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A RESIDUAL PROBLEM IN ILIAD 24

The late Colin Macleod’s commentary on lliad 24 (Cambridge, 1982) has rightly
received praise for its sensitivity to the nuances of Homeric language and its
appreciation of the entire poem as a carefully constructed work of art. Although
reluctant to accept the more radical solutions proposed by the ‘oral’ school, Macleod
showed himself fully aware of the contribution made by the oral theory towards
elucidating the history of the epic. Nevertheless, his commentary is concerned
principally with the Iliad as we have it: a poem which is at one level a masterly re-telling
of saga but at another a sublime tragedy, commiserating the sorrows inseparable from
human existence and holding up for our admiration the heroes who nobly confront
pain and death. I believe that much, and probably most, of the /liad can and should
be viewed in this light. The last book of all, as Macleod himself has shown, offers
especially rich rewards to an interpreter who keeps in the front of his mind the
overriding aims of the great poet. Yet Macleod’s method, like any other single method,
will never yield a fully satisfactory answer on all occasions. However the ‘definitive’
or ‘monumental’ composition of the /liad was brought about, it formed only one stage
(though from our point of view incomparably the most important stage) in the
development of the Greek epic. Our lliad cannot have been the first or the only
treatment, on a large scale, of the matter of Troy. Other attempts to recount parts
of the saga had assuredly been made before the master-poet started work. We cannot
tell how many versions he knew, or how many he adopted or discarded in the course
of his long work of construction. The theoretical possibility is strong that not all
inconsistencies have been ironed out; and our /liad may be found to contain material
alien to its present context — material, that is to say, originally intended for another
version of the narrative which has been used in the present version, despite its
inappropriateness.!

One passage in lliad 24, among others, draws the reader up short. It cannot be
interpreted convincingly according to the methods applied by Macleod; and in his
treatment of it he carries less than his usual conviction.

The scene between Priam and Achilles is coming to a close:

70V 8’ émikepTopéwy mpooédn médas dvs "Axileds:

*Extos pev 67 Aéfo, yépov dide, uhh Tis "Axarav

&0a8’ eéméAinow BovAngdpos, of Té por alel

BovAas BovAebovar mapfuevor, 7 Béus Eoti:

7@V €l Tis ge idoito Bony Sia vikTa pédawav,

abdrin’ dv éfeimor > Ayapéuvov. moéve Aadv,

kai kev avdBAnots Aaios vexpoio yévnrar (24.649-55).
Achilles requests the old king to spend the night in the portico, in case his presence
comes to the notice of Agamemnon, who might cause delay in the release of Hector’s
body. Hermes later (686-8) gives somewhat different reasons for avoiding the notice
of Agamemnon.

! I continue to speak of ‘ versions in spite of the dogmatism of certain extremists. For example
we read: ‘when we are dealing with the traditional poetry of the Homeric (and Hesiodic)
compositions, it is not justifiable to claim that a passage in any text can refer to another passage
in another text’, G. Nagy, The Best of the Achaeans (1979), 42. The tendentious word is ‘text’;
of course no one is thinking of a text.
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Macleod explains that émwkepropéwy at 649 must mean ‘teasing’ or ‘mystifying’,
and cites a similar use in 4.6, 13.326, and 24.240 (references to the Odyssey are
distinguished by bold type for the book numbers). (I think it better not to use in
evidence his further parallels from Euripides and Theocritus, while the passage in
Works and Days 788-9 is inconclusive.) But then it turns out that there is no real
deception at all, for as Macleod himself remarks ‘it is quite normal practice to give
guests a bed under the aifovoa. . . ; and it is hard to see how Priam by sleeping there
would escape the notice of night-visitors. ...By making Priam sleep in the aiflovea
he eases the old man’s departure. But it would be undignified and inhospitable for
him to do so more openly; hence the polite deception of these lines’.

Macleod’s handling of the human relationships involved is as sensitive here as it
usually is; but I believe that, in attempting to solve one difficulty (the nature of the
connexion between émuxeprouéwr and the following speech), he has raised other
problems, to which no obvious or acceptable solution is forthcoming. For the word
émepTopéwy cannot in fact convey the notion of  deception’ or ‘mystification” which
Macleod wishes to attach to it; and, even if it could, we might still feel disconcerted
on being told first that deception was about to be practised and then that no real
deception was involved at all. To help make these points clear, it is necessary to glance
at the xeprou- words in Homer, both those which are cited by Macleod and those
which are not, and then at the two occurrences of émikepropéwv outside our passage.

(1) adrixa xepropiowor dia Kpoviwva mpoanida (1.539).

