PHOENIX AND THE ACHAEAN EMBASSY

I

The duals in Tliad I 182198, which is supposed to describe
the coming of #hree Achaean envoys to Achilles, have, since an-
cient times, caused a great deal of lively discussion and proved
to be an unresolved problem to contemporary Homeric scholar-
ship?). It seems to me that often we look for an answer in the
wrong direction by treating the Iliad as a piece of scholarship
which, we all know, it is not and unless we treat it as poetry,
which it really is, we cannot hope to achieve a better under-
standing of the poet and his work. It is in the light of this pet-
sonal conviction?) that an interpretation is attempted here of
Phoenix’s role in the embassy and so of the use of the duals in
question.

In an emergency council of the Achaean chieftains follow-
ing a recent defeat of the army Nestor advises Agamemnon

1) In his review of D.L.Page’s book, History and the Homeric Iliad
(Berkeley 1959) H.Heubeck said (Gromon 33, 1961, 119) that the “entschei-
dende Wort” on how to understand these duals was not yet spoken. Prior
to this date the subject has been discussed by: C.Rothe, Die I/ias als Dich-
tung (Paderborn 1910) 229f.; J.A.Scott, “Phoenix in the Iliad”, AJP 33
(1912) 68ff.; F.Boll, “Zur homerischen Presbeia”, Zeitschr. f. Oster. Gymn.
68 (1917/18) 1., and “Noch einmal zur homerischen Presbeia”, ad loc. 69
(1919/20) 414ff.; H.E.Sieckmann, “Bemerkungen zum neunten Buch der
1lias™ BPW (1919) 424ff.; W.Schadewaldt, I/iasstudien (Leipzig 1938) 137f.;
M. No¢, Phoenix, Ilias und Homer : Untersuchungen zum neunten Gesang der Ilias
(Leipzig 1940) 1-124; P.Mazon, Introduction a I’ Iliade (Paris 1948) 176f.; F.
Focke, “Zum I der Ilias”, Hermes 82 (1954) 258ff.; P.V.der Miihll, Kritisches
Hypomnema gur Ilias (Basel 1952) 168f.; W.W. Jaeger, Paideia 11 (Oxford
1954) 25ff.; A.Lesky, Ang. Alt. 8 (1955) 154; C.H.Whitman, Homer and
the Heroic Tradition (Cambridge Mass. 1958) 344 n. 25. A few more discus-
sions of the problem appeated in the last decade: K.Reinhardt, Die Ilias
und ibr Dichter (ed. U.Holscher, Géttingen 1961) 233ff.; G.S.Kirk, The
Songs of Homer (Cambridge 1962) 218; M. van der Valk, Researches on the
Text and Scholia of the Iliad 11 (Leiden 1964) 258f.; A.Lesky, A History of
Greek Literature (London 1966) 33; C.Segal, “The Embassy and the Duals
of Iliad 9. 182-98”” GRBS 9 (1968) 101 ff. More bibliography in subsequent
notes.

2) On this point see my papers, “The Achaean Wall and the Homeric
Question”, Hermes 97 (1969) 129ff., and “The Achaean Embassy and the
Wrath of Achilles”, Hermes 99 (1971) 257ff.
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194 Odysseus Tsagarakis

that a delegation be sent to Achilles to make amends (I, 163 ff.),
and goes on to nominate the men for the mission, who are
Phoenix, Ajax and Odysseus (168£.), adding that two heralds,
Odius and Burybates, accompany them (170). His advice is
accepted and the necessary preparations follow (173—-181). Then
the poet continues thus:

Tw 8¢ BdTny maga Ova molvploloforo Baldoons
7oAAG udl edyouévew yaundyw évvostyaio

ondiws memibeiv peydiag poévag Alaxidao.
Mvouiddvaw & éni te nhuoias xal vijag ixéolny,

Tov O €Dpov poéva Tegmduevoy popuryye Ayeln,
xaldj] dawdaldéy, émi & apydoeov xTA.

T 8¢ fdTny meoTépw, 1yetvo ¢ diog > Odvooeds,
oty 8¢ medal) adroio® Tapay & avdgovaey *Ayildeds
avTi] ovY pdouyyt, Artaw édog, évla Odacoey.

