te pétwmnov

ovet” AxiAANog: (16.793-799)

Then from his head Phoibos Apollo knocked the helmet;

and spinning it crashed beneath the feet of the horses,

the four-plumed helmet with its eye-holes, and the horsehair crest was befouled
with blood and dust. Formerly indeed it was not permitted that

the helmet with its horsehair crest be befouled with dust,

but it guarded the head and lovely face

of that god-like man, Achilles; [...].

The defilement of Achilles” helmet has been much discussed as prefiguring the death of
Achilles himself, which will follow his revenge on Hektor for killing Patroklos in this
moment.”' But here I wish to bring attention to the verbal parallel of befoulment, uniting
Achilles’ grief with that of his horses.” The dragging in the dust of what was formerly part
of life — the horses going into battle, the helmet guarding the beautiful face of Achilles —

signals how profoundly Patroklos’ death rends the fabric of existence for Achilles and others

" Cf. Schein (1984), 130; Van Nortwick (1996), 60-1. On the foreshadowing of Achilles’ death in
general, see Kakridis (1949), 65-95; Schadewaldt (1965), 166-8; Silk (2004), 37; Burgess (2009), esp.
43-55, 72-97, among others.

72 The verb is relatively rare in the I/ad, appearing 6 times. While it is a standard motif in battle

scenes to describe human hair or horsehair crests mingling with the dust, as Janko (1992) observes ad
16.794-800, half of Janko’s examples do not include a verb of defiling. Cf. Fenik (1968), 163.
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in Achilles’ world.” These scenes also highlight the tension in Achilles’ life between his
immortal and mortal sides: though both the armor and the horses are a gift from the gods,
they too are subject to the effects of death.™

The broadening of Achilles’ grief also encompasses the Myrmidons, who too are
specifically said to feel 10O in their grief for Patroklos. At the beginning of Book 23, when
the Greeks have reached the camp with Patroklos’ body and dispersed, Achilles prevents his
men from scattering, asking them to give Patroklos his yépag Oavovtwy, a lament (23.4-9).
They drive their horses and chariots around Patroklos’ corpse three times, wetting the sand

and their armor with their tears: devovto Papadol, devovto d¢ Tevxea Pwtwv/ dAkQLOL

toloVv Yo mofeov unotwoa ¢opoto (“Soaked was the sand, and soaked the arms of the

men, with their tears; for they were longing for so great a deviser of rout,” 23.15-16). The

narrator portrays the abundant tears of these fighters as rising from the felt absence of their
strong companion-in-arms, their prjotwoa Gpopoto, and the resulting desire for his presence.
This scene of o0 in grief clearly describes not only the men but Achilles, who leads their

g

lament (01 0" WwEav doAAéeg, Noxe 0" AxAAeVg, 23.12). The impact of the loss of

73 N.b., just as here the helmet is said to have formetly protected the xaolev [...] pétwmnov of
Achilles, Hektor’s head, after being dragged in the dust, is described as magog xaotev, (22.403); and,
as in the Book 16 episode Zeus gives the helmet to be worn by Hektor, in Book 22 Zeus gives
Hektor to be defiled by his enemies. These correspondences draw us up into the divine vantage
point, from which we see these lives intertwined with a certain inevitability; yet on the human level
they reinforce the reality of death’s contrast with life. Segal (1971a) argues that the parallel
befoulment points to the price Hektor has paid for his earlier success, 41-43; cf. Taplin (1992), on
how the wearing of Achilles’ immortal armor marks Patroklos and Hektor out for death, 185-188;
Rutherford (1982) on how the parallels between Patroklos’ and Hektor’s death scenes emphasize the
inevitability of the slayer’s own death, 152ff.

74 Cf. Edwards (1987), 115-16. This tension will figure in our discussion of the narrative effects of
this grief in Chapter Three. Taplin (1992) connects the horses’ grief with Thetis’, the grief of
immortals caught, by unusual fate, between the divine and human worlds, 189-190.
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Patroklos on the Myrmidon warriors broadens our understanding of what Achilles longs for
— not only a fellow companion who prepared his food and to whom he would have
entrusted the upbringing of his son, but a warrior who could lead his men to victory in
battle.

These four uses of 001 words resonate against the larger backdrop of o)
throughout the poem. The same key elements appear: physical absence; its psychological
consequence, the desire to fill that absence; particularity; and the intimacy of a wholeness
that has been ruptured. Thus the language of the poem offers us tools to understand
Achilles’ grief more deeply. When we see it as rooted in longing, we see that the death of
Patroklos has something akin to a physical effect on him, like the physical absence of a
deeply needed leader in the middle of a fight. The physicality of this absence takes on richer
content in his own explanations of his grief, as he describes his experience of the rupture of
a life formerly shared. The psychological impact of such a loss — his unwillingness to eat, his
disconnect from his mortal self, his restlessness — accords well with the psychological feeling
of longing described in those other To01 passages in the poem, especially the personal
longing for specific leaders whose absence is described in the Catalogue of Ships. And the
same intimacy that we see in Achilles’ longing for warfare pervades these later scenes of
longing for the person of Patroklos whose life was part of a common existence.

These resonances in the ToON-grief of these scenes have important consequences
for our understanding of the poem. They not only illuminate deeper dimensions of Achilles’
grief, they help explain the effects of this grief on Achilles’ actions, particularly his deeds of

anger, and thus they offer insight into the narrative arc of the poem. Before we turn to these
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consequences, however, I would like briefly to explore how these linguistic observations
offer us language with which to describe the relationship between Achilles and Patroklos. In
subsequent chapters we shall then turn to the relationship between grief and anger and the

poem’s unfolding of its narrative in light of this linguistic link between grief and o01.

The Relationship of Achilles and Patroklos

The intensity of the relationship between Achilles and Patroklos in Homer’s I/iad has
proven to be something of an interpretive conundrum. In what follows I shall argue that
their relationship can best be understood with a specific interpretive key, namely by
attending to the poem’s use of o0 to describe the impact of Patroklos’ death on Achilles.
I shall be arguing that the poem’s characterization of Achilles’ grief for Patroklos as shaped
by o0, longing for a ruptured whole, gives us linguistic grounds to understand them as
having a particular form of friendship, one rooted in a deep and pervasively shared life.”
Such shared life is evident throughout the passages describing Achilles and Patroklos. 1
offer this interpretation as an alternative — although in some cases as a complementary
alternative — to three other ways in which the relationship has been presented by scholars: as
erotic, as father to son, or as an instance of alter-ego or second self.

Some have speculated that these two men were lovers. In many texts from later
antiquity they are unambiguously so portrayed, yet Homer himself makes no mention of any

erotic element to their interactions. In the Myrwidons Aeschylus depicts an explicit erotic

7> Although Konstan (2013a) is not describing Achilles and Patroklos, his description of grief as a
kind of amputation is an apt image for understanding their rich relationship, 143-9. Cf. Shay (1994),
observing the effects of war on veterans from Vietnam, wherein he claims that the particularity of
love for a special comrade makes him an irreplaceable part of one’s life, 44.
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component to their relationship, launching a debate among later authors over how to fit this

relationship into a pederastic model.”

In Plato’s Symposium Phaedrus takes Aeschylus to task
for claiming that Achilles was the lover of Patroklos, claiming that since he was very much
younger and more beautiful, he must have been the beloved.” This debate over the proper
application of the roles of ¢gaotg and ¢pwuevos™ was amplified by a disagreement over
whether the bond was sexual at all, and if so, in what way. In his Sympoesium Xenophanes has
Socrates argue against a homosexual interpretation, placing Achilles and Patroklos instead in
parallel with other mythical heroes whose companionship was non-erotic.” We should note
that Xenophon’s Socrates argues against the Aeschylean pederastic model, Achilles as lover
and Patroklos as beloved. His argument is part of a larger distinction between physical and
spiritual love. Aeschines takes a different tack in his oration against Timarchus,
distinguishing not spiritual and physical love but rather temperate pederasty, which he
himself engages in, and the intemperate homosexual activity of which he accuses
Timarchus.* To legitimize this distinction, Aeschines appeals to the poets, beginning with
the oldest and wisest of them, Homer, who implicitly presented Achilles and Patroklos as

¢owvtag (lovers), but also owdpovag (restrained).S1 These debates, I think, present to us an

overly narrow reading of their relationship, given the richness of the I/ad. Pantelis

76 Aesch. Mymm. fr. 135 and 136 Sommerstein.

77 Plato Symp. 180a. N.b., in claiming that Achilles was much younger than Patroklos (émerta
vewTteog moAV), Phaedrus overstates his case. Cf. Seneca’s letter to Lucilius (88.6), in which he
refers to the relative ages of Achilles and Patroklos as a popular (and pointless) subject for inquiry.

78 Dué rightly observes the manifold interpretations of Achilles’ and Patroklos’ respective ages and
age-roles and the impossibility of assigning a single éoaotr|g/éowpevog reading to their relationship
in the l/iad or in later antiquity, 75-76n27.

7 Xen. Symp. 8, esp. 8.31.

80 Aeschin. Tam. 132-150, esp. 142.

81 Aeschin. Tim. 142.
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Michelakis has argued that as a mythological figure Achilles offered a great diversity of roles
to playwrights, philosophers, artists, etc., who were able to adjust their representation of him
according to the needs of their society or their personal interests.*” It does seem that the
diversity of interpretations among ancient authors reflects the malleability of this relationship
to various literary needs.” But these debates also illuminate the danger of a reading which
seeks to apply the later institution of pederasty back into this Homeric relationship. Rather
than becoming enmeshed in a reductive debate on which of the two is the éoaotc or
whether the relationship is the emulable kind of pederasty, I think we should let the
relationship stand as the poet has presented it: a rich, complex, intimate companionship
between fellow wartiors who were raised and educated together.”

A case can certainly be made for likeness between the relationship of Achilles and
Patroklos and certain elements of the pederastic relationship. Achilles was a teacher of
Patroklos, as we will see below, and Patroklos an advisor of Achilles, two roles which echo

the educative aspect of pederasty.” But we can likewise draw parallels between this

82 Michelakis (2002). Cf. Barrett (1981), who comments that Martial’s crass description of Achilles’
sexual practices at Ep. X1.43.9-10 “says much about Martial and nothing about Homer,” 88-89; and
Percy (1996), who claims that the classical interpretation of pederasty in this relationship goes against
plain meaning of the Homeric text, but indicates for us the importance of that institution for classical
Greek culture, 37-40.

83 For Michelakis’ particular arguments regarding the strategic representations of homosexuality in
each of these authors, see 7bid., 40-53.

8¢ For an overview of the debate, cf. Clarke (1978), 381, and Dover (1989), 196-199. Fantuzzi (2012)
argues lucidly against “forcing Homer’s Achilles and Patroclus to wear the straightjacket of the
classical idea of pederastic love,” 190-91; for his full consideration of their relationship in its narrative
function and subsequent reception, see 187-265.

% This co-dependence of educative roles seems to differ from the typical notion that the éoaotrig
passed on knowledge and virtue to the égwplevog, on which see, e.g., Dover (1989), 202. But even
within an institution typically characterized by asymmetrical roles, we see an idealization of mutuality,
as when for example Pausanias in Plato’s Symposium praises those lovers who only fall in love with
boys old enough to think for themselves, saying they are the most likely to be companions for life
(tov Blov dmavta ovveodpevol kat kKot ovpBwaopevol, Syzp. 181d); cf. also Plato’s Phaedrus
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friendship and other types of male-male relationships. David Halperin, with others, assesses
the “heroic comradeship” of Achilles and Patroklos not as the eatly beginnings of the
pederastic narrative, but as part of an earlier narrative tradition which includes the intense
heroic friendships of Gilgamesh and Enkidu in the Epic of Gilgamesh, and of King David and

Jonathan in the Old Testament.™

In all three of these relationships, Halperin argues, a
mixture of kinship and conjugal terms are used, only to be displaced, as if the bonds of
blood and conjugality are mere images of friendship.®” Jonathan Shay in turn likens their
relationship to the intense bonds experienced by men in the Vietnam War.* For an outside
comparison we could consider this comment of John Keegan, writing about the First World

War:

Men whom the trenches cast into intimacy entered into bonds of mutual dependency
and sacrifice of self stronger than any of the friendships made in peace and better
times. That is the ultimate mystery of the First World War. If we could understand
its loves, as well as its hates, we would be nearer understanding the mystery of
human life.”

Such is the breadth of interpretation which this rich friendship quite legitimately offers to its

reader. This wide range of interpretation, combined with the absence of explicit erotic

2392-240a, where Socrates criticizes pederastic relationships for their tendency to maintain the
inferiority of the beloved; instead he praises relationships which are pr) éo@vtt Kot voov €xovtt
(Phdr. 241c). Later in the dialogue he regrets condemning love altogether and instead praises
generous love (éAev0egov éowrta, Phdr. 243c), although the import of the story of the charioteer and
the two horses is less about mutuality and more about reverence and modesty in the lovet’s pursuit
of the beloved (Phdr. 253¢c-256d).

86 Halperin (1990), 75-87; cf. Wilson (1980), esp. 28-31, and West (1997), 336-347.

87 Halperin (1990), 85.

88 Shay (1994). Verweij (2007) conceptualizes their relationship in a similar way, 282-4; she contrasts
the intense exclusivity of such comradeship with friendship as Aristotle defines it (NE VIII, 1155a —
IX, 1172a15), 280-292.

89 Keegan (1999), 427.
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language, should make us cautious of embracing 2 homosexual interpretation.” W. M. Clarke
admits this absence of explicit erotic relations between them, but he claims that the intensity
and intimacy of their relationship, unparalleled in other friendships in the poem, therefore
implies that their relationship was erotic.” In fact, all that Clarke succeeds in proving is that

(2 .
792 and is

their friendship surpasses that of “shared interests and mutual advantage
characterized by a deep affection and unique closeness.” Uniqueness does not require an
erotic interpretation, but in fact can here be best understood in the larger narrative pattern of
the poem, which explores the depth of this relationship in order to understand the intensity
of Achilles’ response when it is ruptured. Instead of basing my argument on hidden
meanings, therefore, my strategy will be to turn to the clear language of the poem.

Other interpreters have seen the relationship of Achilles and Patroklos as a father-
son relationship, aided by the beautiful simile in 23.222-225, where Achilles weeps over

Patroklos’ body, as he carries him in funeral procession, like a father mourning for his

recently married son. Dué cites four passages that present Achilles’ grief for Patroklos as the

% Cf. Pavlock (1990): “Although difficult to define precisely, Achilles’ bond with Patroclus does not
seem to be primarily erotic but rather to be symbolic of the hero’s ideal image of himself,” 14. In this
interpretation she follows MacCary (1982), 127-129.

91 Clarke (1978).

92 Clarke (1978), 391n26.

93 Again we see parallels in the I/ad that suggest their uniqueness is one of degree, not kind, and thus
that such special friendship could potentially be experienced by other warrior pairs. See, for example,
the description of Sthenelos’ friendship with Deipylos: dawke 0¢ AnimvAwl, étdowt Gpidwt, Ov Tepl
Tidong/ Tiev OpnALKingG, 6t ol poeotv dotia €idn, (“and he gave the horses to Deipylos, his
beloved companion, whom he honored beyond all his peers, because he understood thoughts closely
joined to his,” 5.325-326); Hektor’s friendship with Podes: éowie o’ évi Toweoot [Todng, viog
Hertlwvog,/ advelds T ayabog te, paAiota O pv tiev ‘Extwo/ dnpov, énel ot étaigog €nv
dtrog eidamvaotrg: (“There was among the Trojans a man Podes, son of Eetion, a man both rich
and noble, and Hektor honored him above all his people, since he was his beloved companion who
shared his table,” 17.575-577); note that line 17.591, the “black cloud of gtief” which covers Hektor
at the death of Podes (tov &’ dxeog vedpéAn éxaAvpe péAawva, 17.591), also describes Achilles’
grief for Patroklos at 18.22. For more on honor in friendship, see Chapter Two.
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grief of a father for his child or vice versa: this simile in 23; the lion simile in 18.314-323,
where Achilles’ grief is compared to a lioness’” anguish at the loss of her cubs; Achilles’
lament at 19.315-337, where he contrasts the loss of Patroklos with the potential loss of both
father and son; and his weeping for both Patroklos and his father during the reconciliation
scene at 24.507-512.”* The similes suggest likeness, perhaps, though they need not prove a
father-son relationship; but the latter two examples seem to me in fact to distinguish
Achilles’ relationship with Patroklos from such a parent-child relation, as I will argue further
below.” Dué observes that the £0aoTrg/0pevog relationship can be cast as father-son
(cf. Plato’s Laws 838a-b, Republic 403b5). However, in both of the Plato passages she refers
to, once Socrates turns to kinship relations he explicitly removes any erotic element.

I think the poem offers us a relationship that is best characterized neither as erotic
nor as father-son, but instead as a remarkable instance of the mutually protective friendship
that can blossom between two comrades in the course of a war.”” My argument, then,
complements that of those scholars who see Patroklos as an “alter-ego” of Achilles.” These

scholars, led by Nagy, focus on the original meaning of Oepdmwv as “ritual substitute,””

%4 Dué (2002), 75n27. We can add to this list a fifth passage describing the two men with parent-child
imagery, the scene when Patroklos stands weeping before Achilles and Achilles compares him to a
tearful young girl, holding onto the skirts of her mother, 16.7-11. On the protection motif in these
parent-child similes, see Moulton (1977), 101-106.

%5 Cf. Van Nortwick (1996) on the limitations of a single parent-child reading, despite these similes
(to which he adds 16.7-11), 51. On the preponderance of scenes where Achilles is depicted in a
“protective parental role,” see Janko (1992) ad 16.7-10. For a reading of Patroklos as father figure to
Achilles, cf. Finlay (1980), 267-273, discussed further below.

9 Cf. Shay (1994), 41-44.

97 CL., inter alios, Silk (2004), 38; Konstan (1997), 41-42; Muellner (1996), 135-6; Arieti (1984), 129,
and (1985), 199-202; Devereux (1978-9), 3-15. For a psychoanalytic (and Hegelian) model, cf.
MacCary (1982), who proposes that Patroklos is related to Achilles as ego ideal, cf. 63-65, 127-129,
184, 191ff., etc.

% Nagy (1999), 292. He follows Van Brock (1959), 119, who argues that the word Oepdamnwv had
meant “ritual substitute” in Hittite at the time Greek borrowed it into its language, and who notes the
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and note that the concept of “ritual substitute” suits the passages where Patroklos, so
described, goes into battle in Achilles’ place and is killed wearing Achilles’ armor.” Whitman,
with many others, reads their relationship in a similar light, calling Patroklos the “epic
surrogate” of Achilles, and focuses particularly on Patroklos as human alter-ego, the one

who “played his mortality for im0

My reading of Achilles and Patroklos differs from that
of Nagy, Whitman, and others, however, in that I think this language of an alter-ego captures
much, but not all, of the richness in this remarkable relationship. The two men are not
merely stand-ins for one another, but they instantiate the powerful bonds forged through
comradeship and shared experience. Scholars rightly note how Achilles’ special relationship
with the divine is unshared by Patroklos, a disparity which grows after Patroklos’ death.""
But it is remarkable how often the poem depicts them, in practical terms, as near equals,
developing a rich relationship composed of manifold bonds. Even as Patroklos’ death drives
Achilles to a divinized state, it simultaneously emphasizes the hero’s mortal dimension, in
that his grief is rooted in longing for this human relationship.'”

In what follows, we shall look closely at several passages from the poem in order to

demonstrate the rich complexity of the relationship between Achilles and Patroklos. The two

men are related as brothers, teachers and pupils, counselors, and fellow comrades, and in the

applicability of such a concept to Patroklos when he enters battle in the place and guise of Achilles.
Cf. also Sinos (1980), 29-37.

9 Cf. 16.165, 244, 653 and 17.164, 271, 388.

100 Whitman (1958), 202; see 195-203. Cf. Scully (2003b), 38-9, 42; Van Nortwick (19906), 57-58;
Schein (1984), 129-32; Vivante (1970), 56-57, among others. Sinos (1980) argues for a slightly
different paradigm of Patroklos as other self: in his paradigm, Patroklos is the non-martial
component of Achilles” heroic identity; see esp. 55-56.

101 See note 58 on the Pelian ash spear (16.140-144; cf. Schein, 1984, 93) and mortal trace horse
(16.152-154, 467-469). Note too how Patroklos’ loss of Achilles” armor prepares the way for the gift
of divine armor, which lifts Achilles like wings (19.386), a divinizing movement which parallels his
divine nourishment earlier in the same book (19.349-354; for discussion, see Scully, 2003b, 38-40).
102 Cf. Schein (1984), arguing that Achilles’ immortal side is always qualified by his mortal side, 93-95.
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midst of this complexity we see the manifold bonds that forged their close union in life, such
that after Patroklos dies, Achilles’ grief is shaped by yearning for a lost whole.

This complexity emerges gradually in the poem’s narrative. The first appearances of
Patroklos are rather unremarkable, but taken together they offer a consistent depiction of
strong union and near peership between Achilles and Patroklos. When Achilles leaves the
assembly in disgust after his quarrel with Agamemnon in Book 1, Patroklos is at his side,
singled out by name among the other Companions;103 and he is again present when the
heralds come to take Briseis to Agamemnon, and he is the one whom Achilles asks to deliver
Briseis to them.'” We again see prominent companionship in the Embassy scene of Book 9.
When the Embassy first arrives, Patroklos sits silently facing Achilles, waiting for him to
leave off singing the kAéa dvd@v, the glories of men.'” Although the poem tells us little
about Achilles’ interior state during this scene, " Achilles seems to ponder the implications
of his withdrawal from the fight, and in this unique moment of reflection through art,
Patroklos again is singled out, this time by the adjective ot oiog (9.190): Patroklos sits as sole

107

audience and companion to Achilles in his withdrawn musings.~ When the embassy

appears, Patroklos mirrors Achilles’ amazed rising (g 0" atwc I[TatpokAog, émet (de

103 TInAetdng pev émi kAwoiac kal viag Eioac/ fjie ovv te Mevortiadnt kai oig étdoototv- (1.306-
307).

104 1.337-338; then executing the command, 1.345-347: c¢ paro, I[TatoorAog d¢ PiAwt émeme(Oed’
étaiowy,/ [...] (1.345).

1059.189-191.

106 Such understatement is typical of Homer.

107 Whitman (1958) thinks it likely that Achilles ponders the nature of heroic life in this scene, 193-4
and 345n37. Cf., e.g., Arieti (1980), 1; King (1987), 11. On Achilles’ isolation in this scene, see, e.g.,
Silk (2004), who sees the lonely playing of the “convivial lyre” as symptomatic of Achilles’ status as
an outsider throughout the poem, 79. Cf. also Austin (1975), who argues that once Achilles
withdraws from the army, he can do nothing but uselessly sing about ancient heroes, 146. The
connection between isolation and inaction will be discussed later in this dissertation.
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dwtag, avéotn (9.195), thus reminding us of his constant presence and intimating the
closeness between the two friends. As in Book 1, he here again performs the role of special
“servant”: Achilles asks Patroklos to prepare more wine and a larger drinking bowl for them
and their new guests, and in the description of further preparation, Patroklos performs most
of the actions.'”

Noteworthy also is their ability to communicate without speaking, made explicit in
this scene: 1), kat ITatodkAwtL 8 v €1 0Ppovot vevoe owwnny Potvikt 0Togéoat TUKLVOV
Aéxog, 0poa tdxota/ €k kAloing vootowo pedolato (“He spoke, and to Patroklos he
nodded silently with his brows for him to draw up a sturdy bed for Phoinix, so that they
might very quickly think about returning from his shelter,” 9.620-622). Pace Arieti, who sees
this silent command as indicative of Patroklos’ subservience to Achilles,” I would argue that
the quickness of Patroklos’ response even to silent commands suggests a closeness between
these two men that is born of many years of shared life."” In a poem where speech is
prominent,'" the instances between Achilles and Patroklos where speech is not needed are
striking.

With the exception of the lyre scene, Patroklos’ actions in these scenes are relatively

unremarkable, but taken together they show us a person who constantly accompanied

108 9.201-221. Patroklos is the subject of lines 206-208; 211-214; 215-217; and in 219-220 he,
designated by the narrator as Achilles’ companion, is the one Achilles bids to sacrifice to the gods:

BeoioL d¢ ODoaL avayel/ [atookAov, Ov étaigov. Beck (2012), observing how Patroklos gives
orders to the other servants on Achilles’ behalf (9.658-659), concludes that Patroklos’ role is one of
special prominence, 169.

109 Arieti (1980), 18.

110 The scene is more often discussed according to its effect on the embassy, who immediately begin
to take their leave; e.g., Hainsworth (1993) reads this silent communication as a move of courtesy on
Achilles’ part, to have Patroklos hint through actions rather than overtly ordering; see ad /oc.

11 Cf. Kirk (1990), 28; Beck (2005), 1-2.
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Achilles and has special prominence. By singling out Patroklos in these episodes, the poem
gradually builds a feeling of “we two together” between him and Achilles.'"” The lyre scene
in particular elevates Patroklos to a unique level of companionship, since he accompanies
Achilles in 2 moment unparalleled in the poem, and since the narrator is careful to note that
Patroklos accompanies him alone. Patroklos’ special status in Achilles’ social world is further
emphasized in the scene which follows the embassy’s departure, when Achilles lies in the
corner of his shelter, with a woman of Lesbos at his side, and Patroklos too lies on the
opposite wall, also with 2 woman at his side.""” This scene of domestic tranquility contrasts
strikingly with the disastrous slaughter that Achilles has just wished upon the Achaians, and
to have Patroklos share equally with Achilles the moment of respite and the enjoyment of a
beautiful war-prize adds a note of intimacy to their close association evoked in the other
scenes. Patroklos seems fully part of Achilles’ world, a world that is at odds with the rest of

the army.""*

112 Cf. Schadewaldt’s description (1965) of Patroklos as the “Nur-Freund” of Achilles, 178-181.

113 vt AXIAAEDG 0dE HUX DL KALOING e0TMKTOL,/ TWL O AQA TIAAOKATEAEKTO YLVT), TNV
AeoBoOev nyev,/ pooPavtog Ouyatno, Aoundn kaAAimaenos:/ ITatookAog 8 étépwOev
EAéEato, ma O doa kal Ty IPig Eblwvog, v ot ée dlog AXIAAeUe/ ZkDoov EAwv aineiay,
"Evunoc mtoAieOgov. (But Achilles slept in the corner of his well-built shelter, and beside him lay a
woman, whom he brought from Lesbos, the daughter of Phorbas, Diomede of the lovely cheeks; and
Patroklos bedded down against the opposite wall, and beside him too was well-girdled Iphis, whom
godlike Achilles gave to him when he took steep Skyros, the city of Enueis, 9.663-668).

114 Cf. Fantuzzi (2012), on how this scene creates a sense of equilibrium in the microcosm of their
life, but also the impression that if either of the two men were harmed, this equilibrium would be
shattered, 197-98. N.4., Phoinix also lies down to sleep just before Achilles and Patroklos (9.658-
662), but the place of his bed is not specified, whereas Achilles and Patroklos are clearly paired in
their opposing corners and parallel war yéoata. Phoinix’s presence can serve as a reminder that
while Achilles is at odds with the army, he does not fully reject them; we are right to pay attention to
the warmth of his welcome for his comrades and the partial concessions that their appeals move him
to make. Cf. Arieti (19806), 4 and (1985), 185. But for a study of his relationship with Patroklos, we
must see how in Book 9 Patroklos moves within Achilles’ world, both as it welcomes guests and
tosses them out. Konstan (1997) sees an element of anti-socialness embedded in Achilles’ intense
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As the poem continues to depict Achilles and Patroklos as a pair, the substance of
that shared life for which Achilles will long emerges with greater clarity. First, the two men
are a pair of fighters. It is a peculiar beauty of the poem that we never see Achilles and
Patroklos fighting together, yet we are constantly shown that such was their normal state.
Thus when Patroklos goes out to fight without Achilles, we feel the absence of what should
be there.'” What follows are just a few examples of other characters pairing the two as
fighters. When Nestor relates the story of gathering Achilles and Patroklos to go to Troy, he
clearly had assumed that the two men would join the fighting together. Nestor found
Achilles and Patroklos side-by-side (11.772), and when he invites the young men to join
them, he relates, in the dual, that the two of them were very willing, opw 0¢ p&A” 10éAetov
(11.782). Although no personal history emerges of the two of them as a pair of fighters, the
scene suggests that they function as a unit. As the poem continues, Achilles” own words
verify that he and Patroklos normally fought side by side. For instance, in Bk. 16 Achilles

admonishes Patroklos not to fight the Trojans without him: pr) o0 vy’ &vevOev éuelo
AdateoBat moAepilerv/ Towot prAomtoAépototy: (“Do not strive without me to do battle

with the war-loving Trojans,” 16.89-90). Although the passage reveals Achilles’ persisting
zeal for honor, as well as his concern for Patroklos’ life were he to fight without Achilles at

his side,'"* in addition to both of these clear motives, the admonition, u) o¥ v’ &vevOev

affection for Patroklos, which plays itself out when Achilles returns to battle for private reasons after
Patroklos’ death, 42.

115 According to Sinos (1975), Patroklos is a warrior of equal stature to Achilles only when Patroklos
fights at Achilles’ side, 46-52.

116 pr) tig ar’” OvAVvUTOoL0 Oe@v ateryevetawv/ EUPNNL — HaAa tovg Ye PLAet EkdeQyog
AmoAAwv (“lest someone of the everlasting Olympian gods enter the battle — for truly the far-worker
Apollo loves them greatly,” 16.93-94).
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£ueio AllaleoBar moAepiCery, draws the two men together into a single unit.""” This basic
assumption that the two men fight together becomes a crystal clear reality in his fantastic
wish at the end of this speech. In a climactic state of contradictory interior motives, as he
both sends Patroklos into battle to fight in his stead and thus save the Achaians from utter
disaster, and yet refuses to renounce his wish for the Achaians to feel his absence and long
for him in the battle, Achilles prays:

al Yo, Zev te matep kat AOnvain kat AmoAAov,
unté tic ovv Towwv Bdvatov ¢poyol, 6ooot éaoty,
unTté tic Apyelwv, vatv 0 €xdvipev 6Ae0pov,

0P’ olot Tpoing tepa koNdepva Avwpev. (16.97-100)

If only, father Zeus and Athena and Apollo,

not one of the Trojans might escape death, as many as live,

nor any of the Argives, but we two might emerge from the destruction,
so that alone we might destroy the sacred walls of Troy.

Achilles’ extreme cruelty, and the exclusivity of his love for Patroklos to the point of wishing

no other might survive this battle, has drawn extensive comment,'® but here I wish merely

117 Nagy, discussing Sinos (see note 113), draws attention to this “without me” at 16.89; Nagy (1999),
292-3. Although I do not follow him in all of his conclusions, MacCary (1982) rightly draws attention
to the predominance of men fighting in pairs in the I/ad, 129-133.

118 Clarke (1978), 385, argues that we should pay heed to the scholiasts who found the exclusivity of
these lines suggestive of a pederastic relationship (and thus agreed with their athetesis by Aristarchus
and Zenodotus); cf. XA and XT ad 16.97-100. But again, exclusivity does not require a pederastic
interpretation, and these lines suit the context and temperament of Achilles. Schein (1984) argues
against a sexual reading of these lines, 127n43. Kullmann (2001, orig. 1968) finds these lines
indicative of Achilles’ divided feelings and tragic blindness to Patroklos’ impending death, 402-3; cf.
Whitman (1958), for whom this wish shows the paradox of Achilles’ will, as he endeavors both to
achieve absolute heroism — honor exclusively from Zeus, not men — and to include Patroklos, the
incarnation of his humane side, in this transcendence of everything human, 197-203, esp. 199.
MacCary (1982) sees in these lines “an almost complete identification between [Achilles] and
Patroklos,” which he calls their “mutual apotheosis in battle,” 219. For erotic language throughout
descriptions of watfare in the l/iad, see (inter alios) Scully (2003a), 189-197; for Scully, the interlocking
images of eroticism and war focus around the impending sack of Troy, likened to the rape of a fertile
woman.
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to observe that yet again we see how closely the two warriors are paired. The fierceness with
which Achilles utters this wish speaks to the intense closeness forged by such shared
activity.'” The relationship between these two men, which in Achilles’ grief becomes
linguistically delineated in terms of a shared life, can be seen to have arisen in part from the
joint sacrifices and efforts made together on the battlefield.

The two men are not only comrades in battle, however. Their many-layered
relationship includes Patroklos’ role as a counselor to the younger Achilles. Nestor appeals
to Patroklos’ advising role in Book 11, reminding him of his older years, because of which
his father enjoined him to advise Achilles, even though Achilles is nobler and stronger.
Nestor reminds Patroklos,

oot O’ avd’ wd’ éméteAde Mevoitiog AkToQog viog:
"TEKVOV EUOV, YEVENL eV VTTEQTEQOS 0TV "AXIAAEDG,
TEeoUTEQOC O¢ OV €00l BiNLd’ 6 ye MoAAOV auelvwv:
AAA” €V ol paoBat ukivov €mog Nd” vrtoBéobat

kat ot onuatvery: 6 d¢ meloetal eig dyaOov mep.” (11.785-789)

But to you Menoitios, son of Aktor, gave this command in turn:
“My child, in birth Achilles is superior to you,

yet you are older; while in strength he is much greater;

but speak well to him with wise speech and give him counsel
and guidance; and he will be persuaded for the good indeed.”

Nestot’s words delineate a complementary relationship. To Achilles’ superior birth and
greater strength are matched Patroklos’ older years and ability to be a guide, a counselor,
someone who will show Achilles the way to act. Nestor adds at the end of the speech,

ayan) 0¢ mapaidpaoic éotv étalpov (“and the persuasion of a hetairos is strong,” 11.793).

119 Cf. Shay (1994) on the closeness of a special comrade, 40-48.
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These words respond to Patroklos’ own caution when he first enters Nestor’s tent and
refuses to sit, not wanting to anger Achilles whom he describes as aidotog vepeontog
(11.648), and devog avno (11.654). Nestor in turn appeals to the mutuality in their
relationship, reminding Patroklos that this strange and terrible man, so quick to anger, is also
his étaipocg, his close comrade, and within such a relationship words of appeal would move
Achilles, despite his anger. Nestor claims a degree of peership between them. The two men
are on equal footing, because of their complementary strengths, such that in a sense each
one needs the other. We saw in the first scenes of the poem how Patroklos serves Achilles in
a special way, yet is more than special servant: in the scene of mutual domestic tranquility we
see not only unity but a kind of equality. Such equality is not a condition for grief to have the
characteristics of longing for a shared life — one could well imagine a parent longing for a
dead child with 001 language, for example,'” and we see soldiers long for leaders in the
poem — but within a complementary relationship there is a greater possibility for variety in
what has been shared, and thus a potential for a particulatly rich bond. In this way, although
we know Achilles is superior to Patroklos in his semi-divine birth and unmatchable battle-
prowess, when the poem draws attention to an alternation of superior roles in their
relationship, it sets us up for a multiplicity of ways they relate to one another, and thus a
multiplication of bonds that unite them and will define Achilles’ loss.

At the end of Book 11 we learn of a different dimension to Achilles and Patroklos’
relationship, that of teacher to student. In this scene Eurypylos, wounded in battle, appeals

to Patroklos to tend his wound, as Patroklos has learned healing arts from Achilles (11.828-

120 Cf. Konstan (2013a) on Quintilian (Inst. 6 praef. 12), whose grief for his dead son was shaped by
the empty hopes he had for their future as writers, 144.
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832)."! This reversal of Nestor’s model of counselor to counseled points us again to the
mutuality and multiplicity of roles between the two men. Each can assume the role of elder
or of younger.'” Whereas Nestor just painted Achilles as an excellent, noble-born fighter
who nevertheless needs guidance from the older Patroklos, now Eurypylos alludes to
Achilles’ role as a teacher of Patroklos. The subject of this instruction adds a new facet to
our picture of Achilles: this warrior has been instructed in the arts of medicine, and has
taught Patroklos those same good arts (i paopaxa |...] é00AQ, 11.830-831). This scene
develops further the richness of Achilles and Patroklos’ relationship by broadening the
content of their bond. Patroklos is not only a special servant, but he shared with Achilles a
life before the war at Troy, not only fighting with him, but learning with him the arts of
healing. Again we see a degree of equality: although Achilles is superior to Patroklos as the
one who first learned these healing arts, directly from the centaur Cheiron (11.832),
Patroklos nevertheless is now in a position to step into his teacher’s role, to heal in his stead.
His ability to act in Achilles’ place and with Achilles’ skill underscores a degree of peership

between them, based on this common knowledge and skill. Such peership is limited; for

121 GAN” €ue pév oL oawoov aywv €Tt vija péAavay,/ uneov o éxtap’ olotdv, an’ avtov &
aipa keAavov/ vid’ Hdatt Alapt, €mi O’ N Ppaguaka maooe/ E0OAG, T oe mEoTl paotv
AxIAANOG 0eddacOal,/ Ov Xelpwv €didate, dukatdtartog Kevravowv (“But save me at least,
leading me to the black ship, and cut this arrow from my thigh, and wash the black blood from it
with warm water, and set on it kindly medicines, good ones, which they say you have learned from
Achilles, whom Cheiron taught, Cheiron, the most just of the centaurs,” 11.828-832).

122 Finlay (1980) subsumes this multiplicity into the single paradigm of Patroklos as father-figure to
the younger Achilles. Although I agree with Finlay’s argument that Peleus is of great importance in
Achilles’ story, his monolithic claim that “Patroklos surely reflects the patriarchal and communal
values of his society rather than any aspect of [Achilles]” (272) is not supported by the hero’s rich
and varied portrait in the poem.
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example, Patroklos will be unable to wield Achilles’ spear, also a gift from Cheiron.'” But
the mutuality evident here gives us further evidence of the shared life that Achilles longs for
when he grieves for his friend.

In addition to these various descriptions of Patroklos as both pupil and mentor of
Achilles, the poem also depicts them as brothers who were raised together. When the shade
of Patroklos appears to Achilles in Book 23 and begs Achilles to bury him quickly, he
reminisces about what they have lost because of his death. As in Book 9, we here again get

the image of these two men together, apart from the others: o0 pév yoap Lwol ye diAdwv

amdvevOev étaipwv/ BovAag éCouevol BovAevoouey, AAA” eue pev kno/ apdpéxave

otuyeQn), 1) mep Adxe yewvopevov mep (“For not alive, sitting apart from our dear
companions, will we take counsel together, but death has swallowed me, the hateful death
that was allotted to me at my birth,” 23.77-79). This picture of the two of them making plans
together, separated from the rest of their companions, recalls the special closeness we saw in
earlier scenes in the poem, and Patroklos then narrates the personal history of this
intimacy."”* We learn for the first time that Menoitios brought Patroklos to the home of
Achilles’ father when Patroklos was small, because Patroklos had killed a2 man in a rash

outburst over a game of dice, and Peleus then raised him in his home: évOa& pe deEapevog

&v dawpaowy inmota IInAeve/ érpedé T evovkéwe katl oov Oepdmovt” ovounvev (“and

123 Thus mutuality is balanced against disparity: Patroklos was able to learn from Achilles the art of
healing but not that of killing. Cf. 16.140-144.

