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PHOENIX'S SPEECH - IS ACHILLES PUNISHED?* 

Phoenix's speech in Book 9 of the Iliad is generally considered prophetic of what 
happens to Achilles later in the story. Many scholars have argued that Achilles is 
punished by Zeus through arr- (of either Achilles or Patroclus) which causes the death 
of Patroclus, just as anyone who spurns the Litai in the allegory of Phoenix will be 
punished by Ate sent by Zeus. The Meleager episode is also regarded as reflecting 
almost exactly what happens later: the Achaeans have difficulty in the battle due to 
Achilles' withdrawal, just as the Aetolians have when Meleager refuses to fight. 
Achilles, like Meleager, receives a set of three supplications to go back to the battle, 
and, just as Meleager loses his prize because he rejects the supplications, Achilles loses 
Patroclus because he does not listen to the pleas of the Embassy. This seems to be, 
in outline, the present orthodoxy.1 

There are, however, a complex of problems in interpreting Phoenix's speech. We 
are not in a position to judge if Achilles is really punished by Zeus in the way that 
Phoenix's speech, especially his Litai allegory, implies, until we answer the following 
questions: 

(1) Is Zeus actually the avenger of suppliants? 
(2) Does Zeus actually despatch arv/? Where does aTr-7 come from? 
(3) Is Achilles' rejection of the Embassy's pleas his moral error? 

Since I have not seen all of these problems treated together, I would like to undertake 
such a study in this paper. 

Zeus and the suppliants 

In the Litai allegory of Phoenix, Zeus is described as avenger of the Litai, of 
suppliants, and benefactor of those who respect them (1. 9.508-12): 

6s JiEv r ' aloG?TEra KoUpas AtoS aacov lovaas, 
rTv be iY'y cv)rqaav KaL Tr EKAVOV evXOI,EvoL0' 
OS &E K' drvjvqraTL K(a TE CrTEpEWS a7dOELrr), 
Aiaaov-ral 

' 
dpa ra ' yA ila Kpov'ova KLovaaL 

Tr) 'ArTv at/ E7TTEOaL, iva flAacelsi daTroetEL7. 

It has been argued, however, that Zeus is not considered the protector of suppliants 
anywhere else in the Iliad. 'For the heroes of the Iliad', Victoria Pedrick maintains, 
'supplication operates strictly on a human level, commanding respect only so far as 
custom and human sanctions compel.'2 If so, Phoenix's allegory presents yet another 
difficulty for the unity of the epic.3 Pedrick even excludes the Litai allegory from her 
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Cf. nn. 33 and 35 below. 
2 'Supplication in the Iliad and the Odyssey', TAPA 112 (1982), 125-40, 129. 
3 Cf. D. L. Page, History and the Homeric Iliad (Berkeley, 1959), pp. 297-315, esp. p. 303; for 

an argument against the separatist view, J. A. Scott, 'Phoenix in the Iliad', AJP 33 (1912), 
68-77. 
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examination of supplications on the ground that 'the retribution envisioned is 
otherwise alien to both epics, and suits Phoenix's arguments rather than any 
theology'.4 

Her observation seems generally sound, and it is tempting to follow her path. First, 
however, we need to examine the Litai allegory in the light of the Homeric doctrine 
of supplication observed elsewhere. If it is alien to the rest of the corpus, in what way? 

Zeus is called Hiketesios at Od. 13.213 and clearly regarded by mortals as patron 
of suppliants (Od. 7.165, 181, 9.270, etc.) in the Odyssey. In this epic, the majority of 
suppliants are foreigners asking for protection and hospitality, and their supplication 
is usually successful (except Odysseus' to the Cyclops, and to Aeolos on his second 
arrival). When Odysseus arrives in Alcinous' palace as a suppliant, the king even says 
that a guest/suppliant is like one's brother (8.546-7). 

Another category of suppliants, those in battle, however, are not always successful. 
Odysseus, pretending to be a Cretan, claims that he successfully supplicated an 
Egyptian king in battle after the defeat of himself and his crew, and that the king 
pitied him, took him home and protected him (14.278-84).5 Odysseus himself, on the 
other hand, ruthlessly kills Leodes, when the latter supplicates for his life claiming 
that his conduct in the house of Odysseus has been reasonable (22.310-19). Shortly 
after this, Odysseus does spare Phemius and Medon who have also supplicated him 
and Telemachos respectively, but that is because he acknowledges their innocence. 
His criterion here is quite clear: an enemy must be killed. He is determined to kill all 
the suitors, whatever their excuse may be and even if they resort to the claim of 
suppliants. Of course, in his eye, they are the offenders against Zeus Xeinios/ 
Hiketesios themselves, but at this point his rage seems to be beyond such 
reasoning. Telemachus even fears Odysseus may have killed Medon in his rage 
(22.359-60). 

If that is the case in the Odyssey where suppliants in other contexts are generally 
kindly treated, it is no surprise to find in the Iliad, where the business is war, that the 
majority of supplications are unsuccessful. Most of the suppliants in this epic are the 
Trojans or their allies asking an Achaean warrior for mercy, and they are all killed. 
Dolon is killed by Diomedes even as he tries to take a suppliant posture (10.454-7); 
Adrestos (6.63-5), who has supplicated Menelaos nearly successfully, and the sons of 
Antimachos (11.143-7) are killed by Agamemnon; Tros (20.463-72) and Lycaon 
(21.116-19) are killed by Achilles, who did once spare Lycaon and others (21.77, 
100-2). The observation of Pedrick that 'no warrior in the Iliad is ever stopped from 
rejecting an enemy's plea for his life by fear of Zeus' is quite accurate.6 This does not, 
however, automatically mean that the notion of divine protection of suppliants does 
not exist in the Iliad as a whole, as she infers from the fact that Hiketesios is never 
mentioned in supplications.7 

First of all, we must not forget that war is not a lawsuit. In battles, killing is the 
business, not appeals and hearings. The absence of appeals to Zeus seems rather due 
to the double standard of human morality universally observed even to this day: one 
in peace, another in war. If you kill a man in peace time, you will be a criminal. If you 

4 Pedrick, art. cit. (n. 2), 132 n. 29. 
5 Pedrick thinks that 'Zeus is imagined as protecting the suppliant even in battle' (art. cit. 