J)g & ai;’rwg Ildroxlog, énel ide parag, avéoTn.
T #al detxvipuevos n@oaapn nédag axds A XLMevg
xat@etov 7] @idot dvdpeg ixdvetov, 7 Tt yala 20ed,
ol uot oxvlouévew mep A yaudv gidtarol éotov.

Puzzled by the occurrence of duals in this passage Alexan-
drian scholars suggested that it is possible that the dual number,
which here refers to Odysseus and Ajax, replaces the plural in
which case both Phoenix and the heralds may be included in the
company of the two men?). Following Noé Page has rejected this
explanation on the ground that the dual does not, as a rule,
stand for the plural but the parallels quoted though illuminat-
ing do not supply conclusive evidence?). Page’s own solution
however is not unquestionable and it is not new either?), it is

3) Cf. Schol. A on 182 vnélafov 6é Twes Tabra Ta dvixa eilfjpbar dvri
Taw winbuwtixdv (ed. H.Erbse). Cf. also 67 éni >Odvooéwe xai Aiavrog 16
Sviixdv.

4) Op. cit. 299 n. 1. Yet cf. P.Chantraine, Grammaire Homérigue 11
(Paris, 1963) 28f. Page quotes Noé (op. cit. 15) with approval: “fiir die
Menge von Dualen im I eine solche Verstindnislosigkeit des Dichters an-
zunehmen, daB3 er nimlich die Formen nicht etwa mit Pluralen verwechselt,
sondern sie gar bewuft als Dualformen fiir den Plural gebraucht hitte, geht
nicht an.” But who is accusing the poet of “Verstindnislosigkeit™?

5) Cf. T.Bergk, Griechische Literaturgeschichte 1 (Betlin 1872) 595 n.
128; W. Theiler, Die Dichter der Ilias, Festschrift f. E. Tieche (Bern 1947)
127, and “Noch einmal die Dichter der Ilias”, Thesaurismata, Festschr. f. 1
Kapp (Miinchen 1954) 126; W.Leaf, The Iliad 1 (London 1900) 384; F
Bethe, Homer: Dichtung und Sage I, Ilias (Leipzig und Berlin 1914) 76f.; E.
Drerup, Das Homerproblem in der Gegenwart (Wiirzburg 1921) 350 n. 4.
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only newly framed: ““There is only one way out: the text is a
combination of two things, an embassy without Phoenix, and an
embassy with him. The special introduction of Phoenix is imme-
diately followed by a passage which presupposes that no such
person has been mentioned at all. An embassy of two and an
embassy of three stand side by side in the text: but the one is in-
compatible with the other; and the only way of producing such
a result is by superimposing the one upon the other, and then
omitting to make the proper adjustments. A serious omission,
no doubt; but an inconceivable commission. Our first proposi-
tion is securely established: Phoenix has been introduced at a
later stage into an embassy which consisted of Ajax and Odys-
seus only”®).

Yet this argument is premised on a proposition that seems
to be refutable by the Iliad text itself. If some one failed, as we
are told, to “make the proper adjustments™ in an introduction
of Phoenix into “an embassy of two”, how can the fact be ex-
plained that the same man, whoever committed such a startling
error, succeeded in linking Phoenix’s name with the rest of the
embassy members at a crucial point of the story, namely in
Odysseus’ report to Agamemnon? He says (6884.):

3 \ \ (] /7 Q> 3 ’ ¢ e
...&lol nai olde Tdd eiméuev, of uot Emovro,
Alag xal sijpvxe dbw, memvoudvew dupw.
Doinié & atl ¢ yépwv xaterééazo »TA.

We can rest assured that our “man’, if we cannot live without
him, was quite knowledgeable of his job throughout.

More recently C. Segal has, following F. Boll?), argued that
the heralds are the real subject of interest to the poet, ““at least
as far as line 1967 8). The form énéo0wv, said of them in v. 170,
could be a dual “and if so it would prepare for the later duals

6) Op. cit. 298. Cf. also G.P.Shipp, Studies in the Language of Homer
(Cambridge, 2nd. ed. 1972) 267, “the duals of 182—97 belonged originally
to a version of the embassy without Phoenix”. Page also rejects the view
held by Schadewaldt (op. cit. 138f.), Mazon (op. cit. 176f.), Focke (op. cit.
260ff.) and others that Phoenix needed not be considered along with the
other ambassadors on account of a “special position” he was given. This
interpretation may not be very illuminating or convincing but it should not
be reduced to an “‘absurdity” (300).