124 Jt is noteworthy that Patroklos’ interactions with Achilles rely more and more on speech
throughout the poem, from silent communication in Book 9 (9.620-622), to a briefly uttered question
in 11, “what need have you of me?” (11.6006), to a long speech of condemnation and appeal in Book
16 when he begs Achilles to return to battle, quoting the appeal of Nestor (16.21-45), and then at last
to this speech from beyond the dead, of comparable length (23.69-92). Separated first by the disparity
of understanding about how to respond to the Greeks’ need, and now by the great gulf of death,
Patroklos must turn ever more to speech.
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there the horseman Peleus received me in his home, and he raised me with care and named me
your companion in battle,” 23.89-90). We have seen Patroklos acting as Achilles’ Oepamwv,
serving Achilles and attending to his needs off the field, and we know that he was Achilles’
right hand man in battle. We know too that he was a pupil of Achilles in the arts of healing.
Here we see the origin of their relationship in their common upbringing by a common
father.'” In response to this speech, Achilles calls Patroklos “10ein kedpaA)” (23.94), a
respectful term for an elder that seems to be used especially when referring to a brother.'*
In the rich complexity of this relationship, we see that the concept both of lovers and of
father-son are too reductive to capture the fullness of what these men are to one another.
These men are brothers, peers, companions at all times, alternatingly mentor and pupil one
to the other, and for this richness, the poem offers us an encompassing image, shared life,

delineated linguistically when the poem describes Achilles’ grief.'”’

125 Halperin (1990) writes about the way this rich friendship borrows from imagery of both kinship
and conjugality in an attempt to define itself (cf. above, p. 39). The reciprocity of it, with both men
alternatingly superior to the other in different areas, points to the equality of their relationship,
despite its fundamental asymmetry; here in this speech Halperin sees their equality in death
reinforced by Patroklos’ appeal that their bones be buried together, as they were raised together (ur)
Eua owv anavevBe TONUevat 60té’, AXIAAED,/ AAA” 60D, WS TOADOUEV TteQ €V DUETEQOLOL
douowowy, 23.83-84); Halperin (1990), 83-85. On the significance of Achilles’ and Patroklos’ shared
ofpa for what he calls the “ultimate thematic matching of the pair,” see Sinos (1980), 59. On their
relationship’s basis in affection, illuminated by such kinship contexts, see Zanker (1994), 14-16.

126 Cf. Richardson (1993), ad 22.229-31 and Friedrich (1977): “Achilles grew up with Patroclus, and
addressed him with a quasi-kinship term for respected, older persons (etheios) — indeed, Achilles acts
toward Patroclus as though the latter were a sort of structural elder brother,” 283. Bettini (1988)
emphasizes the close affection, shared upbringing, and ready devotion to the other’s bidding signified
by this term of address, 154-166.

127 Shay (1994) observes a similar multiplicity within the relationships between special comrades at
Vietnam: these men were both brothers and mothers to one another, and the loss of a special
comrade felt to the survivor like both becoming an orphan and losing a child, 49. Mother-child
imagery forms part of Achilles’ characterization of his relationship with Patroklos at 16.7-11; Gaca
(2008) claims that this and other mother-child similes in the I/iad portray a warrior’s defense of his
vulnerable comrade at any cost, 162-7. She compares the simile to real situations of invasion where a
fleeing mother risks rape by slowing down for her child, 148-154. For common characteristics
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The poem only once describes Achilles’ relationship with Patroklos in terms of
father to son, during Patroklos’ funeral, when Achilles weeps for Patroklos like a father
mourning his newly wedded son. The narrator uses this simile as Patroklos’ corpse burns on

the funeral pyre, tended by Achilles through the night, as he calls on the soul of Patroklos:

WG d¢ MATNQE 0L MADOS OOVEETAL OOTEX KalwV
voudiov, 8¢ te Bavawv delAovg dKAXNOE TOKNAG,
WG AXIAEVG £TAQOLO OOVEETO OOTEX KalwV,

EomUCwV maEAX TVEKAINV, adva otovaxilwv. (23.222-225)

As a father mourns, burning the bones of his son

just married, who in dying grieves his wretched parents,

so Achilles mourned, burning the bones of his companion,
dragging himself around the pyre, groaning thickly.

This poignant image captures a special dimension in Achilles’ loss, that of a spoiled promise.
The son in the simile had been recently married, so his death not only bereaves the father of
his son, but of his son precisely in his potentiality for joy, for new life. In the context of the
whole poem, we need not extrapolate from this simile a universal father-son characterization
of Achilles’ and Patroklos’ relationship, since we have seen how that relationship is manifold
and complex;'® and the funeral has already clearly articulated Achilles’ relationship with the

deceased as that of companionship: OTOev d¢ kaon €xe dlog AXIAAeVg,/ axvipevog,

étaov yap duvpova méum’ Aidoode (“and from behind godlike Achilles was holding the

head, and grieving, for the one whom they were conveying to Hades was his blameless

between mother-child relations and those of friends, cf. Aristotle NE 1X.4, 1166a4-9, where he notes
that both friends and mothers desire the existence and preservation of the other and share in the
other’s sorrows and joys.

128 Pace Moulton (1977), noted above, who traces the parent-child similes which surround the pair in
terms of the single motif of protection in their friendship, 101-1006; protectiveness is certainly part,
but not all, of the poem’s characterization of their relationship. On the bereaved parent motif in
general, cf. Griffin (1980), 123ff.
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companion,” 23.136-137)."” The simile, rather, fits the framework of longing that shapes
Achilles’ particular grief for his €tagov. Though this simile does not focus on the rupture of
formerly shared life, it gives substance to the feeling of present rupture, which evokes
thoughts of a lost future, through the poignancy of the enjambed adjective voucpiov,
“wedded” (23.223). In losing Patroklos, Achilles loses the friend through whom he hoped to
live.

Such an interpretation of the simile exactly accords with Achilles’ lament for
Patroklos in Book 19. If Achilles had considered Patroklos as a son to him, this lament, in
which Achilles feels the vanity of his hope that Patroklos would survive the war and be the
one to raise his son (19.315-337), would have been a suitable moment for making that
relationship clear. After pinpointing the heart of his refusal to eat in longing for Patroklos
who used to prepare his food, Achilles then weighs this loss against other possible losses of
loved ones:

[-..]. o0 pev ydo Tt kKakwTeQOV dAAO &Ooup,

oVd’ el kKev TOL TtaTtEOS AmtoPpOévolo vbolpunv

[...] N€ TOV, 66 LKVwL pot eviteédetat PLAog vidg,

el mov €1t Cwet ye NeomtoAepog Oeoedng. (19.321-322, 326-327)

For no worse thing could I suffer,

not though I were to learn that my father had died,

[...] nor my dear son, who is being raised for me in Skyros,
if indeed godlike Neoptolemus still lives.

129 For an outside parallel of parental imagery within a clearly non-parental relationship, cf.
Gilgamesh’s grief for Enkidu in the Epic of Gilgamesh, where Gilgamesh is compared to a mother
lioness, deprived of her cubs, who keeps pacing back and forth; Gilgamesh Tablet VI11.49-50. Enkidu
is repeatedly called “friend” and “brother” in the epic. (All Gilgamesh references are to Kovacs’
translation, 1989).
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Achilles judges his loss of Patroklos to be worse than the death of both father and son. This
rupture of shared life strikes him more deeply than the rupture of the closest kin
relationships. By characterizing his current grief as something worse, Tt KakwTeQOV, than

the loss of son or father, he thereby characterizes that relationship as something other.'”
Immediately after Achilles distinguishes his loss of his companion from the possible loss of
father or son, he reflects further on the consequence of Patroklos’ death: this death has

dissolved his hope that Patroklos could act as father to his son in his stead:

TOLV HEV YAQ HoL Oupog évi otrfeootv A TeL
oiov eue pOeioeoBar am’ Agyeog immoBotolo
avtov evi Tooln, o¢ 0¢ te PONVOE véeoOay,
@GS AV poL ToV Tada Oont ovv vt peAaivnt
Lkvo0ev éEaydyols kat ot det&elag Ekaota,

KTNOow EUNV dpwag te kat Vpegedeg uéya dwpa. (19.328-333)

Indeed formerly the spirit in my breast had hoped

that I alone would perish far from Argos, land good for the horses’ grazing,
here in Troy, while you would return to Phthia,

so that you could convey my son from Skyros on a black ship

and could show him everything,

my possessions and my servants and my great high-roofed home.

Rather than lamenting the loss of one who was like a son to him, Achilles laments the loss of
one who could be a second father to his son. In other words, Achilles sees Patroklos as the
one who is most like him, a peer who can act in his stead, a fellow friend who is closer and

dearer to him than both father and son."”

130 Zanker (1994) reads this passage with a similar distinction between family ties and the relationship
between Achilles and Patroklos, 56.

131 Finlay (1980) wrongly interprets Achilles’ lament as equating Patroklos and Peleus, 270-271. When
Achilles contrasts the loss of Patroklos with the potential death of Peleus (19.321-322) he does not
thereby equate the two men; rather he weighs the differences in the two relationships. Nor does
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In the rest of the dissertation we shall turn to the specific dynamism in Achilles’
mtoOn)-driven grief for Patroklos that makes it particularly prone to insatiable anger. This
dynamism is rooted in the loss of a closely shared life, well summarized in Shay’s description
of these two men as “special comrades™: “Foster brother, closest friend, comrade-in-arms,
second in command, emotional stabilizer — all together these constituted the relationship of
Patroklos to Achilles, and together they represent what Achilles lost when Patroklos died.”"*
The manifold aspects to their relationship — that they were alternatively mentor and pupil to
one another, grew up together, fought side by side, communicated without words, and lived
as constant companions — are summed up when the poem uniquely characterizes Achilles’
grief as shaped by mo0Or). Muellner, writing about the anger of Achilles, argues that his
response to Patroklos’ death is the physical response of one who is the “literally surviving
half of a symbolic whole.”'” We have seen that the poem explicitly delineates /onging in grief
precisely for those characters who most completely shared a common life, Achilles and
Patroklos. Their deep bond of friendship forges between them a single identity. As we saw
above, this shared existence extends to a broader world of Achilles” horses and Achilles’
men, whose grief for Patroklos is also called a toOr). The horses and the Myrmidons are a

kind of extension of Achilles himself, and the repeated scenes of weeping i longing for

Achilles” hope that Patroklos could have taken his own place in raising his son put Patroklos on the
same plane as Peleus, but rather it aligns Patroklos with Achilles as potential father-figure to
Neoptolemus.

132 Shay (1994), 42.

133 Muellner (1996), 161. Cf. 7bid., 133-1306, 157-161 on the literal identification of Achilles with
Patroklos; he calls it an “enactment of Aristotle’s definition of friendship” (160); see also Whitman
(1958), quoted earlier (cf. note 98): Patroklos “was so far a part of [Achilles] that he played his
mortality for him,” 202.
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Patroklos reinforce the sense that Patroklos’ death has ruptured an entire world — the shared

life that existed between Achilles and his closest comrade.
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Chapter Two: Longing and Anger

In Chapter One, we identified a linguistic feature of the poem: variants of o0
uniquely characterize portraits of grief for Patroklos, whereas grief for Hektor is never
explicitly so described. In the next two chapters we shall argue that the unique use of 00N
to describe grief for Patroklos is part of a larger story of uniqueness, the unparalleled
relentlessness that characterizes Achilles’ responses to his grief. The frame of o01] shows
us that Achilles” anger against Hektor and the Trojans is one element in a spectrum of grief-
driven behavior, wherein rupture drives both insatiability and an undetlying fruitlessness. In
this chapter I shall explore the various, almost paradoxical ways in which longing results in
insatiety, from isolation to communion, inactivity to activity, and above all deeds of anger,
arguing that all of these responses to grief share a common grounding in that unquenchable
desire for the life that has been lost. Such diverse responses to grief can be discerned
throughout the poem, yet in Achilles they manifest a particular insatiety, captured by the
unique language of woON. I shall argue that this linguistic peculiarity informs our
understanding of Achilles’ anger after Patroklos” death, which, rooted as it is in the longing
for something unattainable, shares with all grief-driven activities a fundamental aimlessness,
and thus fails to redress the grief that drives it.

Many have observed that Achilles’ grief gives rise to anger in the last six books of the

poem, but these scholars assume the logic of such association without exploring it."**

134 To note just a few such assumptions: Schein (1984) observes that Achilles’ love for Patroklos both
opens Achilles up to the needs of the army and, paradoxically, releases this vast fury, 128ff. Merely
observing the contrast, however, does not explain the relationship between these emotions. King
(1987) likewise asserts that Achilles’ killing rampage is impelled by grief, seen in the language of
human passion used to describe his fire, 15. But “passion” is a broader concept than grief and the
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Konstan’s work on The Emotions of the Ancient Greeks (2006), however, rightly distinguishes
Achilles’ initial anger over Agamemnon’s wrongdoing from the grieved fury that besets
Achilles after Patroklos’ death. Achilles” anger with Agamemnon is a response to an affront,
while his rage against Hektor and the other Trojans is a response to great harm, but not to

' Konstan attributes the vastness of Achilles’ latter fury to the pain of loss." Without

insult.
downplaying the role of pain in Achilles’ transition from grief to anger, I argue such pain is
just one manifestation of the more fundamental dynamic of longing driven by rupture. Only
the insatiableness of this dimension of grief can properly account for the heights of
daimonic fury to which this hero ascends.

First let us draw out the element of relentlessness created by the rupture of a shared
life. In our earlier tracing of 1to0O1] through the l/ad we saw how longing for Patroklos
immobilizes the horses of Achilles during the struggle over Patroklos’ corpse. This

description of motionlessness extends for a full fifteen lines, beginning with the contrast

between their weeping and the surrounding battle:

precise relationship between such grief and killing remains to be worked out. Zanker (1994), in a
brief discussion of the simile where the grieving Achilles is compared to a bereaved lioness (18.316-
323), explains the relationship between grief and anger in that passage in terms of “emotional
compensation.” He notes the presence of affection and ties, but not the dynamic of longing, saying
simply, “The emotion of wrath is developed,” 99. Cf. Beck (2005), who persuasively argues that this
simile focuses our attention on Achilles’ grief, through the contrast between strength and
bereavement and the delaying effect of interjecting the simile before the lament; but she mentions the
anger in the simile only in passing, 262.

135 Achilles’ initial anger with Agamemnon is accompanied by a kind of grief, tears, but the tears are
of indignation, and his anger seeks to correct a wrongful dishonor (cf. 1.348ff). Thus Achilles
summarizes his first anger as his response to a slight, being wronged by an equal (16.52-55). Compare
Poseidon’s sentiments about the way Zeus has treated him, 15.208-210. (si¢ Janko (1992) ad 16.52-
55).

136 Konstan (20006), 41-55. Konstan bases his argument on Aristotle’s presentation of anger, and of
emotions generally, in the Rhbeforic; see, e.g., Rh. 1378a-b. Cf. Lossau (1979), who examines of
Achilles’ anger in light of Aristotle, 120-129; although Lossau recognizes a difference of scale
between Achilles’ first and second anger, he presents both as attempts to rectify a slight, 124-5.
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ot " Alakidao payxng anavevOev eovteg
KAalov, €mel 01) mpwta MLOEoONV 1 vIdXOoL0

év kovinuot meodvtog 0" “Extogog avdgodovoto. (17.426-428)

But the horses of Aiakides were apart from battle,
weeping, from the time when first they learned of their rein-bearer
fallen in the dust at the hands of Hektor, the man-slayer.

This weeping isolates the horses from the activity of fighting, setting them apart. The detail

about time, weeping €mel d1) MEwta, from the time when first they learned of Patroklos’

death, adds to the scene a sense of lengthiness. The horses’ prolonged inactivity is then

further emphasized by the narrator’s enumeration of their driver’s vain efforts to get them to

move:

N pov AUTOopEdwV, AlwEEOg AAKILOG LIOG,

TOAAX eV ap paotryt Bont émepateto Oetvay,
TOAAX O¢ pelALyloot Teoonvda, MOAAX O et
Tw O’ oUT o émi viag émit mAatuv ‘EAANjomtovtov

NoeAétnv tévat, o0T’ €c moAepov pet” Axawovg (17.429-433)

And Automedon, the courageous son of Diores,

many times kept striking them, hitting with his swift whip,

and many times he spoke to them with kindly words, and many times with a threat;
but the pair was not willing to go up to the ships at the broad Hellespont,

nor to go into war among the Achaians |[...].

The horses’” imperviousness to their driver’s blows, pleas, and threats shows the depth of

their disorientation. They have withdrawn from both time and place, able neither to go

forward into battle nor back to their ships. This temporal dislocation is then amplified with a

striking simile, comparing their immobility to the fixity of a burial monument:

AAA” ¢ te oAN pével Eumedov, 1] T Emit TouPwt

AavéQog £otrkNL TeOVNOTOC 1€ Yuvatkog,
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¢ pévov aodaréwg megikaAAéa didpoov éxovreg,
ovdeL eviokippavte kagrata- (17.434-437)

but as a stele remains fixed in place, which stands upon the burial mound
of a2 man or woman who has died,

so they remained immovable, holding the very beautiful chariot,

heads bowed down to the earth;

Mark Edwards rightly observes the simile’s association with death, but makes too little of the
stillness that is the point of comparison: living horses as inanimate, unmoving stone.””’ The
death of Patroklos has utterly sapped the horses of any living impulse to move, fight, or
return home. As we saw in the previous chapter, this motionless grief is rooted in longing:

daxoua d€ ot
Oeopa kot PAePplowv XapUAdIS 9ée HLEOUEVOLOLY

Nvioxoo élwt BaAepn) O épaiveto xaltn

CeVvyAng é€eptmovoa tapa Cuyov apdotéowOev. (17.437-440)

And warm tears flowed down from their eyes to the ground as they wept
in longing for their rein-bearer. And their full manes were soiled
as they swept down from the yoke-pad along both sides of the yoke.

As the extended portrait of motionlessness ends with the horses” heads bowed in non-
motion, the narrator carefully pinpoints the origins of such immobility in ruptured

wholeness. The particular impossibility of shared activity can lead quite naturally to general

137 Edwards (1991), ad loc. The only other comparison of a living being to a grave-stone in the I/ad
occurs in 13.437, when Alkathoos, bewitched by Poseidon, stands before the onslaught of
Idomeneus, fixed to the spot like a grave-stone or tree. The simile in Book 17 denotes a more
complete motionlessness, since it offers no alternative comparison to a tree and expands the simile
into a second line, making us dwell on the immobility of the image.
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motionlessness, as here the horses, longing for their former rein-bearer, pay no heed to the
current rein-bearer who is prodding them to move.'”

We see a similar inactivity born of longing in Book 19, when Achilles refuses to eat
ont toOny, because of longing for Patroklos (19.321). Just as the horses’ longing for the
common life with Patroklos drains them of any desire to engage in war, so Achilles’ longing
for the days when Patroklos prepared his food drains him of any desire to eat whatsoever:
avTAQ EUOV KN/ AKUNVOV TTOOLOG Kat Ed1TVOG, £vOoV £6vTwy, /ont ot [...] (“my
heart will have nothing of drink nor food, though they are here, because of my longing for
you,” 19.319-321). Pietro Pucci argues that in refusing to eat Achilles seeks communion with
death itself."”” His interpretation accords well with Achilles’ total embrace of death after
Patroklos dies, seen in his forswearing of life until he wreaks vengeance on Hektor, ovd” éué
Quuoc avwyev/ Cwety ovd” avdeoot petéppeval, at ke pr) "Extwo/ mowtog épwt 0o
dovpl tumtelg &mo Bupov oAéoont,/ IatoorAowo & EAwea Mevortiadew dmotelont (“my
spirit does not bid me to live nor to remain among men, unless first Hektor beaten down
beneath my spear loses his life and repays the despoiling of Patroklos, son of Menoitios,”
18.90-93), and in his reply to his mother’s prediction that his death will follow Hektor’s,

avtika teOvainy (“straightaway let me die,” 18.98).""" Achilles’ refusal to eat, however, not

138 Austin (1975) links isolation and inaction, arguing that only within the community can decisions
be made and actions taken, 146.

139 Pucci (1993), 265-266. Van Nortwick (1996), by contrast, sees in this refusal of food not the
movement towards death, but rather the denial of death’s reality, since Achilles here withdraws from
the natural rhythms of life, 70. I think the complexities in Achilles’ behavior are understood most
coherently as various manifestations of longing for shared life as outlined in these chapters.

140 This embrace of death continues through the end of the poem; cf., e.g., 22.365-366, Achilles’
response to Hektor’s dying threat. Scholarship on Achilles” unique knowledge and embracing of
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only imitates the fasting of death, but quite explicitly arises from longing for the living
Patroklos who used to prepare their shared meals. Thus Pucci is too limited when he claims
that “longing for you” in 19.321 means “longing for death,” since this explanation leaves
unexplored the ways in which Achilles physically yearns for Patroklos’ living presence.
Tsagalis rightly sees that Achilles here makes food and drink symbolic of his shared life with
Patroklos, and his abstention from those activities demonstrates the paralyzing effect of
losing that shared life.'"* The gaping void in Achilles’ life disables him, and the poem
pinpoints the origins of this inactivity in the language of mo01).

Both of these scenes of inactivity show signs of lengthiness and isolation. The

horses’ paralysis in Book 17 has been prolonged for some time (kAaiov, £mel O mEwTA
nvOéoOnv [...], 17.427) and persists until the intervention of Zeus, 17.441ff.; Achilles
forswears eating with a promise to endure his fast throughout the day, dOvta & ég 1éAov
pevéw kat TAnjoopat Eumng (19.308), and he is only prevented from carrying out his

promise by a second intervention by Zeus, 19.340ff."** Such prolongation points to the
insatiety that attends longing in grief. Moreover, the isolation of the bereaved in both of
these scenes points to this quality of insatiety. Achilles’ horses in Book 17 refuse to respond
to another driver and stand apart, persisting in their longing for the person of Patroklos. In

Book 19, Achilles, having dissolved the assembly and sent away the other leaders, refuses the

death abounds. Of particular note are Schadewaldt (1965), 251-267; Scully (1990), 121-125; Whitman
(1958), 203-214; cf. also Schein (1984), 891f., 131f., 155f.; Zanker (1994), 96-100.

141 Tsagalis (2004a), 149.

142 The parallel is wonderfully underscored by the parallel lines, pvgopévw 0" doat T ye WOwV
éAénoe Kooviwv (17.441), pvoopévoug 8 doa tovg e idwv éAénoe Kooviwv (19.340), the latter
plural referring to the Achaian leaders who weep in response to Achilles’ lament for Patroklos,
19.338-339. The significance of these divine interventions will be discussed in Chapter Three.
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pleas of his remaining companions for him to eat.'” In both of these scenes, longing for a
specific person shuts the griever into an isolated world, and the motionlessness born of their
grief reinforces their singularity."*

The poem’s attentiveness to the insatiate quality of this immobile grief illumines the
common root of Achilles’ grief and anger. The refusal to eat in Book 19 first appears in an
earlier oath of vengeance, as Achilles contrasts Hektor’s mangled victims with Agamemnon
and Odysseus urging food upon the army (19.203-205). He then declares his own wish for all
of the Greeks to fast until vengeance is achieved:

Nt av éyw ye

VOV HEV AVOYOLL TToAeuilery viag Axav

VOTIXG AKUNVOUG, dpa O eAiwt katadvvTL

tev€ecOal péya dopmov, Emny teloaipeOa Awpnv.

TELV O’ 0L Mwg &v ot ye pidov kato Aapov tein
oL TOOLS 0VOE Bowols, étalpov Tebvnwrog,

Oc pot évi kAot dedatyuévog 0EET xaArkwL

KELTAL Avo TIROOVOOV TETQAUMEVOS, AUPL D" ETAtQOoL
pHooovTat To Hot oV Tt et PETL TAVTA HEUNAEY,

AAAX POvOg Te Kal atpa kat aQyaAéog otovog avdowv. (19.205-214)

Truly I would bid the sons of the Achaians to go to war now,

14319.276, ADoev d” ayoopnv aiynerv (“and he quickly dissolved the assembly”); 19.309, &AAovg
pév aneokédaoev PaciAnag (“he scattered the other kings”); cf. the contrast Zeus makes between
the other Greeks who go to their dinner, and Achilles who sits grieving for his dear companion
(ketvog 6 ye mpomaolOe vewv 0p0okpalpdwv/ fotat 0dLEOLLEVOS éTagov (pidov: ol dE d)
aAAdol/ olxovtat peta deimvov, 0 0 dxunvog Kol drnaotog, 19.344-346).

" In the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, similar markers of isolation and inactivity are linked with the
absence-driven grief of mé0og: Demetet’s refusal to eat (kAA” dyéAaotog dmaotog £édntvog 11de
notNtoc/ foto méBw nwvvOovoa Pabulovolo Buyatedg, 200-201), her sitting apart from the gods
(8vOo kaBelouévn HAKAQWV ATO VOOPLY ATtdvtwV/ pipve mobw pivvbovoa Babuvlwvolo
Ouyatpdc, 303-304), and her daughter’s unwillingness to share Hades’ bed (fjuevov év Aexéeoot
ovv aidoin magakolty MOAA” dekalopévn unteog mobw: |...], 343-344). On parallels between the
withdrawals of Demeter and Achilles, without reference to mé0og, cf. Muellner (1996), 23-25. Lynn-
George (1996) sees isolation and inactivity as typical of grief in the I/zad, 5.
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fasting and without food, and as the sun goes down
to prepare a great supper, when we have avenged the outrage.

But before this, there shall go down my throat

neither drink nor food, since my companion is dead,

who lies turned at the doorway of my shelter, torn by sharp bronze, and our
companions mourn about him; so in my breast I care nothing for these things,
but only for slaughter and blood and the grievous moaning of men.

Avenging the outrage must come before eating. When Achilles later pinpoints his refusal to
eat in the experience of absence that drives his grief (19.315ft.), we see that his anger arises
from the same source. Although in some ways Achilles is becoming like a dead man, he also
pursues vengeance precisely out of longing for a shared life that has been lost. Simone Weil
discerns in such scenes both the movement towards death and the anger against the killer,
calling it a “double need for death”: the bereaved heroes desire to die, in emulation of their
beloved companions, but they also pursue the death of the enemy, as if killing the enemy will
cure them of their loss.'” I take her observation one step further, that this desire to “cure
one’s loss,” which manifests itself in angered killing, is in fact rooted in longing for the
shared life with a living companion. A paradox lies at the root of this anger: it expresses a
longing for something one knows cannot be achieved. We see here too the polarity between
Achilles’ isolation, refusing his peers’ encouragement to eat, and his desire for communion,
wanting all to share his fast."** Such variety points to a core volatility generated by the

rupture of death. When the bereaved persists in his isolation, the narrator emphasizes the

145 Weil (1957), 42-43.

"% Achilles refers to the many victims of Hektor, a kind of extrapolation of his personal loss to the
many similar losses that his fellow Achaians have suffered at Hektor’s hands: vOv &’ ot pev kéatat
dedatypévor, obg édapacoev/ “Extwo IMowxpidng, 6te ot Zevg k0dog €dwkev,/ Ueic O &g
Powtvv otoUVeTOV (“But now these men lie slain, whom Hektor son of Priam defeated, when Zeus
gave glory to him, yet you urge us to eat,” 19.203-205). The note of condemnation in that last
statement of Achilles, Opleic 8 ¢ Powtuv 0TEUVETOV, points to his desire for his fellow leaders to
share the intensity of his grief.
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dimension of grief in which the bereaved longs for a particular person, who can never be so
honored in common ritual or shared mourning as to fill the void in the bereaved’s life. Yet
when the bereaved reaches out for communion in his grief, we see come to the fore a
general yearning for shared life, which is one dimension of that particular longing. Thus
Achilles attempts to share his life with the surviving Achaians in a manner similar to the
sharing that has been lost."

As we turn now to various grief-driven activities, some of which are pursued alone,
some with the community, we shall see this same relentlessness pervading Achilles’ repeated
deeds of vengefulness, weeping, and social mourning rituals. By framing Achilles’ grief in
terms of the longing that drives it, the poem shows us that both activity and inactivity in
grief share a similar insatiety and pointlessness. No actions, deeds of anger included, are able
to redress the grief that drives them.

This insatiety is evident at the beginning of Book 23, when Achilles asks the
Myrmidons to remain by Patroklos’ corpse and honor it with a lament. Their tears of longing

for their prjotwoa Goépoto (“deviser of rout,” 23.16) are abundant, as we see in the parallel
structure of line 15, with its repeated verb “soaked”: devovto Papadot, devovto de

tevxeax Gpwtv/ ddrouot (“Soaked was the sand, and soaked the arms of the men, with
their tears,” 23.15-16). The abundance of the tears gives the scene a tone of intense activity,

as does their triple circuit around the corpse. These details create the sense that the

147 In the isolation of these weeping scenes we could see a likeness to death, in which one no longer
participates in society in a functioning way; cf. Pucci (1993), noted above, who sees Achilles’ refusal
of food as a rejection of life, 265-266; and Edwards (1991), who identifies funereal connotations in
the comparison of horses to grave-stones, ad 17.434-436 (see pp. 61-63 for discussion). But this
death-like separation from society is rooted in moOr), and thus paradoxically is rooted in the desire
for shared life and communion.
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Myrmidons are totally given over to their grief. In the context of Achilles’ characterization of
their lament as something they must do before they turn to the evening’s repast (23.10-11),
this intensity reminds us of the persistence in Achilles’ refusal to eat in Book 19.

As with the refusal to eat in 19, the Myrmidons’ lamentation for Patroklos in 23 does
not end with mere abundance of weeping but transitions to anger. After linking the
Myrmidons’ tears with their longing for Patroklos (totov yag mo0eov urjotwoa ¢popoto,
23.16), the narrator focuses on Achilles at their center, whose thoughts are fixed on

vengeance:

totot 0¢ IInAetdng adwvov £Enpxe yoolo,

Xeloag € avdoopovoug Bépevoc otbecov étalgov:
“xatgé poy,  IlatoorAe, katl etv Aidao dopoLoLy:
TivTo Yo 101 ot TeAéw tax maotBev véoTny,
“Extoga devQ’ €QUoag dwaev KLOLV wpa ddoacbal,
dwdeKa & TIEOTIAEOLOE TTVLETIC ATIODELQOTOUT|TELY

Towwv ayAax tékva, 0é0ev ktapévolo XoAwOeic.” (23.17-23)

And in their midst the son of Peleus led their sobbing lamentation,

placing his man-slaughtering hands upon the breast of his companion:

“Rejoice, I tell you, Patroklos, even in the house of Hades;

for I am now accomplishing for you everything that earlier I promised,

that having dragged Hektor here I would give him raw to the dogs to tear to pieces,
and before your pyre would cut the throats

of twelve shining Trojan youths, in anger over your slaying.”

Achilles’ entire yooc , rather than following the typical form,'* consists of his reiteration of

an earlier oath to defile Hektor and sacrifice twelve Trojan youths before Patroklos’ funeral

148 Tsagalis (2004a), who defines yooL not only by textual markers but also a typical pattern and
content of motifs (such as the praising address, antithesis between mourner and deceased, death
wish, and so on), does not consider 23.19-23 to be a true yooc, because its content and structure are
different; zbid. 8n306, 270101, 173n446. He argues that the introductory formula, totot d& TInAeidng
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pyre. These actions arise from anger at Patroklos’ slaying (23.23). He then acts on his anger,

the narrator tells us, devising shameful deeds for godlike Hektor by stretching him face-first

next to the bier of Patroklos, in the dust ([...] "Extopa diov dewcéa pndeto €oya,/ monvéa
niaQ Aexéecot Mevortiadao tavvooac/ €v kovinig, 23.24-26). We again see that, in a grief
scene where relentless actions are driven by mo01, those actions also express anger.

The relation between grief, longing, and anger is pellucid at the beginning Book 24.
Unsatisfied by his elaborate funeral for Patroklos, Achilles continues to mourn, night after
night, and these nights of sleepless weeping are followed by endless cycles of mutilating
Hektor’s corpse (24.10-18). Farlier we discussed how the poem explicitly locates the origin
of Achilles’ restlessness in his longing for shared life with Patroklos: ITatookAov moOéwv
AvOQOTNTA T Kal pévog Y,/ 10" 0mdoa toAvTtevoe oLV avTOL KAt taBev dAyea,/
AvOPWV Te MTOAEHOVS dAeyeva Te KOpata Ttelpwv- (“longing for Patroklos” manhood
and good strength, and all the deeds he accomplished with him and the griefs he suffered,
passing through wars of men and difficult waves,” 24.6-8). The longing for this lost union
here leads to endless activity, much like the repeated circuit of weeping at the beginning of
23. The language of the vignette conveys the insatiability of Achilles’ longing, first with the
triple dAAote to describe his sleeplessness — AAAOT” €Tl MAgLOAC KaTAKEUEVOS, AAAOTE
0" avte/ bmtiog, dAAote ¢ monvr|g (lying now on his side, and now again on his back, and

now face-down, 24.10-11) — and then with the iterative verbs to describe his nightly pacing

adwvov €ENpxe YooLo, stems from the overall funereal context of Book 23. I would argue rather that
the substitution of vengeful promise for typical yéog themes reveals the grounding of Achilles’ anger
in grief-longing.
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the shore (dtveveok” dAVWV Tapa OV dAdg, 24.12), and repeated dragging of Hektor’s
body at dawn:

ovd¢ pv Hag
dawvopévn Anjeokev Omelp GAa T Njiovag Te-
QAN 8 ¢mel Levetev'™ O Gopaoy wxéag (mmoug,
“Extooa 0’ éAxecOat dnodoketo dipoov dmiobev-
016 &’ €oVoaG TeQL onua Mevortiadao Bavovtog

avTIC €VL KALONL mavéokeTo, TOV Oé T éQokev

&V KOVL EkTavioag meomenvéa. (24.12-18)

Nor did Dawn in her appearing ever fail to see him along the sea and the shore;
but he kept yoking his swift horses to his chariot

and kept binding Hektor to drag him behind the chariot;

and when three times he had dragged him around the tomb of Menoitios’ dead son,
again he would stop at his shelter, and he kept letting him

lie stretched out face-first in the dust.

The Hellenistic commentators athetized lines 24.6-9, claiming that they weaken the dramatic
effect of the passage, a claim supported by Richardson, who says that while we need not
consider these lines spurious, they do not add much to the portrait of Achilles’ grief."™ But
far from weakening the dramatic effect of Achilles’ grief, the portrait of shared life, followed
by these reiterative actions, underscores the link between Achilles’ insatiable anger and grief,
in a way consistent with the poem’s intense interest in that point. His repetition of this daily
ritual of dragging, until the gods intervene on the twelfth day, drives home the quality of
insatiety that pervades Achilles’ grief and anger. We should note too the alternation in

Achilles’ lonely weeping here, and his seeking communal lament in Book 23, a range seen

149 Jterative optative in temporal clause (cf. S 2414). Cf. Macleod (1982), ad 24.14.
150 Richardson (1993), ad 24.5-11.
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elsewhere in his responses to the death of Patroklos."”' Both the expansive impulse and the
persisting loneliness indicate a volatile restlessness which particularly defines Achilles’ grief,
driving him sometimes to impel others to participate in his intense grief, at other times to
wallow in the absolute loneliness of his particular experience of loss.'”

These nights of repeated mutilation echo many such attempts of Achilles to defile
Hektor’s corpse. Here in Book 24 Achilles drags Hektor v koviL éktavioag mpomonvéa
(24.18); when he first slew Hektor, he likewise dragged his head in the dust: Tov &' 1)v
EAKOpEVOLO KOVIOaAOG, ApdL O¢ xaltal/ kKvaveat TtitvavTo, kdon O anav &v
kovinow/ ketto dog xaplev (“And as he was dragged a cloud of dust was raised, and his
dark hair splayed about him, and his entire head lay in the dust, formetly lovely [...],”
22.401-403)."” We already saw a variation of this dragging after his lament-threat in Book 23,

when Achilles stretches Hektor face-first in the dust before the bier of Patroklos (23.24-26);

and these “unseemly deeds,” as the narrator calls them,"* are again alluded to during the

151 For lonely weeping on the shore, see also 23.59-61, which, in spite of the presence of other
Myrmidons, evokes a sense of isolation because of the contrast between the army’s return to their
shelters and Achilles’ groan-filled lying on the shore. For insistence on large public ritual shared by
Myrmidons and the rest of the Achaians, see the funeral itself, particularly Achilles’ instructions to
Agamemnon at 23.49-53, 23.158-160, and 23.236-248, in which he distributes the funeral tasks
among all of the Achaians, and the funeral procession at 23.128-139, in which the grieved Achilles is
surrounded, at his own bidding, by the host of fully armed Myrmidons. Cf. also the funeral games,
23.257-897, which Achilles begins by holding back the entire army from returning to their shelters
and seating them in full assembly (aOtap AxiAAevs/ avTtov Aaov épuke kal (Cavev ebELV dywva,
23.257-258).

152 Gilgamesh offers us an outside parallel of such variety when he grieves for Enkidu, in the
presence of the elders, but with an entirely particular experience of grief, and yet also seeks to have
that grief shared by the world, especially as it relates to Enkidu and his life, Tablet VIII.1-44.

153 Derderian (2001) groups together these markers of the excessive nature of Achilles’ grief — his
disfigurement of Hektot’s corpse, his human sacrifice at the funeral of Patroklos, and his placement
of Hektor head down in the dust — calling them “ruptures in the form of the death ritual,” 55.

154 “geucéa [...] €oya,” at 22.395 and 23.24.
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funeral itself as if they were an ongoing reality."” The slight variations in his disfigurement of
Hektor’s face and head match the variety in his verbal threats of mutilation. When he first
addresses Patroklos in lament over his corpse, he promises to decapitate Hektor, a threat

never repeated;'™

he later threatens to give the corpse to the dogs, threatened most violently
in his duel with Hektor when he wishes /e were angry enough to eat Hektor’s raw flesh,
since no one will ward off the dogs from his head,'”’ and then repeated twice over Hektot’s
corpse, in language progressively less violent.'™ In such variety of threats and disfigurement
we see the volatility at the core of Achilles’ anger: shaped by this grief-longing, Achilles’
anger drives him not to specified actions, but to manifold expressions of that grief.

The role of longing in the transition from grief to anger emerges with particular
clarity in Achilles’ first lament for his comrade-in-arms in Book 18. Although no mo01] term
describes the grief in that scene, the same dynamics of grief and longing permeate his lament
and the simile that precedes it. In this simile, Achilles’ grief is compared to that of a lioness

who ceaselessly tracks the hunter who stole her cubs, driven to pursuit by a piercing anger

(®ouve x6Aog, 18.322). The movement from grief to anger emerges also in Achilles’ lament

155 Aphrodite protects Hektor from dogs and anoints him “so that [Achilles] would not shred his skin
as he dragged him” (tva un pwv amodovdot EAxkvotalwv, 23.187). For a thorough argument that
aewéa [...] éoya is a morally neutral description, see Bassett (1933), who argues that Achilles’
behavior is well within the expected norms of war in the [/ad, for the opposite view, see, e.g., Segal
(1971a), 12-17, esp. 13. For an overview, see de Jong (2012), ad 22.395.