133) in this passage. However, if we look at the passage closely, Zeus is not involved in the 
supplication itself. The king spared the suppliant out of his pity (14.279 Ix' ,A6aUEv) and took 
him to his palace on his chariot (280 es Cg pov Se u' oras dayev otKaie). By then, therefore, the 
suppliant had acquired ~edvos status. And it is at this point that the authority of Zeus Xeinios 
(14.283-4) is brought into the story. 6 Art. cit. 133. 7 Art. cit. 129, 135. 
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kill hundreds on the battlefield, you will be a hero. Sad to say, killing enemies in battle 
is basically a good thing, the very heart of the heroic virtue. How can you incur divine 
anger when you are doing something good, winning glory? If a warrior kills more 
enemies, it means more honour. More honour means a bigger prize. A suppliant in 
battle therefore stands a chance of success only by offering his opponent a splendid 
ransom which will outweigh the prize the latter will get by killing him. This scheme 
sometimes works, but obviously, when the supplicated warrior happens to be 
bloodthirsty or seeking revenge rather than profit, it doesn't. See the poet's dry 
comment on Tros trying to supplicate Achilles (20.466-8): 

V7jTLOS, oVOE TO $77, 6 ov ITET?eU?OaL EiLE,Aev 
ov yap Tt yAVKVUOvixOS davrp -rv ovo8' Cyavodpwuv, 
dAAd dLaA' EfiLxefLaoas. 

This sort of situation is typical of the Iliad. It confirms the well-known human 
reality, that there is no use looking for the ethics of sanity where the war-god 
governs.8 In a world where moral values are reversed, pleading alone is not enough 
to make a valid iKETr7r .9 

This explains why Lycaon is the only suppliant in battle who claims to be 'like a 
LKETirs'.10 He claims that he shared a meal with Achilles sitting next to him when he 
was his captive (21.74-7): 

yovvovat'i a', 'AXLAev gv oe /1' ai'LSEO Kal It' EAeraov 
avTL Tot elp LKETrao , E , attOLO' 

Trap yap aot 7TpowTc 7Taira/arv Z/rJL7/TEpoS; aKT:7V, 

Tiart Tr OrTE iL' EtAE?g EVKTtLv E v dE aAq. 

'I am like your IKET'dq, because...', he explains. The fact that Lycaon claims to be 'as 
good as' a iKETr7S to Achilles alone means that he is not actually one, and the fact that 
the claim requires an explanation shows that it is far from being obvious. This clearly 
shows that holding one's opponent's knees alone does not make a LKE'Tb . Therefore 
Lycaon in his desperation tries to introduce the ethics of peace forcibly into his 
relationship with Achilles. This episode is good evidence for the existence of some 
respect for iKEdra in the Iliad as in the Odyssey. A lKE'Trg is alSolos (to be respected) 
and also apparently under some divine protection, more specifically, the deities of 
food and hospitality. Even toTrpEbEg immediately followed by lKETaO might be the 
sign of underlying association of Zeus with i:KE'TrS. 

Lycaon's supplication fails largely because of Achilles' determination to avenge his 
friend's death, but it must fail also because Lycaon cannot claim to be a genuine 
KETKrgs. His claim depends on the shaky logic, 'A captive is like a guest'.1 On the 

8 Cf. Od. 11.537 ritief bTEe T L aIveTaL "Apqg; cf. A. Heubeck, S. West and J. B. Hainsworth, 
A Commentary on Homer's Odyssey Volume I: Books I-VIII (Oxford, 1988), on 5.447: 'alSolos: 
the claim of the suppliant, except in the heat of battle, was absolute against other men, and 
sanctioned by Zevs LKET7rltogs (xiii, 213)...' (my italics); even in the successful example of war- 
time supplication in the Odyssey, i.e. a fictitious episode of Odysseus being saved by the king of 
Egypt, we see the 'ethics of war'. While the pious king protects the helpless enemy in awe of Zeus 
Xeinios because the foreigner is already accepted into his house as eetvros (14.280), other angry 
Egyptians still demand his life (14.281-2). 

9 Note how different Hector the family man (e.g. //. 24.767-72) is from Hector the warrior 
(e.g. II. 24.739). 

10 dvTt= as good as; cf. W. Leaf, Homer: The Iliad2 (London, 1902), ad loc. 
"1 W. Leaf, op. cit. (n. 10), on Il. 21.75, referring to the parallel custom of the Arabs, says 

that 'The mere breaking of bread under another man's roof entitles to the position of a 
suppliant, even though the intention to protect be absent'. Cf. bT scholion ad loc. But Achilles 
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other hand, a genuine guest-friend relationship can successfully introduce the 
morality of peace into the battlefield, as we know through the Glaucus-Diomedes 
episode (6.212-33). Therefore, we must assume that Zeus' capacity as Hiketesios has 
a valid force among humans also in the Iliad, so far as the functions of Xeinios and 
Hiketesios overlap. 

Achilles, naturally, does not incur divine anger by killing his pseudo-KiE7T- 
Lycaon, except the wrath of the pro-Trojan river-god Xanthos (21.146-7). However, 
even the god himself cannot help admitting that Achilles is acting ruthlessly (at'avAa 
pe?ELts 21.214) because the gods themselves always stand by him (215). This being the 
case, we must conclude that the gods in general, including Zeus, do not act as the 
protectors of suppliants on the battlefield. 

Under more peaceful circumstances, however, Zeus does seem to expect men to 
respect suppliants. As he predicts Achilles' treatment of Priam, he says (24.156-8 = 
185-7): 

OUT' aUTOS' KTcevL Lr7TO T a'AAovUs 7rTavTaS EpVEL' 
OVTe yap raT' ad1pcov oVT' laKoTOS ovT' dALtTjLwV, 
dAA fadA' vvA EVUKEOS LKE'TEo) 7TEoL?aE'rjTaL dv8pds. 

The implication of this passage is straightforward. Those who kill LK ETaL are mindless, 
thoughtless, and wrongful, and LKETraL should be treated kindly. What must be noted 
here is the way Zeus expresses his expectation. His tone is not that of the declaration 
of the guardian-god of suppliants saying, 'He must fear me, Hiketesios'. Instead, it 
is a relaxed expression of his trust in Achilles' humanity: 'He is a thoughtful enough 
man to treat a suppliant kindly', as if it were solely a matter of human morality over 
which Zeus has no direct authority.12 Therefore, we cannot consider it unmistakable 
evidence of Zeus as avenger of suppliants, while it does show that in the Iliad, too, 
the respect for suppliants is a well-established moral obligation among human beings, 
expected, even if not imposed, by divine authority. 

Achilles does not fall short of Zeus' expectation. He treats Priam kindly as an 
unhappy father like his own, despite his ever unquenchable wrath at Hector as the 
killer of his friend Patroclus which nearly surfaces at one point (24.559-70). To 
Priam's hasty request to see his son's body and refusal to accept Achilles' hospitality, 
Achilles answers by saying that he is returning the body (though reluctantly) because 
of the gods' instruction, and that he is aware of the divine escort which has brought 
Priam to his hut unnoticed by others (24.563-7). Therefore do not upset me any more, 
he says (569-70): 

/L7 GE, yEpov, ovO avrov ev KALUL?a7v edaw 
Kat iKET)rV 7TEp EOVTa, ZJIo ' dAa'Twco/icat eeETdaS. 

is fully aware of the fact that Lycaon was once his captive, as we know from his monologue, and 
that is precisely what drives him to try to 'kill him again' (21.54-63). The bread they shared 
simply is no hindrance at all to Achilles. Similarly, Odysseus does not hesitate to kill the suitors 
who have eaten under his roof. Here again, some might like to quote the Egyptian episode of 
Odysseus as an example of the protection guaranteed to a captive. However, the king obviously 
treats the Cretan (Odysseus' assumed identity) not as his captive, but as his guest, for the man 
is even given property by the king and other Egyptians. That is by no means what every captive 
can expect from his enemy. Achilles' attitude, on the other hand, is not that of a bloodthirsty 
killer, but of a man who has renounced the joy and warmth of life. He calls Lycaon ~i'Aos (106), 
not because they once shared bread, but because they are dying together. Cf. G. K. Whitfield, 
The Restored Relation (Diss. Columbia, 1967), p. 151; C. Daude, 'Hom&re: un humanisme 
pessimiste', Actes du Congres, Association G. Budd, VIIe Congr&s, Aix-en-Provence (Paris, 1964), 
pp. 543-64, p. 554. 