7) His view of an analogous use of the duals to that of Iliad A 327-347
has been criticised by Schadewaldt, op. cit. 138, and Von der Miuhll, op.
cit. 168f.

8) Op. cit. 101f.

13*



196 Odysseus Tsagarakis

at 18211.”9). But even an undisputed dual hete would of course
not necessarily suggest that the heralds were given a special
position; on the contrary, it can be observed in numerous in-
stances that the person or persons referred to by this verb play
an insignificant and subordinate role in the action and receive
no special attention by the poet or by major characters1®). Homer
used “the heralds as subject in order to point up as vividly as
possible the connection with Book I"*1) but the poet’s purpose
in doing so is not easily conceivable and a few trivial similarities
in the description of two different events do not help us much
and in any case they can be understood within their contexts.
Although a 7zd...fdtyy formula (A 327) may at first be
thought to be here at work irrelevantly of the context this ap-
pears unlikely in view of the fact that the dual is repeatedly used
in the immediate context, which means this is done purposely.
Yet those who suggest that the duals refer to the heralds as the
duals in A 327ff. do seem to overlook the fact that there the
heralds go all alone to carry out an order of Agamemnon,
whereas here they accompany other leading personages and
that Homer does not, as a rule, focus attention upon minor cha-
racters, such as servants, attendants, crew and others, when major
characters are present. In Z 495, for example, the servant nurse
attending Andromache receives no attention at all!2) though
she played some role in a previous scene (399ff.). Another offi-
cial mission concerning the return of Chryseis (A 430ff.) must
have consisted of picked men and authorized personnel, includ-
ing perhaps heralds, and yet no special mention is made of them;
only the role of Odysseus is emphasized. Characteristic is also
herald Idaius’ positioninking Priam’s mission. Inthe libation cere-
mony, prior to setting out for the Achaean camp, the herald is
barely noticed except when he is standing with Priam (2 281f.)
sharing his anxiety over the dangerous journey. A dual in
Q2 330f. is intended simply to remind us that only two men,
Priam and Idaius, take part in the mission but a little later Idaius
is given the sole noticeable role—a speech of four lines describing
his reaction to a stranger’s approach (354-357). After Hermes

9) Ad loc. 104.

10) Cf. esp. K 194;4 472; 2 327; N 690f.; B 542.

11) Op. cit. 105. Yet cf. Focke, op. cit. 257f.

12) Notice that in I” 145, for example, éxavov is applied both to Helen,
a major character, and to her servants; yet later no further notice is taken
of them.
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joins in the small company (360ff.) the herald is completely for-
gotten until both Priam and Hermes are gone (470)19).

Similarly it can be shown that the embassy heralds do not
enter the field of the poet’s attention. It is a fact that they do not
participate in the action as the “envoys proper”1%) do. They
give royal dignity and sanction to the Achaean petition and
witness the event!%); they come, in other words, to make offi-
cial the character of a visit to Achilles and are hardly the protag-
onists of Iliad A 327-347 as we shall further see.

II

To understand better the duals in the above passage it is
important that we first consider Nestor’s words concerning his
choice of the embassy members (168-170):

Dok udv mpdriora duipiiog fynodsbw,
avtap énert’ Alag te uéyag xal diog > Odveaedc:
xnobrwy & ° 0dlog Te xai Edpvfdrns du’ éméalawn.

The key word here is 7jynodefw. Alexandrian critics took it
to mean that Phoenix was meant to go ahead of the others as he
was not considered an ambassador18) and Eustathius shared this
view!?) which has won supporters in modern times®). As a
teacher and close friend of Achilles Phoenix, it is suggested, is
honored by the Achaeans and goes along with them in the recon-

13) Worth noticing are the verses 447 and 457, where Hermes is
reported to lead Priam and bis gifts as though the herald were not there. Cf.
also n. 42 below.

14) This is how D.B.Monro, Homer, Iliad, Books I-XII (Oxford 5th
ed. revised 1963) 344, calls Odysseus and Ajax but does not elaborate.

15) For this very reason Odysseus quotes them in his report to Aga-
memnon and the Achaean council (v. 689). Of course they are intelligent (Se-
gal, 111); this precisely serves the speaker’s purpose. That the heralds come
along as functionaries is also suggested by the scholia. Cf. T on 170: Wa
onAwbij 6t dnuocia 1j meeoPela.