%% o0 oe motv KkTepiw, TELv “ExTogog évOGY éveikal/ Tevyea kai kepaArjv, ueyaBvpov oeio
dovnoc: (18.334-335).

157 al Y& mws avTov pe pHévog kat OUpHog avem/ o’ amotapvopevov koéa Edpevat, otd H
€ooyas,/ wg ovk €00’ 0¢ OT¢ Ve kKOVag kKePpaAng amaAdAkol [...] (22.346-348).

158 In Book 23 he first threatens to give Hektor’s corpse to the dogs to divide raw ("Extoga devg’
éovoag dwoelv kKLolv wuo ddoaoBat, 23.21), and then, in less violent language, to give it not to the
fire to devour, but to the dogs (‘Extopa 0’ o0 Tt/ dcbow Iotapidnv oot damtépey, dAAX
KUveoow (23.182-183). Cf. Segal (1971a), esp. 28, 38, and 54.
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following the simile, and in parallel form, and the poem grounds both emotions in the

volatile dynamic of longing driven by absence.

1 159

The passage merits looking at in detail. > First let us see how the insatiate force of

1to01) pervades the lioness simile:

[...] & te Alig uyévelog,

WL OA& 07 V7O oKLUVOLS EAaPNBOAOG dETIAONL AVIIE

DANG €K mukvig, 6 0¢ T dxvutal DoteEog €AWV,

TOAAQ O T dryke” émMNAOe et &vépog {xvL €pevvay,

el moBev é£evor pHAAa yap dopvg X0Aog atgel-  (18.318-322)
[...] like a lioness, bearded,

whose cubs a hunter has snatched

from the dense woods, and she returning after is grieved,

and she comes to many valleys as she pursues that man’s tracks,

in hopes that she might find; for bitter anger takes complete hold of her;'”

Grief leads to pursuit, extended through many valleys, with a growing sense of urgency and
longing, culminating in bitter anger. The underlying continuity in this seamless transition
from grief to anger seems to be an insatiety similar to that which the I/ad depicts elsewhere,
in scenes where longing is linguistically explicit. The point of the simile does not seem to be
simply vengeance, because it is unclear what the lioness hopes to achieve by pursuing the
hunter. The object of the verb find (18.322) is unspecified. Does she hope that her cubs are

alive? Does she wish to kill the hunter, whether her cubs are alive or dead? What is clear in

159 A version of this argument about the lion simile appeared in my article, “Grief as mo01n:
Understanding the Anger of Achilles,” published by the New England Classical Journal 42.3 in 2015.

160 Chapman captures both the physicality of the loss and the immediacy of the pursuit in his
translation, which takes Ootepog éABwV (18.320) as the lions’ active response to the discovery of her
empty den: “[...] That in his absence being robd by hunters of his whelps,/ Returnes to his so
desolate den, and (for his wanted helps)/ Beholding his unlookt-for wants, flies roring backe againe/
hunts the slie hunter, many a vale resounding his disdaine,” (18.319-322; in Chapman’s numbering,
18.282-285). All quotations of Chapman come from the 1984 edition, Princeton University Press.



73

the simile is that the lioness responds to the absence of her cubs with immediate pursuit.
The hunter has literally stolen part of the lioness’s life, her offspring, and her lengthy hope-
driven quest to find bespeaks both the absence and the almost physical response to that
absence — longing for it to be filled. This ambiguity about her aim — whether or not it
includes a desire for vengeance — enhances our understanding of the role of longing in grief’s
transition to anger: such anger is not necessarily the hope of redressing a wrong, but a
response to the inability to redress that wrong, a kind of translation of the inner longing for
what is lost into outward action.'”'

This inner dynamic is all the more apparent in the words of Achilles’ lament after the
simile. In the midst of prolonged weeping, with the Achaians groaning their lament for
Patroklos all night long,'” Achilles voices his particular grief for Patroklos. Longing can be
discerned throughout this lament in his regret over unfulfilled future plans:

@ momoL, 1 O &Aov £mog ExPadov Nuatt kelivawt
Oapovvwv flowa Mevolitiov év peydoolotv:

dnv 0¢ ol eig Ondevta meQKALTOV VIOV ATtAEeLy
TAov ékmégoavta Aaxovta te Anidog aioav.

AAA” 00 Zelg avdpeoot vorjuata idvta teAevtar  (18.324-328)

Oh, for shame, truly I uttered an empty promise on that day
when I was encouraging the hero Menoitios in his home;

and I said that I would bring his illustrious son back to Opoeis
when he had sacked Troy and won a share of the spoil.

But Zeus does not accomplish all the plans of men.

161 T'sagalis (2004a) understands the role of the ydoc in similar terms: through lament, the bereaved
can release some of his pent-up grief by verbalizing it, 176. As we shall see later in the dissertation, I
argue that the poem questions the ultimate efficacy of such “translation,” be it into lament or deeds

of vengeance.
16218.314-315.
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Achilles laments his empty promise to Patroklos’ father that he would bring Patroklos safely

home after Troy’s sack. This notion of unfulfilled promises conveys the note of longing for a
lost future. Achilles’ further conclusion, XAA” 00 Zebg &vdQeooL vOUATA TAVTA
teAevtal (“But Zeus does not accomplish all the plans of men,” 18.328), continues this

feeling of rupture. Achilles had a goal that encompassed him and Patroklos: that when Troy

' Now he sees the vanity of

had been sacked and the spoil won, they would return home.
his hopes for such shared life; instead, their true fate is for both to die at Troy. Achilles faces
his death with clarity, a death that will follow soon after Patroklos’. Some scholars see this
link between Patroklos’ death and Achilles’ as the heart of the lament, since Achilles here
reveals how deeply he embraced his death after the death of his comrade; they even use

language of “reunion” in death.'**

Yet Achilles speaks not of reunion but simply shared
death. I would argue that although Achilles faces his death unflinchingly, his lament betrays

the restlessness of a present marked by separation. He continues with a cry that brings home

all the longing that shapes his grief: vov 8" émet ovOv, IldtookAe, 0¢” Dotepog eip” VIO

163 Although the narrator tells us that Achilles” mother often told him the plans of Zeus (17.408-409),
we see throughout the poem his conflicting expectations of what is in store for him; e.g., at 18.9-11
Achilles voices for the first time another prediction of his mother, that Patroklos would die at Troy
while Achilles was still alive. His hope for their safe return here at 18.326 differs too from the hope
expressed at 19.328-333, that he alone would die at Troy and Patroklos would bring his son home
and raise him. These latter two hopes, though at variance, both convey Achilles’ interunion with
Patroklos’ life and thus capture the reality of To01) when he is gone. We should see these conflicting
ideas of the future as part of the poetic representation of that tension in Achilles’ life between his
immortal and mortal dimensions; although his mother knows much of what is fated for him, Achilles
remains in the mortal world and only comes to understand his fate in the course of the narrative. In
such a context he could well have competing understandings of how the war would end, different
hopes for the future and Patroklos’ role in it. For discussions of Achilles’ understanding of his fate,
see Rutherford (1982) 156n54; Scully (1990), 118; Taplin (1992), 198; Kullmann (2001, orig. 1968),
402-5.

164 Cf. Tsagalis (2004a), who interprets Achilles’ declaration, “for we two are fated to redden the
same earth” (18.329) as a future reunion in death, 79-81.
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2

vaiav, (“But now, Patroklos, since indeed I shall go beneath the earth affer you [...],

18.333). Achilles has not yet followed Patroklos beneath the earth. The antithesis between
the ruptured now and the later death captures the yearning marked out at the beginning of

the lament when he voiced his bitter understanding that his plans for a shared future with

165

Patroklos were void. ™ The role Achilles had planned to play in his companion’s life was

nothing more than an empty promise, and now his present is shaped by the absence of his
friend and the dissolution of his plans.
Framed by such longing, Achilles’ grief erupts in an oath of anger:'®

vov 0’ émel ovv, IlatpokAe, 0€” Dotegog ey’ VTO Yaiav,
oV o€ TELV KTelw, TELv “Extogog évOAd” évetkatl
tevxea Kal kepaAny, peyaOvpov oeio Gpovnog:

dwdeka d& TEOTIAEOLOE TTVETC ATIODELQOTOUT|OW

Towwv dyAax tékva, 0é0ev ktapévolo xoAwOeic. (18.333-337)

But now, Patroklos, since indeed I shall go beneath the earth after you,
I shall not give you your burial rites before I carry here

the arms and the head of Hektor, your great-hearted slayer;

and before your funeral pyre I shall cut the throats

of twelve shining youths of Troy, in anger over your slaying.

Achilles” move from grief to anger reminds us of the lioness’s &xoc'” and x0Aoc in the

preceding simile (18.320, 322). For both the lioness and Achilles, the grief of the scene is

165 T'sagalis (2004a) claims that Achilles’ conflation of “now” and “then” allows the future reality of
Achilles’ death to “intrude” into the present of his performance, 81. In light of Achilles’ initial lament
of the vanity of his plans to achieve Patroklos and his own homecoming, I think we can rightly see
not intrusion but contrast: Achilles’ present is shaped by this new future, the loss of the shared life
that he had hoped for and promised. For Achilles as future-oriented after the death of Patroklos, see
Kullmann (2001, orig. 1968), 403-5; Kullmann does not observe how Achilles’ acceptance of death is
part of a new present, with immediate consequences on the warrior’s behavior.

166 This is the oath he reiterates in slightly varied form in the Book 23 “yéog,” after the Myrmidons
soak the beach with their tears, 23.17-23. See discussion pp. 67-68.
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shot through with notes of longing, and the resulting actions are explicitly attributed to
anger: “HAAQ Y& dQLULG XOAOG alpel” for the lioness (18.322), and “0é0ev ktapévolo
XoAwOe(g” for Achilles (18.337). The specific point of comparison in the simile is grief —
Achilles leads the lament groaning like a lioness |...] — but within both the simile and the
lament, we see the same sense of restlessness, and the same specific mention of anger as

16

causing these deeds.'” Thus, the poem highlights the insatiety of Achilles’ grief and roots in
such insatiety the promised deeds of anger: slaying Patroklos’ murderer, bringing that
murderer’s head and weapons to Patroklos, and then cutting the throats of twelve Trojan

youths before Patroklos’ funeral pyre. Agony and ferocity are linked in Achilles’ grief

through the underlying dimension of longing born of loss.

Things Going Nowhere

The simile of the mother lioness pursuing the hunter and the parallel lament of
empty promises, ending with oaths of vengeance, allow us to see, in depth and clarity, the
underlying continuity in Achilles’ transition from grief to anger, namely, the insatiety of
7toOm). In tracing the link, however, a question naturally emerges. Why does a toO1-shaped

grief turn to anger? We see the common element of insatiety, but do these actions born of

167 Neither Achilles nor the narrator refers to his &xog; the point of comparison in the simile is the
quality of his groaning: dveotevdxovto yowvteg (18.315), éEnoxe yooro (18.316), mukva paAa
otevixw (18.318) ... ¢ 6 Pagv oteviywv (18.323). The lioness’s grief is given in verbal form,
axvutat (18.320); according to Derderian (2001), dxvuoOat generally represents “personally
motivated grief of individual men within the network of étaigot or kin” that motivates the hero to
action and revenge, 19.

168 Cf. the restlessness in Gilgamesh who grieves like a lioness pacing 7 and fro when deprived of her
cubs, Tablet VIII.49-50. Frinkel (1921) claims that, from the lion simile on, Achilles’ groans “nicht
nur Trauer, sondern auch wilder Rachedurst zu uns sprechen soll” (should speak to us not only of his
sorrow but also of his wild thirst for vengeance), 93.
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grief have ends that correspond to the nature of that grief? Intertwined with this question of
aim is the question of efficacy: do these grief-driven deeds of anger accomplish anything to
address the longing that drives them? One answer posited by characters in the poem is that
killing eases the pain of grief. Automedon boasts thus when he kills Aretos in Book 17,
claiming, “I have eased my heart somewhat of its grief for the slain Patroklos through the
killing of even a lesser man,” (1] O1) pav 0Alyov ye Mevortiadao 0avovtog/ kno dxeog

' Buphorbos utters a similar sentiment

pneOénka xepelova me katamepvawv, 17.538-539).
when he claims, after Menelaos kills his brother, that if he brings Menelaos’ head and armor
to his grieving family, he might become for his family “a respite from weeping” (1] k€ oPLv
delAoloL YOOU KaTdmavpa yevoiunyv, 17.38). Priam speaks similarly in Book 22, when he
declares that if the gods hated Achilles as much as he, then “swiftly would dogs and vultures
eat him as he lay there; and truly then would a dread grief depart from my chest” (taxo k€v
€ KOveg Kal yuTeg £dotev/ kelpevov: 1) k€ poL alvov Ao moamidwyv dxog éA0oL, 22.42-
43). Yet the reality evinced by Achilles’ story is that such deeds of vengeance do not, in fact,
assuage grief because these deeds are driven by a force that is ultimately aimless.
In her final lament over the funeral bier of Hektor, Hekabe captures the fruitless

desire in vengeance, namely, the restoration to life of the beloved deceased. Addressing her

son, she incisively condemns Achilles’ treatment of his corpse: TOAAX dvotaleokev 0

ntept oy’ €tapoto/ IatporAov, tov Emedveg —dvéotnoev dé uwv ovd” wg/ [...] (“he

169 Shay (1994) cites this phrase, kfo axeog pe@énka (17.539), to argue for the concept that killing
eases the pain of grief, both in Homer and in the life of the Vietnam veterans with whom he worked,
54. For what seems to me to be the transferal of a similar concept, see 13.414-416 with 13.402-403:
Deiphobos, grieved at the death of Asios (Aciov dyvouevog, 13.403), slays a Greek wartior, a deed
of vengeance which he thinks will gladden Asios in his heart (ynOrjoewv kata Ovudv, 13.416) since
he now has an escort for his trip to Hades.
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kept dragging you, many times, around the tomb of his companion, Patroklos, whom you

killed — but not even thus did he raise him up [...],” 24.755-756). Hekabe perceptively sees

that longing for the life of his companion is at the root of Achilles’ insatiate mutilation of
Hektor’s corpse. Despite Achilles’ repeated dragging of the body — moAAax pvotaleokev —
this action did nothing to fill the void caused by Patroklos’ death. Although such behavior is
irrational, the poem shows the inherent potency in grief-longing to generate insatiate activity,
including actions of anger."”

This question of purpose is two-fold. Insofar as Achilles’ anger is rooted in TT0O1-
grief, we should not only ask whether his deeds of anger effectively ease that grief, but if
they are the kind of deeds whose ends correspond to what is longed for by that motivating
emotion. In order to understand better this relationship between the aim of anger and the
underlying toON-grief, we need to look broadly at the function or purpose of all the
activities that are spawned by grief’s insatiety. We have seen that the void created by death
leaves the bereaved in a state both volatile and insatiable, as he longs for what he can never
have. Thus both the inactivity and the activity that arise from grief share a similar restless
aimlessness.'”" For example, in scenes of abundant weeping and other mourning rituals, we
see attempts to approximate the deceased’s presence, but the underlying reality of mo0Or) also

reminds us of the inherent limits in these approximations. This failure of abundant

170 Cf. Segal (1971a), who thinks Apollo’s condemnation of Achilles’ behavior in Book 24, kwdrv
yo d1) yaiav aewkiCel peveatvwv (“for he savages the dumb earth in his raging,” 24.54), passes
judgment on the “irrational savagery of Achilles’ attempt to vent his passion on a corpse,” 59.

171 Thus the simple dichotomy between grief as a passive state and anger as an active one (suggested,
for example, in Slatkin (1991), 91-93) can blur the likeness between deeds of anger and more passive
responses to grief, such as motionless weeping: both are motivated by a desire for what cannot be
achieved, and both reflect that impossibility in their outcome.
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mourning to address the longing that drives it not only reveals its inefficacy, but also a
degree of underlying aimlessness, since the griever knows these substitute activities will not
in fact accomplish what he really wants. In the same way, the anger of longing is driven not
by the rational pursuit of some end, but by the insatiety of absence, and it too fails to assuage
the grief. Just as the horses’ longing for the dead Patroklos so disoriented them that they
were literally going nowhere, the various actions born of grief lack any true orientation and
thus are potentially endless.'”

Further examples of Achilles’ varied responses to grief will reinforce this picture of
underlying aimlessness. One such example can be seen at the end of Achilles’ lament after
the lion simile. Having moved from grief and longing to his first vengeful threats against the
life of Hektor and the twelve Trojan youths, Achilles then makes a further promise:

TOdoa O poL T VILOL KoRWVIOoL keloeat abTwW,
apodt d¢ oe Towiat kal Aadavidec BabvkoATol
KAavoovtat vOKTag Te kal fjuata dakou xéovoal,
TG avTol kapopeoOa Pindt te dovpl Te pakewt

nielpag mépOovte MOAIS peedmwV avOowmwyv. (18.338-342)

But I declare, so long as you lie thus by the curved ships,

172 One suggestive example of this underlying aimlessness can be seen in the range of passive to
active verbs within the single image of befoulment linked to Patroklos’ death. We saw ecarlier that at
the moment of Patroklos’ death, Achilles’” helmet is stained in the dust (16.794-799); one book later,
this same death causes Patroklos’ horses to let their manes be stained (17.439) and then, in Book 18,
Achilles to befoul himself: Tov & &xeog vedpéAn éxaAvpe péAawva./ apdpotépniot de Xepolv EAwv
KOVLY albaAoeooav/ xevato Kok kKePaAng, xaotev ' fIoxuve mMEOCWTOV:/ VEKTAQEWL DE XLTWVL
pméAawy” apdiCave tépon (“But a black cloud of grief enveloped him. And grabbing smoky dust
with both hands he poured it over his head, and he disfigured his lovely face; and black ashes settled
around his fragrant tunic,” 18.22-24). This movement from passive to middle to active verbs in a
single image — the armor being defiled, the horses letting their manes be defiled, Achilles defiling
himself — points to a range in grief’s manifestations, from a defiling that is endured to one that is
sought. In the lens of 71001 this range makes perfect sense: if an unfillable void directs one’s
behavior, one could easily alternate between living out that void in inactivity and aimlessly acting as if
to fill it.



80

around you also will weep Trojan and Dardanian women, whose robes fall in deep
folds over their chest, and they will weep for you day and night, shedding tears,
those women whom we two toiled hard to capture by force and the long spear
when we were sacking the rich cities of mortal men.

Here we have a new type of grief-driven action: not personal weeping, not vengeance, but
enforcing that Patroklos will be wept for, day and night, by women whom they captured
together. Achilles” description of these women makes them almost symbolic of the shared

life he has lost: they are the ones who are the fruit of Achilles’ and Patroklos’ common

effort, the mutuality which he emphasizes by the dual verb kapopeoOa (18.341) and dual

173

participle tépOovte (18.342).” Together with this attempt to approximate the lost shared
life by having its representatives lament it, we see familiar markers of relentlessness, here in
the ceaselessness of weeping “day and night” (18.340), as well as that expansive impulse to
have others partake in his mourning for Patroklos. This promise, riding on the tail end of his
threat of vengeance in a speech full of longing, puts his anger in a larger context. All of his
varied responses to grief are motivated by the underlying longing for Patroklos, and all will
fail to satisfy that longing. This range points to the volatility of grief, his inner world of

aimless restlessness.

A further indicator of pointlessness can be seen in the desire to mourn ({pepog

Y06010), a phrase used exclusively to describe lament for Patroklos. The significance of this

concept, desiring lament, emerges when we look at the reasons mourners give for their

173 The lament of Gilgamesh for Enkidu shows a similar desire for representatives of that formerly
shared life to perpetuate his own cry of grief: he calls on the roads to the Cedar Forest and the trees
of that forest, where they defeated Huwawa, to lament Enkidu; the men of the city who saw them
defeat the Bull of Heaven; the rivers on whose banks the two men used to walk; and so on; Tablet
VIIL.7-28. This combination of expansiveness, calling on the whole wortld to grieve, and yet repeated
focus on the rupture caused by death again points us to the insatiable longing that makes grief
volatile.
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lamentation. When Achilles bids his men to delay their dinner in order to weep for
Patroklos, at the beginning of Book 23, he calls such lament the yéoag Oavovtwy, the gift
of honor for the dead, and claims that the Myrmidons will find delight in performing this
“destructive lament,” 0Aoolo TetapmwpecOa yoolo (23.9-10). Achilles repeats this claim
when Patroklos’ shade appears to him that night, begging the shade to draw close so that,
embracing one another, “0Aooto tetapmwpecOa yooro” (23.98). The concepts of pleasure,
té0Uig, and lament could seem to be at odds with one another;' ™ yet we see that in
honoring the dead, Achilles seeks a likeness of what was shared in life, mutual honor.
Achilles characterizes his friendship with Patroklos thus in his first words after learning of
Patroklos’ death: ptAoc wAe0” étaipog,/ ITatookAog, TOV éyw TeQL TAVTWYV TIOV
étalpwv/ loov eunt kepaAni[-] tov dnwAeoa (“my dear companion has died, Patroklos,
whom I honored beyond all my companions, equal to my own life; him I have lost,” 18.80-
82). Patroklos reciprocates Achilles’ affection through honor as well, as we see when he stirs
the Myrmidons to battle, wg &v I[InAeldnv tyurjoopev (“so we may honor the son of

Peleus,” 16.271)."” Such is the mutual honor Achilles seeks to replicate in offering Patroklos

174 Cf. Tsagalis (2004a), 174-177. Latacz (19606) distinguishes the positive satisfaction denoted by a-
stems of the verb tépmouat and the mere satiety denoted by the verbs kogpéooaoOat and &oat, 174-
219.

175 Muellner (1996), 134, uses this speech, 16.269-274, to argue for identity and solidarity between
Achilles, Patroklos, and the philoi whom they lead; cf. Muellner on the interdependence of friendship
(philotes) and honor in epic society, 149. For other references to honor in friendships, see, e.g.,
Sthenelos giving a pair of horses to Deipylos: dwke d& AnimvAwt, Etapwt Gidwt, Ov Ttegl maong/
Tlev OpnALKingG, 6t ot ppeoiv ot €idn,/ (“and he gave them to Deipylos, his beloved companion,
whom he honored beyond all his peers, because he understood thoughts closely joined to his,” 5.325-
326); and Hektor’s grief for Podes (tov &’ dixeog vepéAn éxdAve pédawva, 17.591) whom the
narrator introduces as a special friend: €éoke O évi Toweoot [Todng, viog Hetlwvog,/ apvetdg v
ayaBog te, paAota dO€ pv tiev “Extwg/ dpov, émel ot étaigog énv GplAog eidamivaotnic:
(“There was among the Trojans a man Podes, son of Eetion, a man both rich and noble, and Hektor
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his yépag Bavovtwv. By extension, too, when the Myrmidons honor Patroklos with a triple
circuit of abundant tears, they affirm his value to them as warriors and thus maintain a
shadow of the life they shared as fighters under Achilles."”

Moreover, the promise for satisfaction or even delight in lamenting the deceased
Patroklos suggests that mourning itself somehow approximates the presence of the
deceased, since his absence creates the pain of grief. This approximation is suggested in this

paradoxical reality that mourners can desire to grieve, captured by the five appearances of
{pepog yoouo, in varied form, to describe Achilles and his fellow Achaians’ response to
Patroklos’ death. As with o), this linguistic confinement of {pegog yéoto to Achilles and
his fellow companions underscores the poem’s attentiveness to the dynamics of Achilles’
grief.'”” The first three appearances of this phrase serve to illustrate the insatiety that drives
this weeping as much as the deeds of anger.'” When Achilles urges his men to take their

delight in the destructive lament for Patroklos, at the beginning of Book 23, Thetis stirs up

honored him above all his people, since he was his beloved companion who shared his table,”
17.575-577). For references to special friendship on the battlefield, see Fenik (1968), 184.

176 Cf. Holst-Warhaft (1992), 103, on lament linked with burial as a necessary part of the geras
thanonton in Homer. In Book 4 of the Odyssey, Peisistratos links {piegog yooto and yéoag for the dead,
when Menelaos” memories of Odysseus stir up in him, Helen, Telemachos, and Peisistratos a desire
for weeping (tolot 8¢ maow VP’ (pegov weoe yooro, Od. 4.183). Peisistratos begs for an end of
weeping during supper, which he declares unpleasant (00 vy €yw ve/ Tépmop’ ddvEOHEVOS
petadoQmIog, 4.193-194), although he judges no man wrong for such weeping, since this alone is the
véoag for wretched mortals, to cut a lock of hair and cast down a tear from our cheeks (tovTd vv
kat yéoag olov oiCvpoiot Beotoiol/ kelpaoOal te kKOUNV PaAéery T o ddkov agelwy, 4.197-
198).

177 Andromache stirs up in her maids a yoocg itself, without reference to the desire: Tijlowv d€ yoov
nidonowy Evaoev (6.499); likewise Hekabe’s funeral lament for Hektor stirs up everlasting lament:
Yoov 0 aAlaotov dgvev (24.760). In an example much closer to the Greek {pegog yoéoto, Priam
imagines dying with his son’s body in his arms, émv yoouv €& €gov einv (24.227), a variant of the
formula for having one’s fill of a meal. Priam’s echo of the concept points to the potential for any
grief to have the characteristics of o0Or), despite the poem’s focus on Achilles.

178 The other two appearances of this phrase, at 24.507 and 24.513-514, will be discussed in Chapter
Three in the context of Achilles’ release of Hektor’s body.



83

in the Myrmidons a desire for weeping (Heta 0¢ opL Otic Yoo luegov weoev, 23.14).
Early the next morning Achilles’ narration of his encounter with Patroklos’ shade stirs up in
the Myrmidons the same desire (totot d¢ maow VP’ (pepov wEoe Yoo, 23.108), as does
his later speech to Spercheios declaring that his fathet’s prayer for his safe homecoming was

I

void, followed by giving Patroklos the lock of his hair formerly dedicated to that river:'"” g
elmv év xepol KOUNV £tagoto Gpidolo/ ONkev, ToloL 0 maowv VP’ (eEOV WEOE YOOLO
(23.152-153). The desire for weeping is matched by the abundance of tears in these three
weeping scenes. Just as in the first scene the Myrmidons’ tears were so plentiful that the sand
and armor were soaked (23.15-16), in the latter scenes, the crying goes on so long that, first,
the sun rises on their weeping (23.109), and then mid-funeral the sun would have set on their
weeping had Achilles not intervened to let the funeral continue (23.154-155). How can
potentially interminable ydog, the lamentation born of loss, be something desired in this
context?

Gail Holst-Warhaft offers one explanation of why weeping might be desirable when
she observes that Yoot in the l/ad focus on the desire of the survivor to communicate with
the deceased through praise or blame."™ Death has ruptured a social fabric, and by speaking

to the deceased that intercourse is partially restored. Holst-Warhaft identifies the

17 Locks of hair, wine, oil, and food are traditional offerings made to the dead; cf. Alexiou (2002,
orig. 1974), 7-8; Holst-Warhaft (1992), 104. In Aeschylus’ Libation Bearers 6-7, Orestes offers two
locks of hair to the river-god, Inachus, before the tomb of his father, as Ogemtriolov (requital for
care) and as mevOnTowov (token of grief). Nagy (2013) sees Achilles’ hair-cutting as signaling the
move from pre-adult to adult status, into which Achilles enters prematurely after the death of his
friend, 403. On the anomalous nature of some of Achilles’ actions during the funeral (e.g., his choice
of sacrificial victims — humans, dogs, horses), see Derderian (2001), 54, Gatland (1982), 72, and
Schnapp-Gourbeillon (1982), 80-83.

180 Holst-Warhaft (1992), 124.
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perpetuation of memory as essential to this restorative function of lament."™"

Tsagalis notes
that with both the Myrmidons and Patroklos’ shade, Achilles’ invitation to take delight in

wretched lament (0Aoolo tetapnwpeoBa yooto, 23.10, 98) is preceded by an exhortation
to draw closer (dooov (6vteg at 23.8, kooov otnOt at 23.97), which Tsagalis suggests
indicates the closeness of the two friends and the function of lament as a substitution for
their living bond. Thus such lament can be a source of delight since it mimics the closeness
between the two men.'™ Pucci too notes a kind of imitation of life in these laments.
Although they convey a sense of rupture, insofar as they address the deceased as if to engage

in a dialogue, which is now irnpossible,183

nevertheless, by so addressing the deceased, the
laments give a kind of “immortal continuity” to the living presence of the deceased. Thus
through the fiction of conversation and the memories of life, the lament partially restores the
shared present that is no longer possible.'™ This partial restoration through fictive dialogue
and memory can shed light on why Achilles and his men might desire to weep and hope to
find satisfaction in lament.

Aristotle gives importance to the role of memory in his discussion of this Homeric
phrase. He argues in Rheforic 1370a-b that we can only desire what is pleasant. Whatever
pleases us also gives pleasure when we remember it or hope for it, since through memory
and hope a likeness of the thing is present. Thus, Aristotle argues, those who grieve find

some pleasure in mourning, because the act of mourning brings with it memories of the

deceased, and those memories are pleasant insofar as they approximate the deceased’s

181 Jbid., 35.

182 Tssagalis (2004a), 175.

183 But note the increased speech between Achilles and Patroklos affer Patroklos’ death, discussed in
Chapter Three, p. 113.

184 Pucci (1993), 260 and 263.
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presence. Aristotle likens the experience of the bereaved to separated lovers. Lovers, he
observes, enjoy doing things that have to do with the loved one, such as talking or writing
about him; despite the pain of the loved one’s absence, there is pleasure in making him
present, as it were, through memory and hope. In an analogous way, for the bereaved,
mourning can be desirable, since in spite of the pain caused by the beloved’s absence, there
is pleasure in making him present through memory. For this reason, Aristotle says, Homer
spoke rightly, “So he spoke, and stirred up in all of them the desire for weeping.”'*
Aristotle’s interpretation of this phrase accords with the dynamics of ToO1 as we
have traced them throughout the poem. In grief, one longs for a missing presence, and in
weeping, one achieves a shadow of that presence. It seems no accident that grief and love
are likened in Aristotle when he examines the meaning of desire to mourn. In Achilles’
companionship with Patroklos, as we saw in Chapter 1, the two men shared their life
extensively, as brothers, mutual advisors and teachers, and comrades-in-arms, such that
when Patroklos dies, Achilles laments the one whom he honored equal to himself (18.82, cf.
above). The attempt to honor Patroklos in death allows Achilles to regain some measure of
his presence. Yet the pleasure in such activity is limited. Memory clearly does not achieve the
full presence that is longed for. Nor does the deceased truly receive the honor proffered by

the survivor. Pucci’s observation of the paradox built into the y6og’s apostrophe to the dead

highlights these limitations: the speaker addresses the dead man as if to engage in true

dialogue, which would be to deny the reality of death, and at the same time he speaks of the

185 Muellner (1996) makes a somewhat similar comparison when he likens love and lament, noting
that the phrase {pegog ydoto parallels the expression of sexual desire (ipteog) for prAoTng (3.129,
14.198), 164n60. He argues that both love and lament are social realities which bind people together:
“in the Homeric wortld, no one grieves alone,” 164.
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painful irreversibility of death.'™ Such fictive dialogue fails to achieve the restoration that it
seeks and knows it must fail. Thus the approximation itself reiterates the reality of grief, a

gaping void that cannot be filled, within which longing must be potentially endless."*’

Aimless Anger

This ultimate failure of prolonged weeping to address the longing that drives it helps
us to understand the nature of the anger that arises from that same longing. Although on
one narrative level Achilles’ anger is highly focused on Hektor and Troy and succeeds in
destroying both, the poem simultaneously tells a story of futility. Just as the consuming
desire to weep does not assuage the mo0O1] that drives it, the various deeds of anger and
vengeance fail to restore the loved one’s presence. This failure is rooted in, so to speak, a
displacement of ends: what Achilles longs for, life shared with Patroklos, is not what he aims
at in his weeping or his killing. Thus Schein is wrong to suggest that Achilles’ relentless
killing is “personally productive” for Achilles, despite the fact that, objectively, it brings only

destruction.'®® Achilles’ grief-driven deeds achieve nothing to ease his personal pain, and the

186 Pucci (1993), 260 and 263. The speech between the shade of Patroklos and Achilles in Book 23
breaks this norm of fiction, but still highlights the separation and rupture caused by death, since in
life they were able to communicate without dialogue. See discussion, p. 113.

187 Cf. 24.227, noted above, where Priam claims that weeping over Hektor’s body will assuage his
desire for weeping, which he expresses with a variant of the formula for having one’s fill of a meal,
eV yoou €& €gov elnv. Although Priam’s grief is never explicitly described as rooted in longing,
we shall see that his is the most parallel to Achilles’, with random outbursts of anger and signs of
insatiety.

188 Schein (1984), 146. In this section Schein is observing the twofold significance of the metaphor
applied to Achilles’ slaughter, 20.495-503, that of threshing barley underfoot: threshing is an activity
essential for life, but applied to Achilles’ relentless killing it evokes destruction, 145-147. Cf. also
Nagler (1974), 147; King (1987), 24. Harris (2001) argues against a cathartic function of anger, 414;
his work concerns anger itself, without reference to grief.
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lliad as a whole explores the volatile origins of such an attempt and its uselessness.' The
fruitlessness of vengeance born of grief distinguishes such anger from anger in the strict
Aristotelian sense, in which one responds to an undeserved slight and seeks to reverse the
wrong."” Thus Konstan rightly modifies Oliver Taplin’s claim that Achilles’ anger in the last
seven books of the I/iad remains unchanged in substance but is merely transferred to a new
object; rather, as Konstan argues, Achilles’ new grief-filled wrath is a much broader emotion

than the first anger which responded to a wrong Achilles could hope to undo."!

Perpetuated
by an unsatisfiable desire for the loved one’s presence, the vengeance of Achilles has a

displaced end, as do all of the actions shaped by his grief.'”

189 One is reminded of Odysseus’ suggestive metaphor in which he seems to say that fighting itself is
profitless: atpa te pvAdTIdOG TTéAETAL KOOGS AvOQWTIOLOWV/ NG Te TAEloTNV péV kKaAaunv xOovi
XaAKOG Exevev,/ auntog O 0Alylotog (“Immediately men are sated with war, the husks of which
bronze pours out plentifully on the ground, but there is very little harvest,” 19.221-223). For a
discussion of the metaphor, see Edwards (1991), ad loc.

190 Aristotle Rh. 1378a-b (cited above). See, for example, his claim, o0delg d¢ TV patvopévwy
advvatwv Edletal abt@, 6 O’ dpYLlopevog Eédletat duvatwv avt (“And no one aims at things
that are manifestly impossible for himself, but the angered man aims at things he can accomplish,”
1378b3-5).

191 Konstan (2000), 42-55; contra Taplin (1992), 20, 193-202. Harris (2001), like Taplin, suggests that
the fury against Hektor is the same as his initial anger, only with a new object, 133; cf. Bowra (1930),
17-22, esp. 20; Kullmann (2001, orig. 1968), 386; and Schadewaldt (1966), 156, and (1965), 187 and
340-8, esp. 343; in 181-5, he notes the distinct motives, honor and grief, in these two angers without
tully distinguishing them. Frazer (1993) too, although purporting to distinguish between the two
angers (which he calls the “wrath” and the “vengeance”), in fact only distinguishes between their
objects, and not their actual substance or type, 29; cf. 13 and 259. In contrast, see 2bT a4 18.112-13
and XA ad 18.113 (where Achilles declares that he will let his anger with Agamemnon be, though he
is grieved, subduing his dear heart in his breast because of necessity), who say that of the two
emotions here besetting Achilles’, 60yr| and AU, the AU for Patroklos wins out; bT specify that
such AUTN entails vengeance. Cf. bT’s attribution of AUTn at 24.3-4.

192 Cf. Van Nortwick (1996), who notes that in contemporary psychology, anger is a secondary
emotion, generated by some other emotion that is not expressed, 65. For Van Nortwick, Achilles’
anger is a response to his self-imposed alienation from the humane part of himself, represented by
Patroklos, 66. Cf. Schein (1984), 128-163. Doubtless some truth lies in this reading of the I/ad, but 1
think the poem explores the even simpler (and more powerful) emotional dynamic that we have been
following, the displaced energy of grief-longing and its consequences.
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Some scholars suggest that action allows men to achieve something in the midst of

193

their grief, a move impossible for women. ~ Katharine Derderian proposes two such ends

that Achilles can achieve through vengeance: he can continue the action of the deceased
Patroklos through his own action, and he can also achieve personal &/oss.””* This possibility
of turning grief into action places Achilles’ grief within the general frame of male d&xoc,
which Derderian notes is the term used by the poem, together with its participial form
dxvOuevog, to designate such action-oriented grief."” Thus at 13.403, Deiphobus,
axvouevog for Asios, approaches his slayer to strike him down; at 13.581, dxog takes
Menelaos at the death of Deipyros and he approaches Helenos, threatening and brandishing
his sharp spear; at 16.581-585 Patroklos experiences &xog for his deceased companion, and
in a counterattack explicitly associated with anger — cwg 100g Avkiwv, ITatpdkAeig

immoréAev0e,/ éoovo kat Towwv, keXOAwoo d¢ kNP étdpoto (16.584-585) — he is

compared to a pursuing hawk which puts lesser birds to flight; and in the lion simile,

discussed above, the grief which turns to pursuit is designated with the finite verb form,

193 Derderian (2001), 52-62; T'sagalis (2004b), 13; Monsacré (1984), 201. Murnaghan (1999), 221,
argues that Achilles’ status as a male warrior requires him to turn his grief into action. I would argue
that such scholarship, when it focuses on the disparity between male and female grief, bypasses an
intrinsic truth about grief and anger which the poem explores, namely, that anger fails to redress the
grief that drives it.