Here has noticed Zeus conversing with Thetis; she is enraged at his deceptive conduct
and briskly takes him to task, addressing him kepropiotat (éméeaar). Her words lead
to Zeus’ uncompromising speech (1.545-50), in which he insists on his right to take
decisions apart from the other gods, and even (if need be) apart from her.

(2) ob 8¢ kepTopéwv dyopedes (2.256).

Odysseus harshly rebukes Thersites for his ‘anti-heroic’ attitude; xepropéwv is in
parallel to éveid{{wv in the previous line, and both words refer to the bitter taunts
which Thersites has hurled at Agamemnon. The result of these taunts is the beating
which Odysseus gives Thersites in 2.265-6.
(3) adrix’ émewparo Kpovidns épebilépev "Hpny
kepToplows éméeaa, mapaBAndny dyopedwv (4.5-6).
This passage demands a closer look, since it is one of those mentioned by Macleod
as giving evidence of a ‘deceptive’ meaning of the xeprou- group of words. There can,
of course, be no doubt that Zeus is here pursuing his purpose in a devious manner.
By raising the possibility of reconciling the Achaeans with the Trojans, he intends to
inflame the anger of the pro-Achaean goddesses Athene and Here and so achieve his
real aim, the resumption of the general conflict after Menelaus’ hollow victory in 3.
And he succeeds in his purpose; his kepréuia émea do stir the goddesses to anger
(20-9), and as a result of the furious exchanges between Here and Zeus there ensues
what he intended all along, the despatch of Athene to begin the battle again (70-2).
It is clear that the word mapaBA#dnv in 6 lends, or may well lend, some additional
force to ayopedwv of such a nature as to fix the meaning of kepropiois éméecot. Since
mapafAqdny is not found elsewhere in Homer, we have to look for assistance to the
passage in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes which is modelled on the beginning of 4:
Beds 8 vmo kadov dedev
é€ adTooxedins meipdpevos NiTe kobpot
nBnral Barinet mapaifola kepropéovow (54-6).
22
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The theme is that of Hermes’ invention of the lyre and the first songs he sang to its
accompaniment: these were (according to Radermacher’s convincing interpretation)?
like the impudent retorts uttered by young men at festivals. If the parallel with 4.6 holds
good (on the assumption that mapaifola is formed after Homeric mapafAjénv),? there
is nothing in the use of mapaBAdnv to indicate ‘ deceptiveness’ or ‘mystification’; on
the contrary, it is the forwardness of Zeus which is being alluded to.
(4) ai 8 adr’ eloopéwoar *Abnvain Te kai "Hpy
kepropiots éméeoor Ala Kpovidny épéfilov (5.418-19).
This passage forms a kind of mirror-image of No. 3. There Zeus used keprdéuia émea
to arouse the anger of Athene and Here, and he succeeded. Now the same two
goddesses use kepTdpia émea so that Zeus will dissuade Aphrodite from participating
in the battle, and they succeed.
(5) adrika 8¢ odrikeaow éowbTes éfexéovro
elvodiots, obs maides épdualvwaw éBovres,
alel kepropéovres, 60¢ émi oiki® éxovras (16.259-61).
Part of the well-known simile in which the Myrmidons are compared to wasps which
mischievous boys keep tormenting. The word xepTouéovres repeats the sense of
épdpaivway,! much as xepropéwy repeats that of dvetdi{wv in No. 2.
(6) émel odda olda kal avTos
Nuév keproplas 18’ aiocvia pvbioachar (20.201-2 = 432-3).
The first time spoken to Achilles by Aeneas, the second time to him by Hector. Aeneas
and Hector claim to have no fear of Achilles and to be well able to utter ‘both taunts
and malicious words’,® such as Achilles has just addressed to them.
7 audi 8’ *Abnvy
moAA Hépa xeve ida dpovéovs’ *Odvari,
’Lﬁ TLS ¢O.L7/]va 'LLG)IO.BII)’.LQ)V &VTLBOA'V’]UGS‘
kepTopéo éméeaat kal efepéold’ dTis ein (7.14-17).
Athene sheds a mist over Odysseus so that none of the Phaeacians may xeprouéot
him éméegot (as actually happens in the next Book; cf. No. 8), and ask him who he
is. This passage does nothing to delimit the meaning of xepTouéw, except that it
precludes any hint of mystification.

(8) Aaoddua, 7i pe TadTa xededete kepTopéovTes; (8.153).

Odysseus’ rejoinder to the insulting words of Laodamas, who has challenged him to
display his athletic prowess. Euryalus subsequently makes an even more insulting
speech — a speech which Odysseus later (185) admits has proved fvpodaxs to him.

(9) kai 767° éyw Kixdwma mpoonidwv keprouioiar (9.474).