16) Cf. Schol. A on 168: dtr 6 Doivié mpoépyetar xal od cvumpesPevet
Toig megl Tov *Odvooéa, dote un ovyyeiobar dia T EEfg Ta dvixd. Cf. also
Schol. T quoted below, p. 200.

17) Cf. his comments (744, 44ff.) on 167£., esp. 80 xai vmetargei adrod
T0v5 00 mpéofes 6 moumTIG Ev TD, HTA.

18) Cf. Sieckmann, op. cit. 425. Cf. also P. Von der Miihll, op. cit. 169,
“Aristarchs Deutung von 168 scheint mir die richtige zu sein”. Yet cf.
also Schadewaldt, ad loc. (n. 6 above).
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ciliation scheme to help them out. The point is sound and valid
but has never been argued at length and was, as a result, over-
looked or misunderstood!?). The verb form in question has
created some ambiguity which Alexandrians tried to clear up by
linking it with the equally ambiguous adverbs zmpdrioTa and
dnerra which Aristarchus explained thus: 7o &reira *Aplorapyos
vt yoovixo? magalapfdvet, Gvti ToD pera tatta, d¢ xal < Eousios
udy éreira” (% 370). fodletar yap modtov Tov Polvina dmeinivddta
&ic 10 oxfvoua elva Tov > Odveaéa xal Tov Alavta we mweeofedovrag
(Schol. A on 169). Page rejects this interpretation, “there is no
suggestion that any interval of time elapses between the “first”
and the “then”; it is a matter of precedence, not a sequence in
time” 20) and quotes Iliad B 404—406:

nixdnoxey 0¢ yépovrag dotorijag Ilavayardw,

Néoroga usv modtiota xai ’Idouevija dvaxta,
> \ o > 5 / \ 7 c7s

avzag Erneat’ Alavre dbw xai Tvdéog vidy.

But xixAnoxev is not a verb of motion though as sjynodebw
and so the adverbs can only suggest “precedence”. If a speaker
(here Agamemnon calls out the Achaean elders) wants to give
preference to some people over others he has no other way of
making known his feelings but by mentioning some ““first” and
some others “next”. It would appear then that the application
of these adverbs in this context does not constitute an exact
parallel?t). One might, for instance, quote /I 445 ff.:

al xe Cow méuyns Zapnndova Gvde douovde,
@oaleo, un tic Enetta Dedv 80éAno xal dAdog
Téumewy 6v pilov viov Ao xparepijc Vouivng.

If Zeus sends Sarpedon home, other gods may, afterwards,
decide to send their sons away from the battlefield. It is clearly

19) Cf. for example M. van der Valk, op. cit. 258 n. 774, “The whole
interpretation of Arist. is incorrect”.

20) Op. cit. 298 n. 3.

21) The same is also true of N 491 referred to by Page. The “preced-
ence” is suggested by the context, not by an application of &rerra. So for in-
stance y 57f.:

Néotogr uév mpdriota xal vido xBdog dmale
avrap énert’ dAhotor didov yapieooav duofny
Athene should bestow glory upon Nestor and his sons first and then upon

other people. The idea of “precedence” is thus suggested by the speaket’s
desire.
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suggested here that one action would follow another in the
course of time?2?). In Z 259f. Hecabe says to Hector:

¢ omelons Au mazol xai dAlowg abavdToiowy
mo@DTOY, EMerTa 08 xavTOog dvijoeat, al xe minoba.

Hector is asked to make libation to Zeus and other gods
first and then to drink up. The time sequence of the two actions is
thus cleatly indicated by the adverbs?3).

Aristarchus’ interpretation is backed up by numerous pas-
sages of the Iliad. Page argues, “#jyeiofa is confined to contexts
in which two or more persons are in movement, and the verb is
applied to that one of the persons who takes the lead” %) but
there are always nuances?5), especially here in view of the posi-
tion of the adverbs in question. It has not been clearly undet-
stood, I think, that though sjynodefw specifically refers to Phoe-
nix in v. 168 the same verb is to be supplied in the next verse
since a verb is required here; we have a verb ellipsis26) in 169
but not in 170, where énéofwr speaks for itself. But the adverbs
are supposed to clarify the application of sjynodofiw: Phoenix’s
departure is to take place prior to that of Ajax and Odysseus,
who are to be followed by the heralds. Phoenix is Nestor’s top
choice for the business ahead (he mentions him first and gives
him the verb too) but what is his reason? The key to the solu-
tion of our problem lies in the answer to this question and we
must remember poetry is life and its creator does not always
interpret it for us.