12 But, in fact, Achilles' release of Hector's body is his Kvi3os bestowed by Zeus. Cf. I//. 24.110. 
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'83' after 'JA o' separates two concerns: (1) lest he kill a suppliant and (2) lest he 
offend against the instruction of Zeus. These two find their echoes in the god's 
prediction. Achilles tries not to offend (aAL'rwtcat) against Zeus' instruction just as the 
god expects Achilles not to be dAt'r4tWv, and Achilles is restraining himself from 
harming a LKE(rTS just as Zeus expects (IKETEco TreLt8rgaEraL dv8pods). Since the word 
lKEr7rs is specifically introduced in both passages, we must assume that Priam 
deserves protection as a tlKErT per se to some extent. The gods' message to Achilles 
is therefore to make sure that he will not fall back into the 'morality of war' which 
can emerge at any moment within his heart swollen with anger. 

This example, again, does not make clear the status of Zeus, whether he actually 
acts as the god of suppliants or not, but it at least leaves open the possibility of some 
divine concern for suppliants. Thus it also leaves a channel open between Phoenix's 
Litai allegory (where Zeus is clearly the avenger of suppliants) and the rest of the Iliad 
(where, it has been claimed, he is not).13 

Phoenix's speech 

Let us now go back to the speech of Phoenix. What sort of supplication does he talk 
about? After he has recounted his 'history', he urges Achilles to restrain his great 
spirit because even the gods are appeased by gifts (9.499-501): 

Kal /JLv TOvS OveEaLt Kal evXwoAfs dyavacrt 
AoL3j TE KVLa?7 TE 7raparporrS ' avOpCw7rot 
/AtaLoLEvoI, rTE KEV Tr vTrrEpf3l7 Kat da7prrI. 

Clearly this is a new category of supplication. It is neither a request for protection 
and hospitality by 6EiVOS-K`EiTr, nor a plea for one's life in battle, nor an attempt to 
ransom one's child (dead or alive). It is a supplication for pardon by those who have 
done something wrong. 

This exactly matches the present situation - probably so designed.14 Agamemnon 
slighted Achilles, but now here they are: he has sent Achilles' closest friends as an 
embassy to offer him splendid gifts and ask him to return to the battle. There is only 
one exact parallel to this situation in the Iliad -the paradeigma of Meleager, also 
recounted by Phoenix (529-99). It is almost the exact parallel not only to the present 
supplication, but to the main structure of the 'Song of Achilles' as a whole. Meleager 
is the supreme warrior by whose aid the Aetolians have held the Kouretes back. But 
he withdraws from the battle, angered by his mother's curse. Then the Kouretes start 
pressing hard the city of Aetolia. He receives three supplications to return to battle, 
one from the elders and priests of the city offering gifts, another from his family, and 
another from his friends, but he refuses them all. Finally, when the enemy have 
started climbing the walls and setting fire to the city, he yields to the tearful plea of 
his wife and returns to battle. Although he saves the city, it is too late. He receives 
no reward. 

13 There is one example of divine wrath against a man who has rejected a suppliant, namely, 
Agamemnon, who has rejected Chryses' appeal to him to release his daughter (//. 1.11ff.). 
However, although Chryses is described with a term of supplication (15 A'raaro), he pleads in 
his capacity as a priest of Apollo rather than a suppliant (21), and the Achaeans are punished 
for Agamemnon's insult to Chryses' priesthood by Apollo on his priest's request (1.35-52). 
Therefore, the issue here is solely Apollo's T/x), not the right of a suppliant. 

14 Cf. M. M. Willcock, 'Mythological Paradeigma in the Iliad', CQ 14 (1964), 141-54, esp. 
149-53. 
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Like Meleager, Achilles withdraws from the battle leaving the Achaeans in severe 

military difficulty. He also receives a set of three supplications. He is supplicated first 

by Odysseus, as the official envoy from Agamemnon, offering gifts - corresponding 
to the Aetolian elders and priests - then by Phoenix, as Achilles' 'nurse' - 

corresponding to Meleager's family - and finally by Ajax as a friend who tries to 

persuade Achilles with the logic of friendship.15 Achilles, like Meleager, does not 
listen. He will change his mind, like Meleager, only when the enemy have started 
climbing the wall and setting fire to the Achaean ships, and with the tearful plea of 
Patroclus. However, the parallel ends there. It is Patroclus, not Achilles, who returns 
to battle to drive back the hard pressing enemy. Achilles does get gifts in the end (as 
promised by Athena at I/. 1.213-14) - though they are meaningless to him after the 
death of Patroclus. 

Probably the most striking point of comparison between the two is that both 
groups of supplications completely miss the point. The promise of gifts from 
Agamemnon means absolutely nothing to Achilles - a fact not recognized by any of 
the members of the Embassy. The point of Achilles' long angry speech of refusal is 
compressed into the following two lines (9.386-7): 

OVSe KEV CgS ETt OV/V ELOV TEOV LELt' 'AyaCyeLxvCV, 

7Tptv y O.7T r7aaav ELOl 8do'LOeval OvLuaA,ye'a A\ofrl7v. 

Remember, this is said after the offer of splendid gifts from Agamemnon. The offer 
obviously has not made any difference to the situation at all. Achilles does not feel he 
has received a due apology or the restoration of his honour.16 That is the full stop. 
All the following persuasion based on the same offer, though it has some emotional 
impact on Achilles, must fail.17 Instead, he gets even more infuriated. Is his reaction 
unreasonable ? 

It is obvious to the audience/reader that, though having agreed to send the 
Embassy to Achilles, Agamemnon has hardly changed his attitude towards Achilles, 
as we see in the closing lines of his speech (II. 9.158-61): 

O8LrOr76TW -'Ati'8s rot dtaeitXOS 78' dadtiaaJTos' 
TOVVEKa Kat TE /ppOTOiLt Oe0V eXOTSarog a7TrOVTWV - 

KaLt LOL VTTOT7r7JT, ocaov f aatAEVTEpOSd EIt/t 

778 oUaov yEVej 7TpoyEVeaTepOS eUJXoILa elvaL. 