Odysseus tells how he addressed the Cyclops xeprouioior (éméeaat), the effect of
which was to enrage him all the more (yoAdoato xmpéfi paidov 480).

(10) g¢ 8¢ kepropéovoav dlw
TadT’ dyopevéuevar, v’ éuas dpévas mepomevans (13.326-7).

2 L. Radermacher, Der homerische Hermeshymnus (1931), 75.

3 O. Zumbach, Neuerungen in der Sprache der homerischen Hymnen (1955), 12.

4 J. T. Kakridis, Homer Revisited (1971), 139.

3 There is no need to alter aiovAa to alowua, as some editors do. So far as I can see, alovAa
forms a satisfactory antithesis to keprouias. If aioua is read, it amounts to a ‘dignified rebuke’
(Leaf): I think we need not a ‘dignified rebuke’ but the ‘quarrelling and wrangling’ Aeneas
himself mentions (20.251).
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Odysseus says to Athene: ‘I think you speak these words in mockery, so as to deceive
my mind’. Here, of course, deception is involved; we observe, however, that this idea
is conveyed not by keprouéovaav but by the final clause iv’ éuas dpévas fmepomedays.
Thus not even here are we justified in regarding the word xepropéw as itself implying
deceit.
(11)  «keige 8’ dv ob pw éyd ye pera uvmoripas édpue
épxeabar Ainy yap ardabalov Ofpw éxovar
N pw kepropéwow, éuol 8 dyos éooerar alvév (16.85-7).
Telemachus expresses his fear that the suitors will keprouéwouw his father. Of course
they are not going to deceive or mystify Odysseus: that is what he will do to them!
(12) pwrnoripas 8 od mdumav dyrnvopas ela *Abfqvy
Awfns loxeabar Bupalyéos, ddp’ ért padov
8vm dyos kpadiny Aaepriddew *Odvaijos.
Toiow 8 Ebdpipaxos, IToAbBov mdis, dpx’ dyopetew,
kepropéwv "Odvaija, yédw 8 érdporow Erevye (18.346-50).
What Telemachus envisaged in No. 11 is actually happening. By the agency of Athene,
the suitors are acting in such a way as to make dxos sink into Odysseus’ heart. The
phrase 807 dxos kpadiny recalls the fupodaris of 8.185; both here and there the taunts
have found their mark.

(13) adros 8’ adr’ *Odvona mpoanida kepropioiot (20.177).

Odysseus makes no immediate reaction to these xepréuia of Melanthius, but ponders
them deep in his heart (184).

(14) xepropias 8é Toi abrods éyw kai xelpas dpéfw (20.263).

Telemachus says that he will personally protect Odysseus from the ‘insulting words
and physical assault’ of the suitors.
(15)  pepunpile 8" émera ard péva xai kara Bupsv
KbogaL kal mepupivar éov marép’, H8¢ éxaora
elmeiv, ws éXou kal Ikour’ &s marpiSa yaiav,
7 mpai7’ €fepéoito EkaaTd Te meptoairo.
T /7 € ’ ’ ’ T
D€ 8¢ ol ppovéovti Sodaaaro Kképdiov elvai,
mpdTov KepToplots éméeaay mewpnBivar (24.235-40).

In this passage, the word kepropiots does seem to have a close connexion with the
deceptive course of conduct upon which Odysseus is about to embark. We are
fortunate that Heubeck has recently devoted a subtle and penetrating paper to the
analysis of this and other Homeric meipai.® The eprduia émea can hardly be
‘taunting’ or ‘mocking’ words. The meipa on which Odysseus is here engaged is the
attempt to break the carapace in which the old man has clothed himself and to bring
him back gently and gradually into the world. The kepTéuia comprise the means
employed by Odysseus to this end; like the xeprduca of 4.6 they are meant to provoke
areaction, and they do. Heubeck seems to me to have solved the problems which many
critics have discerned in the Odysseus-Laertes passage: and he has also helped us to
a truer understanding of xepréuia and related words in Homer. The meaning they
convey is primarily that of provocation: a means to an end. In the preponderance of
passages analysed above, the xeprou- word indicates the provocation of another
person into behaving in a certain way, whether that is the behaviour desired by the
speaker (Nos. 3, 4, 6, 8, 10, 15) or is not desired by him (Nos. 1, 2, 5, 9, 13).

® A. Heubeck, ‘Zwei homerische meipa. (24.205ff. ~ 2.53f1.)", Ziva Antika 31 (1981), 73-83.
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The number of instances examined is large enough to fix the meaning of Homeric
kepTopu~- words within quite narrow limits and to indicate the circumstances in which
they are used. In themselves, they convey no hint of deception, although this is an
overtone which may be suggested by the context.