It has been indicated above that the explanation the scholia
give for Phoenix’s role is rather cryptic and has lent itself to

22) Cf. further A 440 and Z 426.

23) Cf. also X 478. Focke, op. cit. 259 understands the adverbs differ-
ently.

24) Op. cit. 297 n. 3.

25) Il. A 71 quoted by Page as an illustration of #jysioOa in the sense
to “show the way”’ is, for instance, a case in point: in actual fact Calchas
neither “showed the way” nor “acted as a guide”. The Achaean ships were
steered safely through the open sea to Troy by experienced mariners, as we
all can see, and so Calchas “guidance” or “leadership” was of a different
nature.

26) On this syntactical phenomenon in Homer see esp. P. Chantraine,
op. cit. 6f. On the subject in general see H.W. Smyth, Greek Grammar
(Rev. by G.M. Messing, Cambridge Mass. 1956) 262 and 674ff.; R. Kithnet-
B. Gerth, Griechische Grammatik 11 (Hannover 1955) 565. A line is hard to
draw between an ellipsis and a brachylogy.
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misinterpretations: wéunerar oty 6 Do ody dg moeofevris ...
4Ax va Tols mpeafevraic oviidfnrar (T on 168). Though ovild-
Prrar suggests “to aid” it is not clear in what sense??) and how
this justifies or explains an early departure of Phoenix at Nestor’s
request?®). It seems to me that good old Nestor does not want to
let Achilles know of Phoenix’s personal involvement in an affair
that concerns Agamemnon, his sworn enemy; the reaction of a
hot-tempered man like Achilles could, in this case, be unpredict-
able. How would he take it to see Phoenix, 2 Myrmidon, com-
ing together with the others as an official spokesman for Aga-

27) Page, op. cit. 299, following Noé (op. cit. 8) has ascribed to Ari-
starchus the view that Phoenix’s “business” was to “prepare Achilles’ mind
for the interview” but I do not see how this can be inferred from this scho-
Jion; this notion is rather modern; people around the conference table need a
briefing of the business ahead. But not Achilles; his surprise at seeing the
Achaeans (cf. p. 204f. below) is sufficient indication that he was not briefed
by Phoenix in any way on their coming. Eustathius’ comment on Phoenix’s
role (745,2) is not much clearer either: aidéoerar yag *Ayirieds oy diddoxaloy
ixetedovra. By virtue of his relationship to Achilles Phoenix may be able to
exert some favorable influence upon him but we are not told how and when
exactly.

28) It should be noticed that Alexandrian scholars also tried to pin-
point the verse indicating when Phoenix left Agamemnon’s tent. Ac-
cording to A on 180: §7t magdvrog o Poivixos &t Tatra ¢ Néorwe moiei* did
xal doudoer 70 &g Exactov minBwwrinds ciceveyudvor (xai odx eic Sxdregov,
6me émi 0vo TifeTar) xai o udiioTa vnegbeTinds signuévov. Ingenious though
this observation is, it does not clarify completely the situation since &xaoror
might be used even without Phoenix being present, with a view perhaps
to the heralds as well. Though minor characters are, as a rule, dropped off
the picture they are occasionally referred to, along with major characters,
with the same terms (cf. p. 196f. and n. 12 above). According to another inter-
pretation (A and T ad loc.): 09 ydp mapiy o€, énel xavaroydverar dud Tod
’Odvoorji 6¢ pdAora. But one cannot see how Phoenix would feel insulted
by Nestor’s attitude after his role was defined in v. 168. This remark in
v. 180 attributed to Nestor, the mastermind behind the whole enterprise,
may just indicate only that Odysseus was the chief representative of the
Achaeans as he in fact turns out to be. He states the official reason for the
embassy and Agamemnon’s terms (225 ff.) and he also reports to the com-
mander-in-chief (673). The objection to Ajax’s nodding to Phoenix in v.
223 (cf. Bergk, op. cit. ad loc..; M. van der Valk, op. cit. 229) is not serious
(cf. Scott, op. cit. 75f.; Sieckmann, op. cit. 426). Ajax apparently thought
the time had come for Phoenix to speak but in Odysseus’ better judgment
the situation required that he make his move. With a persuasive tongue was
combined in Odysseus a sagacious mind (cf. also Eustath. 745, 6f.). On
fyeito in v. 192 cf. below n. 36. It is, in other words, hard to determine at
what point Phoenix went off; perhaps he did not participate in the libation
ceremony (174-176) as he needed some time to reach Achilles’ tent before
the others and make it appear as natural as possible.
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emmnon, the man he hated most of all living creatures?®)?
Would he not suspect Phoenix’s feelings and whatever else he
has gotten to say on a reconciliation with Agamemnon? And
would a suspicion of Phoenix’s role not put in jeopardy the mis-
sion? Nestor must have worried about Achilles” reaction to his
friend’s participation in an Agamemno-Achaean business and
indeed Achilles did not, in spite of Nestor’s precautions, fail to
notice at an advanced stage of the ambassadors’ talk that Phoe-
nix showed more emotional attachment to Agamemnon than
was expected of him (612ff.):