There are no 'sweet words' (e7rreTal tLELtAtXLOLtv 9.113) as recommended by Nestor. 

Instead, we hear a typical boast of his higher rank and his implicit displeasure with 
Achilles' haughtiness.18 'If he remains stubborn after this, he will be as hateful as 
Hades to me.' - knowing Achilles so well, he certainly suspects that it is a possible 
outcome. We readers might think that there is no way for Achilles of knowing what 
Agamemnon's actual feeling is like, and judge Achilles' reaction to the Embassy 
accordingly, thinking that he should not be so obdurate.19 However, in fact, he acts 

15 For the corresponding roles of the members of two sets of supplications, cf. H. Ebel, After 
Dionysus (Cranbury, NJ, 1972), p. 99. 

16 Cf. S. E. Bassett, The Poetry of Homer (Berkeley, 1938), p. 201: '...Achilles now 
recognizes the claim of friendship, but feels that the slight upon his honour still remains, since 
his best friends misunderstand the real point at issue.' 

17 For the emotional impact of the speeches of the Embassy on Achilles, see T. A. Tarkow, 
'Achilles' Response to the Embassy', CB 58 (1982), 29-34, 30-1. 

18 Cf. S. E. Bassett, 'The 'AtaprTta of Achilles', TAPA 65 (1934), 47-69, 59-62; D. E. 
Eichholz, 'The Propitiation of Achilles', AJP 74 (1953), 137-48, 144. 

19 E.g. A. Thornton, Homer's Iliad: its Composition and the Motif of Supplication (G6ttingen, 
1984), p. 132. 
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as if he knew exactly what Agamemnon said when despatching his envoys. When 
rejecting the offer of compensation, Achilles replies (9.312-13): 

ExOpos yadp fiot KEiVOS o61LCS 'Al'Sao 7rrtvA'l 
o0 X ET?EpOV /LEV KEV 17Vt 1 fp; VpE, dAAo be Et r7. 

It strikes the reader as a bitter irony. For Achilles, too, Agamemnon is 'as hateful as 
Hades', because 'he has one thing in mind and says another', which is exactly what 
Agamemnon is doing now through the Embassy. Despite his sending an embassy to 
lure Achilles back to the battle, there is no word of apology, no change of attitude on 
Agamemnon's part. Instead, he still thinks Achilles' pride as hateful as Hades, 
insisting that he is superior to Achilles. Although Odysseus does not report this last 
part of Agamemnon's speech, Achilles probably knows Agamemnon well enough to 
sense it from the list of gifts full of royal pride.20 The readers are directed by the poet 
to see the statements of the two heroes in an unmistakable symmetry which leads us 
to judge Achilles' rejection completely justifiable.21 

Meleager's anger is also never quenched. His mother cursed him, praying for his 
death, because he killed his brother. How? It cannot be anywhere but in the battle 
between the Aetolians and the Kouretes.22 He has been fighting for the Aetolians 
when his mother, one of those closest to him, curses him, wishes his death, honouring 
her brother (despite the fact that he was on the enemy's side) more than her son and 
thereby causing Meleager's distrust in his family, injuring his honour, shattering all 
the meaning of his heroic life and his life itself. That is his condition when the 
Aetolians come to supplicate him, promising gifts, but thinking only about their own 
safety, without resolving the cause of his anger itself. It is no coincidence that the poet 
put the supplications of his family in the order given: his father, sisters, and mother. 
His mother comes last because she is the one who is angry at him herself, and only 
when she is desperate to survive does she come and plead with her son, whose own 
life she has already destroyed. The lines lead naturally into his even more infuriated 
refusal, after his mother's all too selfish plea (9.584-5): 

7ToAAa, &e Trv 7y Kaoa'yvq7Tat KaLL rTOTVLCLa jUr.T37p 

EAAi[aaovO' 6 oe &tJdAAov avat'veTo. 

Similarly, the three sent to Achilles, who are among those closest to him, fail to see 
the situation from his point of view. They only think about the lives of the Achaeans 
and their own. 'Your injured honour is nothing compared with the lives of those who 
slighted you.'23 - That is the only message Achilles hears from the triple supplication 
which he could not accept. Nobody in his society could accept such a deal. What 
Achilles wants is (1) Agamemnon's humiliation and sincere apology, and (2) the full 
recovery of his own position as the foremost warrior in the Achaean camp. He has 
an opportunity for (2) now, but (2) should not come before (1), if he is to avoid 
further humiliation.24 

20 Cf. C. H. Whitman, Homer and the Heroic Tradition (Cambridge, MA, 1958), pp. 192-3. 
21 Note also Agamemnon's proud words, /facrtAIevrepo'; EltLI (9.160) echoed by Achilles' 

rejection of his daughter's hand, o 8' 'AXatCv dAAov EAEaOwc, o TLt ot r' E7TEOlKE KtLL 6OS 

3agotAevTepos earutv (9.391-2). 22 As in Bacchylides, 5.127-9. 
23 On the contrary, of course, he has specially asked Zeus to restore his honour through the 

death of many Achaeans. In his eye, the Achaeans who did not check Agamemnon from 
dishonouring him share the king's responsibility. Cf. II. 16.18, 'vrrepf3aat'rs EVEKO acrnsg.' 

24 He has another occasion to recover (2), when Patroclus urges him to save the Achaeans in 
book 16, but he does not agree to go himself, and sends Patroclus instead, which results in the 
latter's death. But is Achilles punished for this 'error', as A. Thornton maintains (op. cit. (n. 19), 
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Putting together the two stories of Phoenix, the Litai allegory and the paradeigma 
of Meleager, his message seems to warn Achilles that he will be punished by adr- if 
he does not accept their supplication. Should we then say, as many do, that Achilles 
is in fact punished by adtr resulting in the loss of his beloved friend, because he has 
rejected the supplication of the Embassy? 

One point must be noted. Just as Meleager is not said to be affected by ad7r, but 
loses his reward through his anger (doAos 9.565), Achilles is said to be affected only 
by his anger (18.108-11 etc.), not by darr. Can we still say, nevertheless, that he has 
been punished by adry? If so, in what way? Before we can answer these questions, we 
must next investigate the nature of drr- in Homer. 

arvq in Homer 

Although we have two outstanding examples of personified "Ar-7 (the allegory of 
Phoenix, /. 9.504ff., and the story of Agamemnon, II. 19.91 ff.), the other instances of 
a-r7 do not invest the image of the goddess "Ar-7 with any personality. In I/. 16.805, 
adT7 is nothing but a physical effect on Patroclus caused by Apollo. It would be very 
awkward if we had to imagine the god, after hitting Patroclus, hastily calling the 
goddess "ATr- to come to 'seize' him. 

adt7 may be talked about as if it could be personalized. There are such expressions 
as 'Alexandros' arT-' (II. 6.356, 24.28), 'his adTr' (Agamemnon's, II. 1.412, 16.274; 
Eurytion's caused by wine, Od. 21.302), and 'my acat' (Agamemnon's, II. 9.115). If 
each person can have his own aTr-, or even aTat, raT7 cannot be considered a fully 
personified deity, but a sort of psychological phenomenon. Odysseus says he was 
lulled 'into a'rrf' (ets aT-qv) at Od. 12.372. Such an expression also points to a'rT as 
a condition of a man, rather than an external force creating the condition. 