194 Derderian (2001): Achilles “incorporates a singular assertion of male activity into the female genre
by performing a lament that functions as a threat and thus forms a bridge between the end of
Patroclus’ action and Achilles’ own attainment of kA£og in returning to battle to avenge him,” 60-61.
195 The only mortal women in both the [/ad and the Odyssey whose grief is described with a form of
axog are Helen (IZ 24.773, axvupévn kno) and Penelope (four times: Od. 4.716, 18.256, 18.274, and
19.129), which Derderian (2001) attributes to their greater association with male agency as cause of
the war and head of the household, respectively, 18n6. Hera also feels &xog at the wounding of
Achaian warriors by Ares, 1/ 5.759.
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dxvutat (18.320), and likewise ends in x0Aog (18.322)." These action-oriented d&x0g scenes
again point us to the phenomenon of grief turning to anger, although these scenes lack any
explicit description of what such anger hopes to achieve; yet, when Derderian frames such
dxos-deeds as means of “resolving” grief,'”” she fails to see disparity in the larger narrative
between the ends achieved by such killing and the o001 quality discernible in Achilles’
&xoc. Achilles’ turn to vengeance is certainly motivated both by a personal sense of honor

and by his desire properly to honor his friend: we can see this motivation, for example, when

he declares his intent to fight until he has killed Hektor and focuses on the despoiled armor:
“I have no desire to live,” he says, al ke pn) "Extwo/ mowtog épwt TTo dovEL TUTELS ATIO
Oupov oAéoon/ ITatpdkAowo O EAwoa Mevortiddew amoteiont (“unless first Hektor,
beaten beneath my spear, loses his life and repays the despoiling of Patroklos, son of
Menoitios,” 18.91-93). This focus on recovering the armor as a form of recompense
(amotelony) channels Achilles’ anger to an achievable end, as does his later declaration that,
even though it brings his death, he goes now to win noble glory (VOv 8¢ kAéog €0OAOV
dolunv, 18.121)."”° But these achievable ends do not map onto the yearning for his shared

life with Patroklos, and this longing is what drives him. The insatiety in Achilles’ anger,

196 For Derderian’s discussion of dyvvoBaui, see (2001), 17-22.; cf. 7bid., 40-41 on the acceptable male
lament, which, having been either overcome or interrupted, is then “translated” into revenge or
further fighting.

197 Ihid., 19.

198 In the earlier part of Achilles’” speech he carefully narrates first the excellence of the armor — huge,
a wonder to behold — and then the history of it being given to his father as a wedding gift from the
gods (18.83-85). Although this reminiscence leads to an outburst against his mortal nature, it also
serves to tie the armor to Achilles as well as Patroklos, and frames the despoiling as an indignity even
more. Silk (2004), with others, notes that his re-entry marks his decision to die at Troy, as both
Thetis (18.95-96) and Achilles (18.98, 115-16, 120-121) interpret it, 81; cf. Bassett (1933), 58; Vivante
(1970), 57-59; etc.
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which persists well beyond his duel with Hektor, illuminates a narrative fact of the poem:
killing Hektor does not ease Achilles’ grief. The killing is a manifestation of the insatiety of
grief-longing, not its cure.

Holst-Warhaft sees anger as a way to move from pain to action, and thereby to give
structure to the pain. She sees in lament an attempt to achieve order and control, not only
through the ritual action of the lament, but also in the assignment of blame for a death.
Once blame has been assigned, pain can shift to anger and often to action.'” Thus the
bereaved do not seek vengeance as if to reverse the death of the beloved, but in order to find
some stability in pain. This explanation of the turn to vengeance makes sense in theory, but
it does not conform to the patterns that we see in the I/iad. As we saw above, in Achilles’
insatiate anger there is no single object. He resorts to a range of vengeful activities, from the
indiscriminate slaughter of Trojans in the river” to the slaughter of twelve Trojan youths on
Patroklos’ funeral pyre,”" and despite his fury against Hektor he seems also to blame himself
for the death of his friend.*” We see a parallel example of such displaced anger when Priam,

grieved by the death of his son Hektor, lashes out at his surviving sons, as if angry with them

199 Holst-Warhaft (1992), 73. Cf. Van Nortwick (1996) who, looking at the I/ad through the lens of
contemporary psychology, calls anger a “tool for self-motivation,” which gets us past interior
hindrances to action, 65.

200 21.7-26; cf. also his “die all” oath over the corpse of Lycaon, 21.122-135, where he promises, in
quite bloody terms, that all will pay for the death of Patroklos and the slaughter of the Achaians.

201 Their capture, 21.27-32; their slaughter, 23.175-177.

202 Cf. his strong self-deprecation after he learns of Patroklos’ death: 00d¢ Tt ITatpdkAwt yevounv
baog ovd’ tdolov/ Toig AAAOLG [...],/ AN’ fuat Taed vruaty €tatov &x0og agoveng
(“Neither was I any light at all for Patroklos nor for my other companions [...], but I sit by the ships,
a useless burden on the earth,” 18.102-104). Gaca (2008) argues that his anger displaces regret for
ignoring the need he recognized in Book 16, when Patroklos came crying to him; thus although he
directs his rage against Hektor, his grief is implacable because it is rooted in knowledge of his fault,
163-4.
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for not being Hektor.”” Such anger has no single blame object, but rather is rooted in the
volatility of grief-longing. One could also see Achilles’ aimlessness as a form of avoiding the
underlying pain.”* The persisting frame of 1001), however, grounds a theory of avoidance in
the more comprehensive reality that drives such anger, the yearning for an irrecoverable
wholeness that is both painful and potentially endless.

In the next chapter we shall turn to two narrative consequences of this anger, which
map onto Achilles’ tension between his mortal and immortal sides. First is the symbolic sack
of Troy. The potentially endless yearning for Patroklos drives Achilles’ anger to a heightened
scale, on which, unbeknownst to him, he operates as an accomplice of Zeus for the ultimate
fall of the city. Although killing Hektor does not assuage his grief for Patroklos, in this
section of the poem, in which Achilles is elevated to a quasi-divine status, the warrior acts
with relentless focus. Yet after the death of Hektor and the symbolic sack of Troy, although
he descends from these daimonic heights, his relentlessness persists in cyclic futility. We shall

see that in the narrative of the poem, ultimately all Achilles can do with his grief-anger is to

2083 grevoaTé pot, kaka tékva, katndoves. ald’ aua mavteg/ ‘Extogog wdéAet avti Oonis €mt
vnuot mtepacBat./ dOL poL €yw TAavATOTHOG, émel Tékov viag aglotovg/[...]./ ToUg pév anwAeo’
aong, ta & éAéyxea mavta AéAetmtton [...] (“Hurry up, evil children, my disgraces. If only all of
you had perished together in place of Hektor, by the swift ships. Ah me, I am entirely ill-fated, since I
gave birth to the best sons |...], and these war killed, and all that are left for me are these disgraces
[...],” 24.253-255, 260). This scene follows one in which Priam sits covered in dung, surrounded by
his family, all weeping for Hektor (24.160-168), and this immobile grief gives way to anger with the
Trojans, whom he drives off with a stick, and with his nine sons, whom he curses (24.237-264). We
perhaps see a shadow of such displacement in Fenik’s observation (1968) that when a companion is
slain in battle, often the bereaved warrior randomly slays other enemies, instead of the enemy who
killed his friend, 57, 71, and 177.

204 Chapman’s translation at 24.12 perhaps points to this psychological phenomenon: “Rage varied
his distraction [...]” (Chapman’s numbering). On anger and pain, cf. Konstan (20006), 41-55
(discussed above, pp. 58-59), and 2bT ad 18.112-13, who say that having left behind pfjvig Achilles
must act on AUT, the stronger emotion because it concerns Patroklos; and AU entails
THwENoaobat Tovg moAgpiovg.
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let it go. This conclusion to the narrative of Achilles’ grief and anger will point us to an
essential limiting condition on his elevation to divine status during this period of battle fury:
at its core, the unquenchable desire to recover what he lost with Patroklos’ death is itself a
moderating force, a desire for life shared with a fellow mortal. This desire for shared human
goods at the root of his relentless anger is an essential condition for his release of the body,

and with it, his insatiety.
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Chapter Three: Narrative Consequences of moOr-driven Anger

In Chapter Two we established that Achilles” anger is rooted in the endless and
restless response to a ruptured shared life, and thus shares with all of his responses to grief
the same insatiety and aimlessness. Now we shall turn to the narrative consequences of his
anger. We best account for the magnitude, volatility, and persistence of Achilles’ anger, as
well as the manner of its ultimate release, when we read these narrative threads in light of

their roots in ToOM.

Insatiate Anger and the Sack of Troy

Scully has persuasively argued that the I/ad tells two complementary stories. The
story of Achilles tells of how a single man becomes the force that can sack a city, while the
story of Hektor tells of how the fall of a city comes about through the death of one man.*”
Both are stories of grief, on some level, and in complementary ways. Hektor’s death causes
great grief, whereas Achilles’ rise to daimonic fury is generated by grief. Yet only in Achilles’
story does Homer explore in depth the effects of the volatility and insatiety that are potential

in other grief stories. The correct understanding of Achilles’ grief-driven anger is crucial to

205 Scully (1990), 114-127. Cf. T ad 12.9-12, who sees the interweaving of Hektor and Achilles
around the life of the city as a pithy summary of the I/ad, as well as a foreshadowing of what will
come: &V Poaxel TO KePpaAatov g ovyyeadns éE€0eto. dpa d¢ delkvuov 6tL dVo MEOCWTA
gotLtax ovvéxovta v TAada, Kol tagedAwoé Tt twv Dotegov Ot teta TV AXIAAEwG vy
ovte "Extwo fiw, ev0éwg d¢ kai 1) "TAtog €éAnjpOn (“In brief he lays out the summary of the
narrative. And at the same time he shows that two persons hold the I/ad together, and he intimates
what will come after these things, that after the anger of Achilles Hektor will not live, and
immediately too Troy will be taken”). Along the same lines, see Redfield (1975): “In some sense the
story of the Iliad is the story of the relation between these two heroes,” 27.
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our understanding of the register on which he operates from Books 18-22 and of his final
release of his anger in Book 24.

One might posit several reasons why Achilles’ anger in the last fourth of the poem is
so vast. One argument could be driven by character. Achilles is an intensely tempestuous
hero, who was willing to pray for his fellow Achaians to perish so that the army would
realize how much they need him;*" and one might argue that this tendency to extremes

accounts for the magnitude of Achilles” anger in Books 18-24.2

Certainly Achilles is prone
to extremes and this capacity contributes to the scale on which he responds to Patroklos’
death, but the narrative invites us to see a qualitative difference between this second anger
and his initial anger with Agamemnon. After Patroklos dies, Achilles is newly indifferent to
the original causes of the quarrel.”” In this stage of the poem, Achilles’ new anger coincides
with a cosmic shift in his mortal and immortal dimensions, in which he becomes repeatedly
associated with the divine in ways unparalleled in the earlier part of the poem, as I will show.
Moreover, as we have seen, this grief-driven anger is far more aimless than the initial anger

against the Achaian commander, betokening a pervasive restlessness that can only propetly

be understood in light of the ToOM that drives it. In other words, the vastness of Achilles’

206 Cf. 1.239-244 (Achilles’ original threat that to01] for Achilles will come to the sons of the
Achaians); 1.408-412 (his instructions to Thetis that she ask this of Zeus); 15.74-77 (Zeus referring to
Achilles’ prayer); 16.236-237 (Achilles’ reference to his own prayer); 18.74-77 (Thetis reminding
Achilles that he prayed for this to happen). On the intensity of Achilles’ character, see, e.g., Vivante
(1970), 53ft.

207 Cf. Segal (1971a), on the potential of Achilles’ “passionate nature” to take the destructiveness of
war to its furthest extreme, 16; cf. 39, “his violence and hatred should be commensurate with his
arete.” See too Schadewaldt (1965) on Achilles as the Homeric figure “schmerzensreichste (richest in
pain)” throughout the poem, 336.

208 This indifference is notable throughout the reconciliation with Agamemnon in Book 19, but
particularly in Achilles’ utter indifference to Briseis or gifts of honor (cf. 19.56-60, 19.146-148,
19.243-303); in this last passage, when Briseis is returned to Achilles together with gifts of honor,
Achilles neither speaks to her nor acknowledges her presence in any way.
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second anger, evident in his semi-divine associations, is not reducible to his character alone,

but also depends on the nature of his grief.””

A second possible reason for the grand scale
of this new stage of anger could be found in the intervention of the gods, primarily seen in
the gift of new, fully divine armor, to replace the armor given to his mortal father, Peleus, at

29 and in Zeus sending Athena to nourish him with nectar and

his marriage to the Thetis;
ambrosia (19.340-356). The gods certainly play a central role in Achilles’ transition from
mortal hero to the semi-divine sacker of Troy, yet their intervention gives cosmic scope to a
human reality, which they themselves do not provoke: Achilles” anger is rooted in the
restless, insatiate longing stirred up by the irreparable rupture of his former life.*"

Several episodes of Book 19 illuminate the new register on which Achilles operates
after Patroklos dies, a register marked by close ties to the divine, frequent indicators of new
intensity and magnitude, and that omnipresent degree of indeterminacy that qualifies his
anger and reminds us of its roots in grief. One detail that points to this shift in register is the

different language describing his call to assembly in Books 1 and 19. In Book 1, after nine

days of plague and Achaian deaths, Achilles summons an assembly: TNt derkdtnL O’

ayoonvde kaAéooato Aaov AxiAAeve: (“and on the tenth day, Achilles summoned the

209 Van der Valk (1966) approaches this argument when he attributes the extremity of Achilles’
emotions to the intensity of his friendship with Patroklos, 7-8; cf. Schadewaldt’s claim (1965) that
Achilles’ deeds of vengeance convey not the implacability of vengeance but rather the
immeasurability (“Unermesslichkeit”) of his grief for his friend, 180.

210 Achilles describes the lost Pelian armor at 18.82-85; Thetis insists on bringing him new armor
from Hephaistos before he returns to battle, 18.130-137; she begs the god for this armor, which he
gladly makes, 18.457-614; when Achilles arms himself in the divine armor (€00 [...] dwoa, at 19.3,
19.18, cf. 19.368), the armor lifts him like wings (TwL d” e0te mtega yivet, &elge d¢ TOUEVA AaV,
19.380).

211 Schein (1984) attributes the large scale of action in this section of the poem to Achilles’ alienation
from his human self, manifest both in his symbolic death and ties to the divine, 128-163. Such
attribution describes what happens to Achilles without accounting for why: his loss of his mortal self
in Patroklos’ death has specific insatiate qualities that stem from the nature of his grief.
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army to an assembly,” 1.54); and the assembly gathers: ol 0" émtet 0OV 1)yeQ0ev O yeQéeg
T €y£évovto,/ Tolot O’ dviotdpevog petédn modag wkvg AxiAAeve: (“and when they
assembled and were all gathered together, standing up in their midst swift-footed Achilles
addressed them,” 1.57-58). We can contrast the straightforward language of this gathering
with the fiery yelling that characterizes Achilles’ second summoning of the Achaians in Book

19. In the throes of grief and anger and newly endowed with divine armor, Achilles heeds his
mother’s advice to call an assembly: avTap 0 Br) maga Oiva Oaddoong diog AxiAAevg/

oueQdaAéa v, wpoev O 1jowag Axatovg (“So godlike Achilles strode along the shore

of the sea, shouting terribly, and he bestirred the Achaian heroes,” 19.40-41). The language
of calling to assembly, dyoenvde kaAéooato (1.54),7% is gone, replaced with an awe-
inspiring yelling that stirs the Achaian heroes.”””> We sense the raw emotion that grips
Achilles, we feel his urgency for battle, and yet too we see the indeterminacy that underpins
Achilles’ current state of anger. Certainly he wishes to summon the Greek heroes, yet the
absence of any specific language of assembly points us once again to the greater grief-anger

motivating Achilles’ behavior, which, because of its grounding in longing for what is

irretrievable, is somewhat unspecified in its aims. The scale of the moment, in contrast to the

212 Or, as his mother urged him, eig ayoonv kaAéoag (19.34).

213 Cf. Agamemnon bellowing at the beginning of Book 11 as he stirs the Achaians to arm
themselves: Atpeidng 0’ €ponoev id¢ Coovvobal avwyev/ Agyeiovg: (11.15-16). Achilles’ call to
assembly in Book 19 is much more like a summons to battle than to taking counsel. Indeterminate
yelling indicates readiness to fight also at 17.88, when Hektor sees that Menelaos has slain
Euphorbos over Patroklos’ body and he gives a piercing cry (0&€a kekAnywe). Hektor’s grief is
specified — “Extoga & aivov dxog mokaoe poévag audt peAaivag (17.83) — followed by his
striding to the front of battle, with a piercing cry, gleaming like Hephaestean fire (1] 0¢ dwx
TIEOHAXWV kekOQLOUEVOS alBoTit xaAkwy,/ 0&éa kKekAnywe, pAoyi elkeAog ‘Hpatlotolo/
aoPétwt, 17.87-89). See also 8.316-322, where Hektor, gripped by aitvov dxog over his slain rein-
bearer (8.316-317), tries to kill Teucer, shouting terribly (opegdaAéa taxwv, 8.321); cf. 5.302, 8.92,
16.785, 20.285, 20.382, and 20.443.
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Book 1 assembly, is magnified by those who attend: not only the warriors, but also the
rowers and steersmen and stewards, who normally do not come to assembly, come to see
Achilles who has appeared after such a long withdrawal from battle (19.42-46).*"* Their
unusual presence highlights the new register on which this last fourth of the poem operates.
Understanding the roots of Achilles’ anger in a potentially interminable grief helps us better
understand this heightened scale — a register that is vast not just because Achilles is very
angry or very sad about the death of his friend, but because the dynamics of such grief and
anger are insatiable.

But together with this indeterminacy, Achilles’ all-encompassing focus on engaging
in battle pervades this book, and in this focus too we see his new level of insatiety. He briefly
unsays his anger in the presence of Agamemnon and the other Achaians,”” and then
immediately he moves to the war that awaits them: dAA” &ye Odooov/ dtouvov
TIOAEUOVOE KAQT) KOHOwVTAg Axatovg (“But come, quickly drive the flowing-haired
Achaians to war,” 19.68-69). When Agamemnon starts speaking of gifts, Achilles repeats his

desire for them all to fight, which he locates as an immediate need:

[...] VOV D¢ pvnowpeda xaoung

alpa LA’ — oV yaQ X1 kAotomevely évOAd” Eé0vtag
oLde dlatEPBery, ETL yaQ pHéya €QYOV AQEKTOV —

WG K€ TIG a0T AXIANA HETX TEWTOLOLY (dNTat

Eyrel xaAkeiwt Towwv 0Aékovta paAayyas:

@G O¢ TIg DelwV HepVNEVOS AvOL pax€00w. (19.148-153)

But now let us remember our battle spirit

24 ol paey ol tote Y el ayopnv loav, obvek” AxiAAeve/ éEedavn: dnoov d¢ paxng éménavt’
aAeyevng (19.45-406). Cf. 18.247-248, 20.42-43.

215 yOv O’ f)ToL pév Eyw mavw XOAov- oUdE Ti e xon)/ aokeAéwe alel peveawvépey. (“But now
truly I cease from my anger; for it is not at all fitting that I rage always, unrelentingly,” 19.67-68).
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now, right away — for it is not fitting that we be here, chattering,

nor that we linger, for still a great deed is undone —

so that someone again may see Achilles among the foremost fighters
killing troops of Trojans with his bronze spear;

and thus remembering might one of you do battle with his man.

Many have discussed Achilles’ lack of interest in the formalities of gifts in this exchange, his
near obsession with immediate battle, to the point that he does not even want the other
Achaians to eat before fighting (19.205-208).”"° Edwards comments on the bloodthirstiness
with which Achilles ends this exhortation to fight: T6 pot 00 Tt peta $peot TavTa
HEUNAEV,/ AAAX POVOG Te Kal atpa kal &QyaAéog otdvog dvopwv (“Therefore I have no
care for things in my breast at all, but only for slaughter and blood and the grievous groaning
of men,” 19.213-214). No other character speaks with such an accumulation of gruesome
terms, Edwards notes, and Achilles speaks like this only in his present frame of mind.*"” The

above study of the o0 that underlies Achilles’ anger gives us a clear set of parameters for

understanding this new register on which Achilles acts, the vOv d¢ of his ruptured present.218

216 Cf., e.g., Taplin (1992), on the unsociability of Achilles’ refusal of food, 210-212; Schein (1984),
139-140. Odysseus challenges Achilles’ proposal specifically on the grounds of lengthiness, which we
have seen to be characteristic of ToOn-grief: 00 Y& dvr)o mEOTAV NUAQ éC NéALOV KaTadLVTA/

axpnvog oitoto dvvnoetat avta paxeobat (“For not throughout the whole day until the sun sets
will a man be able to fight without food face-to-face,” 19.162-163). Achilles specifically counters this
claim with his promise 19.308, d0vta 0" € NNéAloV pevéw katl TAoopaL EUTNG.

217 Any other accumulation of gruesome terms is always confined to the narratot’s voice. See
Edwards (1991), ad 212-214. Cf. Segal (1971a), who describes Achilles’ rejection of food as part of
his surrender to the destructiveness of war which has pervaded his own soul, 49. On Achilles as
“brutality incarnate” throughout his aristeza, see King (1987), 13-28. Although King acknowledges
Achilles’ ties to the divine in this section of the poem, she gives more importance to the bestial
cruelty of his actions, reinforced by his several lion similes, from 18.318 on; King (1987), 19-28.

*'® Friedrich and Redfield (1978) observe that “vov d¢” appears far more often in the speech of
Achilles than in that of others conversing with him. This characteristic of his language, they claim, is
consistent with Achilles’ character, a combination of imagination and abrupt returns to realism;
(1978), 283; cf. their discussion of Achilles’ imagination and realism, 273-275. Their insights are
valuable, yet I would add that the “vOv 6&” statements after Patroklos’ death point to Achilles’ new
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The insatiety of o0 drives both his bloodthirsty focus on battle and his restlessness that
ranges beyond such specifics.

We find the same strange mixture of aimlessness and focus, both contributing to the
sense of vastness, when Achilles first sees the new armor made for him by Hephaistos at the
beginning of this book. The sight of these arms, particularly the shield,””” causes him delight,

220

emphasized by the repeated verb téomw as Achilles holds and gazes at Hephaistos’ gift.
Yet Achilles’ first emotion upon seeing these arms is anger: avTaQ AXAAeve/ wg €ld’, g
v p&dAAov €dv xoAog (“But for Achilles, the more he looked, the more anger entered into
him,” 19.15-16). Edwards says that Achilles’ anger here “of course” is directed against
Hektor,” and doubtless given the overall narrative context of Achilles’ quest for vengeance,
this is, broadly speaking, the right frame in which to see his anger. But there is nothing “of
course” about the object of his anger in this particular passage, which has no reference to the
Trojans nor clues to Hektor’s wrongdoing being depicted on the shield. Scully, interpreting
the reactions of different characters to this shield, connects this episode to the later scene in
Book 19 when Achilles, arming himself in this new armor, is filled with grief and anger.
Athena has just intervened in Achilles’ fast, instilling nectar and ambrosia into his chest, and
the narrator describes with vigorous imagery the warrior arming in the midst of the Achaians

as they prepare for war:

reality, the ruptured present that drives his behavior. Cf. Bassett (1933) on the constant refrain of
“vov 0¢&” after Patroklos’ death (15 times), which indicates the destruction of his hopes and his
fixedness on revenge, 58-59.

219 Scully (2003b) makes a compelling argument that Achilles’ response to the armor is foremost a
response to the shield, which has been described most fully and is most conspicuous, 34n15.

220 tégmeto O év Xelpeoowv Exwv Beol dyAaa dwga./ avtiQ Emel GOeTiv NIOL TETAQTETO
daidaAa Agvoowv |[...] (19.18-19).

21 Edwatds (1991), ad Joc.
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TOU KAl 000VTWV HEV KavaxT) TéAe, Tw d€ ol booe
AauméoOnV wg el te MLEOG TEAAG, €V € ol 1)ToQ
duV’ axog atAntov- 0 & apa Towotv peveaivwv

dvoeTo dwea Oeov, Ta ot ‘Hhpatotog kape tevxwv. (19.365-368)

and clashing came from his teeth, and his two eyes

flashed as if a blaze of fire, and into his heart

entered unendurable grief; and raging against the Trojans

he put on the gifts of the god, which Hephaistos toiled at in making them.

Scully argues that the narrator here links Achilles’ anger against the Trojans with his grief for
Patroklos, axoc atAntov (19.367), and thus in this later scene we see more clearly that the
XOAog of 19.16 is anger against the Trojans, linked to Achilles’ human grief for Patroklos.”
Scully is clearly right that Achilles’ grief for Patroklos drives him to desire battle with the
Trojans, but coexisting with this focus is also a core restlessness and insatiety. In his grief-
stricken state, Achilles is precisely prone to an inexplicable x6Aog that fills him more and
more, WG €10, WG PV HAAAOV €dv xOAog, with no stated target, propelling him into a new
realm of action. Clothed in divine armor, which “lifts him like wings” when he firsts puts it
on (Tt d evte MTeE Yivet, dewge d¢ moéva Aawv, 19.3806), Achilles has become a

force furious enough to sack the city of Troy.

222 Scully (2003b), 38; cf. Schadewaldt (1966) on the link between the anger in 19.365£f, 19.15ff, and
the earlier lion simile, 156n2. Scully (7/id.) notes the repeated verb d0vw, 19.16, 367, and 368: the
anger and grief “clothe themselves,” so to speak, in Achilles, as Achilles clothes himself in his new
armor; cf. Kim (2000), 126. Scully’s larger argument is that Achilles’ reaction to his shield shows us
his newly divinized state, dtiven by the loss of his human side in Patroklos; he now gazes on divine
objects without the fear that others in the poem show, sharing in a god-like, detached view of human
life. Cf. Van Nortwick (1996), who links Achilles’ fiery anger at the sight of the shield with the divine
element in him, 67. For the rich interweaving of fire imagery with Achilles after the death of
Patroklos, see Whitman (1958), 137-145; e.g., “Throughout the arming scene, the single symbol of
fire connotes directly all the anguish, semidivine glory, and utter isolation of Achilles,” 139. See also
Armstrong (1958), 351-52. For fire as the typical image used to describe the shining of a warrior’s
armor, see Fenik (1968), 10-11.
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The root of this enormous anger in grief for Patroklos is kept in the listener’s mind
throughout this arming scene and entry into war. We discussed earlier the longing for
Patroklos which shapes Achilles’ lament refusing food. The pitying intervention of Zeus
reminds us again that the refusal to eat is based on grief for Patroklos: he chides Athena, do
you not care for Achilles?, notat 0d0LVEOpEVOS ETtaxgov didov- (“he sits grieving for his
beloved companion,” 19.345). We are reminded again of Patroklos’ presence at the close of
the scene, when Achilles rebukes his horses, urging them not to leave him dead on the field
as they left Patroklos (Und” wg IlatpokAov Atmet” avtoOL teBvnarta, “and do not leave us
dead there, as you left Patroklos,” 19.403). Edwards rightly observes that this rebuke of his
horses allows Achilles once again to evoke the reality of Patroklos’ death as he sets off to
take Vengeance.zz3 These references to Patroklos before, during, and after this climactic
arming scene keep the underlying context clear. Achilles’ vast eagerness for war is rooted in

f 224

his longing-filled experience of grief.”" His final words to his horses highlight this
overarching theme of insatiety: dAAa kal €umng/ ov ANéw, motv Towag adnv éAdoat
mtoA€poto. (“But even so I shall not leave off until the Trojans are sated with war,” 19.422-
423). The relentlessness in Achilles’ promise is matched by the narrator’s summary of the
arming scene, when he calls the Achaians pdxng axopnrot (“insatiate of war,” 20.2), a kind

of expansion of the insatiety of Achilles in their midst: g ol pev mapa viiuot Kopwviot

Owonooovto/ audt o, IInAéog vié, paxne drxoontolr Axatot (“So they armed beside the

223 Cf. Edwards (1991), ad 19.399-403
224 Cf. Armstrong (1958), 350-354; “Paris arms for shame, Agamemnon for security, Patroclus for
loyalty and friendship, but Achilles arms in anger and grief [...],” 350.
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curved ships/ about you, son of Peleus, the Achaians, insatiate of war,” 20.1-2).* The reality

of mo0O1) has propelled Achilles, and with him the poem’s narrative, into a new register of

raging insatiety.””’

Taplin argues against those who depict Achilles as an aimless bringer of destruction,

227

a “force of sheer destructive energy,” as Schein puts it.”" Rather than enacting aimless

devastation, Taplin argues that Achilles’ ruthless deeds in Books 20-22 are ruled by a grim

*?" We see this logic clearly in Achilles’ rejection

logic, that of universal and imminent death.
of Lykaon’s supplication: before the death of Patroklos, he used to spare Trojans; but now

not one will escape death, if the god gives him into his hands; indeed, not even he will

escape death, despite his greatness.m While I agree that this “logic of imminent death”

225 Variants of k6pog describe satiety/insatiety for battle seven times in the I/ad: 7.117, 12.335,
13.621, 13.635, 13.639, 19.221, 20.2. Of the other twelve appearances, four refer to dogs have their
fill of human flesh (8.379, 13.831, 17.241, 22.509); the others vary between having one’s fill of a meal,
of work, of making threats, and of weeping. Among the other expressions for satiety — variants of
Gonv/adnv and adéw, dw, and &tog (29 total) — a similarly high proportion refer to satiety/insatiety
in battle contexts: eight refer to battle itself (5.388, 5.863, 6.203, 13.315, 13.746, 19.402, 19.423,
22.218), three to glutting Ares with blood (5.289, 20.78, 22.267), six to satiety of flesh (spears: 11.574,
15.317, 21.70, 21.168; dogs: 11.818, 24.211). Thus again we see that Achilles’ unique story emerges
against a backdrop in which he can also be seen as paradigmatic. The theme of satiety and its
resolution in the poem will be discussed at the end of this chapter, pp. 121-8.

226 Taplin (1992) notes the difference between Achilles’ rejection of Agamemnon’s material
compensation in Book 9, which was conditional — I shall not give way ###i/ he has repaid the entire,
heart-grieving outrage (motv v’ amo maoav épot dopevatr OupaAyéa Awpny, 9.387) — and the
unconditional rejection of Hektot’s appeal that his body be returned to his parents, should he die
(22.345-354). This later unconditional response points to Achilles’ “extreme state of mind” in this
latter part of the poem, as he deals with a situation he finds irreparable; Taplin (1992), 244-5.

227 Schein (1984), 145.

228 Taplin (1992), 218-224.

229 J/. 21.99-113. The contrast between before and after Patroklos’ death is best seen in these lines:
niolv pév yo IlatpokAov émometv alopov uag,/ tédoa Tt pot mepdéobat vi ppeot
ditAtegov Nev/ Todwv, kat moAAovg Cwovg EAov 1Y’ Emégaocoa:/ vov & ovk €00’ 6¢ tic Oavatov
dvyol, Ov ke Beog ye/ TAloo mpomagotBev eunig €v xepot PaAnow/ kat mavtwv Todwv, méoL
av Iowdpod ye maidwv. (“For before Patroklos met his fateful day, then it was somewhat dearer to
me in my breast to spare Trojans, and I took many alive and sold them; but now there is no one who
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figures prominently in Achilles’ speeches in this last fourth of the poem,” it seems less to

give genuine purpose to Achilles’ destructive behavior than to uncover the alogical structure
of his actions: his bringing of ruin is driven by his experience of rupture, the loss of
Patroklos, without accomplishing anything restorative of that rupture.”' It seems perfectly
compatible to say that Achilles is in the grip of a new, alogical logic, and to say that in such a
state he becomes a force of pure destruction. Again, the focus on Patroklos and his present
reality without him, brought out by the contrast totv pév ... vov d’ (21.100, 103), keeps this
rupture ever present to the listener and frames our understanding of his prolonged and
ruthless fury.

Two crucial divine interventions have occurred as Achilles transitions from immobile
grief to angry readiness to kill Trojans, one the feeding with nectar and ambrosia which
nourishes his human strength, and the other the procuring of divine armor to replace the
armor lost when Patroklos died. Both of these moments are key in Achilles turning to
action: when his mother brings him the armor made by Hephaistos, she finds him lying

around Patroklos’ body, weeping shrilly (nOoe d¢ ITatoorAwt tegikeipevov 6v pidov

vioV/ kKAalovta Atyéwg, 19.4-5); but once Achilles sees the divine armor, he is up, full of

will escape death, if the god should place him in my hands before Troy, not one of all the Trojans,
but above all of the sons of Priam,” 21.100-105).

230 Cf. his exchange with his mother when he first learns of Patroklos’ death, esp. 18.88-91, 18.98,
and 18.115-121; his further references to his nearing death, 18.330-332, 19.328-330, 19.421-422,
21.110-113, 21.277-278, 22.365-3606, 23.150; his speech after he slays Lykaon in which he includes all
the Trojans in a universal death wish, 21.122-135.

231 McCoy (2013) aligns herself with arguments of futility, but from the angle of Achilles’ search for
meaning in the face of mortality, 27-30; for example, on this Lykaon passage, she writes: “Achilles is
not angry specifically at Lykaon, so much as determined to ‘resolve’ the conflict between finding life
meaningful and accepting human death, by participating as much as possible in the futile, angry
violence, as if by embracing its futility more fully and more passionately, he might somehow defeat
its power. He understands meaning to be found in brute power [...],” 29.
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the fiery energy described above. Likewise, Athena’s intervention prevents ALUOC ATEQTING
(“joyless hunger,” 19.354) from overtaking Achilles’ limbs, and immediately the narrator tells
in grand scale of the general preparations of the Achaians and Achilles arming in their midst.
Although these divine interventions are crucial in facilitating Achilles’ transition from
motionless withdrawal to vengeful action, I would argue that they do not motivate the anger
itself and its potential to be limitless. In each case, Achilles is already in the grips of that
unquenchable longing which drives his anger, and the gods’ intervention takes an already
present relentlessness and draws it up to a cosmic scale. In fact, Thetis’ gift of the divine
armor is in part a check on that very relentlessness: she has to remind him that he cannot
fight without armor and promises to return at dawn bringing him new armor from
Hephaistos (18.128-137).*” Likewise, the feeding with nectar and ambrosia is a check on the
insatiety of Achilles’ rejection of food: the narrator observes that although the Achaian

leaders stay with Achilles, trying to comfort him (tégmovtec) as he was thoroughly grieved
(Mukvag axkoaxuevov), there was no pleasure in his heart (00d€ Tt vt/ Tépmeto), until
he should enter the mouth of bloody war (totv moAépov otopa dUHEVAL AlATOEVTOG,

19.312-313). This pleasure in war alone contrasts with what is truly supportable by human
nature, as the narrator observes when he describes Athena as preventing pleasureless hunger,

A0S AteQmg, from overtaking Achilles (19.354).”” Achilles” behavior is insatiate even by

232 Her speech responds to Achilles’ defiant “undé p’ éguke paxng Ppréovod meg: oLdE He
neloelg,” (“Do not keep me back from battle, though you love me; you will not persuade me,”
18.120).

233 Cf. Taplin (1992), who claims that the gods’ feeding Achilles “undercut|s] his lack of human
realism,” 210. Paradoxically Taplin notes that the only other human who receives nectar and

ambrosia is the dead Patroklos, so this divine gift could also be seen as a marker of Achilles’
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divine standards, which accords with the poem’s presentation of its grounding in an
unfillable absence.”

This period of Achilles’ acute perception of loss and concomitant insatiety
corresponds to a period of the poem in which the references to the destruction of Troy are
far more frequent. Scully, who observes this preponderance, notes that not only are the
references to Troy’s destruction more frequent, but that a greater number of them occur in
the narrator’s own voice.”” The narrative of the poem is driving towards a climactic peak in
Book 22, when Achilles kills Hektor, the “sole defender” of Troy (as the poem suggests in
multiple ways), and the response of the city is exactly what would have happened, the
narrator says, had all of Troy been burning (Tt d¢ p&AOT” &’ énv évaAtykiov, wg &t
&naoa/ TAtog dpoudeooa TLEL THVXOLTO KAt dkong, 22.410-411).7 In the final chapter
we shall discuss more the implications of this close narrative tie between Hektor and the city,
but equally significant is the indication that Achilles has effectively burned Troy to the
ground.”” This heightened scale of action is prepared throughout Achilles’ aristeia. In Book

21 the river, Skamandros, marks the behavior of Achilles as supra-human, when, tired of the

approaching death; 7bid., n12. See also McCoy (2013) on Achilles’ “resistance of forward movement”
in his refusal to eat, which is part of his rejection of human vulnerability, 28.

234 Thus Page (1959) misses the point when he remarks, “More than 180 lines have now passed since
luncheon stole the limelight, and nothing has been achieved,” 314. The prolongation of the battle
preparations in this book develops the nature and scope of Achilles’ anger by constantly reminding
us of its roots in grief.

235 See Scully (1990), 77-8.

236 Cf. Taplin (1992), 20, on the relentless progression of the narrative to Hektor’s death in Book 22.
He notes the emphasis in the language paAtot’ &g’ [...] évaAtykiov, arguing that the poet “could
hardly be more explicit” in presenting the death of Hektor as an effective sack of Troy, 249-250. On
the climactic nature of Book 22, reflected in its imagery, see also Moulton (1977), 76-78.

237 Patroklos assault on the wall prefigures the impending danger for Troy (16.698-705); cf. Fenik
(1968) on Patroklos’ aristeia as here entering “the realm of the gigantic and supernatural,” 216. Line
16.698, évOa kev vPirtoAov Tooinv éAov vieg Axawv, recurs at 21.544, as Achilles’s threat to the
city grows (see below).
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corpses clogging his waters, he complains, “@ AxIAeD, TteQl pev kpaTéels, mepl O alovAa
0éCerc/ avdopowv-” (“O Achilles, you are surpassingly strong, and you do deeds surpassing
what is just for men,” 21.214-215).” The scope of Achilles’ battle-fury is so vast that this
scene ends in an elemental battle between the fire of Achilles, aided by Hephaistos, and the
water of Skamandros. Taplin sees this scene, in which the river, essential for the life of the
city, is burned by divine fire (21.3506), as a prevision of the sack of Troy, which the

29 The dramatic clash of elemental

vanquished river promises not to prevent (21.373-376).
forces, Fire versus Water, is unparalleled in any prior battle scene in this poem and further
indicates that the supernatural moments surrounding the grieved and angered Achilles are
oriented towards his newly vast capacity for slaughter and destruction.”

Such extraordinary markers of Achilles’ daimonic ability, in this stage of grief-anger,
to destroy the city of Troy are matched by another detail of language, Achilles’ fourfold
reception of the epithet mtoAirtopOog, “city-sacker,” twice as often as Odysseus and four
times as often as any other character in the poem.”' These moments where Achilles is
named “sacker of cities” form part of the narrative arc of the city’s figurative sack in

Hektor’s death. Hera is first to apply the epithet to Achilles, in 8.372, where she complains

of Zeus granting Thetis’ prayer to honor him, sacker-of-cities (Atooopévn Tiunoat

AxAANa toAlrtopBov). Shortly after this speech Zeus reveals to his wife that Patroklos’

238 Cf. Scully (1990), 53.

239 Taplin (1992), 228-9; cf. Whitman (1958), 139-41, 206-7.

240 On this cosmic striving with the elements, cf. Schadewaldt (1965), 289-93; Nagler (1974), 148-51;
Nagy (1999) discusses all of Achilles’ cosmic and elemental associations, 321-347.