u7] pot avyyet Qvuoy 36vgduevog xal dyedwv,
> Atetdy fjowt péowvy ydow: 0vdé Ti o€ yo1)
oY puAdew, va p pot aréylnaw piléovte.

But what would happen if the wrathful Achilles realized from
the very beginning the whole truth about Phoenix’s involve-
ment?

Nestor’s plan was, I think, to trick Achilles into believing
that Phoenix was not aware of the forthcoming event in order
that the latter would appear, in the eyes of Achilles, an objective
and disinterested observer or participant so that Achilles might
perhaps listen to his advice or argument; Phoenix’s role was
very delicate because of his relation to Achilles and should be
played with diplomacy. The Phoenix-Agamemno-Achaean
partnership should be kept sectet. There are strong indications
that Achilles did not allow his men, after the quarrel and subse-
quent withdrawal from the fighting (B 771ff.), to associate
openly with his enemy and to have dealings with him. Patroclus,
for instance, was very anxious to hurry up back to Achilles when
after coming to Nestor’s tent at Achilles” request to find out a
wounded man’s name he was asked to take a seat; he refused to
stay longer than he thought necessary for his business pointing
out that his lord was veueontds (A 649). What does this show ?
Later Patroclus begs Achilles to allow him and the Myrmidons
to join the fighting (II 38f.):

GAX éué mep modes By, dua & dAdov Aadv dracooy
Mvouiddvaw, iy mod 7o xz.

Patroclus’ reaction on these occasions brings out the essential

29) Cf. esp. I 312, 378 and 387.



202 Odysseus Tsagarakis

point that the wrath of Achilles was feared by his own men who
had to put up with him3°).

It is therefore unthinkable that the Myrmidons would be
at liberty to go about co-operating with Agamemnon and his
men. Yet some of them concerned for the fate of the Achaean
expedition or prompted by personal reasons®!) seem to have
found some way to keep up their contact with Achilles” enemy.
Phoenix’s presence in Agamemnon’s tent proves the point32%).
Achilles viewed with suspicion Phoenix’s stand on the recon-
ciliation issue but he seems not to have envisaged what actually
had happened prior to Phoenix’s visit and the arrival of Aga-
memnon’s envoys33).

30) Notice Patroclus’ words in IT 29f.:

... a0 & duijyavos Erlev, *Ayillded.
u1) 8ué y’ oty odtdg ye Adfou ydlog, v o puidooes

31) That leading Myrmidons desired, in spite of their loyalty to
Achilles, to serve the Achaean cause is best illustrated by Patroclus’ atti-
tude. In A 8o9ff., on his way to the Myrmidon camp, he comes across the
wounded Eurypylus and at the risk of occurring Achilles’ indignation (in
v. 838f. he seems to be at a loss as to what to do) he carries off the man to
his tent. Cf. also his heartfelt words in 816ff. Phoenix must have wit-
nessed from afar the recent major defeat of the Achaean army (© 336ff.) and
realized the grave danger (cf. also Scho/l. T on 168 ; Eustath., 744, soff.).