The noun aTrr and its cognate verb daao are used most often to describe a state of 
mind of someone who makes a certain mistake. A person under the influence of aT6- 

can commit murder (II. 24.480-1), and can undertake an unsuccessful adventure (Od. 
15.233) or a fruitless war (II. 2.111, 8.237, 9.18). Patroclus is in the state of arrT 
(ddaOrf) when he goes too far into the Trojan forces, against Achilles' advice, to be 
killed by Hector (II. 16.685). Paris led Helen to Troy because of his adT7 (II. 6.356, 
24.28) and she followed him because of adr7 sent by Aphrodite (Od. 4.261; cf. 23.223), 
causing a disastrous war between the Trojans and the Achaeans. 

It is because of ar-7 that Agamemnon makes his most serious mistake: he seizes 
Achilles' war-prize Briseis, so causing him to withdraw from the battle (//. 1.412, 
9.115, 16.274, 19.88) resulting in great loss of Achaean lives (II. 19.134-6). It is with 
this ar-r of his that Agamemnon compares "Arq- who once misled even Zeus into 
being deceived by Hera's trick (II. 19.95-133). In his story, "Arr- is fully personified, 
said to be the eldest daughter of Zeus (19.91), but apparently out of her father's 
control. Therefore, after realizing his mistake, which will result in the lifelong ordeals 
of his beloved son Heracles, he seizes her by her hair and hurls her out of Mt Olympos 
(19.126-9). This picture of the Zeus-Ate relationship is evidently very different from 
that in Phoenix's speech. 

pp. 135-6)? On the contrary, I think, Achilles should be commended for his concern for the 
Achaeans, which makes him send Patroclus to battle. Although Achilles has not received a true 
apology, (1), which he expects to come soon (//. 11.609-10), he sends his friend and other 
Myrmidons to save the Achaeans before it is too late. This good will has never been appreciated 
by anybody in the story, least of all by Agamemnon, and, probably as a consequence, not very 
often pointed out by critics. However, who can deny that it is the result of his concession, rather 
than his moral error, that he did save the Achaeans? 
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aTdr is also observed in some sort of carelessness or forgetfulness. Oeneus forgets to 
make an offering to Artemis (II. 9.537) thereby inviting her punishment, and 
Agastrophus does not keep his chariot at hand at a crucial moment (II. 11.340), both 
being in the state of anr-y (daaoro). 

How and why adrr comes to men is an interesting and difficult question. Zeus, 
though once hit by "Arr7 himself, is said by men to be the author of atrr at II. 19.270, 
and at II. 2.111, 8.237 and 9.18; and as we have seen, Phoenix says that Zeus sends 
'"ATr to punish men who spurn the Litai, a moral argument about the origin of arTY 
not paralleled anywhere else in Homer. 

At I/. 19.270-4, accepting Agamemnon's explanation that it was Zeus, Moira and 
Erinys who sent 'A4rr to him (19.87-8), Achilles says that Zeus sent drat to 
Agamemnon because the god wanted to kill many Achaeans. Modern readers might 
ask themselves, 'But was it not Achilles himself who wished the death of many 
Achaeans?' (cf. I/. 1.409-10). In his mind, however, the whole cycle of events- 
Agamemnon's arfy, Achilles' wrath, and its disastrous consequences including 
the death of Patroclus - was planned by Zeus, who sent airr to Agamemnon to start 
his plan working. This view is apparently shared by the poet, who says Atds 8' 
ETEAE'ETo /govArj (II. 1.5) immediately after sketching the disaster of the Achaeans 
caused by the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles. Certainly it so happens that 
Agamemnon is hit by adrr (to slight Achilles) just after having rejected Chryses' 
supplication - a formula presented by Phoenix. However, as we have seen above 
(note 13), he does not offend against the Litai, but against Apollo, and is duly 
punished for it by the god through the plague, and in the end successfully appeases 
the god after making up for his offence. The effect of his aTr, on the other hand, lasts 
much longer than the Chryses incident. We can find no explanation why Zeus should 
send such aTrr to Agamemnon and cause the subsequent events. 

At Od. 15.233-4, Erinys alone is said by the poet to be responsible for Melampous' 
Tf7f. This arrt also resists moral analysis, for his adventure is successful in the end 
within the plan of Zeus (Od. 11.297). We must assume that it was sent simply to start 
the god's plan working. 

Similarly, we cannot see the reason, moral or otherwise, why Aphrodite sent arrT 
to Helen (as Helen claims) to make her run off with Paris to Troy (Od. 4.261-2). 
Surely not to destroy her favourite people? All we can say for certain is that the 
goddess stirred Helen's love for Paris, which Helen later recognizes as arq7. 

The aTrr which Patroclus experiences at II. 16.805-6 is a physical and mental 
' stupor' - as W. Leaf calls it25 - and quite explicitly described by the poet as the effect 
of Apollo's stroke. The god's immediate purpose in causing it must be to make 
Patroclus an easy prey to Hector. However, it is not a punishment.26 It is simply his 
destiny, part of the plan of Zeus, that he is killed by Hector (//. 15.64-5). 

If the gods do send anr7 to us for no obvious moral reason, not as punishment for 
crime, but just as they please, what can we do? We certainly find some sense in 
Agamemnon's lamenting excuse at I//. 19.90-4: 

aAAa Tr KEV peatuJ'; Oe6s 6ta 7TrvTa TeAEVTd. 
7rpEa3a AtOs OvyadrTp 'AT7q, 7} 7Trdras draTa, 

ovVAot' vr- Tn ,u'ev ' 6rraAo 7ro 'es' ov yap Tr' ov8et 
rt'Avarat, dAA' dpa 7 ye KaT' dv8pCv KparTa ga'vet 
Ad'7rrrova' avOpCorrovs' Kara 8 ' oUv ETEpdv Oye 7T6rtaE. 

25 Ed. W. Leaf, op. cit. (n. 10), ad loc. 
26 Cf. E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley, 1951), pp. 5-6. 
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The situation looks most pathetic for Odysseus at Od. 12.372. Being stranded on 
the island of Thrinakie with no food left, he goes out of the sight of his companions to 
pray to the gods for any clue how to get out of their desperate situation (12.336-8): 

Xeipas v,dtaCLEvoS, 0' ET aKE7raL s 7fv avep'o(o, 

rpotLrv 7TrvTE'eaL OEOIS o0 "O AvJL7TOV EXovULV' 
ol 3' apa iLOL yAvKvv 67rvov 7Tt flAE1(dpoLaLV EXEvav. 