241 Achilles is so named 4 times (8.372, 15.77, 21.550, 24.108), Odysseus twice (2.278, 10.363), four
other characters once each (Oileus, 2.728; Enyo, 5.333; Ares, 20.152; Otrynteus, 20.384), for a total
of ten appearances of this epithet in the poem.
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death will stir Achilles to return to the fight ([...] 600at magax vavdt modwkea I'InAeiwva/
NUatL Tl 6" &v ot HEV €Ml TEUUVNIOL HAXwVTaL/ OTelveL €V alvoTdTwL Ttepl
ITatporAolo Oavovtog, 8.474-476). In Book 15, Zeus repeats this summary of how
Achilles’ prayer will unfold with more detail, applying ttoAimopOog to Achilles a second
time: the death of Patroklos will anger Achilles, Achilles will kill Hektor, and the Achaians
will take Troy (Tov d¢ xoAwoapevog ktevel ‘Extooa dtog AxiAAeve./ [...] elg 6 ¥’
Axawot/ TAov atrv €Aotev |...], 15.68, 70-71), and thus Zeus will grant the prayer of

Thetis, that he honor Achilles, sacker-of-cities (Alooopévn Tiunoat AxiAAna

242

nitoAtrtogOov, 15.77).” We see how Achilles’ grief-driven anger, for all its aimlessness,
tulfils a plan of Zeus for Troy’s fall. This recapitulation of the story’s end directs our
attention beyond the return of Achilles to the doom of the city, which is linked to his return
in the sequence of the projected narrative, and then reinforced by this closing epithet,
“sacker of cities.”**

nitoAlTtoQ00¢ describes Achilles a third time at a charged moment towards the end

of Book 21, as the threat to Troy’s survival becomes imminent. Apollo has entered the city,

“lest the Danaans sack it on that day, beyond fate,” (u1] Aavaol mépoewav OTTEQ HOEOV

242 West (2001) athetized 15.64-71, because of some lexical peculiarities and because there is “no
reason why” Zeus would look so far ahead at this point, 230-1. But in fact it is highly suitable for
Zeus to link Achilles’ return to battle with its origin in the death of Patroklos, and Hektor’s agency in
that death is directly linked, throughout the poem, to his death and the fall of his city. Janko (1992)
defends the passage extensively, ad 15.56-77; among other points, he notes that increasingly
developed forecasts are typical of the poem.

243 The narrative break in Book 12 captures this projected narrative in miniature, when the narrator,
speaking from a detached perspective of the fate in store for the Achaian wall, says that the wall
lasted oo pév "Extwe Cwog €nv kat unve AxiAAevg/ kai Ioupolo dvaktog anoedntog moALg
émAev (“as long as Hektor was alive and Achilles was full of rage and the city of Lord Priam was
unsacked,” 12.10-11). Cf. XT ad 12.9-12, above n202.
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Nuatt keivwy, 21.517), and the divinely-inspired Achilles, turning towards the city itself as
he slays Trojans, is compared to an affliction caused by gods who are angry with a city:
Ws O O1e KATVOS LWV €lg 0VEAVOV EVELV IKAVEL
&oteog atbopévolo, Oewv 0¢ € unvic avnkny,

naotd £€0nke movov, MoAAoLoL D¢ KNOE” EPrkeV,

ws AxiAevg Toweoot movov kat knde” €0mnicev. (21.522-525)

And as when smoke rising reaches broad heaven

from a burning city, and the wrath of the gods sends it up,
and lays down toil for all, and sends griefs for many,

so Achilles laid down for the Trojans toil and griefs.

The image of the burning city reinforces our understanding that the life of Troy is

threatened by Achilles, as does Priam’s fearful speech that Achilles might leap onto the wall,
deldia yéo, pur) o0Aog v &g teixog dAntat (21.536),”* and the narrator’s conclusion that
had Apollo not then intervened, the Achaians would have taken Troy: €&vO& kev OpimvAov
Tooinv €Aov vieg Axaiwv (21.544).*" In this context the narrator calls Achilles
nitoAlTtoe0og as the Trojans stream into the city before Achilles, and Agenor alone turns to
face him: a0t 6 Y’ @wg évonoev AxiAANa mtoAirmopOov,/ éotn [...] (“But when he
perceived Achilles, sacker of cities, he stood [...],” 21.550-551). The epithet is charged as the

narrative climaxes to the impending doom of the city. After the doom of Troy is sealed with

244 Scully (1990) notes that the application of ovAog to Achilles, an epithet normally given to Ares,
marks out the inhumanity of Achilles at this stage of the poem as he moves towards the sack of Troy,
53.

245 At 20.29, Zeus reminds us that this threat to the city of Troy “beyond fate” is rooted in Achilles’
terrible anger at the death of Patroklos: “vov &', 6te 01 kat Quuov étalgov YweTa aivac,/ deldw
1) Kol tetxog Ve pogov éEadanaént” (“But now, when indeed he is terribly enraged in his heart
for his companion, I fear lest he even sack the wall, beyond fate,” 20.29-30). On the resonance of
this “vov 0" with Achilles” habitual speech pattern, see Edwards (1991), ad /oc.; for my argument that
this speech pattern particularly captures Achilles’ experience of rupture after the death of Patroklos,
see above, pp. 98-99.
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the death of Hektor, Achilles is named mtoAimop0Oog one final time, when Zeus summarizes
the divine stasis provoked by Achilles’ treatment of the dead city-defender’s body: évvnuag
o1 vetkog év abBavatoloy 0pweev/ “Extooog apdl vékut kat AXIAANT mToALtmoe0wt
(“For nine days strife has arisen among the immortals about the corpse of Hektor and about
Achilles, sacker of cities,” 24.107-108). This pairing of Achilles, the city-sacker, and the dead
body of Hektor subtly reinforces the symbolic sack that occurred when Achilles killed
Hektor, two books before, and the narrator compared the city’s response to what would
happen were the city being thoroughly destroyed by fire (22.410-411). These references to
Achilles as city-sacker correspond to the growing intensity of the narrative as the sack of
Troy is virtually enacted through the slaying of Hektor and then felt with a sense of abiding
finality as the poem ends with the burial of the city’s defender.

Here we have outlined a few key markers of the daimonic scale of Achilles’ anger,
particularly the narrative attention to his unusual relationship with divine power, the threat
to the whole city of Troy, and that omnipresent sense of indeterminacy which points to his
anger’s roots in insatiable grief. Although Achilles accomplishes the will of Zeus for Troy in
this period of semi-divine wrath, the relentlessness of his anger persists beyond this
achievement. Thus we now turn to the second narrative consequence of Achilles’ toOr)-
driven anger, namely, its ultimately cyclical nature, driven by its failure to assuage the loss
that drives it. This cycle of desire and failure ends only with Achilles’ release of Hektor’s

body, and with it, his own insatiety.
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Achilles’ story: From Endlessness to Letting Go

We have already traced indicators of insatiety in the various responses of Achilles to
the death of Patroklos, and we have argued that such variety points to the core aimlessness
in his grief. To these instances we shall add three scenes in Book 23 that indicate the
persistence of insatiate longing beyond the slaying of Hektor, setting up the question of how
such longing will finally be released. The first such scene is Achilles’ refusal to bathe before

Patroklos is buried. Although he has killed Hektor and brought the corpse back to the

Achaian camp, his language of refusal points to unassuaged grief: o0 O€pg €oti Aoetox

kapnatog aooov ikéoOat,/ motv v évilldtookAov Oéuevar muot onua te xevat/

kelpaoOat te kKOUNV, €mel o0 W €t devteQov wde/ tEet” dyog kpadinv, ddoa Lwolot
ueteiw. (“It is not lawful for baths to come close to my head, before I place Patroklos on

the pyre and pour the burial mound over him and cut my hair, for never again in such a way

will grief come to my heart while I am among the living,” 23.44-47). With this statement,

Achilles combines his clear intent to bury Patroklos with his larger insistence on the
uniqueness of his loss, here expressed by a persisting bloodiness born of grief, since no such
grief (&xoc) will come to him again so long as he lives. This motivation — refusing to
perform certain actions because he has suffered something uniquely painful — refocuses us
on his insatiate state, one which he claims will persist beyond the burial of his friend. We are
reminded of the lengthiness of his sworn refusal to eat in Book 19, and we see again that
insatiety tends to be unsocial: Achilles’ refusal to wash separates him from the group, even
though he initiates a common meal and the common project of beginning the burial

preparations.
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The scale of Patroklos’ burial too points us to that underlying state of insatiety,
which Richardson calls that “aspect of excess.”** In the burial we again see that variety
which points to volatility: the many kinds of sacrificial victims — horses, dogs, and humans
(23.171-176), some of which belonged to Patroklos and thereby represent his life (the dogs
who were at his table 23.173-174), others who are sacrificed as part of the promised
vengeance (the twelve Trojan youths, 23.175-176); the covering of Patroklos’ body with hair
cuttings (23.135ff); the pouring of libations during cremation (23.218-221). Achilles’
behavior is anomalous for a funeral,**’ and aligns with the larger variety in his threats,
promises, and refusals. We see that rather than pure desire to kill Hektor or Trojans,
Achilles’ deepest motivation is a personal experience of grief that reaches out almost
randomly, without a true single aim.**

The third indicator of Achilles’ persisting insatiety in Book 23 is the theme of the
delay of burial. This theme requires some elaboration. Achilles initiated the delay of
Patroklos’ burial in his first lament over the body, when he promised that he would not bury
Patroklos until he brought back the head of Hektor and slew twelve Trojan youths before
Patroklos’ funeral pyre (18.334-337). As we argued in Chapter Two, Achilles’ closing
promise that the women whom he and Patroklos had won together should lament Patroklos

day and night until the burial (18.338-342) reveals the underlying insatiety motivating this

246 Richardson (1993), 165. Cf. Whitman (1958), “The funeral scene [...] bulges with the enormity of
Achilles’ grief,” 214.

247 Derderian (2001), 54; cf. Garland (1982), 72, and Schnapp-Gourbeillon (1982), 77-88, esp. 80-83.
Derderian, following Schnapp-Gourbeillon, notes how Achilles’ excessive honor to Patroklos
parallels his excessive dishonor of Hektor, ibid. But West (2007) looks at the consistency of the basic
details (hero, often in armor, cremated on pyre, animals slaughtered, funeral ritual lasting for days,
remains buried in a mound) across literature of different cultures from different ages, 496-8.

248 Cf. Garland (1982), who argues that Achilles’ behavior at the funeral is motivated largely by
personal sorrow, to the exclusion of any other aim, 73.
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delay, as if somehow he can achieve a kind of indefinite perpetuation of their shared life.
The delay of burial is linked to his grief-driven anger again in Book 19 when Achilles fears
that the dead body of his friend is in danger of decay (19.23-27). The context for this
concern is his display of aimless x0Aog when he sees his new armor (19.16) and his declared
intent to arm (19.23). This juxtaposition of fear of decay with indeterminate X0OAog again
reminds us that the delay of burial is rooted in Achilles’ potentially limitless anger.**

The theme culminates at the beginning of Book 23 with the curious claim of
Patroklos’ shade that in delaying burial Achilles has forgotten him (23.69-70). This exchange
contributes to our understanding that Achilles’ turn to anger has been personally fruitless.
Patroklos’ criticism of Achilles echoes Achilles’ own realization in 22, after he kills Hektor
and contemplates sacking Troy in that very moment, that his battle-lust is a kind of

forgetfulness of Patroklos:

ETtel 0N TOVO Avdpa Oeol dapuaoaoOat Edwrav,

0¢ Kok MOAA” €ppe&ev, 60" 0L oVUTAVTES Ol AAAOL,

el d” dyet apdl mOA oLy tevxeoL meenOéwpey, (22.379-381)
[..]-

AAAQ TN pot Tavta Pidog dteAéEato Ovudg;

KELTAL TAQ VIIEOOL VEKLG dkAavTog dBamtog

IT&toorA0g: TOL O oVK émAnjoopay, |...] (22.385-387)

Since the gods have given this man to be defeated,

who did so many evil deeds, more than all the other men together,
come! let us make trial of the city surrounding it with our arms,
But why does my dead spirit think on these things?

For there lies by the ships a corpse, unwept, unburied,

Patroklos; him I shall not forget |...].

249 Cf. Frazer (1993), who notes that Thetis’ protection of the body of Patroklos while Achilles seeks
vengeance keeps us aware of the grief that “motivates and sustains the vengeance,” 202.
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The self-reproach is curious, because we have seen how the loss of Patroklos is what drove
Achilles to such extremes, and the many evils wrought by Hektor (22.380) are what spur him
to attack the city in this moment. Yet the rupture that drives this fighting lust points us to
the displacement of ends, wherein killing Hektor does not correspond to the undetlying
longing for a life shared with Patroklos. In light of such displacement, Achilles could well
feel a kind of inner disunity as he contemplates sacking Troy, as if somehow his height of
anger was careless of his companion, since in truth it does not accomplish what it seeks.”’
This self-reproach contributes to the larger narrative thread of futility in Achilles’ seeking to
redress grief through vengeance.

Although Achilles’ focus turns to the burial of Patroklos once he has slain Hektor,
his mood of general insatiety remains as he refuses to bathe, seen above. Such is the frame
of persisting grief when the shade of Patroklos visits Achilles in his sleep and chides him for
his failure yet to have buried him. For a pair who were able to communicate without speech
in life, the need for speech at this moment highlights the new divide between them.*'

Richardson, commenting on these lines, notes that such language is a trope in dream

appatitions, since many such apparitions chide the sleeper for sleeping.”” He reconciles the

250 Zanker (1994) claims that in turning to the burial of Patroklos here, Achilles is “addressing the
loss of Patroklos more directly again,” 108.

251 See discussion of Book 9 episode in Chapter One, p. 44. In Book 16, this silent communication
has already been replaced by extensive speech, more than 90 lines, betokening their disunity on the
question of helping the Achaians and pointing towards the impending rupture of death. After the
death of Patroklos, the pair exchanges 66 lines of speech, 37 of which Achilles addresses to the dead
Patroklos, 29 of which belong to this exchange between shade and living man. Considering that these
lines of speech occur in less than one fourth of the poem, the number is disproportionately high.

252 Cf. 2.23-24: e0deig, Atpéog vig daidpoovog immodaoLo:/ ov xon mavvoyxov evdewv
PovAndogov avdoa,/ [...] (“You sleep, son of Atreus the skillful horse-tamer; it is not fitting for a
man who brings counsel to sleep all night long, |...]”).
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apparent contradiction of Patroklos chiding Achilles for failing to do the very thing that
Achilles is intent on doing in terms of “Homeric psychology,” calling this doubling of
Patroklos’ exhortation and Achilles’ own desire an instance of the typical double motivation
of a single action in both the human and divine realm.”’

When we examine the content of Patroklos’ criticism, however, we see that
Patroklos does not simply double Achilles’ own wish to complete the burial. In his opening
words Patroklos contrasts Achilles’ living relationship with him and the relationship they
have now that Patroklos is dead: e0detg, avta éuelo AeAaopévog EmAe’, " AXIAAeD:/ 0V
HEV peo Lwovtog akndels, dAAa Oavovtog (“You sleep, and have forgotten me, Achilles;
not when I lived were you so uncaring for me, but in death,” 23.69-70). The contrast
between Achilles’ care for Patroklos in life and in death forces us to think of the motivation
of this delay in burial, namely, Achilles’ desire to seek vengeance. It is true that Patroklos
does not refer to Achilles’ pursuit of Hektor, nor to the capture of the twelve Trojan youths,
focusing instead on his own inability to enter Hades before burial, prevented from passing
through the gates by the other shades (23.71-74). But he does contrast this present state of
unrest in death with an explicit depiction of their former shared life: o0 pév yao Cwol ye
didwv anavevBev étalpwv/ BovAag éCopevol BovAevoopey, AAN" Eué pev kno/
apdéxave otvyeon, 1] mep Aaxe yewvopevov mep (“For not alive, sitting apart from our
dear companions, will we take counsel together, but death has swallowed me, the hateful

death that was allotted to me at my birth,” 23.77-79). He clearly depicts how death has ended

their shared life, that former reality of we #wo together, apart from the others. Although we

253 Richardson (1993), ad /loc. On “double motivation” in Homer, see, for example, Whitman (1958),
221-48; Edwards (1987), 135; et al.
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have seen Achilles describe the rupture of death with the same concepts, his declarations
have not brought about closure, burial, and acceptance, but prolonged vengeance-seeking.
Patroklos seems to be offering a counter response to death’s rupture. Where Achilles
insisted on honoring Patroklos by acting on his anger, translating the loss of shared life and
the inherent volatility of such a state into deeds of relentless anger and prolonged
lamentation, Patroklos refers to their former shared life as motivation for Achilles to bury
him as quickly as possible, and, once he has died himself, to have their mortal remains joined
in a single urn, united in death as they were in life (23.84-91). Such contrast gives context for
Patroklos’ criticism of the carelessness of Achilles. Although Achilles has been focused on
the loss of Patroklos for five books, and all of his actions have been various responses to
this state, he has been careless of Patroklos insofar as he has delayed the burial in order to
seek special vengeance. Patroklos, on the other hand, sees that the only effect their formerly
shared life can have on a present ruptured by death is for Achilles to commit himself to
uniting their remains after death.”* Without directly criticizing the deeds of restless longing,
Patroklos nevertheless seems to chide Achilles for “mis-translating” the formerly shared life
into the present through deeds of vengeance.

We can support this reading of Patroklos’ criticism with a small detail preceding the
speech that recalls Achilles’ reason for delaying the burial. When Achilles leaves

Agamemnon, after refusing to bathe, we are led to think that Achilles will be sleepless, since

254 Thus Whitman (1958) claims that Achilles’ actions, after Patroclus’ death, “are appropriate to
himself, but not to Patroclus.” Cf. Sinos (1980), who sees Patroclus’s criticism as evidence that he did
not find the vengeance-seeking necessary, 59-60. Sinos makes this point as part of a larger argument
of the separate identities of the two heroes and their path to understanding this separateness. Cf. also
Macleod (1982), who dismisses the criticism, since “there is no doubt that Achilles will bury his
friend;” for Macleod, the narrative function of the episode is to separate the two men, 28-29.



116

the other Achaians go to their shelters, and he stays on the seashore, lying there in the midst
of his Myrmidons, groaning heavily (23.58-61). But sleep overtakes him, pdAa yao wdpe
dadua yuia/ "Extog’ énaioowv mporti TAov fvepdecoav (“for he was very tired in his
shining limbs from chasing Hektor around windy Ilion,” 23.63-64). This detail about
tiredness puts us again in Achilles’ mindset, his need to kill Hektor which so clearly arises
from his own grief.”> Achilles seems to feel all the burden of thus honoring Patroklos on his
own.”® Patroklos as a shade does not mention Hektor at all. Rather he focuses on the loss of
their former shared life and his desire that they be buried together, as they were raised
together — a shadow in death of their union in life. Achilles’ response, without contradicting
Patroklos, shows his fixation on the longing-filled rupture of his present:

tinte poy, 10eln kepaAr), deve’ eiAnjAovBag

Kal ot tavta €kaot’ EmtéAdear avTaQ €yw ToL
TAVTA UAA” EkTeAéw Kal Teloopal, wg oL KeAEVELS.
AAAQ pot dooov otn01, pivovOa me apudppaiovte

&AANAovg 0Aooto Tetapmpecda yooo. (23.94-98)

Why have you come to me here, honored head of my brother,

and why do you narrate each of these things to me? Indeed, for you I shall
heartily accomplish every one of these things, and I shall be persuaded as you bid.
But stand closer to me, and may we two, even for a short time embracing

one another, take our delight in destructive lament.

255 For a different reading of this setting, see Segal (1971a), 50-51. Segal argues that the seashore is a
peaceful setting, signaling the diminishing of Achilles’ passion throughout this Book and setting up
his release of Hektor’s corpse in Book 24. I would argue rather that the seashore betokens Achilles’
loneliness, despite the other Myrmidon companions, since it is presented in contrast to the sleep of
the others in their shelters, and his sleep serves merely to remind us of the gigantic killing effort he
recently unleashed on the city of Troy.

256 Cf. his own appeal to Patroklos, 24.592-595, that his friend not be angry with him for ransoming
the body, since the gifts Priam brought were noble, and he promises to share these gifts with him.
Although it is typical in the poem to seck vengeance for beloved slain, as we observed in the
Introduction, Patroklos’ silence regarding Hektor points to Achilles’ comparative fixation.
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Achilles promises to bury Patroklos, but his real desire bursts forth in the last two lines, that
he may be reunited with his friend, embrace him, and take part together in that shadowy
likeness of shared life, lament. We know that the attempt to embrace the shade fails (¢ doa
dbwvrioag weéato xeoot GpiAnoy,/ ovd” EAaBe- Puxn 0¢ kata xOovog nite kamvog/
wixeto tetoryvia. “Thus speaking he reached out with his own hands, but did not grasp;
and the shade went beneath the earth like smoke, shrieking,” 23.99-101); and Achilles is left
only with lament, which he stirs up in his fellow Myrmidons precisely by narrating the
insubstantiality of the shade that appeared to him, and yet its likeness to Patroklos:

“w momoL, N 04 Tic éott kal elv Adao ddpoloy

Puxn kat eldwAov, &Atop poéveg ovk EVe TAUTIOV:
ntavvuxin yao pot IatgokAnog detdoto

Yoy EPeaTrel YOOWOX Te HUQOUEVT) TE,

Kal pot Ekaot’ éméteAdev: €ikto d¢ OéokeAov avtwL.”

@ Pdto- Tolot d¢ aotv VP’ (uegov weoe yooto. (23.103-108)

“Oh for shame, truly then in the house of Hades too there is some

shade and likeness, but in it there is no substance whatsoever;

for all night long by me stood wretched Patroklos’

shade, lamenting and mourning,

and it told me each thing I should do; and wondrously was it like to him.”
So he spoke, and in all of them he stirred up the desire for weeping.

This cry points us precisely to the reality of the loss itself, the desire for the return of the
beloved and the irrecoverability of what has been lost. The reprise of {puegog yooto in light

of this irrecoverability reminds us yet again that Achilles is in the grip of a desire that none

of his actions can fulfill. The ending of the scene with the sun rising on their weeping
(Mvgopévolot d¢ Totot pdvn ododdkTLAOC Hag, 23.109) gives that sense of intrinsic

endlessness that we saw in earlier 1001 scenes, such as Achilles’ prolonged desire for
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fasting.”” The exchange with Patroklos’ shade illuminates the persisting insatiety of his grief,
unsatisfied by any amount of weeping or deed of vengeance.”

Thus although the insatiate longing in Achilles’ grief drives an anger vast enough to
accomplish the symbolic sack of Troy, such an end is displaced from the force that drives it,
and his relentlessness persists beyond Book 22. What remains for us now is to look at
Achilles’ final release of his insatiety at the end of the poem. Scholars have already offered
sensitive and thorough considerations of Achilles’ reconciliation with Priam, and with this
study I seek only to refine certain points. First, there is a tendency in scholarship to suggest
that the weariness in Achilles’ grief-driven anger motivates his release; whereas I argue that
the cyclicity of his grief-anger does not 7 iself motivate the giving up of that anger, but
rather points to a simple narrative fact: the only answer to an internally unending cycle is to
let go. In a second account of Achilles’ release of the corpse, however, we shall consider one
dimension of release that is internal to the structure of longing itself. We have seen
throughout this dissertation that Achilles’ friendship with Patroklos built up a common life
between them, and thus the longing for that shared life, even as it drives Achilles to godlike
levels of destructiveness, is rooted in Achilles’ mortal self. The experience of shared

mortality with Priam, so frequently commented on in scholarship, seems to me to explain

257 Such a feeling is even more pronounced later, after Achilles’ cuts his hair over Patroklos’ corpse,
when the narrator says that the sun would have set on their weeping, had not Achilles moved the
funeral along, 23.154-155. Achilles speaks of satiety of weeping (Atoedn [...], ydolo pév éott kai
aoat, 23.156-157), but clearly does not experience it himself.

258 Pace Segal (1971a), who rightly argues that the scene with Patroklos’ shade has made Achilles’
aware of the reality of death’s total separation, but then distinguishes this awareness from intensely
personal, individual grief, 51-54; this latter distinction seems to me to be groundless, given the sense
of prolongation and yearning in {f1egog yoO0L10; rather the awareness seems precisely to fuel the
intensity of Achilles’ personal grief.
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the release of the body satisfactorily only when we see that Achilles’ own interminable

longing was for his mortal self, for life shared with a fellow human.

Release, Take 1

The first account of Achilles’ release of the corpse traces the culmination of his
insatiate actions in repeating cycles. Segal gives a version of this narrative in his examination
of the theme of the mutilation of the corpse, reading three stages in the development of that
theme. In the first stage, Books 17-22, mutilation, either carried out or threatened, comes to
a climax; in the second stage, Book 23, the intensity of violence begins to lessen, as Achilles
gets weary; and in the third and final stage, in Book 24, order is restored by the gods’ action,
which gives scope to Achilles’ generosity and pity and makes for a fitting end to the poem.”
This final restoration of Achilles’ generous self, according to Segal, comes from Achilles’
sense of weariness and futility, so palpable in the scene of repeated mutilations which opens
Book 24, with its multiple iteratives and that final phrase “though he was dead indeed” (kat
teOvndta meg, 24.20), which ends this vignette.”” Segal’s lucid account of Achilles’ growing
weariness, however, must be refined. Achilles does not merely tire of the growing futility of
prolonged vengeance. Rather the futility of his repeated mutilations of Hektot’s corpse
reveals with clarity the purposelessness underlying all of his responses to his grief. The
opening scene of Book 24 draws together active anger and inert isolation into one repeated
cycle of action, a cycle which includes a literal circle, the repeated circuit of dragging

Hektot’s corpse around Patroklos’ tomb. By drawing together in a repeating circuit these

259 Segal (1971a).
200 Jhid., 57-59. Cf. Taplin (1992) on the “exhaustion of Achilleus’ vengeance,” 20 and 252-3.
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seemingly contrary impulses, action and inertia, the narrator highlights their essential
likeness. The nightly repetitions of sleepless weeping, pacing, and mutilation are futile in
precisely the same way Achilles’ earlier deeds were futile. Active anger that kills Hektor is, at
its root, the same type of deed as inert isolation: that is to say, it is rooted in the same depth
of aimless insatiety and accomplishes no end that satisfies the longing that drives it.”' Thus it
does not seem sufficient to say that Achilles’ restoration comes from the weariness that
pervades these lines. The weary cycle points to the underlying reality of unsatistiable longing.
Activity and inertia coincide in Book 24 in a way that illuminates the paradoxical dynamic
that grips Achilles: the nature of death’s rupture is such that one will attempt to repair it, but
such attempt is intrinsically impossible.””

Taplin similarly attributes Achilles” movement towards reintegration to his growing
exhaustion. Taplin claims that we see a greater “sociability” in Achilles’ deeds as eatly as the
slaughter of the Trojan youths at the funeral of Patroklos (23.175-176), which are presented
dispassionately by the narrator, unlike the passion of Achilles’ earlier threats, indicating

Achilles’ growing weariness of his own anger. This growing sociability blossoms into fullness

during the funeral games, and although it withers to persisting isolation at the beginning of

261 Macleod (1982) notes the parallel Tolg in these nightly draggings of Hektor’s corpse (toig &’
éovoag meot onua Mevortadao Oavovtog, 24.16) and the triple circuit of lament around
Patroklos’ corpse at the beginning of Book 23 (ol d¢ tolg mept vekgov éUtoLxag nAaoav immoug,
23.13); he claims that the parallel reveals the meaning of this dragging, Achilles’ tribute to Patroklos
out of continued longing for him, a4 24.16.

262 Cf. the terms Nagler (1974) uses to describe the mood of this scene, “aporia” and “stagnation,”
167. Such concepts entail not imminent end, but potentially endless continuation. Segal (1971a)
distinguishes between Achilles’ weeping and his deeds of vengeance; the weeping in Book 23, for
Segal, is part of a diminishing of the fire of Achilles’ passion, 51-54. Although certainly weeping and
killing are different responses to grief, I do not see grounds for claiming that Achilles’ weeping is any
less insatiate or personal throughout Book 23; moreover, the variety in Achilles’ responses to his

grief has included weeping, isolation and motionlessness since he learned of Patroklos’ death in Book
18.
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Book 24, Taplin accounts for this relapse by separating the public reintegration of Book 23
from Achilles’ private, internal lack of peace.”” Such an account describes the polarities we
see in these two books without explaining them. Why would exhaustion help one to give up
public manifestations of relentlessness, but not private ones? Does not it seem rather that
exhaustion emerges from, and thus points to, the underlying dynamic of insatiable longing?
Achilles is in the grip of a volatile desire, and although he conducts the funeral games with
wisdom and warmth, the weary repetitions that open Book 24 point to the persisting
character of longing that governs his deeds, without allowing neat systems or categories.
The unsociability in Achilles” behavior, persisting beyond the burial of Patroklos, can
further be seen in the contrasting objects of delight between him and the other Achaians.
Book 23 opened with Achilles’ claim that his men could find delight in “destructive lament,”
(0Aooio tetapmwpecOa yoolo, 23.10), a move which set him apart from the other
Achaians’ returning to their tent; here at the beginning of Book 24, despite the intervening
period of sociability during the funeral games, Achilles again is separate from the Achaians,
whose return to their ships is specifically marked by their enjoyment of food and sleep:

AUTO O dyawv, Aaol d¢ Boag €mi viag ékaotol
Eokldvavt’ tévat tol uév dOEMOLo HEdOVTO

UTTVoL Te YAUKEQOD TaQTpevaL avtaQ AXIAAEVS
KAaie [...].  (24.1-4)

And the assembly was dissolved, and the army scattered,
each man going to his swift ship. And they turned their thoughts
to enjoying supper and sweet sleep; but Achilles

203 This lack of peace is evident in the imperfects, 24.12ff.; Taplin (1992), 252-3. Cf. King (1987), 37,
on Achilles’ separate social reintegration in Book 23 and spiritual reintegration in Book 24; see also
Macleod (1982), 29; Whitman (1958) on Achilles’ lack of peace, despite the partial exhaustion of his
fire during the funeral (he references the actual blaze of the funeral pyre, lit at 23.215, quenched at
23.250).
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wept [...].
These contrasting objects of Tépmouat, destructive lament versus supper and bed, resonate

with the many such contrasts throughout the poem. Menelaos, in what has been called his

93264

“homily on 16005”™" (13.620-639), accuses the Trojans of being insatiable for war, when

normal men have their fill even of pleasant things:

[...] ovdE dDUVavTaL
dLAOTIDOG KoRéTaoOaL OpOLIOL TTTOAEHOLO.
TIAVTWV HEV KOQOG €07TL, Katl DTTVoL Kat PLAGTITOG
HOATIG Te YALKEQNG KAl &OHOVOG 0Qx1Opoto:
TV TEQ TS KAl HAAAOV €€AdeTa €€ €Qov elvat

N oAépov- Toweg 0¢ paxng akopntot éaowv. (13.634-639)

[...] Nor are they able

to sate themselves of the battle in difficult war.

Truly there is satiety of everything, both sleep and lovemaking
and sweet song and flawless dance;

of these someone hopes to have his fill,

more than of war. But the Trojans are insatiate of battle.

This contrast between battle and other, pleasant activities like lovemaking, sleep, song, and
dance, becomes emblematic of the intensity of Achilles’ anger, as we saw in the earlier
discussion of scale, when Odysseus has to chide Achilles for his precipitousness, reminding

him that men can fight their enemies once they have their fill of food (6¢ 6¢ k" dvnp olvolo

KOQEOOUAUEVOS KAl €dwdNC/ AvOQAOL dLOpeVEEOTL TIAVTUEQLOG TToAepICNL, 19.167-168),

204 Taplin (1992), 169-170. Taplin notes commentators’ distaste for the speech on the grounds of
incoherence, but he claims that it is characteristic of Menelaos: the Trojans first acted villainously by
abducting Helen, now by attacking the ships that bring retribution. Taplin claims that the audience
would have agreed with the viewpoint that war is a necessary evil, to which the delights of peace are
preferable. For the view that the speech is incoherent in its context, see Fenik (1968), 146-147; he
calls it “a particularly unsuccessful example of the ‘expansion technique,” that is, the composition
method in which the speaker “allows one thought to lead him on to the next,” 7bid., 147.
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but they quickly have enough of the fighting (aipd e GuAOTUOOG TTéAETAL KOPOC
avOopwmototy, 19.221). Achilles’ behavior proves exactly the contrary, where he is
concerned: as we have seen, there is no sense of fullness or completion in any of his

25 The contrast in delight at the beginning of Book 24 complements that

battlefield exploits.
theme of contrasting satiety and indicates that, funeral games notwithstanding, Achilles is no
closer to satisfying his moOn-driven restlessness than he was before the burial of Patroklos.
To this problem of satiety the poem offers an answer embedded in its language, that
of release. The only remedy for this desire for what is irretrievably lost is the letting go of
such attempts. Achilles’ release of his insatiety is a narrative fact. When Priam stirs up in
Achilles a desire for weeping, the weeping scene ends with Achilles being released of such
desire: avto €met Oot Yoolo tetdomeTo dlog AXIAAEVG,/ kal ol &dTto meamidwv NAO’
{pepog O’ amo yviwv,/ avtik” ano 0ovov wETo |...] (“But when godlike Achilles had
taken his pleasure of weeping, and the desire left his heart and limbs, straightaway he rose
from the throne [...],” 24.513-515). These last two appearances of {peQog yooto recall those
earlier moments in Book 23, where the phrase pointed both to Achilles’ desire for the
presence of Patroklos and the varied and ineffectual attempts to achieve that presence. This
linguistic marker of Achilles’ potentially limitless desire is here reframed at the moment of its
release: the phrase is split, Achilles taking his pleasure in lament (yoolo tetdometo, 24.513),

and the {pegog, without a stated object, leaving his heart and body (24.514). Although we

understand clearly that the narrator is describing Achilles’ desire for weeping, the generality

265 Cf. Taplin (1992), 73: Achilles, who at 19.208 says that the Achaians should not eat émrjv
tewoatpeda AwPnv, clearly does not feel, as he maltreats Hektor’s corpse in Book 24, that the Awpn
has been paid off.
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of this last appearance captures that larger state of insatiety which has been so volatile and
encompassed such diverse deeds, none of which brought satisfaction to Achilles; and the
totality of this release is betokened in the specification &mo moanidwv [...] 0" amo yviwv,
a release not only from his spirit but also his very body.”

This arc in the language of the poem, from insatiety to release, is reinforced by the
preponderance of forms of AVw in the final book. Of the 106 appearances of AVw words in
the Iiad, twenty of them occur in Book 24 — nearly one fifth.”” Seventeen of these
occurrences refer to the release of Hektor’s body for ransom. The refrain, which varies from
the active &7té 0’ "Extopa Avont (“that Achilles might release Hektor for ransom,” 24.76,
116, cf. 115, 1306, 137) to the middle AboaoBatl iAoy viov (“that Priam might ransom his
dear son,” 24.118, 140, 195, 237, cf. 175), and other forms,” forefronts the idea of release,
imitating on the level of language the thematic answer to Achilles’ unbreakable cycle of grief

and vengeance. When Achilles has wept with Priam and makes a speech of consolation and

266 According to Nagler (1974), 189, if anything is the climax of the I/ad, it is this release of pent-up
emotion at 24.513-514. Although it is difficult to argue for a single climax — the Trojan response to
the death of Hektor in 22 is certainly a climax of the narrative arc of Achilles’ aristeia and its
consequences — I would agree that this moment of release is climactic in the sub-narrative of
Achilles’ grief-driven insatiety.

267 The second highest preponderance of this word is in Book 16, where it appears 10 times, of which
7 refer to death. The second highest preponderance of AVw-words used to denote ransom is in Book
1 (5 times); cf. Macleod (1982), on the verbal echoes between the supplication of Book 24 and that of
Book 1, 33-34. Lynn-George (19906) notes the prominence of AVw together with é&w (“let it be”) in
Book 24, 4.

%% 24,502, Avodpevog mad oeio (Priam to Achilles, “T have come to ransom Hektor from you™);
24.554-555, aAAa taxota/ Aboov (Priam bidding Achilles, “But release him as quickly as
possible”); 24.560-561, voéw [...]/ “Extopd toL Aboat (Achilles’ reply, “I intend to release Hektor to
you”); 24.593, "Extopa dlov éAvoa (Achilles to Patroklos, “[don’t be angry if you learn that] 1
released Hektor”); 24.599, viog pev dn tot AéAvtan (Achilles to Priam, “your son has been released
to you”); 24.655, avapAnoic Avolog vekoio yévorto (Achilles to Priam, “[sleep outside, lest an
Achaian see you] and there be a delay of the ransoming of the corpse”); 24.685, pidov viov EAVoao
(Hermes to Priam, “you have ransomed your son”).
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reconciliation, we see his understanding of the futility of those deeds he was pursuing
cyclically: o0 yao tic menéic méAetat kpuepolo yooto (“for nothing is accomplished by
chilling lament,” 24.524). At the close of his speech he repeats such a sentiment, expounding

on the fruitlessness of sorrow: dvoxeo, und” dAiaotov 0dVEE0 0OV Katx Buuov:/ oL Y&

TL IENEELS AKX UEVOG LIOG €1)0G,/ 00OE Uy &votnoelg |...] (“Bear up, and do not
mourn without ceasing in your heart; for you will accomplish nothing by grieving for your

son, nor will you raise him up |[...],” 24.549-551). This phrase reverberates with Hekabe’s

later condemnation of Achilles’ vengeance-seeking, discussed above: avéotnoev 0¢ pwv
o0d” ¢ (“but not even thus did he raise him up,” 24.7506). Achilles’ understanding of the
futility of lament to restore the dead to life points precisely to the cycle in which he has been
enmeshed. He emerges from 1o0Or|-driven insatiety not because that insatiety has been
satisfied, but because he has let it go.

The gods, of course, play a role in Achilles’ release of Hektor’s body. Zeus is the first
to apply the verb AVw to Achilles’ release of the corpse (24.76), and his intervention is
comparable to those earlier scenes where he mitigated the effects of grief’s insatiety, both the
horses” immobility in Book 17 and Achilles’ fasting in Book 19. Taplin rightly argues,
however, that the gods’ intervention in Book 24 does not cause the release of the corpse.
Many details indicate that the conclusion is not foregone: Zeus’ conditional language, al kév
niwg (“if he fears me and releases Hektor,” 24.1106); the many indications that Achilles’
obedience to the commands of Zeus requires personal restraint (cf. 24.560£f); and Thetis’
omission of the detail that Priam will be the one who seeks Hektor’s ransoming (24.137),

which, Taplin argues, leaves undetermined, on the human level, o these events will be
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accomplished.”™ Achilles’ release remains a personal reality, an internal letting go, and thus it

surpasses, on the human level, the effectiveness of earlier divine interventions, which

mitigated the effects of insatiety without truly causing release.””