The word émikepropéwyr is used three times in the Homeric poems:

Tov 8 émkepTopéwy mpoaédns, Ilatpbrdees immed (16.744);
7oV 8’ &mkepTopéwy mpooépn médas wkvs *AxiAels (24.649);
Tov 8’ émkepTopéwy mpooépns, Ebpaie avfarTa (22.194).

These are but three variants (‘allomorphs’) of a standard expression, which may be
applied to the name of a person accompanied by an epithet. In the first and third
examples, the situation is similar: Patroclus vaunts his prowess over the enemy he has
just killed, and Eumaeus makes mock of 4is enemy, who is about to die in bonds.
The idea of ‘provocation’, which as we saw is uppermost with the simple verb, seems
to be lost entirely when the prefix ém:- is added; and the meaning becomes very close
to that of ‘taunting’.

Our investigation so far has yielded only negative results. No one, I imagine, will
think that ‘taunting’ gives an appropriate sense in 24.649; and yet we have no right
to dilute the meaning of émikepTopéwv in that line to something like ‘ good-natured
chaffing’, seeing that in exactly the same formulaic context in 16 and 22 it is used
unmistakably of a victor mocking his defeated enemy. In Leaf’s commentary it is
accepted that ‘ taunting’ should be the meaning, in accordance with the parallels. * The
application is very obscure’, says Leaf, ‘but it is best taken as expressing Achilles’ tone
in speaking of Agamemnon, as though he bitterly assumed that his enemy would
thwart him at every opportunity. There is no taunt in his words to Priam’. But either
émkepTopéwy means ‘taunting’ someone actually present, or it does not; the formula
cannot in two places convey the ‘taunt’ to a defeated enemy before the speaker’s face,
and in the third express, not a taunt at all, but bitter resentment at an absent rival.

Hence the only acceptable meaning of émiceprouéwr, that of “taunting’, cannot be
made to fit the context in 24.649. And the primary meaning of the simple verb,
‘provoking’, is not present either; if Achilles intends to induce Priam to act in a way
not previously contemplated, that factis not made clear, for (as Macleod himself points
out) it was actually the normal custom for guests to sleep in the portico. Finally, it
has to be said that Macleod’s own suggestion of ‘mystifying’ represents a desperate
attempt to give the word some significant meaning: the stem xeprou- by itself never
elsewhere conveys the sense of ‘mystification’; and the context here does not for a
moment suggest it as an appropriate rendering.

We are thus confronted by several interlocking problems. In the first place, Achilles
has been moved to profound pity by Priam’s grief, and his sympathy takes a practical
form; not only does he arrange, in the most tactful possible way, for the washing and
preparation of Hector’s body (in discussing this topic, Macleod shows himself at his
very best as an interpreter), but he actually asks Priam how long an interval is requisite
for the conduct of the funeral. In the second place, still taking thought for Priam’s
welfare, Achilles orders a bed to be made up for him in the portico. But in the third
place Achilles’ speech is introduced by a formula expressive of mocking contempt,
completely alien to the goodwill he shows towards Priam; and in the fourth and last
place his explanation of Priam’s sleeping-arrangements is both gratuitous (since a
guest would expect to sleep in the portico) and futile (since the portico is the very
place in which a guest could be sure of being seen by any visitor).

When we meet a formulaic line (649) which is at odds with its surroundings and
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which does not even cohere with the ensuing words of Achilles, and when those words
in their turn fail to explain satisfactorily the proposal for Priam to sleep in the portico,
we see once more the signs of ‘imperfect adaptation’. It is easy enough to envisage
a situation during the combats of Books 20-22 in which Achilles did utter taunts over
a defeated enemy: taunts which our line 24.649 would have expressed forcefully. The
trouble is that Priam is not Achilles’ defeated enemy, and Achilles has no thought of
mocking him. It is easy too to envisage an Iliad in which the old resentment between
Achilles and Agamemnon continues to smoulder until the very end of the poem; but
such is not our fliad. When Achilles says viv 8’ 7jror pév éyw madw xédov (19.67),
that is not with him a mere form of words: from that moment, he feels no distrust
towards Agamemnon, and even shows him marked respect in the Games (23.890-4).
Hence Achilles’ fear of intervention by Agamemnon (24.654-5) does not provide a
credible motif for setting the bed in the portico. Nevertheless, the economy of the poem
we have demands that Priam sleep there, whether or not it is the accustomed place
for guests, and whatever reason may be advanced in the present case: Priam simply
must be in the portico, so that he can easily slip away when Hermes comes to guide
him home. Priam must sleep in the portico; but the reason given for his doing so arises
not from the circumstances of our poem but from those of a different version, which
preserves to its end the traces of Achilles’ animus against Agamemnon.

University College London J.T. HOOKER
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