In response to Odysseus' prayer, the gods (according to him) send yAVKVKs V7rvo (he 
calls it vr7AE,sS v7rvos later at 12.373) which leads him to disaster. He goes back to 
where his companions are and knows that they have slaughtered the cattle of Helios. 
He cries out (12.371-3): 

Zeiv 7 7Ta7Ep a' AAotL fLaKapes Oeol alEv EOV7ES, 

77 EL /xaA Els aT7rV KOLtIa7'TE V7AEL V rvCO, 

ol O yEapol yveya Epyov ejL7TL-aavro FeEvoVTEs. 

The gods sent him sleep which was sweet when it came, but later Odysseus, having 
discovered the disaster it has caused, calls it dar7. It can hardly be his mistake, but 
rather a misfortune which has fallen on him. What he sees here is the 'blessed gods' 
as arbitrary dispensers of dT.27 

We do not know, however, how far we can take this image of 'happy, cruel gods' 
seriously, for, in a similar situation elsewhere, Odysseus blames only his companions 
and himself. On the way to (in fact, very close to) Ithaca from Aeolia, his companions 
open the bag of winds through their misconception that it contains some gifts from 
Aeolus, while Odysseus is asleep. Then their ship is blown back by the released winds 
to the island of Aeolus, this time to be sent away coldly. Odysseus explains his 
situation to Aeolus in this way (Od. 10.68-9): 

aaacav f ETrapoL TE KaKOl TTpOs TolCU TE V7rVOS 

aXETALOS. 

Here'daadav L?E', means more or less 'brought me to ruin (dar7)' and he says it is due 
to his sleep and E'apot KaKOLc - which should be translated as 'useless companions' 
rather than 'wicked companions'. It is clear from his recollection, looking back to 
this event in his narration, that he considers himself also responsible, apparently 
because of his untimely sleep (10.27 av-rcv yap a7TrcoAdyLeO' adpaSt'7aLv). But he does 
not blame the gods at all this time. 

We get more suspicious about the gods' responsibility for drvq when Elpenor says 
(Od. 11.61): 

dacE (Le 8alFovos aloa KaK-] Kat adOE'afaros0 olvos. 

Even though 'alta KaK ] of some god' is ultimately responsible for his accidental 
death, it is obvious that he drank too much wine and fell from the roof because of 
that. His drv7 can hardly be the responsibility of anybody but himself. Antinous the 
suitor also points out the effect of wine which brings forth ard7, referring to the 
episode of a drunken Centaur (Od. 21.293-302; 296 daa', 297 daaev, 301 daaBOt's, 302 
drrlv). 

Another testimony of dr,7 of completely human origin is at II. 10.391. Having been 
caught by Odysseus and Diomedes, Dolon blames Hector: 

?roAA al'v u' d1r at 7TapeK vdov rjyayev "EKTrcp. 

27 Cf. J. M. Bremer's observation in Hamartia (Amsterdam, 1969), pp. 111-12: 'The 
Homeric conception of ate relates the error to an arbitrary and malicious interference of the gods 
with human action, causing infatuation in man and resulting in disaster.' 
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By saying rroXAAatv adr7a Dolon means nothing more than an inviting promise of 
reward for his adventure.28 We have already seen other examples of ar7 as motivation 
towards unsuccessful adventures at I/. 2.111, 8.237, 9.18 and Od. 15.233. 

The drrq of Oilian Ajax at Od. 4.503ff. (503, 509 daOjr/) is definitely not sent by the 
gods. He boasts that daKTTrqt OEUcv qvyEELv jedya Aatrua Oadaarls (504). Hearing 
this, Poseidon, who has had no bad intention towards him until then, brings him the 
final destruction. 

From these examples we can now conclude that all arr is a temporary state of mind 
(including sleep) which brings a person into unfortunate situations, regardless of 
whether it comes from gods or men. The only common factor in all the examples 
seems to be that they all result in misfortunes. 

In other words, even if one makes a mistake in conduct or judgement, but does not 
meet any obvious misfortune, it is never regarded as dr,/. Agamemnon's moaning 
that Zeus sent drr to him to lead him to Troy for nothing (I/. 2.111, 8.237, 9.18) is 
a good example. It is, in fact, not adr7 that made him come to Troy because he will 
win the war eventually, but for the time being everything seems a failure to 
him - hence, he thinks, his decision must have been drn/. 

On the contrary, although he is regretful about his quarrel with Achilles already 
shortly afterwards and says it is a hardship sent by Zeus (II. 2.375-8), he does not call 
his state of mind at the time of the quarrel adr, until he sees its disastrous 
consequences (9.115 araS, 116 daauadt4v, 19.88 etc.). A disastrous result of a mistake 
or of misconduct comes first, and then the state of mind which has brought forth the 
result is retrospectively called arTr - that seems to be the Homeric logic. 

arr, can be sent from some deity (not only Zeus), be caused by men, or come by 
itself out of nowhere, often for no obvious reasons. It can be just a phenomenon or 
a personified goddess. This peculiar nature of dryr seems somewhat easier to grasp if 
we compare it with a similar case of shaky personality, that of oveLpos. 

Zeus sends a false dream to Agamemnon (//. 2.6ff.), again to start his plan working. 
He summons and addresses the Dream as a fully personified being (oIvAE "Ovetpe 2.8). 
Editors will naturally choose to spell "OvEtpos with initial capital here (2.6, 8, 16, 22, 
56). However, when Nestor refers to the very same dream as 'the dream', they choose 

28 Cf. Leaf, op. cit. (n. 10), on 10.391: 'adrqtyt is so far peculiar here that it is used of 
"blinding", deception, of a purely human origin; drasT a Oq rTa crrl KaK&t V7roXEErStg, Schol. 
BT. In every other instance it conveys the idea of some divine or mysterious blindness.' Dodds 
(op. cit. [n. 26], p. 19 n. 20) does not accept the view that this passage is an exception, 
maintaining that aTdat means 'a symptom of Hector's own condition of (divinely inspired) Tdrr 
and not that 'Hector's unwise advice produced adrT in Dolon,' on the ground that a-ra as 'acts 
productive of infatuation' is 'a unique psychology' and 'a unique use of arat'. His 
interpretation has two major problems. First, aTdr always involves disastrous consequences for 
the person who acts under its influence, whereas the present situation is Dolon's disaster and not 
Hector's. Therefore, even if Hector's suggestion was a strategic error, Hector cannot be 
considered the victim of aTdr. If it is to be interpreted as Dodds proposes, namely that Hector 
is hit by aTdr but not affected by it himself, we are indeed dealing with a unique use of adr7. Also 
in this context, it is difficult to visualize 'many' arat on Hector's side. Secondly, although Dodds 
has successfully eliminated two possible meanings of arat here, namely, one as 'temporary 
blinding of mind (produced in Dolon)' and one as 'acts productive of infatuation', he has failed 
to take account of another aspect of arat, i.e. as 'deluders', as agents causing mental 
malfunction. If we interpret -roAAal adrat here as Hector's many words of dazzling promises 
(which caused Dolon to lose his head), all the difficulty is dissolved. It seems, therefore, by far 
the best to take the araL as 'producers of infatuation'. I find Dodds' analysis of darr in Homer 
generally sound and accurate, except that he does not make it explicit that aTdr is defined by its 
consequences, not by its origin. 
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not to do so (2.80), because it is conceived as an everyday experience common to all 
human beings. In all other instances of dreams in Homer, there is no further 
indication that "OvELpoS has any personality. 