The poem underscores the totality of this release by giving remarkable closure to the
theme of delight. In a reconciliation scene justly famous, Achilles and Priam eat together,
and then gaze at one another in mutual admiration. The scene is framed with markers of
satisfaction:

avTAQ €mel MOOLOG KAl €dNTVOG €€ €Qov évto

ot Aadavidng Ioiapog Oavpal AxiAna,

6o00¢ €nv olog te- OeoloL Yo dvta E@ukel

avta 6 Aapdavidny Iplapov Oavpalev AxIAAeDS
elo0QowV oYtV T ayaOnv katl podov axkovwv.

aVTAQ ETEL TAQTNOAV £C AAANAOVG OQOWVTEG [...]. (24.628-633)

But when they had put away their desire for drink and food,

truly Dardanian Priam gazed with wonder at Achilles,

how great he was, of what quality; for he was like the gods in appearance;
and Achilles gazed with wonder at Dardanian Priam,

looking upon his noble appearance and listening to his speech.

But when they had taken their delight in looking at one another [...].

This moment where the two men delight (tdommnoav) in looking at one another reaffirms
our awareness that Achilles is newly released from insatiety. Whereas before Achilles was

insatiate both of battle and weeping, he now not only has his fill of food (¢£ €gov évto,

269 See Taplin (1992), 263-274.

270 Thus Whitman (1958) argues that Achilles’ quick yielding to his mother in Book 24 reveals that
“the gods can teach a man nothing which he has not already learned and willed,” 216-7. Schadewaldt
(1965) describes the release as a human deed, but not to the exclusion of the gods, 348. See also
Macleod (1982), ad 24.119, on how Zeus expects Achilles to be pleased with the gifts and respect his
command, but does not predict the “fellow-feeling” that will unite Achilles and Priam. Richardson
(1993) suggests, ad 24.139-140, that Achilles’ terse acquiescence to his mother could indicate
reluctance to think about the matter; such reluctance would show that his internal release is still to
come.
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24.628), but enjoys gazing upon his enemy. This is not the first time Achilles has eaten since
Patroklos death,”” yet the significance of the scene remains: these marked moments of
satisfaction and delight establish clearly Achilles’ newfound ability to rest.””” The sense of
closure in this moment is reinforced by Priam’s share in its fullness. The king had earlier
claimed that weeping could bring satiety, using a variant of the formula for completing a
meal: aUTika Y&Q pe kataktelveley AXIAAeVS/ dyrag EAOVT €uov VIOV, ETV YOou &€
£oov einv (“For then might Achilles have killed me holding my son in my arms, when I had
had my fill of weeping,” 24.226-227). Thus Priam too, whose response to grief has
manifested the greatest likeness to Achilles’, now satisfies his desire for food rather than
weeping, enhancing the sense of fullness in this scene. Redfield says about the end of the
I/iad that “the opposite of wenos is korvs, satiety;” and indeed this moment of mutual delight
offers closure to the persisting relentlessness that has characterized Achilles since Patroklos’

death. The insatiety has been released.””

27 It is unclear whether he eats with the other Achaians before Patroklos’ funeral, 23.55-57, although
the insatiate quality of his grief is seen in his refusal to bathe. When Priam enters Achilles’ tent in
Book 24, Achilles has just finished a meal (24.475-476); yet Patroklos’ absence is felt here in the
description of Automedon and Alkimos as Achilles’ attendants; cf. Taplin (1992), 78-81.

272 See Nagler (1974) on placement of this mutual admiration between the themes of food and sleep,
to which it is linked by the theme of satiety, 197.

273 Redfield (1975), 201. Cf. Griffin (1980): the poem develops the fee/ing that nothing will end the
extremity of Achilles’ grief, which feeling is resolved when he eats with Priam, 16-17. On Achilles’
return to normal activity, see, among others, Muellner (1996), 168-175; Monsacré (1984), 183.
Kakridis (1949) frames this scene in terms of the contrast between “grieving soul and hungry body,”
traced from Odysseus’ prudent exhortation to eat in Book 19, through Patroklos’ chiding Achilles for
his sleep in Book 23, to this final scene of the body’s needs winning out over the soul; Kakridis
(1949), 103-5. Such interpretation aligns him with Segal (1971a) and Taplin (1992), when they claim
the reconciliation is born of weariness (cf. n253, above). Although Kakridis et al. are right to point to
the role of time and human tiredness, such arguments bypass the point of delight. Achilles’ and
Priam’s mutual delight in eating and gazing at one another suggests that insatiety has been released,
where eating out of necessity would prove merely human weakness.
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When we follow the growing cyclicity in Achilles’ vengeance, we see the poem’s
simple answer to such cycles of vengeance, evident in the language — the only way to end
insatiety is to let it go. Achilles’ exhortation on the futility of seeking life through grieving
shows his understanding of the cycle he was in, and the recapitulation of the theme of
delight, applied not merely to the delights of peace that Menelaos speaks of in Book 13, but
to looking upon Priam, and being looked upon by him, establishes the fact of release firmly

for the audience.

Release, Take 2

The second point about Achilles’ reconciliation with Priam that I wish to refine
concerns the epic’s depiction of his psychological motivations at the end of the work. Some
speak of Achilles’ alienation from his mortal self during the grief-anger period, and his
restoration to the human community in Book 24, as if the conclusion of the poem
proceeded from a kind of narrative inevitability. Thus narrative observations are made,
tracing archetypal narrative patterns of withdrawal, devastation, and return, for example,274
or markers of Achilles” daimonic scale and return to human activity,”” without exploring the

coherence of Achilles’ inner motivation. When scholars do consider Achilles’ inner

motivation, they emphasize the coexistence of his violent and generous sides, without

274 Nagler (1974); cf. M. Lord (1967), 241-248, esp. 247-248. For terms, see A. Lord (2000), 186-197.
275 King (1987), 13-45, esp. such statements as, “The divine and the bestial in Achilles will become
once again integrated into the human as Books Twenty-Three and Twenty-Four bring the I/iad to a
quiet, civilized and sorrowful close,” 28 (although she does make a case for his universalized
understanding of grief in Book 24, 42). Cf. Owen (1940), 232-48; Segal (1971a), whose account of
these polarities is particularly lucid; Schein (1984), 128-163. Vivante (1970), by contrast, claims that
grief for Patroklos restores Achilles fully to the human world as early as Book 18; thus the
reconciliation with Priam is merely a further step in Achilles’ embrace of mortal realities, 57-59.
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accounting for the transition between them;” or, as we saw above, they argue for the
inevitability of Achilles’ return to social normalcy given the sense of futility at the beginning
of Book 24. But as we have seen, such a sense of futility points to a problem, rather than a
solution, and moreover it fails to explain what inspired Achilles to show the father of his
best friend’s slayer such gracious hospitality and the offer of friendship.”” It seems to me
that the poem offers us more than the closure externally necessary for our satisfaction with
the poem. The poem carefully roots Achilles’ loss of mortal limits and alienation from
human community in an entirely human phenomenon, his o0 for his deceased friend.
Thus the restoration is rooted in the same reality that motivated the alienation. Therefore I
find Nagler slightly misleading in his otherwise lucid and useful study, when he claims that
Achilles had to learn “heroic detachment” from Patroklos in order to achieve true spiritual

278

communion with his deceased friend.”” The poem does not offer us a lesson against

“constricting emotional attachment,””” but rather unpacks the twofold potential of such

280

human attachment, to enable communion and to lead to isolation.” If there are any lessons

216 Cf. Segal (1971a), 25£., 491f., 65-67; Schein (1984), 98f., 153-163 (although he briefly refers to
Achilles’ deepened understanding of the tragic human condition, 162). Crotty (1994), pace Segal,
acknowledges that Achilles has both violent and gentle aspects, but he argues that such an
observation takes us no closer to understanding how Book 24 relates to the preceding narrative, 5.
Slightly different, but equally unsatisfying as explanations, are statements about Achilles returning to
his “true self” in Book 24; thus, e.g., Bowra (1930), “His anger has passed away, and he is himself
again,” 22; cf. ibid. 199; Schadewaldt (1965), 345; 7 al.

277 On this point, see Crotty (1994), 5. On the limitations and applicability of the term “friendship”
for this exchange, see Oele (2010), 61-63.

278 Nagler (1974), 189; cf. 180-189. Segal (1971a) similarly speaks of Achilles learning to release his
“self-centered, desperate clinging to the dead,” 66. Cf. Whitman (1958), 218. Whitman’s argument,
however, is nuanced to include the integration of Achilles’ divine and humane sides through his
courageous self-mastery in this scene; thus Achilles gives up his excessive vengeance without
negating his fiercely intense nature, 218; on these two sides to Achilles, cf. 199-220.

279 Nagler (1974), 180.

280 We have already traced markers of Achilles’ loneliness, in tension with his attempted communion.
To these we shall add the end of Book 19, where the arming of the other Achaians gives way entirely
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to be learned from the narrative of Achilles’ grief and anger, it is the deeper understanding of
the nature of grief, its roots in the desire for shared life, and the fruitlessness of anger to
assuage it.

Thus I would also argue against explanations of the release of Hektor’s corpse based
entirely on Achilles’ new understanding of the universal experience of suffering. Such
explanations are supported by the parallelism in the weeping scene, in which Priam’s
evocation of Achilles’ father spurs Achilles to weep for Peleus and thereby opens him up to
Priam’s grief for his dead son Hektor. In these arguments, scholars observe that after the
men weep side by side, Achilles” words to Priam describe suffering as a universal human
experience, since Zeus bestows on every mortal either unmixed evils or evils mixed with
good (24.525-533). So, for example, Segal, taking the father simile in Book 23 as his starting
point, argues that the similarity between Achilles’ grief and that of Hektot’s survivors creates
in this scene a universal experience of suffering, in which is felt the “omnipresence of loss,

separation, and the grief of distant parents,”281 Likewise Katherine King argues that Achilles

to the description of Achilles’ personal arming (19.351-391), and this grandiose depiction introduces
an aristeia in which one could easily have the impression that he is the sole Achaian on the field (e.g.,
his encounter with Aeneas at 20.158-292; the prolonged series of slayings, in which he is the only
Achaian named, 20.381-21.210; the fight with the river, 21.211-382; Priam beholding Achilles’
onslaught, 21.520-543), to the point that we are surprised by reminders of the other Achaians’
presence (e.g., Achilles falling back into the ranks of Achaians after Aeneas disappears, 20.351-364;
his shaking his head at the other Achaians, so that they would not intervene as he chases Hektor
around the city, 22.205-207). We can note too small details in Book 23 that suggest his separateness,
first in the contrast between him, as he lays Hektor face-first in the dust, and the other Myrmidons,
who are unyoking their horses and preparing the meal (23.24-34); and second, when even after he
arguably shares a feast with the Achaians (which he calls a “otvyeont [...] doutl,” 23.48), he lies
down on the seashore, while the others go to their shelters (23.58-61, cf. note 149).

281 Segal (1971a), 45. For Achilles’ lamenting the sorrows bestowed on his father, far from his son at
Troy, see 24.538-542. Rutherford (1982) likewise claims that Patroklos is to Achilles as Hektor is to
Priam and all the Trojans, and he argues that the [/ad’s end shows how suffering brings
understanding when one looks beyond individual sorrow to the condition of the human race, 159-
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should be seen as a father figure to Patroklos, and thus in this scene he weeps both as child

of Peleus and as parent of Patroklos, a more comprehensive grief which transcends his

282

previous personal responses to Patroklos’ death.™ These considerations of the universalized

experience of suffering deserve attention, certainly. Despite the limitations on full
communion in this scene, intimated in Achilles’ gentle pushing away of Priam’s hand and the
unique objects of each one’s grief,”” the structure of the lines evokes parallels in their
suffering, and the dual participle, “they were remembering” draws them together, a union
clinched by the singular verb which ends the vignette, “and their groaning rose through the

house:”

WS Gator T d doa matEog VP’ {Hegov wEoe YodoLo,
apdpevog O &oa XELQOG ATWOATO KA YEQOVTA.
T O¢ pvnoapévw, 6 pév ‘Exktopog dvdgopdvolo
KAal adwva mpoTtapotfe modwv AxiAnog éAvoDelc,
avtaQ AXAAeLS kKAatev €ov matéQ’, dAAote O avte

[TatpokAov- T@wv d& otovaXT) kata dwpat 0pweL. (24.507-512)

So he spoke; and in him he stirred up a desire to weep for his father,
and taking him by the hand he pushed the old man away, gently.

And the two men were remembering, the one for Hektor the man-slayer
was weeping thickly, curled up before the feet of Achilles,

but Achilles was weeping for his own father, and again in turn for

Patroklos; and their groaning rose up throughout the house.

160; cf. Kim (2000): “This simile equates, as it were, the emotional state of Achilles with that of
Priam,” 149; and Silk (2004), 82-84.

282 King (1987), 42; cf. Kim (2000), 149-150.

283 Lynn-George (1988) maintains reservations about the degree of sharing in this scene, which he
describes as ambivalently “poised between reconciliation and repudiation, [...] suspended in the
separation of shared grief,” 243-244. His point is true to a degree. Nevertheless, weeping together
does create community between these two men to a remarkable degree, consonant with, but
unprecedented in, the backdrop of previous weeping in the poem. On this paradox, cf. Oele (2010),
60.
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The word order is marvelous: after drawing the two men together with the dual participle,
Tw O& pVNoapévw, the narrator draws a thread from object "Extogog dvopoddvolo, set at
the end of line 509, followed by its enjambed governing verb, kAat, through two central
lines positioning Priam at Achilles’ feet, and Achilles weeping for his own father, to the
second marked enjambment, dAAote " avte/ IldtookAov, which closes this grammatical
period, forcing us to compare Hektor and Patroklos and thus relate the two grievers’ griefs
to each other. We need not read a parental relationship between Achilles and Patroklos in
order to appreciate the poem’s presentation of these two men’s griefs as having a certain
likeness.”®* Moreover, it is clearly significant that Achilles weeps for two persons, his father
and Patroklos, and such an experience certainly contributes to the broadened understanding
that we see in his later speech to Priam.

Such partial symmetry in this scene, however, should not then give rise to
explanations of the reconciliation that are based solely on a kind of intellectual conversion
on Achilles’ part. Kevin Crotty, for example, attributes the reconciliation scene to Achilles
achieving insight, through pity, into the same sorrow and anger that have driven him
throughout the l/iad. According to Crotty, the final scenes of compassion arise from the very
same source, namely, sorrow and anger, as the violence that precedes them; but this sorrow

and anger are now transformed by Achilles” new understanding that suffering is the sor# of

284 Thus Macleod (1982) rightly reads not a straight parental likeness in their griefs, but rather a
likeness born of surpassing dearness: “[...] Patroclus is to [Achilles] what Hector is to Priam, closest
to his heart and uppermost in his mind,” 26. On external signs of their grief’s likeness, e.g., their
parallel sleeplessness, self-defilement, and refusal to eat, cf. Macleod (1982), ad 24.160, 162-164, and
637-642. Simon (1978) too goes beyond a straight father-son interpretation, arguing that the two men
are related in multiple ways, 75-77; he attributes to this multiplicity the efficacy of Achilles’ “working
through grief and need for revenge” in this scene, insofar as Priam and Achilles realize that each
contains “within him parts of all others,” 75-76.
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thing that happens, and that he is the sor# of being susceptible to harm.” Crotty is right to
observe this intellectual dimension to the emotional unity that ties this scene with the earlier
scenes of fury and insatiety. But while pity certainly plays an important role in transforming
Achilles’ grief and anger, we must see too that the original longing which shaped both of
those emotions bears an intrinsic desire for shared life as such. Thus the enjambed
[TatoorAov in line 512 not only signifies a partial symmetry in this scene, but it reminds us
that Achilles still weeps for Patroklos, that the same loss moves him in this moment, in the
midst of the broadening influences of Priam’s appeal and his memory of his own father.*®
Thus I would say that although Achilles is special for his ability to channel that
impulse towards shared life to a new object — all the more special because of how well we
understand the isolation brought on by longing®™’ — we also must realize that this dynamism
towards life inheres in Achilles” experience of loss. The very grief that detached Achilles
from the human world contains an element of unrelenting attachment to that world.” This

attachment to mortal life is very limited, as we have already noted — the loss of Patroklos,

285 Jbid, 10-14, 71-84; cf. 92, 102. Cf. Kim (2000), 151-166; Zanker (1994), 121-125, 130. For pity as
insight into the human condition of universal suffering, see also Macleod (1982), 27.

286 Zanker (1994) reads this double object of weeping as a sign that Achilles “regards his relationship
with Peleus in a sense as dead as that with his friend,” and thus indicative of Achilles’ new degree of
resignation to his death, 122. Such awareness of his death’s implications for his father is certainly
integral to the scene, yet the emphasis on Patroklos also points to continuity in Achilles’ grief,
reminding us that his separation from the human world was driven by longing for a particular aspect
of that world, the life shared with his friend.

287 On Achilles” empathy, cf. Kim (2000), 148-9; for the unique degree of magnanimity in Achilles’
reconciliation with Priam, defined as disinterested fellow-feeling, see Zanker (1994), 127-154, esp.
137-8. MacCary (1982), in contrast with these scholars, argues that Achilles is “unable to project
himself outside himself,” 15; cf. 93-96, 235.

288 Cf. Muellner (1996): “Grief for Patroklos is what made Achilles’ return to the human community
absolute and irrevocable,” 174. Bespaloff (1947) phrases a similar idea in terms of hatred of death:
Achilles’ “passion for destruction grow][s] out of a hatred for the destructibility of all things,” 105.
Yet this hatred of death is the obverse of his desire for life, which is essential for understanding this
final scene with Priam.
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and the certainty of his future death, has cut Achilles off from both past and future,
represented by his father and son back in Phthia.”” But in Achilles’ grief-stricken desire for
life shared with Patroklos and in the shared meal with Priam we see a certain continuity.
Thus I would argue Achilles does not merely possess two dimensions, his immortal side and
his mortal side, nor two registers of acting, suprahuman slaughter and human compassion, to
which duality we should attribute this scene of reconciliation. Rather, the final enjambed
“Patroklos” of line 24.512 reminds us that his ties with immortality and his period of
daimonic grief have been rooted, in the poem’s presentation, in the mortal phenomenon of
human love. Although scholars are right to note the broadened perspective in Achilles’
pronouncements on mortality and universal suffering, to such understandings we must also
add this more complete picture of what drove the period of insatiety in the first place: the
desire for shared life. This human reality grounds Achilles enough to enable him to release
the body, and to share magnanimously in human activities with his fellow enemy.

In this chapter we have traced several narrative threads which are shaped by the
character of Achilles’ grief-longing: the daimonic scale of his deeds of anger; the tension
between his intense focus on Hektor’s death, whereby the poem symbolically portrays the
sack of Troy, and his core aimlessness; the persisting relentlessness of his grief beyond
vengeance and burial; the theme of release; and the moderating force of his underlying desire
for shared life. In the final chapter we shall turn to the Trojans’ grief for Hektor. Although
grief for this warrior shares with Achilles’ grief some features of o0, the language is

absent. To this phenomenon we now turn.

289 Cf. 19.324-325, 19.334-337. Thus argues Scully (1990), 123-124, and (2003b), 38-42; cf. Whitman
(1958), 202-6. For discussion of Achilles’ detachment, see Chapter One, pp. 27-28.
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Chapter Four: Grief for Hektor

One can never definitively say why a poet included or excluded something from a
work, but in this last chapter I shall try to understand why the dynamics of longing in grief
are linguistically emphasized in Achilles’ story and not in the story of Hektor, despite their
potential and occasionally emerging presence. The exclusion of mo0Or) and {pegog yooto
language from grief for Hektor is surprising, since Hektor is the focus of tremendous grief
and receives more narrated yoot than any other character in the poem. But I shall argue for
three points that make sense of this omission. The first two considerations are intimately
related. First, Hektor’s inescapable role as defender of the city permeates every expression of
grief for this great warrior. In such a story of real civic need, the story of a communion of
persons, so wonderfully captured by mo0r), is subsumed to a larger story of civic survival.
Similarly, Hektor is defined by a network of relations, with his wife, father, mother, sister-in-
law, and people as a whole, and this network spreads out the experience of shared life
among many people.” By contrast, Achilles’ entire experience of shared life rests on
Patroklos. Their highly personal relationship lends itself to an exploration of the effects of
longing in grief. All expressions of grief for Hektor, however, even where they include
personal dimensions, are fundamentally tied to the larger story of Troy’s fall and are in
concert with other persons’ experiences of loss. The effect of this diffusing is such that we

never see these expressions of grief erupt in anger or manifest insatiety to the same degree as

2% Redfield (1975) articulates the complex position of Hektor és-4-vzs his community throughout his
work, defining his story as one “shaped by a delicate structure of diverse relations,” 109. Cf. Beck
(2005) contrasting Achilles as chief mourner for Patroklos with the multiple relatives lamenting
Hektor, 263. Her distinction stops there, however, and her analysis lumps the laments of Achilles and
the Trojans together insofar as both communicate the costs of war, 268-70.
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we see in Achilles’ grief; the focus is not on what grief for Hektor leads individual Trojans to
do, but on what the absence of Hektor means for the entire city.””

The third consideration involves time. When Achilles grieves for Patroklos, he
mourns a ruptured present, and he responds to that state of present loss with various futile
attempts to change it, somehow to fill it up. In grief for Hektor, the different Trojan
mourners are constantly looking forward to a sack that has not yet happened. Their grief for
this man is, to be sure, driven by an experience of present loss, which makes that future sack
inevitable; but, still, the Trojans’ grief is colored by a prevailing dread about the future. Thus
perhaps the narrator avoided using the present-centered concept of o0 in describing grief
for Hektor because their mourning is not only longing for what is already gone, as is that of
Achilles, but dread of the doom that impends now with all inevitability.””> Thus when
Katherine King, for example, sums up the l/ad as “the effective conquering of a city by

. . . 293
wreaking personal vengeance on that city’s champion,”

we must give due importance to
the word “effective.” Though at the end of the I/iad we know the sack of Troy is certain, the
prevailing mood is doomed finality, not actual destruction. Thus the language of Trojan grief
looks to the future in a way absent from Achilles’ grief for Patroklos. In these two

intertwined stories of grief, Achilles’ grief for Patroklos and the Trojans’ grief for Hektor, we

see two different narrative interests — the one an interest in how the insatiety of a ruptured

21 One interesting consequence of this diffusion in grief is the fact that a shade of Hektor never
speaks to Andromache, Hekabe, Priam, or another member of the Trojan community, in contrast to
Patroklos’ shade speaking to Achilles. The scene between Patroklos’ shade and Achilles brings out
the tensions of personal longing in a way unexplored in the Trojans’ story.

292 See Kullmann (2001, orig. 1968) on the [/iad’s presentation of the entire war through its
characters’ comments on past and future, 385-408; Andromache in particular focuses on the
grimness of the future, 399-402.

29 King (1987), 1; quoted in Intro (cf. note 2).
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present drives an anger vast enough virtually to sack a city, the other an interest in how a city
will fall through the death of one man — and these two narrative interests lead to different
linguistic focuses. In what follows I shall trace the ways throughout the poem in which
Hektor is tied to the future sack of the city, noting where the poem could have pursued a
dynamic of longing-driven insatiety in the Trojans’ grief, but subordinates such potential to a
larger perspective. After his death, Hektor’s wife, parents, and the people of Troy
persistently link his death to the impending fall of the entire city. Thus the grief for Hektor is
not primarily shaped by longing for a shared life that can never be recovered. His story
speaks not of how grief can erupt in an anger massive enough to destroy a civilization;
rather, the death of Hektor entails the imminent fall of Troy, and the grief of his people for

him highlights this broader story of impending loss.*”

Hektor and the People of Troy

The Trojans in the I/ad exist in relation to Troy. Scully observes this link in the

poem’s many references to Troy as TTotdpoto moAL, the city of Priam.”” The life of the city

294 For a glimpse of the story #ot here told, the active response to grief for a fallen city defender,
compare the Trojan response to the death of Sarpedon, called the €opa méANog at the moment of
their grief: &¢ éparto, Towag 0¢ kata kENOev A&Pe évOog/ doxetov, oUk ETLelKTOV, el
oo €opa TOANO0G/ éoke Kal AAAOdaTIOC TteQ €DV MOAéeg Yoo a avtwl/ Aaot émovt’, év
avTog dploTteveoke pudxeoBat/ Pav & 100c Aavawv AeAmuévor foxe & &od odw/ Extwo,
xwopevoc Tapmmdivoc. (“So he spoke, and sorrow took the Trojans from head to foot,/ a sorrow
unrestrained, not to be endured, since for them he was the city’s stay/ always, foreigner though he
was; for many were the peoples who with him / came, but among them he excelled in battle./ And

straight for the Danaans they aimed, straining; and their leader was Hektor, angered over Sarpedon,”
16.548-553.) Although Hektor too could easily be described as “the city’s stay,” his death provokes
not the turn to battle, but the depiction of certain and widespread doom.

29 Scully (1990), 54-68; cf. Kullman (2001, orig. 1968), 405-6. One poignant example of this
petiphrasis is in 22.165, as the narrator sums up the length and course and speed of Achilles’ pursuit
of Hektor around Troy: &g tw Ttoig Iotduoo moAw mtégL dtvnOrtnv/ kapmaAipolot médeoaot
(“Thus the two men flew in chase three times around the city of Priam on their swift feet.”); here in
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centers, in the language of the poem, on the king’s family. Thus we find many collocations
of Priam, his family, and the Trojans at large, as when Hektor declares to Hekabe that Paris
is a mua/ Towot te kat Ioudpwt peyaArnTopt Tolo te maiotv (“cause of misery for the
Trojans and for great-hearted Priam and for his children,” 6.282-283), or when Nestor
chides Achilles and Agamemnon for their quarrel which gladdens ITpiapog Ilowxpowd te
niadeg,/ dAAot te Toweg (“Priam and the children of Priam and the other Trojans,” 1.255-
256).” Scully observes that through such union of these two spheres, olkog and TOAL, the
destruction of a city is clearly shown to entail the destruction of vulnerable lives within it.
One poignant example of such inter-referencing between the city and its families is the
arming scene in Book 8, where the narrator describes straightforwardly the Achaians eating
and arming,297 while on the other side the Trojans arm before their city, the significance of
which location the narrator then drives home: Toweg 0" a00” étépw0ev ava TTOALY
wnAllovTo,/ mavEdTEQOL, HEpATAV D& KAl g VOULVL HdxeoBal,/ XQelot avaykaint, meod
te maldwv kat mEo yvvaukwv (“But on the other side the Trojans were arming before the

city, fewer, but they were eager to fight thus in battle, because of compelling necessity, on

this climactic moment we are reminded of the pursued’s tie to his city, a city made up of people and
relationships. Cf. 8.551-552, where the gods ignore the sweet savor of their sacrifices because they
hate "TAwog o1,/ kai Iotapog kait Aaog éVppeAio Iowapoo (“sacred Troy, and Priam, and the
people of Priam of the good ash spear”); and 24.27-28, where the &t of Alexander makes "TAtog
o),/ kat Ilpiapog kat Aaog (“sacred Ilion, and Priam, and his people”) hateful to Athena and Hera.
Regarding the power of this antithesis between one man’s folly and the fate of a whole city, see
Macleod (1982), ad /oc.

2% Cf. Scully (1990), 57. Scully cites also 2.304, 4.35-36, 21.105, 24.35-37. Similar is Hektor’s criticism
of Paris for bringing Helen to Troy, matot te ot péya mnpo mOANT te mavti te dnpwt (“a great
grief for your father and city and entire people,” 3.50). Cf. Graziosi and Haubold (2010) ad 6.282-
283, who comment that the Trojans and Priam’s family tend to merge into a single identity.

27 ol & doa deimvov EAovTo kAT KopowvTeg Axatol/ glpda kata kAloiag, dmno & avtov
Bwornooovto- (8.53-54).
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behalf of their children and their wives,” 8.55-57).”” Such interweaving between the city, the
people within it, and the men who fight for them keeps us ever aware of the network of
relationships that defines Troy and each Trojan.

Hektor is the focal point of this link between people and city. He is repeatedly
depicted as city-defender and acknowledges this link himself, as we see in his response to his
wife’s entreaty to fight from within the walls in Book 6, or his boast over Patroklos:

[TatpokA’, 1] mov €Pnoda MOALY KeQALEEUEV ATV,
Towiddag 0¢ yuvaikag éAev0eQoV MUaQ ATOVEAG
a&ewv &v viieoot GIANV &g matoida yaiav,

vijTie: Tdwv 0& Moo’ “Extopog wkéeg ot
TOOOLV 0QWEEXATAL TIOAECEEY, EYXELD avTOG
Towol prAomtoAépolot petanoénw, 6 oPv Audvw

Nua avaykatov:  (16.830-836)

Patroklos, truly you thought that you would sack our city,

and robbing the Trojan women of their day of freedom

would convey them on ships to your own land of your fathers,

fool; since in front of them Hektot’s swift horses

with full strides are stretched out to do battle, and I myself with my spear
stand out among the war-loving Trojans, and I ward off for them

the day of slavery;

Hektor links the survival of the city to éAev0epov g, the day of freedom of the city’s

women, protected by his own fighting on their behalf.” This focus on Hektor as the

% Cf. too 6.94-95, where Helenos tells Hektor to propitiate Athena, ai &’ éAefjoni/ &oto te kai
Towwv aAdxovg kat v tékva (“if only she might pity the city and the Trojan wives and small
children”). Taplin (1992) notes how the narrator refers to the Trojan women at 6.237-241 in terms of
their network of relationships with husbands and kin, 117.

299 “] am dreadfully ashamed before the Trojan men and women with their long robes, if like a
coward I were to avoid battle, off by myself [...],” 6.441-443; Scully (1990) rightly notes that in this
speech Hektor puts grief for his wife over all other griefs which will come with Troy’s destruction;
thus the implication is that Hektor fights for Andromache. Here again we see the intertwining
realities of mOALS and oikog; Scully (1990), 60-61.
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personification of the city’s very survival intensifies as the poem depicts his death and the
Trojan response to it. Particularly striking is the simile that accompanies his death in Book
22, when the entire city responds with lamentation like that which will accompany the sack
of Troy: Tt d¢ HAALOT &Q’ &NV évaityklov, wg et dntaoa/ "TAlog odpovdeooa vl
opvxorto kat’ axeng (“and it was most like this, as if all of beetling Troy were being
consumed by fire, from its pinnacle to its foundations,” 22.410-411).™"" This wailing of the
city arises in the midst of the particular grief of Hektot’s parents. The narrator first depicts
Hekabe, tearing at her hair, ripping off her headdress, and wailing as she looks at her son,
whose corpse is being dragged in the dust by Achilles (22.405-407);*" then his father,
groaning pitifully (22.408); and third, the people of Troy, who surround the king and queen,
held by wailing and lamentation throughout the city (&t 0¢ Aaot/ KwkvT@L T elyovto
Kal olpwynt kata &otv, 22.408-409). This crescendo, from mother, father, and people,
ending with the startling comparison of Hektor’s death to the sack of the city, points to the
reality reflected in that simile. Just as Hektor’s survival is entwined with the fate of his city,
the grief of Hektor’s family is enmeshed in the larger needs of the polis, the Aot of whom

Priam and Hekabe are a part. Thus we see again that network of relationships which weaves

Hektor into the larger entity of Troy itself.

300 Cf. Scully (1990), 58-61, 116-118; Taplin (1992) on Hektor as the maintainer of these women’s
relationships and lives, 117.

301 On the death of Hektor and the sack of Troy, see among others, Schadewaldt (1966), 156-7;
Schein (1984), 24-25; Segal (1971a), 42-47; Taplin (1992), 248.

302 Hekabe’s amo 8¢ Aumar)v €gpupe kaAvTtonv/ tAdoe (“she cast off her shining veil far from
her,” 22.406) reminds us of the symbolism of rape embedded in Andromache’s similar gesture, when
her kondepvov falls far from her head (22.468-470), the head covering which symbolizes her
marriage to Hektor and which same word, in the plural, refers to the walls of the city. Cf. Gottschall
(2008), 75; Schein (1984), 176; Monsacré (1984), 68f.; Nagler (1967), 298-307, esp. 304; Redfield
(1975), “A woman’s purity is her chastity; the city walls, so long as they are unbreached, secure a kind
of purity to social life,” 161. For the symbolism of «ordepva in general, see Scully (1990), 65.
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The name of Hektor’s son reflects this warrior’s relationship with Troy. When

Hektor encounters his wife and son at the gates of the city in Book 06, the narrator gives a

brief etymology of the young child’s name: tov ¢’ "Extwo kaAéeoke Zrapavdglov, avtaQ

¢

ot &AAol/ "Aotvdvakt’- olog Yo €oveto TAtov “Extwo (“This one Hektor always called
Skamandrios, but the others called him “Astyanax,” Lord of the City; for Hektor alone
protected Ilion,” 6.402-403).”” The very place of this meeting bespeaks Hektor’s symbolic
union with the life of the city, and more broadly the Trojans’ relationship with those walls.
Hektor, not finding his wife at home, rushes back to the battlefield, when he encounters his
wife running towards him, just as he is about to pass through the gates of the city: eOte
TOAQG (Kave dLeQXOEVOC EYA AOTV/ Lkaldg, TN &Q” €peAAe die&ipeval medlovde
(“when he reached the gates, having gone through the great city, those Skaian gates, where
he was about to pass through and go towards the plain,” 6.392-393). The emphasis on these
gates as a place of transition from city to plain highlights Hektor’s role as defender of the
city, and physically embodies the dilemma of his existence. In fighting to defend the city and
live up to his essential role as its protector, Hektor risks death, the city’s sack, and his wife’s
enslavement. The location of their dialogue brings his aporia into relief.””*

Given this inescapable civic context, we can understand why the poem avoids

characterizing the Trojans’ grief for Hektor in terms of 7toOr). Hektor is a man enmeshed in

303 Andromache repeats this etymology in her lament for Hektor in Book 22, thus again drawing our
attention to this fundamental link: Aotvavaé, ov Toweg énikAnow kaAéovory,/ olog yao odv
€ovoo TOAQG Kol teiyea paked (“Astyanax, which name the Trojans call him, for you alone
protected for them the gates and long walls,” 22.506-507).

304 On the need for Hektor to stay alive for his community and yet risk death fighting for their
survival, see Redfield (1975), esp. 123-127; e.g., “His death is not a private matter,” 124. See also
Scully (1990), 65-66; Lynn-George (1988), 218-219. Taplin (1992) calls the Skaian gate the “great
symbol of defense and vulnerability” for the entire people of Troy — men and women, young and old
— who make their home in the city, 95.
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a web of relationships, all of which bind his character to the survival of the city. The poem
does not explore the individual effects of grief for Hektor on each of his loved ones, because

in the larger story of Troy the poem looks not at what the death of Hektor drives the

Trojans to do, but at the devastation which that death will wreak on their city and survival.””

This forward-looking, broad sense of loss can be traced in each lament for Hektor,
overwhelming the latent notes of mo0Or] discernible in much of his loved ones’ grief with a

prevailing tenor of impending civic doom.*

Andromache in Book 6 — Particular and Civic Grief

As we turn to Andromache’s grief for Hektor, we should note that the language of
the poem does not preclude delineating the grief of wife for husband with mo0O1] terms. In
Book 5, when the goddess Dione threatens Diomedes’ life, she declares that he should be
careful with whom he fights, lest his wife yodwoa (“lamenting”), be unable to sleep,
KoLV MoBéovoa ooy, TOV aplotov Axatwv (“longing for her wedded husband, the
best of the Achaians,” 5.413-414). This threatened mo0O1} shows the possibility of a wife’s
grief for her husband being depicted with such specific language of longing. Nor is
Andromache’s Book 6 lament in anticipation of Hektot’s death devoid of toOn)-like

elements. As Andromache narrates the sack of her previous home and subsequent death of

305 Thus I think Slatkin (1991) overstates her case when she says, “Grief is never static, never passive,
in the I/iad,” 86; her characterization applies to Achilles and to many individual wartiors, but not to
the Trojans as a whole.

306 On the forward-looking tenor of the poem in general, anticipating both Achilles’ death and Troy’s
fall, cf. Mackie (2008), who accounts for this gap between present and future in terms of the poem’s
sense of change in the conduct of heroism from past generations to the future in which Troy will be
utterly destroyed, 1-5, 153-171, 190-91, etc.
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her father, brothers, and mother, her climactic plea betrays an intense desire not to lose yet
again the wholeness of life shared with family: “Extog, &t ov pot éoot tatr)o kot

otV Pt/ 1de kaotyvntog, ov d0é pot OaAepog magaxoitng. (“Hektor, indeed, you
are my father and my honored mother and my brother, and you are my strong husband,”
6.429-430). Her words depict the fullness of their life together, and thus intimate how his
death would rupture that existence and create a deep void. Hektor too understands the
particular longing that she will feel for her husband, when he sensitively observes that
whenever she hears him praised, it will only reinforce her grief: ¢ moTé TIc €0éel- ool O A0
véov éooetatl AAYog/ XITeL TOODY &vdEOS dpvvery dovALoV Nuag (“Thus at some point
will someone say; but for you it will be a fresh grief, widowed of such a man to ward off the
day of slavery,” 6.462-463).”"

But this potential longing, thus depicted, remains in the background. The larger
focus in the scene is the conflict between Hektor’s need to fight for his city, his family, and
especially for his wife, and his inability to ensure his survival for those very people if he does
so fight. His usefulness to Troy colors his role also as Andromache’s husband: she needs
him alive both as husband and as city defender, lest her life be destroyed by yet another sack

of her city and subsequent destruction of her family.”” Thus Taplin aptly sums up this

307 Pace scholars who find Hektor selfishly boastful, imagining Andromache’s future slavery only in
terms of his own future renown, e.g., Clarke (1978), 39n37; Beck (2012), 166-7. Although I agree that
Hektor is preoccupied with his reputation after death, I nonetheless find his concern for
Andromache sincere, given that he has just described her future slavery as his greatest source of grief,
and ends his imagining of future renown with an understanding of the grievous effect such reminders
will have on his widowed wife. On Andromache’s importance to Hektor, seen especially in 6.450-
454, cf. Tsagalis (2004a), 121-122. Cf. also Schein (1984), 174; Edwards (1987), 208-212; Lohmann
(1988), 39-42.

308 Cf. Kirk (1990), ad 440-465, on the recurrent collision in this scene of the heroic with the
personal, the martial with this compassionate, seen in the alternation within both Andromache and
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speech when he characterizes Andromache’s appeal as a plea for her husband “not to turn
Troy into another Thebe.”™ In her narrative of past loss and her plea for Hektor to remain
within the walls we see that constant union of home and city that characterizes Troy.
Hektor’s understanding response, even as it shows his sensitivity to the absence she will feel,
ties her longing for a husband to her loss of a protector: avdOg Apvverv dovALOV HAQ
(“a husband 70 ward off the day of slavery,” 6.463). The world of marriage is tied to the world of
the polis that Hektor must defend. We see the merged roles of husband and protector too in
the startling fact that Hektor is helmeted throughout this exchange, removing the helmet
only after it terrifies Astyanax (6.466-470). The identification of the home and city spheres is
reinforced by Andromache’s martial suggestion, at the close of her appeal: immediately
following her poignant characterization of her husband as father, mother, and brother to
her, she pleads with him to remain inside the city and fight from the wall: XAA” drye vov
EA€aige Kol avTOL HIpV Eml mEYwL,/ Un Taid” 0pdpavikov OIS X1enV Te yuvaika
(“But come now, have pity and stay here on the wall, lest you make your child an orphan and
your wife a widow,” 6.431-432). This emphasis on the wall directs our attention yet again to
the larger story of impending loss, of which Andromache’s personal loss is but a part.”"