32) Some took offence at Phoenix’s being with Agamemnon instead
with Achilles (Page, op. cit. 298; Noé, op. cit. 19f.; W. Leaf-M. A. Bay-
field, The Iliad of Homer 1 (London 1962, rept. )446). Scott, op. cit. 74, pro-
tested aloud, Phoenix was not “a bodyguard of Achilles”! Scott may be
right that Phoenix was not required to stay with Achilles all the time but
Scott seems to overlook the fact that Achilles and Agamemnon are at
daggers drawn, which was bound to have some effects upon the Myrmi-
dons as regards their activities and general attitude to Agamemnon. It is
not remarkable that Phoenix “has not previously been mentioned in the
Iliad” (Leaf-Bayfield); on the contrary, it is natural and undetstandable
since as a Myrmidon Phoenix could not participate in the fighting after
Achilles withdrew his men (A 306ff.; B 771 ff.). Phoenix is supposed to be
a familiar figure to those with whom he was fighting side by side against the
Trojans before the cursed quarrel started and the fatal split in the Achaean
army occurred.

33) His words to Phoenix in v. 617 do not throw light on this point:

ottor & ayyelréovor, o0 & avrdle Aékeo piuvaw

Odysseus and Ajax ate going to announce his decision to Agamemnon;
they are his ambassadors as far as Achilles is concerned. But Phoenix too
came to his place and unless he asked him to stay longer or spend the night
there, he would leave sooner or later, and so Achilles turns to him at the
same time he asks indirectly the others to be going.
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III

The sage counselor of Agamemnon seems to have mani-
pulated the embassy and especially Phoenix with a view to
Achilles’ emotional condition at the time as a result of the split
between the two men3%). Let us now see what the poet does with
the ambassadors after Phoenix is gone and whether there is any
further indication in the passage under discussion that Phoenix
did not walk up to Achilles together with his fellow Achaeans
though he was with them in their effort to win Achilles over to
give up his wrath. By using the dual Homer focuses attention
upon the two heroes, the real representatives of the Achaeans,
and moves the heralds into the background. The burden of a
difficult mission rests upon their shoulders and since the out-
come is vitally important to them personally they are likely to
give signs of their concern, anxiety or restlessness, if any; every-
thing they may do or even say on their way over to Achilles is
of interest to the poet who watches them very closely. So, we
are told, they pray to Poseidon as they walk along the sea-
shore35); they need additional divine support3®) to bring about
the desirable outcome of their mission, which really suggests
how they feel about their encounter with the proud Achilles.
When the two draw near Odysseus is said to be leading (1jy¢iro)
and this fact should have some significance?).

34) It is possible that Achilles held a grudge against other Achaean
chieftains as well for what happened to him though he seems not to have
given free vent to his feelings. His remark in his address to Agamemnon
(A 321, odnidavoiow dvdooeg) is certainly worth noticing; also his wish that
Achaeans be destroyed or made to suffer (A 409), and perhaps his bitter hint
in I 334f. The warm welcome he gives his friends should not mislead us.

35) Segal’s objection to Leaf’s interpretation (“Poseidon is both chief
patron of the Achaean cause, and lord of the element by which they are
walking”, p. 385), “Poseidon refuses to help the Greeks in 8.200-11 against
Zeus’ command” (p. 104 n. 16) puzzles me. How could Poseidon oppose
the godhead to aid the Achaeans?

36) Notice that they, along with others, prayed to Zeus at Nestor’s
request (172). People in modern Greece pray to Christian God but also to
Saints as the need urges them and the occasion arises (I can only refer to my
unpublished research on the religious belief of man in Homer).

37) Cf. Eustath. (744, 61f.): *Odvooeds uévror adrog syeirar mooidw
Tijg &ig Tov * AyiAléa eioddov 7) dua OegudTnTa puyfs xTA. There may be,in other
words, psychological reasons for Odysseus’ “rush”. Grammatical appli-
cation of a term alone does not always in poetry help us much to under-
stand a situation. Very often one hears the complaint “this” or “that” is
not told, is not in the text and so does not exist (for a typical illustration of
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At the sight of the two Achaeans Achilles leaped up in
astonishment (tapaw ¢ dvdpovoey)3®) and greeted them cordially
(196£.). The dual he uses indicates that he addressed two men
and his surprise indicates that he did not know anything about
their coming, which further indicates that Phoenix, having
called on Achilles a little earlier, held back what he knew about
the embassy39). It is true that Achilles fails to name the men he
welcomes but there should be little doubt he means Odysseus
and Ajax, not the heralds. First of all, his affectionate address
CAyadv pilraror) bears no resemblance to the formal greeting
of the heralds elsewhere??). Segal says however, “These differ-
ences stress the changes both in Achilles and in the situation
which have occurred since Book Aj; and they also show us an
Achilles who is more in command of the situation, yet simul-
taneously more reasonable and more open to the warmth of
human ties”4t). But in the ensuing discussion in his tent Achil-
les shows that he is no “more reasonable and more open to the
warmth of human ties” than he was in the first Book. On the
other hand, the heralds, like minor characters, play a subordinate
role and in the presence of major characters they are igno-
red*?).