Like a7rr, ovetpos claims 'multiple authorship'. Penelope's dream at Od. 4.804ff. is 
an ELC)Aov sent by Athena. Another one at Od. 19.535ff. of an unknown origin is a 
different sort of dream from the one above or the one Zeus sends to Agamemnon. 
Unlike the previous examples, it is not a 'dream-figure' standing at the bedside to 
deliver a message, but a dream scene in which Penelope herself is involved. In other 
words, this ovELpos is her experience and not a divine or human figure.29 At Od. 20.87, 
she says that some god sends her ovetpara KaKa. One of the 'woeful dreams' she has 
just had is the vision of her husband sleeping beside her. This figure itself (which she 
calls 6ovap at 20.90) could be "Ovetpog the god sent by Athena or by some other god, 
but such a singular imagery would not be consistent with the plural ovEOpara. 
Evidently Penelope is thinking of plural dreams, perceived as new each time, sent by 
some god to disturb her mind, rather than a single dream-god visiting her again and 
again. Her story about the double gate of dreams (19.562ff.) also confirms the 
plurality of dreams. We all have many dreams; some are sent by some gods, and 
others come from no known source.30 

If we think of the similarity between the two phenomena aTrr and ovetpos, the 
analogy we can draw from the usage of oVELpos is significant for understanding that 
of aTrT. Zeus or other gods can send arrT or ovELpos to men to achieve their purposes. 
Both of them are something we experience frequently, and in both of them our 
rational mind does not function as normal. We know what exactly has happened only 
after having recovered from the experience. Then we often think that we have acted 
or thought in a strange way compared to what we would normally do. 

Because of this mysterious nature they have in common, both are often, but not 
always, believed to be god-sent by the Homeric characters, and described as such by 
the poet. However, because their names are obviously descriptive of the respective 
phenomenon, they fail to acquire full personality, and because of their ubiquity, the 
Homeric man or the poet does not seem to find it necessary or possible to pinpoint 
how and why every single arn] or 6vEtpos visits a person.31 

We can now conclude the following: (1) that Zeus does seem to care for suppliants 
to some extent; (2) that aTJr does not necessarily come from the gods; (3) that the 
gods, including Zeus, sometimes do send aT-q to men to achieve their ends. This makes 
the Litai-Ate 'theory' of Phoenix possible, if not entirely convincing. When he says 
that "ArtI always goes ahead of ALrat', he is referring to the common and arbitrary 
nature of her visits: 'She goes everywhere and harms men' (II. 9.506-7), without 
suggesting any punitive motivations. Then, his hypothesis seems to go, since Zeus is 
the god of suppliants and capable of mobilizing Jrat, he may well one day punish 
those who spurn suppliants using aTra. However, while it seems possible, it is never 
proved by any evidence in Homer. This being the case, it will be safer for us to read 
it as an expression of human expectation of divine justice and protection, a persuasive 
'theory' of Phoenix, than a well-established theology. We may, on the other hand, 

29 We see another example of a dream as an experience in the simile at II. 22.199-200. 
30 On dreams in Homer, see Dodds, op. cit. (n. 26), pp. 104-7. 
31 Cf. R. D. Dawe, 'Some Reflections on Ate and Hamartia', HSCP 72 (1967), 89-123, 100: 

'The division of responsibility between men and gods has long been properly understood to be 
an irresolvable problem in Homer ... the Homeric poets did not recognise any contradiction 
between assigning responsibility for a particular event to the gods in one line and to men in the 
next.' 
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separate ourselves from those who claim that the concept expressed there is 
completely alien to the rest of the epic.32 Unless it was acceptable to the audience at 
least as a possible theory, it would not have found its place in its context. 

Is Achilles punished through dan-? 

Finally, we are ready to discuss the main point of this paper, the most popular 
interpretation of the Litai-Ate allegory of Phoenix, that it symbolizes what happens 
to Achilles in the following course of events. Those who hold such a view argue that 
'Achilles is obdurate to the pleas of the envoys, and is then himself smitten by Ate, 
for instead of helping the Achaeans out of their great crisis he sends his best friend 
into the battle, where he is killed'.33 

We have now come back to the question whether Achilles is actually hit by adrq. 
There is no statement by any characters or by the poet that Achilles is ever affected 
by ar-r. Why? We can only assume that it is because he is not. What is often forgotten 
by those who maintain the contrary is that not all misfortunes or mistakes are the 
result of adr). 

For example, Hera has not only deceived Zeus by drr,. In the "Atr* story recounted 
by Agamemnon, Zeus declares Eurystheus king instead of Heracles (II. 19.95ff.) as a 
result of being deceived by Hera, and the agent of the deception is "Ar*7. But in 
another similar situation, the agent is sleep. Having had Zeus put to sleep by Sleep, 
Hera stirs a storm to blow Heracles' ship far off course (II. 14.249-56). After he has 
woken up and seen what has happened, Zeus hurls around the gods in a rage and, just 
as he throws Ate to the ground in the other episode, he might have thrown Sleep into 
the sea (14.258). True, untimely sleep is sometimes associated with adrR, as we have 
seen (Od. 10.68, 12.372), but neither this episode nor the ardarr7 episode following it, 
also engineered by Hera with the help of Sleep (14.161ff.), claims that Zeus is affected 
by arr,. What is, then, the difference between the two Heracles stories? The only 
significant difference we can see is that the unfortunate consequences of the Ate 
episode are irreversible, while those of the Sleep episodes are reparable. Therefore, 
adr* seems to be what leads to major disaster with irreversible, or, at least, very grave, 
consequences. 

This seems to enhance the view that Achilles' loss of Patroclus is the result of his 
aTdr. It is indeed the most irreversible disaster. Then, why is its cause not called his 

ar,/? We must now go back to another aspect of the definition of ar,r. It is a state of 
mind, malfunction of mind, which prompts misjudgement or misconduct. What 
misjudgement can we find in Achilles through the course of losing Patroclus? When 
sending out his friend to the battle? Before he sends his friend out, he specially 
emphasizes the heart of his advice (II. 16.83): 

7TrEO0 8' '9 TOl 6yo /LUVOoV To rAor Ev /pEal 06ELo. 

32 The theory does not, therefore, serve as decisive evidence for interpolation. Hope for divine 
justice is often expressed by human characters in Homer, though the gods themselves do not 
always live up to their expectations. For example, while human beings believe that Zeus is the 
guardian of oaths who punishes liars (II. 4.235-9), it is he who prompts Athena to cause the truce 
to be broken (II. 4.68-72). 