Thus we can understand perhaps why the narrative would not explore the effects of longing

Hektor’s speeches between both themes (Hektor pitying his wife even as he must return to battle,
Andromache begging Hektor to be a family man even as she gives him martial advice) and in the
narrative background (Astyanax’s fear of his father’s helmet, 6.467-470). See also Schein (1984), 174-
5.

309 Taplin (1992), 126.

310 Cf. Muich (2010), who sees in Andromache and her son a type of the general fate of all the
women and children of Troy, 41-50, 91f; see also Schein (1984), who describes Hektor and
Andromache as exemplars of Trojan life in general, a world of peace ruptured by war, 75-76, 190.
Edwards (1987) goes further: Hektor and Andromache not only reveal the meaning of Troy’s fall for
all Trojan families, but their parting scene represents all such parting moments between warriors and
their wives, 209-213.
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for a shared life within the paradigm of this grief. Hektor’s death represents not only the loss
of a person, but also the loss of a role-fulfiller, the one person who could be Andromache’s

family and, thematically linked, the city’s protector.

Communion and Isolation — A Parenthesis

In addition to latent notes of longing, this scene between Andromache and Hektor
shares with other grief scenes in the I/iad a tension between communion and isolation. We
have seen how moOr) in grief drives the mourner variously either to persist in the
particularity of his grief, seen for example in Achilles’ repeated nights of lonely weeping on
the shore, or to seek to have his grief shared by the community, as Achilles invites the other
Greek leaders to share his fast in Book 19 and requires certain social mourning rituals, which
he calls the yépag of the dead, in Book 23. The intensity with which Achilles persists in
unsocial mourning resonates with the underlying reality of a particular, unfillable void that
drives his grief; and likewise, when he turns to communal rituals, as if thereby to multiply his
grief by having it instantiated on a large scale, or thereby to approximate those activities of
shared living whose absence paralyzes him in these cycles of grief and anger, we see a
variability that coheres in a story about the fruitlessness of anger and other actions to resolve
the grief that drives them. In the Hektor story, by contrast, communion and isolation have
less to do with longing for a shared life than with the larger conflict of the Hektor story, his
dual identity as city-protector and family man. As with the hints of o0, the partial

communion and persisting isolation in his encounter with his wife serve the larger story of
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Troy’s fall, rather than illuminating the nature of grief per se and its emotional and behavioral
consequences.

The markers of communion in the scene in Book 6 are physical. Andromache rushes
up to Hektor and initiates the conversation by taking hold of him: Avdooudxn 0¢ ot &yxt
naEloTaTo 0AKEL xéovoa/ v T dpa ol L xewol émog T édpat’ €k T ovopalev:/
“dapuovie [...]7 (“and Andromache stood near him, shedding tears, and she clung to him
with her hand, and spoke a word, and called him by name: ‘Strange one, [...],” 6.405-4006).
By the end of their exchange, Hektor is returning the physical gesture. When Andromache
receives Astyanax, after Hektor’s final prayer, laughing and crying at the same time (6.484),
Hektor pities her, strokes her with his hand, calls her by name, and says to her, ‘Strange
woman, do not grieve so much for me [...],” (mooig 0" éAénoe vorjoag,/ xewol Té pv
katégeEev €mog T Epat’ €k T ovopalev:/ “datpovin, pr) pot Tt Atnv axoxiCeo Oupwt
[...], 6.484-480). The physical symmetry of the opening and closing of their exchange is

emphasized by the recurrence of dapovie/n as the first word of each spouse’s plea. Their
sorrows have been shared, Hektor acknowledges that her impending slavery grieves him

! and with helmet

more than any other doom that may come to the city (6.450-455),
removed (6.472-473) Hektor reaches out to her as tooig (6.484), a gentler title than the

martial epithets attached to his name throughout the rest of the scene.’” The unhelmeted

311 On Hektor’s “ascending scale of affection,” matching Andromache’s in her earlier plea, see
Kakridis (1949), 18-27 and 49-53.

312 "Extopt xaAkokoguotnt, “Hektor the brazen commander,” when Andromache first appears and
is given her brief biography (6.398); néyac koguBadAog Extwo, “great Hektor whose helmet
gleams,” when Hektor first replies to her appeal (6.440); paidipog “Extwo, “shining Hektor,” when
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Hektor’s reciprocation of the clinging of his wife demonstrates that some communion has
occurred in this scene of grief. The progression of pity also shows the genuineness of his
response to his wife’s sorrow: at 6.407-408 she declares that he pities neither son nor her, at
6.431 she asks him to pity her, and then in 6.484 the narrator tells us that perceiving her
sorrow, Hektor pities her: tooig 8" éAénoe vorjoas.” Yet the union is partial: Hektor
cannot heed her plea, and he sends her home to the distaff and himself to the battlefield.”"*
The final physical postures in this scene indicate both the partial communion and persisting
isolation engendered by their exchange. Andromache leaves the gates, weeping and
évtoomaAillopévn, continually turning back to her husband (6.496). Her pivoting shows
how reluctant she is to leave her husband and accept the separation, likely to be
permanent.315 Hektor too remains facing his wife, not completing his turn to the battlefield
until Paris finds him lingering at the gates: "Extooa dlov étetpev adeAdeodv, vt ao’
EueAdev/ otoéPeo0’ €k xwomg 601 Nt odole yuvaiki (“He came upon godlike Hektor, his

brother, when he was going to turn from the place where he conversed intimately with his

he reaches for his baby, removes his helmet, and takes his helmet up again at the close of their
meeting (6.466, 472, 494).

313 Schadewaldt (1965) notes that the couple does not truly come together (“Vereinigung”) until this
moment where Hektor has removed his helmet, and, handing the child to his wife, “haltlos zwischen
Lachen und Trinen (adrift between laughter and tears),” 223, he pities her, 7bid., 221-4.

34 QAN elg olov lovoa T 0 avThG €0ya KOULLE,/ LOTOV T NAAKATNV TE, Kal ApupLmoAolot
KkéAeve/ égyov énolxeoBOar méAepoc O dvdoeooe peAnoel/ maot, paAota O épot, tot TAiwt
gyyeyaaow (“But go home and take up your work, the loom and the distaff, and bid your maids to
engage in their work; but war will be a care for men, all the men who live in Troy, and for me most
of all,” 6.490-493).

315 The finality of this separation is emphasized in 6.499-502, when Andromache and her maids
lament for Hektor as though he were already dead: trjiowv d¢ yoov maoniowv évigoev./ at pev €t
Cwov yoov “Extoga i €vi oikwt/ oV yap pwv €t Eédpavto UTOTEoTIOV €K ToAEpo0/ (EecBat
ngodPuyovta Hévog kal xeloag Axatwv (“and she stirred up in all of them a lamentation. And they
were lamenting Hektor while he was still alive, lamenting him in his own house; for they did not

think that he would any more come returning from war, having escaped the battle strength and
hands of the Achaians,” 6.499-502).
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wife,” 6.515-516).”"° As with Andromache’s turning back, Hektor’s lingering manifests that a
real communion occurred in this scene; and yet we are keenly reminded of his role as city-
defender by the place where he lingers, at those gates that mark the barrier between the
interior life of the city and the salvation of that city being sought on the battlefield.”’” The
necessity for Hektor to fill this ever-present role prevents any communion with his wife
from being total.”"*

Hektor’s exchange with his wife in Book 6 immerses us in the reality that
overshadows all potential contours of 1001 and insatiety in the grief for this warrior. Hektor

is intrinsically the warrior who keeps the city safe, and this civic identity impels him to risk

death in its defense.”” Although Hektor has not yet died, Andromache’s appeal to her

316 Ctf. Edwards (1987), who thinks these lines suggest that Hektor is watching his wife depart, 212.
317 Cf. Scully (1990), who argues that the meeting of husband and wife by the city gate reinforces the
public dimension of their family intimacy; the collective well-being of the city constantly
overshadows the personal fates of the Trojans. The narrator draws attention to the wall by first
imagining their meeting taking place at home; compare the parallel movement from home to wall in
Book 22; Scully (1990), 42-43. Taplin (1992) too notes how the location of this meeting, at the
border between home and battlefield, resonates with the tension of the scene, which he sums up as a
meeting between “opposing forces: optimism and pessimism, fear and bravery, union and separation,
laughter and tears,” 120.

318 The narrator reinforces our understanding that the shared intimacy of this domestic scene cannot
remain, that battle forces them apart, in line 6.495, by juxtaposing helmet to wife (WG aga pwvnoag
KkOELO’ eideTo Paidipoc “Extwo/ inmovotyv: dAoxog d¢ GpiAn olicdvoe PePriket, 6.494-495). This
juxtaposition of words representing the two spheres is emblematic of Hektor’s life and his conflicted
situation; cf. Lynn-George (1988), 219. Separation is also marked in the enjambment in the phrase
xnon/ oet’ (“a widow without you,” 6.408-409), which separates the widow, Andromache, from the
husband whom she will lose. Beck (2005) reads Andromache’s failure to persuade Hektor in this
scene as part of the poem’s larger pattern of using conversation to show the “isolation of its
characters and the primacy of conflict in human interaction,” 144-5; cf. 128-9. I would align myself
more with Lohmann (1988), who argues not for the “primacy of conflict,” but rather the
ambivalence of Hektor’s multiple roles, which makes this scene one of both encounter and
separation, 40-47.

319 One might argue that Hektor could have heeded Andromache’s advice to fight a defensive battle
from the safety of the Trojan wall (cf. 6.433-434); cf. Muich (2010-2011), 9-11. On Hektor’s diverse
motivations in his defense of the city, including his personal quest for honor, see Zanker (1994), 140-
143; cf. Redfield (1975), 109-27. Within such complexity, however, Hektot’s civic identity remains
ever present. For a lucid account of the conflict embodied in Hektor between family and warfare, see
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husband in this scene is more than half a funeral lament,™ but this lament is not shaped
primarily by lost wholeness, but by the conflict built into their marriage by his larger
commitment to the safety of Troy and the Trojans’ dual identity as people of the home and
people of the city.

The subordination of personal grief-longing to the need of a city is evident when we
consider the single reference to moO1) for Hektor. Although Hektor predicts his own death
at the end of the speech, in which he refuses Helen’s appeal to sit and declares his intent to
see his wife and child (6.360-368), he does not apply mo0O1) language to the grief that will
follow his predicted death; he rather confines the term to his men’s physical need for him in
battle: pun pe k&0W', EAévn, drAéovod mep: ovdé e meloels./ 110N ya&o pot Ovpog
énéoovtat 6’ énapvvw/ Toweoo’, ot pey’ éueto mobTv amedvtog Exovotv (“Don’t sit
me down, Helen, though you love me; you will not persuade me. For already my spirit urges
me to come to the aid of the Trojans, since my men greatly long for me in my absence,”
6.360-362). Although the death of Hektor hangs over his story, the language of the poem
invites us not to look at the dynamics of grief engendered by that death, but rather to the

civic impact of his death on his city and family.

Particular and Civic Grief for Hektor after his Death

After Hektor’s death, those grief elements that came into such sharp focus in the

grief for Patroklos — longing for shared life, movement towards communion and yet

Lohmann (1988), esp. 41-43, where he argues that Andromache’s concentration of father, mother,
brother in her husband (6.429-430) intensifies our awareness of his ambivalent role as both preserver
and destroyer, insofar as his death will entail the destruction of her entire second family; see also
Muich (2010-2011), 6-9.

320 Cf. Graziosi and Haubold (2010), 46; Tsagalis (2004a), 6; Muich (2010), 51-55; among others.
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isolation, and above all a restless aimlessness — continue to be present in a shadowy way, but
never with the linguistic clarity and narrative focus that we saw in Achilles and his fellow
Myrmidons. Like the potential contours of longing in Andromache’s anticipatory lament in
Book 6, such dimensions of grief are subordinated to the narrative focus on the conflict
engendered by the city’s relationship with its families. One such shade of o001} emerges in
Andromache’s lament for her husband in Book 22. The interplay of personal pronouns at
the opening of this speech emphasizes their union in life (22.477-484),”' as does her
declaration that they were born to a single fate: it &oa yewvoued” aloni/ dudotegot (“we
were born to a single fate, we both,” 22.477—478).322 Such an opening could potentially
introduce a cry of lost wholeness, and certainly one feels the rupture of what was shared,

particularly in the enjambment of “widow” right after the verb “to leave:” avtaQ éué

oTUYeQWL EVi TéVOel Aelmerg/ xjonv év peyagowot (“But me in hateful grief you leave/ a

widow in our home,” 22.483-484). Andromache applies this word to herself five times in the
poem, on each occasion emphasizing her bereavement, the absence that characterizes her

present.323 She repeats the word towards the end of the speech, in the context of the

321 “Bxtog, éyw dVotvog [...]: o0 pev [...], avtap éyw [...], 6 W [...]. vOv 8¢ ov [...], avtap éue
[...] (22.477-483). Cf. Muich (2010) on Andromache’s use of these pronouns to build unity, 61-62.
Andromache likewise intertwined personal pronouns at the beginning of her appeal in 6.407-413; cf.
Graziosi and Haubold (2010) ad 6.407-413, on how these personal pronouns in both passages
“present]|...| her fate as interwoven with Hector’s.”

322 T'sagalis (2004a) reads ““we were born to a single fate” as part of the larger “common fate” motif,
in which the mourner and the deceased share a common sphere of suffering, 41. Graziosi and
Haubold (2010) compare this passage, in which Andromache equates Hektor’s death to her grief, to
6.241 when Hektor tells the Trojan women to pray for their male kinsmen, moAANoL O& k1)O€”
épnmro; see ad 6.241. Such equivalence between male death and female grief modifies Tsagalis’
“common fate” motif to the more precise reality in Troy, that grief for one’s deceased husband
signals, at the same time, awareness of one’s own impending devastation.

323 Cf. 6.408, 6.432, 22.499, and 24.725. Of these five uses, three are poignantly enjambed: this one at
22.484; 6.408 (discussed above, note 315); and 24.725, which echoes the enjambment of 22.484, in
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suffering in store for Astyanax, who will be shunned from the company of his father’s peers,
daQLOELS O T AveloL MAIS &g untéoa xnonv,/ Aotvavaé, (“and in tears the child goes
to his mother, a widow, the child Astyanax,” 22.499-500). The absence evoked by “widow”
is embedded in this story of their child, whose life too will be impacted by the loss of
Hektor, and we feel the double rupture of their shared life through the ruined life of their
child.” This second rupture is particularly keen in the iteratives that follow this second

appearance of xrjonv:

Aotvavag, 0¢ oLV HEV £0V ETTL YOUVAOL TTATEOG
HLEAOV olov €deake Kal olwv miova dNUOV,
avtap 60" brrvog Aot mavoautd te v Tiax eVwy,
e0deoK’ €v Aéktooow [...]. (22.500-504)

Astyanax, who before, on the knees of his own father,
was always eating only the marrow and the rich fat of sheep,

and whenever sleep would take hold of him and he would cease from his infant play,

he was always sleeping in his bed [...].

reverse order: e xfjonv/ Aelmelg €v peyaoowot (24.725-726). The word appears one other time in
the l/iad, in the plural, when Odysseus upbraids the Achaians for behaving like children and widows,
2.289. Cf. Muich (2010) on Andromache as the “consummate [...] widow,” 49.

324 For Astyanax as a representation of the shared life of Andromache and Hektor, cf. ZbT ad 6.4040,
where Hektor and Andromache laugh together at their son’s frightened reaction to Hektor:
OUVOETLOG YAQ AVOQWV Kal Yuvaukav 1] taudomotio (“for making a child binds together men and
women”); thus Lohmann (1988) comments on this scene in Book 6, “Das Kind verkérpert einmal
das Motiv der Begegnung,” (“the child at one point embodies the motif of encounter”), 47. Cf.
Whitman (1958) on Astyanax and the tear-filled laughter of Andromache as images of the
“mysteriously unified” worlds of men and women, 208. See too how Andromache extends to
Astyanax the same intertwining of pronouns which replicated her union with Hektor: mtdic & €t
vijTtiiog aTwg,/ 6v Tékopev oL T €yw Te dvodppogot oUTe oL tovtwy éooeatl, “Extog, dvelng,
émel Odveg, ovte got oUtog (“But the child, still thus a baby, whom we begat, you and 1, ill-fated;
neither will you for him be a help, Hektor, since you are dead, nor he for vou,” 22.484-486); Edwards
(1987) notes the unusual complexity of this sentence structure, 57-58.
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By so depicting her child’s former happiness, living with the safety of one whose father is
alive, Andromache evokes the same feeling of present yearning that we saw captured by
Achilles’ to0r).

Yet these notes of personal rupture constantly yield to the larger implications of
Hektor’s death. Foremost is Andromache’s concern for Astyanax. As a mother Andromache
cannot afford to dwell only on the personal loss of her husband, but she must think of the
welfare of her son.” In this concern we see yet another contrast between the rupture of a
friendship, which does not necessarily impact others outside the friendship, and the loss of
one whose identity is bound up in multiple roles. Andromache’s urgency in looking to
Astyanax’s future is paradigmatic for the situation of all the mothers of Troy, now that
Hektor has died, and such civic awareness pervades her lament. When Andromache
imagines her son’s bleak future, even if he should survive the war, bereft of the status,
comfort, and protection that a father would provide (22.484-505), she describes this
orphaned state in generic terms, as if giving voice to the fate that awaits all the children of
Troy: fuap & 0pPavikov tavadPrAwa ada tOnow [...] (“but the day of becoming an
orphan bereaves a child of friends his own age [...],” 22.490).” This generic narrative of the
suffering in store for any orphan continues for ten lines, and when she returns to her own
particular story with the emphatic “Aotvdval” at the beginning of line 500, we are already

thinking not just of this wife and child, but of the broader fate of the Trojan people without

325 On the turn to Astyanax in Andromache’s lament, see Muich (2010-2011), 12-17, and Willcock
(1976), ad 22.484-507, who defends these “considerations which might well occur to a wife and
mother at such a time” against critics who found them out of place. For an overview, see Richardson
(1993), ad 22.477-514.

326 Cf. Richardson (1993) on the “proverbial” tone of these lines, ad /oc.; he calls Andromache and her
son the “archetypes of all widows and orphans,” ad 487-499. See also Taplin (1992), 125-6; Muich
(2010); etc.
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Hektor’s defending presence. * When the iterative verbs in the next four lines create that
sense of the fullness of the deceased’s former presence, this potential context for describing
such a loss with 001 is again subordinated to the larger story of the fall of Troy:
Andromache concludes her memory of Hektor’s care for their son with the etymology of his
name, which the people of Troy gave to him because of his father’s role in preserving the
survival of the city: vOv 8’ &v moAAa m&OnoL, Gpidov dmo mateog apagtwv,/ Aotvavag,
ov Toweg émikAnow kaAéovotv:/ olog Y&o oLy éguoo TOAAG Kal teixea parod (“But
now he suffers much, deprived of his beloved father, Astyanax, whom the Trojans call by
that name; for you alone guarded their gates and long walls,” 22.505-507). She expands her
family unit to the entire city of Trojans, who so depend on her husband for their survival
that they name his son, “Lord of the City.” Tsagalis notes the special narrative thread woven
around this family unit, who, in non-battle contexts, are always mentioned together, such
that the three become a compositional unit.”” To this observation we must add the larger
reality of what the poem achieves: the small family unit reflects at a local level what happens
to all of Troy, a city composed of many such families. Hektor, through continuous
connection to his family, is thereby connected to Troy, the city of families, and
Andromache’s lament at the moment of his death reflects both her urgent concern for her

son’s future and, by extension, the civic dimension of her husband’s life as protector of the

" de Jong (2012) connects the moiv in line 22.500 to line 22.156, noting the frequent nostalgic
references in the poem to the time before the Greeks came, when there was peace in Troy and Priam
had many living sons; she places Andromache’s recollection of Astyanax’s protected childhood in
this context of nostalgia for a time now irretrievably past. Cf. other moments of nostalgia: Troy at
peace and rich, 9.401-403, 18.288-289, 24.543-546; Priam still had many sons, 24.495-497, 546; etc.;
de Jong (2012) ad 22.500-504.

328 T'sagalis (2004a), 40-41. Cf. Tsagalis on Andromache’s summary of Hektor’s importance to her in
Book 6, when she clusters first and second person pronouns at the end of her speech, 97-98.
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city.”” Again we see the difference in focus, the utility that pervades Hektor’s life and shapes
the various expressions of grief for him. Although his wife grieves for him at a deeply
personal level, her grief makes constant reference to the destruction of lives and civic life
that will follow Hektor’s death, and this broader civic consequence diffuses the personal
focus that would have been captured by mo0On.

Andromache’s lament also differs from the moOn-grief of Achilles insofar as her
grief is forward looking. She ends this lament declaring that she will burn the garments of
Hektor, since he will never be buried in them, a gesture which Segal interprets as symbolic of
the burning of Troy and with it the destruction of civilization.” Where Achilles’ loss of
Patroklos ruptures his present definitively, Andromache’s loss of Hektor has future
implications that have not yet played out. This shift in tense, so to speak, is particularized in
the figure of Astyanax, who represents for Andromache and all of Troy the future doom of
the city. We could say that Astyanax displaces mo0Or); where Achilles’ grief is driven by the
present reality of absence, Andromache’s grief trembles before the anticipated reality of
future destruction.

We see this localization of the doom of Troy in Astyanax more vividly in Book 24.
This final lament of Andromache, at Hektor’s funeral, in some ways evokes the depth of her
personal anguish at Hektor’s death more explicitly than her anticipatory lament in Book 6 or

her initial cry of anguish at Hektor’s death in Book 22. The fate in store for Astyanax is

329 Muich (2010-2011) downplays the civic significance of Andromache’s lament in Book 22, claiming
that Andromache here focuses solely on her family unit, in contrast to the broader civic dimensions
of her Book 24 lament, 17-22. Although Muich is right to observe the greater civic emphasis in Book
24, she fails to acknowledge the civic impact of telling Astyanax’s story impersonally and concluding
with a repetition of his name’s etymology, which ties his fate to his father’s civic role.

330 Segal (1971a), 47.
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grimmer, either slavery or murder, which she imagines not in gnomic terms, but with a direct
prediction:

[...] oL ® aV, TéKog, i)” épol avTnL

&peat, EvOd kev €oya deucéa €Qyalolo

&OAeVvwV TMEO AdvakTog apediyov, 1] TIc Axatwv

olpeL Xe1pog AV Ao TVEYOL, AvYQOV OAEOQOV |...]. (24.732-735)

But you on the other hand, child, either with me myself

will follow, where you may carry out shameful deeds,

toiling for a harsh master, or some one of the Achaians

will cast you from the ramparts, taking you by the hand, a wretched death |[...].

We are forced again to contemplate the double rupture entailed by this staggering loss of her
husband, which not only rends their life together but also will destroy the life of their child.
Andromache ends her lament with a crescendo of pain, placing herself as the one most
grieved by Hektor’s death: T xat pv Aaot pév odvgovtat katax &otv,/ &entov 0&
ToKeLOL YOOV Kat iévOog £0nkac,/ “Extog. épnol d¢ pdAota AeAeipetal dAyea Avyod:/
[...] (‘“and therefore the people mourn for him throughout the city, and accursed
lamentation and sorrow have you laid on your parents, Hektor. But for me most of all will
wretched griefs have been left; [...],” 24.740-742). The personal dimension of her grief could
not be more apparent, and we again feel the ghost of o0, the felt absence which pervades
Andromache’s grief.””!

But in other ways this funeral lament connects her grief to the larger fate of Troy
with even more clarity than her earlier laments. As soon as she refers to their ruptured family

unit, at the opening of her lament, her thoughts turn to the loss for the entire city:

31 Such felt absence gives us a far better account for the “then-now” elements and sense of
helplessness in these laments than Tsagalis’s characterization (2004a) of such motifs as typical of the
“binary oppositions” present in Greek thought, 75-76.
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aveQ, AT alwvog VEOg A€o, kad O¢ pe XNjonv
Aelmtelg v peydpolot mdic o €t viimiog alTwe,
OV TéKopeV 0V T €Y@ TE DVOAUOQOL, OVOE HLV Olw
1PNV t€eoOat motv yop mOALS 11de kat” &kong
mépoeTaL (24.725-729)

Husband, you have died young in your time of life, and me, a widow

you have left in our home; and our child is still just a child,

whom we gave birth to, you and I, ill-fated ones, nor do I think that he

will reach adulthood; for sooner this city from its pinnacle to the foundations
will be utterly sacked;

The fate of Astyanax, death in childhood, hinges on the sack of the city, and Andromache,
as soon as she verbalizes “sack,” explicitly names the other sufferers whose lives will be
destroyed without their protector, Hektor: [...]/ méooetar 1 yao 6AwAag éniokomnog, 6¢
Té pv avT)v/ QUoke’, Exeg O aAdxovg kedvag Kat vijTua tékva (“[...]/ sacked; for truly
you have perished who were the guardian, who were always guarding this city, and you held
in safety the loving wives and young children,” 24.729-730.) Richardson notes the chiasmus
in lines 24.728, which moves from Astyanax, fated to die, through Hektor’s former
protection of the city to the vrjriiax Téiva, also fated to die. But we must emphasize that
within this chiasmus we do not return to Astyanax alone but to the fate of all the families of
Troy. This naming of wives and children in the plural is Andromache’s most explicit

expansion of her family to the larger civic community. She vividly describes how those
women will now be carried off in the Achaians’ ships, herself among them (at & fjtoL taxax
vnuotv oxroovtat YAaduonow/ kal eV €yw HeTa TNotL, 24.731-732), capturing the

mood of total sack and impending enslavement that has colored the poem’s description of
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Troy since the moment Hektor died (22.410-411).” This larger role of Hektor again
emerges as Andromache reflects on the slavery in store for Astyanax, or, as is more likely, his
death at the hands of some vengeful Achaian (24.732-7306). The manner of his death, gijet
[...] &mo mOEyovL (“cast from the ramparts,” 24.735), again focuses our attention on the
walls of the city, tying the individual life of Astyanax to the fate of the entire society.
Andromache’s prediction of the Achaian anger that will motivate this infant killing
(xwopevog, 24.736) prompts her then to dwell on Hektor’s role as protector of the city,
here in terms of his constant valor in battle: émet pdAa moAAot Axawwv/ “Extopog év
TIAAGUNOLY 00E EAOV doTteTov 0VdAG./ OV YaQ pelALxog €éoke MATI)E TEOG €V dal
Avyon, (“since very many of the Achaians bit the vast earth with their teeth at the hands of
Hektor. For your father was never gentle in woeful battle,” 24.737-739). The iterative é0ke
mirrors the iterative QVoke” of line 730, “you were always guarding the city,” and this
evocation of Hektor’s constant defense of Troy highlights the civic impact that will follow
this loss. Andromache’s awareness of the civic dimension of Hektor’s death does not lessen
the intensity of her personal grief. As soon as she recalls the fullness of his former
protection, she moves through the scale of those affected, placing herself in last position as

the one most grieved by his death. Yet the absence of mo01) language to describe this keen

332 In Phoenix’s story of the besieged Kalydon (9.529-599), Kleopatra likewise describes the fate of a
sacked city in generic terms, as she pleads with Meleagros to rise and fight: Alooet” ddvgopévn), kal
ol katéAeEev amavta,/ kKNde 60" dvOpwTOoLoL TéAEL TV &OTL AWML/ AVvdEAS HéV KTelvoual,
TOALY O€ TLE ApaBvVeL/ Tékva O¢ T dAAoL dryovot Babulwvoug te yuvaikag (“she beseeched
him, grieving, and narrated for him all the evils that men suffer when their city is taken: they kill the
men, and fire turns the city to dust, and other men lead off the children and the deep-girdled wives,”
9.591-594). Kakridis (1949) notes resonances of the Meleagar story with that of Hektor,
Andromache, and Troy, 49-64; cf. Nagy (1999), 110-11.
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grief of Andromache and her city moves our focus away from the potential actions that
could erupt from this personal grief onto the larger story of total, irremediable loss for an
entire people. This loss is again localized in future terms, the future death of Astyanax, the
future slavery of the other Trojan women, the future destruction of Troy’s great web of civil
society.””

Andromache of course is not the only voice of grief for Hektor. When we turn to
the grief of Hektor’s parents, we see even more strongly the ties to the city that shape their
grief. Hekabe’s lament is shot through with the lost presence of Hektor, but always on the

civic level:

TéKVoV, €yw delA1) Tl vu Belopat atva mabovoa
oel amoteOvnwTog; 6 HoL VUKTAG Te KAl NHAQ
EVXWAN KAt &oTL eAéokeo, Aol T OvelxQ
Towot te kat Towmiot kata mToAw, ol oe Oeov @g
dewéxat’- 1 Yoo kat oPpt HdAa péya kKvdog énoda

Cwog 2wv- VOV al Bdvatog kai polga kixdvel.™ (22.431-436)

Child, I am wretched; why now do I live, suffering terrors,

since you have died? who day and night

made me exult, always, throughout the city, and who aided all
the Trojan men and women throughout the city, who as a god
greeted you; for in truth you brought to them very great honor
when you were alive; but now death and fate have overtaken you.

The markers of lost shared life in this speech all serve the larger story of loss. Hekabe’s

“now” is certainly marked by the felt absence of Hektor, poignantly captured in the opening

33 Cf. Kullmann (2001, orig. 1968), who sees Andromache’s speech in Book 24 as more explicit than
any previous about the link between Hektor’s death and the sack of Troy; thus she sees her family’s
fate against the backdrop of that of the city, 400-402.

34 West (2001) contests 22.4306, finding it “weak and pointless” here, 264; de Jong (2012) argues that
it can stand, since (1) it is present in all the MSS, and (2) laments regularly make this type of contrast
between the present and the past.
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two lines, in which she calls herself wretched, suffering terribly, and then emphatically gives
the reason with the enjambed oet’ dmoteOvnwrog (“with you dead,” 22.432). But the
description of lost presence has an overriding civic dimension. Although she paints a picture
of fullness with the length of time, vOktag te Kat fuag, and the iterative verb meAéoxkeo,
these markers of longing for the wholeness of a shared life are tied to Troy. Hekabe’s
wretched present is a present without the one who gave her reason to exult throughout the
city (6 poL vokTag Te Kal Ua/ eOXwAT kata &dotv eAéokeo, 22.432-433) and her boast
is not merely personal pride, but rather is tied to Hektor’s essential role as defender of the
city (maoi v dvewap/ Towot te kat Towmot kata mMtoAwy, 22.433-434). The specification
of both Trojan men and Trojan women (Towot te kat Townor), and the repetition of
“throughout the city” in two successive lines (kata dotv and kata TtoAw, 22.433, 434),
reinforces the reality that permeates all grief for Hektor: his death is a loss for the city of
Troy and all of the people in it.

Not every lament speech, nor every depiction of Trojan grief, carries in it explicit
mention of the future destruction that will attend the death of Hektor. Hekabe’s funeral
lament (24.748-759), for example, is largely an exclamation of praise, in which she calls
Hektor the dearest of all her children without giving a reason for that special love.” She

alludes nowhere to his importance to the city at large, so prominent in her initial Book 22

335 Hekabe’s pride in the beauty of her son and the care evident in the gods’ protection of his corpse
from disfigurement does offer her scope to condemn the fruitlessness of Achilles’ attempts to “raise
up Patroklos” by dragging Hektor (24.755-7506), discussed eatrlier in this dissertation; but here she
does not speak about her loss, in either personal or civic terms.
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lament, nor, indeed, to her personal loss.” Such reference to the fate of the city is likewise
absent from Priam’s anguished appeal to the other Trojans, when he sees his son slain and
being dragged in the dusty battlefield before Troy. This scene, in fact, is one which shares a
great similarity to Achilles’ grief. Priam’s immediate attempt to run outside of the walls,
scarcely restrained by his people, bespeaks a volatility, the restless longing that drives the

bereaved to action, any action, as if thereby to assuage the grief.””’

One might argue that
Priam does have a clear purpose driving his desire to go out to Achilles: he wants to recover
the body for burial. But even though he doubtless does intend to beg for Hektor’s corpse,
given the context of Achilles defiling the body in the dust and Priam’s final wish that Hektor
had died in his arms (22.420), still Priam does not articulate his hope in so many words.

Rather his behavior and somewhat fragmented logic suggest he is in a state of near madness,

similar to the unspecified restlessness in ToO-driven grief.” His anguish is particularly
intense, beseeching the people to let him go as he rolls about in the dung (tavtag &’

EAALITAVEVE KUALVOOLLEVOS Katax KOTIQOV, 22.414); and although there is a kind of

theoretical logic in the notion that Achilles, who also has a father, might pity the old age of

Priam (22.419-421), as in fact we see occur in Book 24, the wish is rash in the current

336 On the fittingness of ending the I/iad with laments that also function as encomia, see Richardson
(1993), ad 718-776; on Hekabe’s triumphant pride in this speech, Richardson (1993), ad 748-759.

37 Aol pév ga yégovta HOYLS EXOV AoXaAdwvTa,/ EEeABELY Hepa@Ta TUAGWVY AaQdavidwv
(“And the people of the city were holding back the old man with difficulty as he chafed, yearning to
go out through the Dardanian gates,” 22.412-413).

338 The term “madness” makes one think too of Andromache rushing “like a maenad” to the wall
(22.460), although there is nothing unspecified in her aim: she must fly to the wall to learn the fate of
her husband. Cf. Segal (1971b) on the emotional impact of this phrase, together with its Book 6
precursor, patvopévnt éikvia (6.389), 47-8. For an overview of the debate on whether these two
phrases refer to Dionysian cult, see Muich (2010), 105-110 and 125-6.

339 Macleod (1982) traces the ways in which this speech of initial desperation (22.416-428) prepares
for the successtul supplication in Book Twenty-Four, 21-22.
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situation, where Achilles is ruthlessly humiliating the dead Hektor, showing with deeds the
meaning in his earlier rejection of any agreement, [...] ok é0TL AéovOL Kl AVOQATLV
QKL TILOTA,/ 0VdE AVKOL TE Kt &oveg Opodoova Oupov éxovowy (“[...] there are no
trusty oaths between lions and men, nor do wolves and lambs have a spirit of concord,”
22.262-263). Priam, in yearning to face Achilles in this state, seems driven more by the
restlessness of grief than a true hope to accomplish something thereby.

But although Priam’s highly personal grief in this scene shows a reckless insatiety
reminiscent of to0O1), and while he makes no clear statement of the civic implications of
Hektor’s death, he, like Hekabe in her Book 24 funeral lament, does declare that his grief for
Hektor is greater than that for any other of his sons:

TOOO0ULG YAQ oL tadag améktave tTnAeOdovtac.
TV TAVTWV 00 TOOTOV 0OVQOUAL AXVUUEVOS TTEQ
WG €Vog, 0L W dxos 0&L katoioetat Adog eiow,
“ExtoQoc. (22.423-4206)

For he (Achilles) has killed so many of my sons in their flourishing.

But not for any of these do I do mourn so much, though I am grieved indeed,
as I mourn for one, grief for whom will swiftly send me down to Hades,

for Hektor.

Such language about the surpassing grief for this one son, Hektor, recalls Priam’s eatlier plea
to Hektor, to come inside the wall and not die in single combat against Achilles. In this plea,
Priam compares his and Hekabe’s grief for two of their other children with the Trojans’ grief

for Hektor, should Hektor die:

eLd’ 1dN tebvaot kat etv Adao dopoloty,
AAYOG Ept Oupwt kat pnTét, Tol TekopecOq,

Aootov O &AAAOLOL pvuvOadLtegov dAyog
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£ooetal NV un kat ov Oavnic AxiAni dapaoeic.
QAN elo€p)E0 TELXOG, EHOV TEKOG, OO OAWONIS
Towac kat Towig [...]. (22.52-57)

But if they have already died and are in the house of Hades,

it will be a grief for me in my heart and for their mother, we who begat them,
but for the other people of the city the grief will be less,

so long as you do not die too, overpowered by Achilles.

But come inside the wall, my child, so that you may save

the men and women of Troy [...].

Priam here states clearly the relationship between Hektor and his city. Grief for Hektor does
not reside in the realm of personal grief only, wherein we find the grief of parents for
children; but grief for Hektor is tied to the salvation of those men and women of Troy.
Priam then makes that civic survival a condition for his own happiness, as in the end of his
appeal he describes in detail the evils in store for him when he sees the city sacked and
himself ravaged by his own dogs (22.61-76).>* Priam’s description of the relative griefs for
his different sons conditions the way we understand his later declaration that he grieves
more for Hektor’s death than that of any other of his many sons who have died. That degree
of grief is greater by virtue of the total loss it represents, not only the loss of a son, but
through that loss the loss of a city, a civilization, and the hope for a dignified death.”"!

Priam’s vivid description of the sack in this Book 22 appeal again ties oiicog and
TOALG, as Priam names the future sufferers by their familial relationships:

viag T 0AAvpévoug éAknOeloac te OUyatoag

Kkal OaAdpovg kepallopévoug, Kat vimia tékva

340 Segal (1971a) characterizes Priam’s plea in civic terms: we see a king supplicating his son in terms
of social and moral standards, 64.

341 Likewise Hekabe’s declaration in her funeral lament of Hektor’s surpassing dearness (24.748),
unaccounted for in the words of that lament, are colored by her earlier lament in 22, where she
explains that his defense of Troy made him her constant boast (22.432-434).
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BaAAdueva mEoTL yaint €v atvit dOntotn Ty,
EAKOULEVAC TE VLOUG OAOTIC UTTO XeQOolv AXatwv. (22.62-65)

sons destroyed and daughters dragged off

and bedchambers laid waste, and young children

thrown to the earth in terrible strife,

and daughters-in-law dragged off at the destructive hands of the Achaians.

Having described the sack of Troy in terms of its impact on sons, daughters, bedrooms,
children, and daughters-in-law, Priam’s prediction climaxes to a relentlessly personal note, as
he ends with the awful image of his own dogs tearing him raw, lapping his blood and

befouling his genitals:

avTOV O &v MOHATOV pe KUVES TMEWTN oL Ovonoty
wunotat égvovoy |...| (22.66-67)
ol K" MOV alpa movTeg dAVooOVTEG TTEQL Buut

keloovt’ év mpoBvolot. |...] (22.70-71)
AAA” Ote dn MOALOV Te KAQT TOALOV TE YEVELOV

AW T aloxVVWOL KUVES KTAEVOLO YEQOVTOG,

touTo O1) olkTioTtoV éAetat detdotot Bootoloty. (22.74-76)

and me myself, last of all, the dogs before my doors
will tear at, eating flesh [...]

who lapping at my blood, maddened in spirit,

will lie in my forecourts. |[...]