%’aken by surprise Achilles reacts spontaneously in response
only to those who stirred him up, momentarily overlooking the

this attitude see Page, op. cit. 300). Sieckmann, op. cit. 426, has aptly said,
“DaB da vieles nicht gesagt ist, was gesagt werden konnte, gebe ich gern
zu; aber das findet sich oft bei Homer. Poesie ist contractio, manchmal so-
gar abbreviatio der Natur und Wirklichkeit; der Dichter muB3 es nur ver-
stehen, so zusammenzuziehen und zu kiirzen, daB3 er unserer Phantasie ge-
nug Anhaltspunkte fiir eine moglichst eindeutige Erginzung gibt*.

38) The expression appears to be formulaic (4 777) but 7d xal dei-
wvduevog in v. 196 (cf. 8 59) seems to support the meaning of Achilles’ reac-
tion and to add color to it. Compare the English, “Look who is here!”.

39) This reaction has been interpreted to the effect that “the picture
in the poet’s mind is not of an Achilles who has just received a preparatory
visit from Phoenix” (Page, 299), but the idea of a “preparatory visit’ has
never been suggested explicitly by the scholia (cf. p. 199f. above) and even if
it has it is still open to criticism.

40) Cf. A 333: yalpete, xrjovxeg, Awog dyyelot 110é xai dvdpdwv. Notice
xijouxes as compared to gilot dvdpeg.

41) Op. cit. 108.

42) Cf. p. 196f. above. Cf. also I" 263:

T 08 0o D@y mediovd’ Eyov dnéag inmovs

Reference is made to Priam and Antenor but not to the heralds who go
along also.
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others. In a number of situations Hometic characters may be
found to react in a similar manner which is too human to be
unintelligible. In Z 326ff,, for instance, Hector, looking for
Paris to scold him for his irresponsible inaction away from the
battlefield, rushes in to tongue-lash him paying no attention to
Helen or, for that matter, to the servants who are all present.
When Hector calms down however he turns to Helen (360fF.)
who spoke to him first (343). Had now Hector come to pay a
social call he would undoubtedly have greeted both Paris and
Helen %) though he would still have ignored the servants. Achil-
les’ reaction to Phoenix’s coming is kept off the record presum-
ably because he was a familiar sight to Achilles®); the poet is
doing well to concentrate on the two Achaeans in his narrative
(182-196) %) and to describe Achilles’ feelings towards them.

Let us read Homer as a mowri)s who knows human
psyche; we may then realize there are fewer problems in his
work.

Memorial University of Newfoundland
Odysseus Tsagarakis

43) In K 141f.,, for instance, Odysseus addresses both Agamemnon
and Nestor, though it was the latter alone who awakened him (138f.). Yet
in K 164ff. in the presence of Odysseus and Agamemnon Diomedes ad-
dresses Nestor alone. His desire to answer the man who taunted him is
stronger than consideration of the others present. When upset, we some-
times fail to be polite.

44) The reason should be obvious. Phoenix’s relation to Achilles and
his family is made clear in I 480ff. He is one of Achilles’ chiefs of staff (IT
196ff.) but their intimacy is perhaps best illustrated by Achilles’ request
that he spend the night in his tent (I 617f., cf. n. 33 above).

45) The reference to Patroclus in v. 190, who is listening to Achilles’
song, does not necessarily suggest that nobody else is around (cf. also
Schol. A on 190, xai yag Avrouddwr éni Tijs xMoias 7w, duolws xai 6 Domk).
The truth is the poet sometimes for some reasons focuses upon a person or
some persons but not upon others present on the scene as I have tried to
show above.