33 H. Frankel, Early Greek Poetry and Philosophy2 (tr., New York, 1951), p. 63. Cf. 
C. M. Bowra, Tradition and Design in the Iliad (Oxford, 1930), p. 17: 'The theme is how 
Achilles' temper leads him both to disaster and to moral degradation'; H. Lloyd-Jones, The 
Justice of Zeus (Berkeley, 1971), p. 27: '... both Agamemnon and Achilles receive rough justice 
for their injustice to each other and the rest of the Achaeans perpetrated during their quarrel'; 
J. A. Arieti, 'Homer's Litae and Ate', CJ 84 (1988), 1-12, 4: '...when Achilles refuses the Litae 
in Book 9, he is in the grip of Ate...' 
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That is (87): 
4K vlr(v EAdaaas Levat 7rdaAv. 

He says, even if Zeus gives you glory, you should not continue fighting. Do not get 
carried away by victory, do not go to the city, lest some god, especially Apollo, 
intervene (87-94). I fail to see any misjudgement in his instruction. He knows exactly 
what will happen, what will cause what, if Patroclus does not follow his instruction. 
His advice is completely logical and blameless. And when he sees the first bad sign of 
the reversed charge on the battlefield, he recalls the prediction of Thetis that one of 
the bravest Myrmidons will be killed before Achilles himself. From this divine 
knowledge, he deduces what has happened (18.12-14): 

' pIAda r1 T 
EOVr7KE MEVOLTLOV aAKL/tOS vUdS, 

XXETAIOS' - 7r' TKEAEVOV daTrWaoLEvov orjov rrtp 
ad E7Trr vras L1c/v, t/r1' "EKTOptL LfTL JaXEcaOat. 

The absolute clarity and accuracy of his reasoning is even tragic. It is a tragedy of 
perfect knowledge, not that of Sophoclean irony. Despite the perfect clarity of his 
mind and his sound perception of the situation at the time when he sends Patroclus out, 
he loses his friend. Why? Because he could not predict that Patroclus would be affected 
by darr of an unknown origin (16.685), be carried away, and ignore Achilles' advice. 
Achilles also knows, in theory, that it is Patroclus who is to blame (GXETAros - he is 
impossible!). However, he blames himself, out of love, out of sorrow, and out of his 
responsibility to protect his friend.34 'I should have been there defending him!' he 
blames himself. Indeed, now, for the first time, his mind is blinded by love, refusing 
to see the fact that there was little danger for Patroclus and that therefore Achilles was 
not needed, provided Patroclus did not go too far. It is Patroclus' drar which 
destroyed him. 

Is Patroclus' arri, then, the punishment of Achilles for his refusal of the Embassy's 
plea? It is certainly another popular interpretation.35 But which event to follow this 
has not been ordained in advance? Achilles is destined to live a very short life.36 It is 
fated that his death shortly follows that of Hector. Hector is to die by the time of the 
fall of Troy at the latest (because Aeneas will be the only royal survivor) which is 
imminent in any case, since Troy is destined to fall in the tenth year of the war. And 
Achilles is to see the death of the 'best of the Myrmidons' under the Trojan wall. 
Everything is all pre-ordained, including the death of Patroclus before Achilles'. 
Whatever Achilles does, his loss of Patroclus was inevitable. 

On the other hand, despite his self-accusation, Achilles knows what was responsible 
for his absence at the crucial moment for his friend: Agamemnon's adr7 which caused 
Achilles' anger. Achilles wishes that anger would disappear from the world 
completely, in his wailing regret. However, he never says 'I am sorry that I became 
angry'. His logic is 'I am sorry that he angered me' (18.111). He expresses his regret 
for Agamemnon's ar-7 again later (19.270-3). It is by no means Achilles' ar7r - even 

34 Cf. S. E. Bassett, The Poetry of Homer, p. 201: 'Like all noble natures, he forgets the 
shortcomings of others, and thinks only of what he believes to be his own.' 

35 E.g. A. Thornton, op. cit. (n. 19), pp. 135-6: 'According to the plea of the goddesses of 
supplication to Zeus (I 512), Blind Madness "follows" Achilles, and it does so by attacking his 
"substitute", his beloved friend Patroclus.... The death of Patroclus is the punishment (I 512) 
which Zeus inflicts upon Achilles for rejecting the supplications of the Embassy and of 
Patroclus... ' 

36 There was once an alternative of long and less glorious life, but the choice apparently is 
already made. Thetis says to Zeus: 'Please give honour to my son who is destined to be short- 
lived' (II. 1.505-6). 
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after the 'disaster' he does not perceive any. Thus his disaster does not fulfil another 
condition of 6r-7. He does not look back and see he acted in a wrong way. No. His 
anger at Agamemnon was, in his perception, an inevitable and automatic consequence 
of Agamemnon's a7r. Even blinded by tears, Achilles does not make any concession 
on this point. He simply sees no more point in making a fuss about his still-injured 
honour. Although he does not want any compensation himself (19.147ff.), he does 
receive it in the end, because it is obvious to everyone that Agamemnon was to blame 
(19.172-83).37 He is not angry at the king any more, simply because it does not matter 
now. 

Instead, Achilles blames himself for his ignorance of something impossible to 
know - the fate of his friend, predicted by Thetis in an obscure way, fixed a long time 
ago, and inescapable. What can be, then, more tragic than Achilles' situation? He 
must blame himself forever for not being capable of something impossible. It is not 

ar77, a temporary malfunction of mind, but the eternal blindness of humanity that let 
Achilles down. If Zeus has accomplished it all, he has done it through his ever 
inscrutable plan, and in accordance with fate, not as punishment through ar7.38 

University College London NAOKO YAMAGATA 

37 Cf. Poseidon's comment on Agamemnon at II. 13.111: dAA ... Katl radTrrav ET7Trv1iov aitros 
E 'T V ... 

38 See the poet's report on Zeus' reaction to Achilles' prayer at II. 16.249-50, emphasizing his 
ignorance. And also his comment that Zeus' voos is stronger than men's (16.688). The dying 
Patroclus says that Jtoipa and Apollo are ultimately responsible for his death (16.849); cf. 
G. S. Kirk, The Songs of Homer (Cambridge, 1962), pp. 379-80: '[The poet] is emphasizing the 
power and the pathos of fate, the way in which Achilles's anger involved those he least expected 
to involve, and the inevitability of retribution once Patroclus had exceeded his orders and his 
nature'. Besides, those who argue that Patroclus' death and the sorrow for it have been intended 
by Zeus as the punishment of Achilles will have difficulty in explaining the god's 'pity' for him. 
Zeus pities Achilles (I/. 19.340) when he laments Patroclus, and sends Athena to feed him 
(19.341-8). Why does the god try to lighten Achilles' suffering, if it is his punishment? 

PHOENIX'S SPEECH 15 
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