But when dogs defile the grey head and grey beard
and the private parts of a slain old man,

this is the most pitiful thing for mortal men.*”

Jonathan Gottschall sees in Priam’s final words a reference to the whole cultural and

biological life of Troy, symbolized in Priam’s aid.”” His interpretation is very plausible,

32 Cf. Segal (1971a), who argues that this threatened mutilation of Priam by his own dogs “illustrates
[-..] the destruction of civilized values, of civilization itself, by the savagery” of war, 33. The liminal
status of Priam’s dogs, capable of living in the human community and of reverting to such savagery,
intensifies our sense of Troy’s impending doom in this scene.
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given the overall poetic tie between Priam with his large family and the people of Troy. As
Taplin puts it, this appeal to Hektor to come inside the wall almost prophetically ties the fall
of Troy to the death of Priam’s son.”* Thus here too, although Priam uses personal and
familial realities to try to persuade Hektor, the imagined impact of Hektor’s death is a broad
loss that affects an entire people, sundering many lives and not one particular relationship.

In Book 24, Priam’s grief for Hektor again displays moOn-like qualities when he
bursts forth in flashes of anger that seem somewhat misdirected, even aimless. Iris comes to
the king as he sits covered in dung, surrounded by grieving sons and daughters and yet alone
(24.159-168); and after he receives her message and decides to ransom his son from Achilles,
he energetically drives the Trojans from his portico with a stick (24.238, 247), upbraiding
them:

£00ete, AwpPnrrnoeg, EAeyxées: ol vu kat DLV
olkot éveott yoog, OtL W jADete kndrjooVTEC;
1 oOveo®’, 6t pot Koovidng Zevg dAye” €dwkev,

iy’ oOAéoaL Tov aglotov;  (24.239-242)

Be gone, good-for-nothings, disgraces; do not you also

have lament in your homes, that you come to me full of sorrows?
Or is it not enough that Zeus, son of Kronos, has given griefs to me,
destroying my best son?

Priam is not angry with the Trojans for any real wrongdoing but rather for reminding him of
his own grief. With this opening reprimand, Priam laments what he has lost, his best son;

but again we see that looking back to the loss of Hektor forces Priam to look forward to the

343 Gottschall (2008), 145.
344 Taplin (1992), 249.
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impending sack, a reality that makes the loss of Hektor every bit as personal for each Trojan
as it is for the king:

AT yvwoeoOe kal OppEC:
onitepot Yoo pdAAov Axatotowy dr) éoecBe
Kkelvou TeOVNTOG evatgépev. avTaQ £YW YE,
nolv aAanalopévny te TOALY kKepailopévnv te
opOaApolowy etv, Bainv dopov Adog elow. (24.242-2406)

But you know this also yourselves;
for you will be much easier for the Achaians to kill
now that he is dead. But I, truly,
before I see the city destroyed and laid waste
with my own eyes, would rather go down to the house of Hades.

Even here, where Priam’s responses to Hektor’s death share a degree of volatility and
aimless anger reminiscent of the grief of Achilles, the grief is manifestly shared by many,
with consequences that have not yet played out.” This larger, forward-looking, civic plane
colors Priam’s grief, as it does the grief of each Trojan, despite intimately personal ties with
Hektor. In the Trojan story, the narrator depicts not a grief that leads through 1o6r) to

action, but one that attends an irremediable loss that has not yet fully occurred.”

345 Kullmann (2001, orig. 1968) finds Priam, in his awareness of his city’s coming destruction, to be
perhaps the most future-oriented of all the characters in the I/ad, 405-6.

346 Helen’s funeral lament for Hektor conspicuously lacks any sense of grief for his larger role as
defender of the city; she focuses on her personal loss of the one Trojan, aside from Priam, who
spoke gently to her and protected her from abusive comments (24.762-775). Since she is Greek, not
Trojan, we can perhaps see this absence of a civic perspective on his loss as representative of her
Greekness; certainly, although her future happiness is precarious at best, the sack of Troy would not
entail for her a total loss in this same way it does for the other women in Troy.
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In Conclusion — The Passive Quality of Trojan Grief

Throughout this chapter we have observed the overriding civic dimension in grief
for Hektor, the constant reference to his defense of the city which pervades all expressions
of grief for him, whether of his wife, mother, or father. This constant reference to the death
of Hektor in terms of the loss of a protector makes the Trojans’ grief as much dread for the
future as yearning for a lost past. As we conclude this chapter, let us turn to one other
moment of communal grieving for Hektor that shares a marker of insatiety similar to the
insatiate grief for Patroklos. When Priam finally returns to Troy with the body of his son, the
city rushes out to meet him at the gates, and the narrator declares that the sun would have
set on their weeping if Priam had not prevented them: kat vO ke d1) moomav Npa g
NéAov katadvvta/ “Extopa ddrQu x€ovteg 0dVQOVTO RO TMUVAAWYV,/ €L p1) &Q” €k
dildpoolo yépwv Aaotot petnvda- (“and now truly through the entire day to the setting of
the sun/ would they have mourned Hektor, shedding teats before the gates,/ if the old man
had not addressed the people from his cart: [...],” 24.713-715). This moment of potentially
endless weeping reminds us of the prolongation characteristic of Achilles’ ToO1)-grief, and
the description of time, TEOTAV NJUAQ € NEALOV kKaTaAdUVTA, recalls in particular two
{pepog yooto scenes in the Greek camp. The first is 23.109-110, where Achilles tells the
Myrmidons of his visit from Patroklos’ shade, stirring up in them a desire for weeping (totot
d¢ maow VP’ (uegov woe yoolo, 23.108); and, the narrator tells, pvgopévolot d¢ totot
davn gododdrTvAog Hadg/ audt vékvv éAeetvov (“and as they wept around the piteous

corpse rosy-fingered Dawn appeared,” 23.109-110). Here the narrator conveys the
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relentlessness of sorrow by suggesting lengthiness, dawn coming upon them as they weep. In
the second scene, Achilles stirs up in the Achaians the desire for weeping by his address to
Spercheios, when he cuts his hair and puts a lock of it in the hand of his companion; and,
the narrator says, “the sun would have set on their weeping, if Achilles had not addressed
Agamemnon,” (kai v K 0dvgopévolay £dv paog NeAtolo,/ et pur) AxiAAevg aly’
Ayapépvova eime, 23.154-155). This more hypothetical prolongation suggests an insatiate
degree of sorrow quite similar to the scene around Hektor’s corpse at the gate of Troy; and
although this Trojan weeping lacks the language of {uepog yooto, we feel the same
possibility of endlessness. This weeping could have lasted an entire day or more, and the
only thing that prevents such endless expression of sorrow for their fallen warrior is the
king’s intervention.

This potentially endless grief, however, remains different from Achilles’ grief for
Patroklos. As with the persisting civic dimension in the individual laments for Hektor, this
entire scene is about Troy as an entity, made up of individuals, but with a collective fate. The
civic impact of Hektor’s death is felt keenly as the whole people of Troy pour out to meet
the body at the gates:

[...]: 0VOE TIc aVTOO” €vi MTOAEl AlmeT” avo
00dE YUVI)* MAVTAGS YO AATXeTOV (keTo TtéVOOG:

ayxov d¢ EVUPANVTO MLVA&WYV VeEKEOV dyovtL. (24.707-709)

[...]; nor did any man remain there in the city,
nor any wife; for uncontrollable grief came to all of them;
and close to the gates they gathered around the one bringing in the corpse.

The opening of this section, “Nor did one man remain within the city, nor a wife,” captures

that poignant perspective of the poem on this city, a city of families, of husbands and wives.
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The place of this great encounter of the whole people of Troy with their slain defender
reinforces once again the impact of Hektor’s death on the survival of the city — the men and
women of Troy meet Priam at the gates (muAdwv, 24.709), that transition place between
battle without and the civilization within. The narrator then singles out the grief of Hekabe
and Andromache, only to tie them again to the people of whom they are a part:

TEWTAL TOV Y AA0XOG Te GiAT Kal TOTVIA UNTNE
TAAEOOTY, e apalav Eébtooxov &ifaoat,

amropeval kepaAng: kAaiwv & apdpiotad” dpiroc. (24.710-712)

First about him his beloved wife and queenly mother
tore their hair, as they darted towards the well-made chariot,

touching his head; and the crowd stood around them weeping.

We are reminded of the wailing in Book 22, when the entire city (except for Andromache)
sees the death of Hektor from the wall, and his family’s grief becomes part of the
lamentation of the whole people.’” The intensity of the group’s grief is then described in
great color with the three lines quoted above, where the narrator suggests that this
spontaneous lamentation of the entire city had no intrinsic reason to stop. Unlike such
moments of boundlessness in the grief of Achilles, however, this moment of endless
weeping encapsulates the total hopelessness of the Trojan situation and the multiple
personal relationships which are devastated by Hektor’s fall.

In sum, this Trojan response to Hektor’s death shares with the other Trojan laments
the perspective of despair and hopelessness. There is no turn to action as we see in Achilles’

grief. Nor do we see the vacillation between motionlessness and frenzied activity that

37 Segal (1971a) speaks of the Trojans’ great desire to mourn Hektor on a bier, seen both
communally here when they bring the body inside (24.719-720), and personally in Andromache’s
lament, 24.743-745, 68.
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characterized his responses to the loss of Patroklos. Rather, their grief is more uniform, the
product of a city mourning for its beloved defender and dreading the impending loss of their
home.” The poem reinforces the civic dimension of loss by ending with ritual mourning:
the three voiced laments at Hektor’s funeral, followed by the quiet description of his funeral
rites.”” The mourning of the city of Troy betokens the passivity of their fate, in a sense.
Every description of what has been lost to the mourner with the loss of Hektor makes
reference to his defense of the people of Troy. It seems that the narrator’s desire to tell this
story, the story of a city-defender whose death will result in the destruction of his people,
could well have motivated his omission of any explicit ToO1 language in these descriptions
of grief. The language of o0 allows one to focus on the volatile actions, though they be
senseless, that can erupt from grief, including the vast anger that kills Hektor and prefigures
the destruction of sacred Troy. In the laments and grief scenes for Hektor, such aimless
insatiety is subordinated to an overriding civic story, this man’s inescapable role as the savior
of Troy and the concomitant themes of irremediable loss and certain destruction which
dominate this story line in the poem. Thus the intertwining of these two stories, of Achilles
and of Hektor, is illuminated by the narrator’s use of o0O1), and the absence of this word
from Trojan grief complements the narrative’s depiction of this people as left with nothing

at the end of the l/iad but an overbearing sense of doom.

348 Cf. Lynn-George (1988) on the poem’s indefinite, indirect relation of the ultimate fall of Troy as
“the prolonged tolling of Troy’s death knell,” 226.

349 Cf. Segal (1971b) on the solemn effect of these ritualized, stylized laments, which bring at least a
minimal sense of closure to the poem, 37.
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Conclusion

In this dissertation I have argued that a proper understanding of grief in the I/iad
offers insights into large swathes of the narrative. Although the pattern of heroic warfare and
the boasts of characters in the poem might suggest that deeds of anger ease the grief that
drives them, I have argued that the poem as a whole demonstrates otherwise. Achilles
experiences the death of Patroklos as a rending of the fabric of his life. We have seen how
the particular language which both he and the narrator use to describe his grief, that of
100, captures this almost physical reality of felt absence. To describe grief thus is more
than to underline the basic reality of grief as pain, although such rupture is certainly painful.
The I/iad’s portrayal of Achilles’ grief as grounded in moO1) underscores its restlessness, its
outward-seeking dynamism which is inherently fruitless, since the wholeness which is missed
has been permanently ruptured.

The poem’s unique linking of mo01) and grief in the Achilles-Patroklos story has
opened up for us major inroads into the larger narrative. We have traced Achilles’ responses
to grief, seeing how the various movements towards isolation, communion, inactivity, and
relentless activity cohere in light of their common origin, the experience of ruptured
wholeness. We have seen how each description of mo01) in Achilles’ grief has included a turn
to anger. The most important interpretive consequence of this link between mo01) and grief,
I have argued, is the proper understanding of such anger as one more response to his
experience of rupture, and thus, as both aimless and fruitless. Although Achilles succeeds in

ensuring the future sack of Troy by killing Hektor, his behavior remains insatiate. We have



171

seen that the anger which arises from grief cannot achieve what it seeks, which is to assuage
the void that drives it.

The aimless futility of Achilles’ anger offers us two larger realities to ponder. One is
the narrative fact that the I/iad presents the destruction of an entire civilization as, so to
speak, collateral damage from a personal loss. This is only half of the story, of course,
because the will of Zeus is relentlessly focused on this future sack of Troy, and Achilles’
grief-driven actions are accomplices in Zeus’ execution of his will. The fact remains,
however, that on the human level, the destruction of Troy is not something that Achilles
strictly speaking intends. For all his heights of fury, the inner relentlessness that drives
Achilles to slay Trojans is no different from that same relentlessness as it prevents him from
eating, or sleeping, or as it drives him to persistent weeping. The sack of Troy is portrayed as
inevitable, due to Achilles’ killing of Hektor, which Achilles sought through four books of
the poem, yet the heart of his pursuit is a desire for something quite different. Such facts
invite us to ponder the meaning of the destruction of Troy, a loss whose pointlessness, from
a human perspective, is perhaps rarified by its origin in Achilles’ fruitless attempt to find
consolation in vengeance.

The second reality we are invited to ponder is the narrative fact that the poem never
directly portrays the sack of Troy, despite all of the clear foreshadowing and even poetic
equating of Hektor’s death with that city’s fall. I think this gap between the literal fall and its
Iliadic foreshadowing has a twofold effect, both illuminated by our investigation of o0 in
grief. One, the postponement of the sack of Troy until after the end of the poem draws our
attention to the underlying insatiety driving Achilles’ anger. By delaying the total fulfillment

of Zeus’ will until after the poem’s end, we are forced to consider more fully Achilles’
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human motivations and their inner futility, prolonged through Books 23 and 24 through his
persisting restlessness and unmitigated by an actual portrayal, in the present of the poem, of
the event which is their cosmic purpose. The second implication of this gap is the insight it
gives us into the nature of cities. As we have shown, grief for Hektor is never depicted with
the language of 00N, and although some of the Trojans demonstrate similar elements of
insatiety, volatility, and even aimless anger in their grief, particularly Priam, in every case
these characteristics are subordinated to a city-centered story of families, focused on the
widespread consequences of a single death on those who surround him in a web of
relationships. The gap between the death of Hektor and the impending fall of Troy allows us
to understand the meaning of that death for his bereaved wife, son, mother, father, and
people, and the portraits of their grief keep our attention constantly on the relationship
between individual and family, family and city, city and individual, and so on. In a city, the
Iliad suggests, all life is intertwined and death can have civic consequence.

The contrast between Hektor and Achilles in this regard is striking. Achilles’ entire
experience of shared life was located in a single friend, an experience that can be seen as
typical of a warrior abroad, separated from home and family for many years.”™ To this
typical phenomenon the poem adds Achilles’ atypical relationship with the gods, with whom
he shares a kind of divine impassivity, latent until Patroklos dies and he is cut off from his

mortal self.”' More than any other mortal in the poem, Achilles is self-sufficient, without ties

30 Cf. note 125 on Shay (1994), who observed among Vietnam veterans the spectrum of bonds
located in a single special comrade relationship, such that the men were both brothers and mothers
to one another, and the loss of one felt to the other both like becoming an orphan and like losing a
child, 49. Cf. also Macleod (1982), ad 24.495-497, who claims that Achilles represents “all the
unfamilied warriors of the poem.”

31 Cf. Scully (2003b), 39-47.
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that bind him after Patroklos has died. Unlike Andromache, who cannot turn her back on
the world or focus on her personal grief, as she has a son to raise and protect, the warrior
Achilles has a uniquely independent status, making his story apt for the poem’s portrayal of
the consequences of moON-grief and the boundless anger it can engender. Yet, as I have
argued, while Achilles’ grief and longing are unique, he remains essentially paradigmatic, not
unique, since to his divine impassivity is matched a mortal susceptibility, his love for
Patroklos and, we learn, for his father Peleus; and since in this mortal susceptibility can be
seen those patterns of desire which motivate other wartiors to seek vengeance (&vtita
£oya) and other loved ones to desire lament. I have argued that a correct understanding of
Achilles’ release of Hektor’s body requires our attentiveness to this particular limiting
condition on Achilles’ immortal side, which is constantly shown to be moderated by his
desire for life shared with a fellow mortal. The fact that this desire had a single object,
Patroklos, makes Achilles an apt subject for a story about relentless insatiety when that
object is lost; but the human element of this desire allows us to see Achilles’ grief and turn to
anger as paradigmatic, wherein no deeds can be dvtita with respect to death and ultimately
all one can do with such insatiate longing is to let it go.

In this dissertation I have traced all the scenes where Achilles’ grief is shown to be
insatiate, rooted in longing and persistently turning to a range of vengeful deeds, which
indicate volatility rather than the pursuit of a single aim. Balanced against such a grief model,
which is shaped by relentlessness and the impossibility of remedy, we can consider the
model of grief that Achilles offers to Priam in Book 24, that of Niobe. This exemplum will

give us a focal point on which to end this dissertation.
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Achilles tells the story of Niobe as part of his advice to Priam not to grieve
excessively, but rather to turn to a meal. The warrior, having bid his serving women to wash
and anoint the body, places Hektor’s corpse on a bier with his own hands (24.582-590). With
this momentous release accomplished, he then exhorts the old king to eat:

LIOG peV N ToL AéAvTat, YEQOV, WG €KEAEVEG,
Keltat O’ v Agxéeoo’ &ua 0 1ot patvopévndy
OPeat avtog dywv. vov d¢ pvnowpeba dogmov.
Kal ydo v foropog Niopn éuvrjoato oitov

TN TEQ dwdEKA MADES EVL peyAQoloy OAovTo, [...]. (24.599-603)

Your son is released to you, old man, as you bid,

and he lies on a bier; and together with the dawn in her appearing

you will see him yourself, conveying him away. But now let us be mindful of supper.
For even fair-haired Niobe was mindful of food

whose twelve children perished in her great hall [...].

Achilles then retells the story of Niobe’s boast that her twelve children made her superior to
the goddess, Leto, who only had two children, but which two, Apollo and Artemis, slew all
twelve of Niobe’s. This sorrowful tale is something of a strange exemplum in a speech
advising moderation in grief. To be sure, Achilles reinforces his encouragement to eat, mid-
story: TouG O dpax TNt dedtnt Odparv Beot ovpaviwveg,/ 1) O doa oitov puvrjoat’, émel
KA pe darQL xéovoa (“But then on the tenth day the gods of the heavens buried them, and
then she was mindful of food, when she was worn out from shedding tears,” 24.612-613).
But Niobe’s meal does not bring joy or a return to normal life. Achilles follows her story to
its end, somewhere in the mountains, where she, now a stone, forever broods over her
sorrows (évOa AtBog meg éovoa Bewv £k kndea éooel, 24.617). We see in Achilles’

exhortation two complementary realities: his new ability to see grief as something which can
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be extricated from insatiety, at least after a period of initial weeping — in Niobe’s case, nine
days — and yet his understanding that grief persists, even if it is not insatiate.” This story of
a bereaved mother, grieving forever for her children as a stone, suggests to me an alternate
response to the irremediable loss of grief, that of endurance. Grief is still grief, a rupture
which persists forever and thereby an unhealable wound. Yet the insatiety itself is something
that can be released and replaced with endurance.

The “endurance model” of grief is perhaps a helpful way to look at the grief
characteristic of the Trojans. Without options and with certain doom, all that this people can
do is endure their sorrows. After eating with Achilles, Priam picks up Achilles’ description of
Niobe’s grief, k1)dea téooewv, to brood on her sorrows, and applies it to his behavior after
Hektor’s death: dAA” alel otevdyw Kat krjdea poola Méoow,/ avANG év xdeToLoL
KUALVOOUEVOS Kata kOQToV (“But always I have been groaning and nursing myriad
sorrows, in the enclosures of my courts rolling through the dung,” 24.639-640). What strikes
us first in Priam’s depiction is again his likeness to Achilles, the extremity of grief that kept
him awake, grieving, and defiling himself. But we see too the difference, as he seeks nothing
more than to mourn his son on a bier. As the poem comes to its close with Hektor’s funeral
(24.788-804), the difference is rarified: perhaps aided by Achilles” advice, Priam remains part

of a whole people, whose grief has a civic dimension, expressed in ritual form at the funeral,

32 Lynn-George (19906) similarly argues that lines 24.614-617 show Achilles’” thoughtfulness in both
encouraging food but acknowledging that grief will extend beyond eating; so too Van der Valk

(1964), against the athetesis of these lines by Aristarchus, 385-6. For an overview, see Richardson
(1993), ad loc.
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which is unremarkable in its contents, though poignant in its quietness.’” This model of
Niobe grieving zn perpetunm as a stone echoes the Trojan’s response to suffering, that of
passive endurance, painful though their grief be, rather than volatile, insatiate attempts to fill
up what can never be repaired. That Achilles so encourages Priam indicates once again that
he has released his own insatiety.

The I/iad rewards many angles of inquiry, but the lens of grief offers to us particularly
rich insights. Through the lens of grief we see the particular nature of Achilles’ experience of
the loss of Patroklos, that yearning for a lost wholeness. Through grief we understand the
origin of his anger and the futility at its core. Through grief we see the contrasting nature of
the Trojans’ relationship with Hektor, and we understand more fully the forward-looking
sense of doom which pervades the poem’s end. And, perhaps of most importance, through
the lens of grief we see that fundamental desire for companionship which makes Achilles,
for all his other-worldly features, a paradigmatically human figure, capable of speaking to

diverse audiences at the core of who we are.

353 Cf. McCoy (2013), on the purpose of ritual mourning as allowing forward movement, through the
bonding between mourners that occurs as they memorialize and honor the dead, 28. Cf. also
Muellner (1996) on desire for public lament as the desire for binding, 163-4, esp. n60.
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Appendix A: mo0r), moBéw, and méOo0g in the Iliad: Some Subdivisions

I. All Iliadic Forms, In order of Appearance (79 Total)

1.240 1 mot” AX1AAN0G o0 (EeTat viag Axauwv

1.492 avOt pévwv- mobéeoke O AUTNV Te MTOAEUOV TE.

2.703 o0dE pév ovd’ ot avapxoL Eéoav, ToOedV ve HEV AQXOV.
2.709 devovO’ 1yepovog, mobedv ye pev E00A0V E0vta

2.726 0oVLdE pev ovY’ ol avapxol éoav, TOOEOV YE HEV AQXOV:
2.778 &v kAwoinic. ol d apxov agnidpirov mobéovteg

5.234 éxdegéuev MOAEHOL0, TeOV GPOGYYyOoV mobéovte

5.414 xovptdlov mobéovoa OOV, TOV AQLOTOV AXALWV

6.362 Toweoo’, ol péy’ éuelo mobnv amedvtog £xovoLy

11.161 Mvidxovg mobéovteg dpvpovac: ol d émi yain/ keiato,
11.471 €00A0g édbv, peydAn d¢ mobn Aavaolotl yévntal.
14.368 ketvov & oU TL Alnv mo01) éooetal, el kev ot AAAOL/ Mg |[...]

15.219 duve d¢ movTov lwv- mobeoav O fjoweg Axauol.
17.439 1fjvioxoto méOwr OaAeon O Euaiveto xaitn

17.690 TTatookAog, peydAn d¢ modn Aavaolot TETUKTAL.
17.704 Avrtidoxog — peyaAn d¢ moOn ITvAlowowy étvxOn -
19.321 onumofnt oV pév Y& Tt KakwteQov aAAo taOoupt,
23.16 dakQuot totov ya mobeov prjotwoa Gpofolo.

24.6 TlatookAov moBéwv avdoTTA T Kal pHévog 10

I1. Divided By Parts of Speech
Nouns (8 out of 19)
o0 (7 out of 8)
1.240 1) mot” AxtAANoc moOn tEetat viag Axatwv
6.362 Toweoo’, ol péy’ éuelo mobnv anedvrog £xovoty
11.471 €00A0g €wv, peyaAn de mobn Aavaoiot yévntat.
14.368 ketvov & oU tL Alnv mo0r) éooetal, el kev ot AAAOY TUELS ... ]

17.690 TTatoxAog, peydAn d¢ modn Aavaolot TETUKTAL.
17.704 Avrtidoxog — peyaAn d¢ mobr) ITuAlowow étvyon -
19.321 ont moBNL. 0V pEV YAQ TL KAKWTEQOV AAAO TtdOoLLL,
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no00oc (7 out of §)
17.439 1fjvioxoto méOwr OaAeon O euaiveto xaitn

Finite Verbs (6 out of 19)
1.492 avOt pévwv- mobéeoke O AVTNV Te MTOAEUOV TE.
2.703 o0dE pév ovd’ ot avapxoL Eéoav, ToOedV ye eV AQXOV.
2.709 devovO’ 1)yepovog, mobedy ye pev E00AOV EOvTa
2.726 0oVdE pev ovd’ ol avapxol éoav, TOOEOV YE HEV AQXOV:
15.219 dvve d¢ movToVv lwv- mobeoav O Hjoweg Axatol.

23.16 daxkuot totov ya mobeov prjotwoa Gpofoto.

Participles (5 out of 19)
2.778 &v kAwoinic. ol d” apxov aonipirov mobéovteg
5.234 ¢éxdepéuev moAépolo, teov GpOGyyov mobéovte
5.414 xovpldlov mobéovoa MooV, TOV AQLOTOV AXALWV
11.161 fvidxovg mobéovteg dpvpovag: ot & émit yant/ kelato,

24.6 TIatpoxkAov moB€wv avdQoTNTA TE KAt Hévog v

II1. Divided By Non-grief/Grief Context; Subdivided by Object Longed For (see
discussion in Chapter 1)

A. Grief Context (5 out of 19)
1. Diomedes’ Wife for Husband (Imagined)

Participle

5.414 kovpdlov mobéovoa ooV, TOV &QLOTOV AXALWV

2. Horses, Myrmidons, and Achilles for Patroklos

Nouns
17.439 fvidxolo mdOwr Oakeon & ¢uaivero xaitn™
19.321 onumofnt ov pev yap Tt kakwteQov aAAo tabouut,
Verb

23.16 ddxouot Tolov yaQ mobeov urjotwoa Gpopoto.

34 Note unique appearance of mo0oc.
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Participle

24.6 TTateorAov moBéwv avdpotnTd Te Kal Hévog 10

B. Non- or Secondary Grief Context (74 out of 19)
(Fmarks passages where sorrow is present, but not explicitly linked to longing)

1. Group of Warriors for I eader/ Strong Warrior

Nouns
1.240 1 mot” AxtAAN 0 o0 (EeTat viag Axou@v
0.362 Toweoo’, ot péy” éueto moONV &MedVTOG £XOLOLY
11.471 €00A0g édbv, peydAn d¢ mobn Aavaolot yévntal.

14.368 ketvov & oU TL Alnv mo01) éooetal, el kev ot AAAOL/ Mg |[...]
*17.690 TldtookAog, peydAn d¢ mon Aavaolot TETuKTAL.
17.704 Avtidoxog — peyaAn d¢ moOn ITuAtowowy étvxOn -

Verbs
*2.703 ovde pev ovd’ ot dvagyxot Eéoav, mOOeOV ye eV AQXOV.
*2.709 devovO’ Nyepnovog, moleodv ye pev E00A0V Eovia
*2.726 ovde pev ovd’ ot dvayxol éoav, TOOEQV Ye eV AQXOV:

15.219 dvve d¢ movToVv lwv- mobeoav O fjoweg Axatol.

2. Individual or Group for Battle

Verb

1.492 a00L pévwv- moBéeoke O AVTNV T& MTOAEUOV TE.

Participle
2.778 &vxAwoins. ol & doxov donidpilov mobéovres™

3. Horses for Rein-Bearer

Participle
5.234 éxdegépev moAépolo, teov GpOOYyov mobéovte

11.161 Mvidxovg mobéovteg Apvpovac: ol d” émi yain/ keiato,

35 See Chapter One, pp. 23f., for argument that this longing for the fighting Achilles signifies the
Myrmidons’ longing for battle.
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IV. In Narrative vs. Speech
A. Narrator (77 out of 19)

Noun
17.439 1fjvioxoto méOwr OaAeon O’ euaiveto xaitn
17.704 Avtidoxog — peyaAn de mobn ITvAlowowy étvxOn -
Verbs
1.492 av0L pévwv- moBéeoke O AVTNV TE MTOAEUOV TE.
2.703 ovdE pev ovd’ ol avapxotl Eoav, TODEOV YE HEV AQXOV.
2.709 devovO’ 17yepodvog, mo0edv ye pev E00A0V Edvia
2.726 o0dE pév oD’ ot avapxoL Eoav, mOOedV Ye UEV AQXOV:
15.219 duve d¢ movTov lwv- mobeoav O foweg Axauol.

23.16 daxguot tolov ya mobeov urotwea Gpopoto.

Participles
2.778 &v kAoinic. old apxov agnipirov mobéovteg
11.161 fjvidxovg moBéovteg apvpovag: ot & émt yaint/ kelato,
24.6 TlatpokAov moBéwv dvoQoTtnTA Te Kl Hévog o

B. In Speech (8 out of 19)
Achilles:
Nouns
1.240 1) mot” AxtAANog oOn tEetat viag Axatwv
19.321 onumofnt oV pév Y& Tt KakwteQov aAAo taOoupt,

Pandaros:
Participle
5.234 éxkdegéuev oAépolo, teov GpOOYyov mobéovte

Dione:
Participle

5.414 xovpidlov mobéovoa oLV, TOV AQLOTOV AXALwV

Hektor:
Noun
6.362 Tpweoo’, ot péy” éueto moONV ATeOVTOG £XOLOLY
Menelaos:
Noun

11.471 €00A0g €wv, peyaAn de mobn Aavaoiot yévntat.
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Poseidon:
Noun

14.368 ketvov & oL TL Alnv mob1) éooetal, el kev ot dAAOL/ Mg [...]

Menelaos:
Noun

17.690 IlatporAog, peydAn d¢ modn Aavaolot TETUKTAL
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Appendix B: mo0r), moOéw, and m6O0¢ in the Odyssey: Some Subdivisions

I. All Odyssean Forms, In order of Appearance (20 Total)

1.343 1oinv yap kedpaAnv mobéw pepvnuévn aiet/ avdeog |...]
2.126 motelt’, avtaQ ool ye moO1v moAéog PLototo

2.375 1) avtnv mobéoat kal apoppnOévtog dicovoat

4.596 tjpevog, ovdé pe olikov EAot ToBog ovdE TOKN WV

4.748 11 0" avtnv moBéoat kat apoopunévtog arovoat

8.414 undé ti tot Eidedg ye mobn petdémioOe yévorto

9.453 0POaApOV moOEeLg, TOV AVTO KAKOG EEaAdwoe

10.505 pr) i tot1)yepdvog ye modn maga vii peAéoBw:
11.196 oov vootov mobéwv: xaAemov O’ €Tl YNEAG KAVEL.
11.202 &AA& pe 006G te mdBog od te pundea, pad’ Odvooey,
12.110 €& étdoovg év vl mofnuevat 1) dpa mavtac.

13.219 t@v pev &’ ov Tt moer 6 O BdVEETO MATEA Yalav
14.144 &AAG& W Odvoonog mobog atvutat olxopévolo.

15.514 €oxe00’- o ydo Tt Eeviwy modN: AAAX ool avT®
15.546 tovde U ¢yw kopw, Eeviwv d€ ol ov ob) éotat.
16.287 mapodpacOdai, Ote kév e petaAAwoty mobéovrec:
18.204 aiwva ¢pOvLOw, mdolog mobéovoa Gpidolo

19.6 maodpdoOat, Ote kév o€ petaAdwory mobéovrec:

19.136 &AAX" Odvon moBéovoa GIAOV KATATHKOUAL T)TOQ.
22.387 kOpad” adog moBéovtec émi Ppapdbolot kéxvvron

II. Divided By Parts of Speech
Nouns (8 out of 20)
no0n (5 out of 8)

2.126 motelt’, avtag oot ye mobnv moAéog BLotolo
8.414 pndé ti tot EldPedg ye mob1) petdmiobe yévorto
10.505 pn Tt totfjyepodvog ye mobn oo vift peAéodw:
15.514 €oxeo0’- oV ydo Tt Eeviwy moN: aAAx ool avT@

15.546 t6vde U ¢yw kopw, Eeviwv d€ ot ov b éotat.
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no0og (3 out of 8)

4.596 1jpevog, ovdE pe olkov €AoL TOBog 0VdE TOKT|WV:

11.202 &AAG pe 06¢ te mobog od te undea, pald’ Odvooey,
14.144 &AAG& W Odvoonog mobog atvutat olxopévolo.

Verbs (6 out of 20)
1.343 toinv yo kepaAnv nobéw pepvnuévn atel/ avdeog |...|
2.375 1) avtnv nobéoat kat apopunOévtog drxovoat
4.748 11 0" avtnVv moBéoat kat apoounévtog arxovoat
9.453 oPpOaApOV mobEeLs, TOV AVTO KAKOG EEaAdwoe
12.110 €& étdoovg év vl mofnuevat 1) dpa mavtac.

13.219 t@v pev &’ ov Tt méer 6 O BdVEETO MATEA Yalav

Participles (6 out of 20)
11.196 oov vootov mobéwv: xaAemov O’ €Tl YNEAG KAVEL.
16.287 mapdpacOdatl, Ote kév e petaAAwory mobéovec:
18.204 aiwva ¢pOvLOw, mdolog mobéovoa Gpidolo
19.6 maodpaoOat, Ote kév oe petaAAworv mobéovrec:
19.136 &AAX" Odvon moBéovoa GIAOV KATATHKOUAL T)TOQ.
22.387 kOpad” adog moBéovtec émi Ppapdbolot kéxvvron

II1. Divided By Grief/Non-grief Context (for sake of comparison with the Iliad)
Subdivided by Object Longed For

A. Grief Context (9 out of 20)

1a. Penelope for Odysseus

Verb 1.343 toinv ya kepaAnv mobéw pepvnuévn aiel/ avopog |...|
Participle  18.204 aiwva $pOvOOw, moolog mobéovoa Ppiroto

19.136 &AA” Odvon mobéovoa Gpidov kKatatrikopoL NToQ.

1b. Laertes, Antikleia, Eumaios for Odysseus (in that order):
Participle  11.196 oov vootov moBéwv- xaAemov & €miL yNeag tkAveL.

Noun 11.202 &AA& pe 00¢ te moOog oa te undea, pad’ Odvooev
14.144 &AA& ' Odvoonog mobog atvutat olxopéVoLo.
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2. Penelope for Telemachus
Verb
2.375 1) avtnv mobéoat kal apoppnOévtog dicovoat

4.748 1 o’ avtv mobéoat kat apoounBévtog dxovoat

3. For Companions
Verb
12.110 £& étdooug év vni mobrjueval 1) dua mavag. ™

B. Non- or Secondary Grief Context (77 out of 20)
(Fmarks passages where sorrow is present, but not explicitly linked to longing)

1. For External, Inanimate Objects
Nouns
2.126 motelt’, avta ool ye mobnyv moAéog Brotolo
8.414 pundé ti tot ElPedg ye o0 petdémiobe yévorto
15.514 £oxe00’- o0 ydo Tt Eeviwv MO0 AAAX 0oL AVTQ

15.546 tovde T €éyw kouww, Eeviwy d¢ ol ov mobr) éotat.

Verb
13.219 1@V pev ag’ ov T mober 6 O’ VdVEETO MATEdA YV

Participles
16.287 mapddobat, 6te kév oe petard@ory mobéovrec™™
19.6 mapdpaoBal, Ote kév oe petaAdwory mobéovtec:

2. For Home and Parents, Guide, Eve, and Sea™

Nouns

4.596 1jpevog, ovdE pe olkov €AoL TOBOC 0VdE TOKTWV:
10.505 pr) i tot1yepdvog ye modn maga vii peAéoBw:

36 This use of moBOéw is the most lliadic, capturing the feeling of loss when a group loses their
comrade; the context is Circe’s advice to Odysseus to brave Scylla, not Charybdis, since it is better to
long for six of your companions than all of them together.

37 r@v refers to the gifts of the Phaiakians that Odysseus brings home.

358 The reference here and at 19.6 is to the suitors missing the weapons after they are removed from
the hall.

39 These latter two I distinguish from external, inanimate objects, because the eye is integral to the
Cyclops, and the sea necessary for the life of the fish, to whom the dead suitors are compared.
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Verb
¥9.453 dPOaApOV mobEeLs, TOV Ao Kkakog EEaddwoe™”

Participle

#22.387 wopad’ GAog mobéovteg émi Papdbolot kéxvvrar™

IV. In Narrative vs. Speech
A. Narrator (2 out of 20)
Verb
13.219 t@v pev &g’ ov T méber 6 O’ VdVEETO MATEdA YV
Participle
22.387 wopa0” adog moBéovreg émi Papdbolot kéxvvrar

B. In Speech (78 out of 20)
Penelope:
Verb 1.343 toinv yap kedpaAnv mobéw pepvnuévn aiel/ dvoog |...]
Participle  18.204 aiwva pOvOOw, moolog mobéovoa Gpiroto

19.136 &AA” Odvot mobéovoa Gidov KatatrjkopoL NToQ.

Telemachos:
Verb 2.375 1) avtv mobéoat kai dpoounOévtog arxovoat
Noun 4.596 fjuevog, ovdé ue oikov €AoL mOB0g 0VOE TOKNWV*
15.514 £oxe00’- 00 ydo Tt Eeviwy moON: AAAX ool VTR
Odysseus:
Noun 8.414 undé titol Eipede ye moOn petdmiobe yévorto

Participle  16.287 maodpaoOat, dte kév oe petaAdwory mobéovteg:
19.6 mapdpdoOat, Ote kév oe petaAdwory mobéovrec:

Antinods:

Noun 2.126 motelt’, avtaQ ool ye moOnv moAéog BLototo
Eurykleia:

Verb 4.748 1 0’ avtv moBéoat kat ddpogunOévtog dkovoat

360 The Cyclops transfers his own longing for his eye to his ram.
361 The context is a simile, comparing the heaps of dead suitors to piles of fish on the shore, longing
for the sea as they die.



Polyphemos:

Verb

Circe:
Noun
Verb

Laertes:

Participle
Antikleia:
Noun

Humaios:

Noun

Peiraeus:

Noun
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9.453 0pOaALOV OOEELS, TOV AVIO KaKOS eEaAdwaoe

10.505 un) Tl toL 1)yepovog ye mobr) mapa vt peAéo0w:
12,110 €€ étrdoovg év vl moBnueval 1) dpa mavtac.

11.196 oov vootov mobéwv- xaAemov O émi yNoag ik veL.

11.202 &AAG pe 06¢ te moBog od te undea, patdyl” OdvooeL

14.144 &AAG& ' Odvoonog mobog atvutal olXoHEVOLO.

15.546 16vde T eyw koUW, Eeviwv d€ ol ov oo éotal.
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