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ARMS AND THE MAN: EUPHORBUS, HECTOR,
AND THE DEATH OF PATROCLUS

This article has two chief (and interconnected) aims: the first is to show in detail how
the narrative of the death of Patroclus, the turning point in the lliad, prepares for the
subsequent conduct and fate of Hector; the second is to investigate a number of wider
issues in early Greek epic, using the Patroclus scene as a test case. These include the
question of the Iliad poet’s capacity for invention, the use of traditional and transfer-
able narrative patterns within oral poetry (and how far this practice can be taken to
point to direct borrowing from particular fixed versions or texts), the validity of the
etymology of characters’ names as an explanation of their origins and fates, and
finally, and more specifically, the relationship of the Iliad to the cyclic Aethiopis.

I

The narrative of the death of Patroclus in lliad 16 has been found puzzling in a
number of ways.! Yet perhaps the most problematic aspect of the episode has
proved to be the significance of Euphorbus’ role in Patroclus’ death. Indeed, by far
the most influential reading of the scene in recent years focuses on the figure of
Euphorbus, interpreting him as a doublet of Paris, and so assimilating Patroclus to
Achilles (killed by Paris and Apollo).? Rather than taking Euphorbus from previous
tradition,> the lliad poet has, it is argued, invented him on the model of Paris so as to
underline the similarities between the deaths of Patroclus and Achilles. Before con-
sidering the alleged affinities between Euphorbus and Paris, let us recall what the
poet tells us about the former:

Smifev ¢ perddpevov 6£€L Sovpl
dpwy pesanyds oxedélev Bade Aapdavos dvip,
ITavBoidns EbdopBos, bs NAwkiny éxéxacto
éyxet 6 immoobvy Te médeaal Te kapmaliporow

All references are to the Iliad, unless stated otherwise. The text of the Iliad is cited from the
edition of M. L. West, Homerus: Ilias, 2 vols (Stuttgart, Leipzig, and Munich, 1998—2000). I
should like to thank Adrian Kelly and CQ’s anonymous referee for much helpful discussion and
advice.

1 For a review of the main questions (why does Apollo first daze and disarm Patroclus? why
is the armour of Achilles still said to be on the body of Patroclus? etc.), see R. Janko, The Iliad:
A Commentary, 4. Books 13—16 (Cambridge, 1992), 408—9, on /1. 16.777—867.

2 H. Miihlestein, ‘Euphorbos und der Tod des Patroklos’, Studi micenei ed egeo anatolici 15
(1972), 79—90 (=Homerische Namenstudien [Frankfurt, 1987], 78—89; I refer throughout to
the earlier publication, which remains unchanged in the reprint): endorsed by e.g. H. van
Thiel, Iliaden und Ilias (Basel, 1982), 416; M. W. Edwards, The lliad: A Commentary,
5. Books 17—20 (Cambridge, 1991), 18; Janko (n. 1), 410, 414; K. Dowden, ‘Homer’s sense
of text’, JHS 116 (1996), 47—61, at 54, n. 38, 56; R. Scodel, Listening to Homer: Tradition,
Narrative, and Audience (Ann Arbor, 2002), 96; M. L. West, ‘lliad and Aethiopis’, CQ 53
(2003), 1-14, at 5, n. 22. Although few Homerists now follow Miihlestein’s strong
Neoanalytical approach in all details, the wide acceptance of his interpretation of Euphorbus
compels a critical discussion of his arguments.

3 So U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Die Ilias und Homer (Berlin, 1916), 143; P. von der
Miihll, Kritisches Hypomnema zur Ilias (Basel, 1952), 255.
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Then a Dardanian man came up from behind and struck him [Patroclus, now dazed by Apollo’s
blows] at close range with his sharp spear in the back, between the shoulders. This was
Panthous’ son, Euphorbus, who surpassed his age-mates in throwing the spear and horseman
ship and the speed of his legs; for he knocked twenty men from their horses when he first
came [to battle] in his chariot, learning the art of war. He it was who first cast his spear at
you, horseman Patroclus, but he did not kill you: he ran back again and mixed with the
crowd after drawing the ash spear from the flesh, nor would he face Patroclus in the fray,
unarmed though he was.

And then, as Euphorbus is killed by Menelaus:

Sobmmaoev 8¢ meodw, dpdfinoe 8¢ Tevxe ém adTdn.
alpar! ol Sebovro répar Xapitecaw opoiat
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He fell with a thud, and his armour clanged around him. Blood soaked his hair, which was such
as the Graces have, and his locks that were bound tightly with gold and silver.

According to Miihlestein and others, Euphorbus matches Paris in a variety of ways:*
both are handsome and athletic Trojan nobles, and both are connected to shepherds,
Paris through his upbringing on Mount Ida (cf., for example, Eur. Andr. 293-5),
Euphorbus through his name (‘rich in pasture’).’> The tenuousness of these links
has been illustrated recently by Nickel, who points out that Euphorbus’ excellence
in spear-throwing, horsemanship, and running does not link him to Paris (who is
an archer).®

Following in the wake of Neoanalysis, Miihlestein also claims that the reason
Homer has inserted a second Paris (that is, Euphorbus) alongside Hector as the
killer of Patroclus is that the scene is derived from the Aethiopis.” Moreover, the
truth of this is said to emerge via etymology: Homer has called his hero Patroclus,
son of Menoetius, because he is based on Antilochus, who matpds éxAve (that is, hear-
kened to his father Nestor’s cry for help) and thus oirov Zueve (‘awaited death’).® At
this point one might ask whether there is any validity in the etymologizing approach
to characters’ names. The Greeks were undoubtedly capable of thinking in this way
(e.g. Aesch. Sept. 829—30 [molvveixeis, used of the warring brothers], Soph. 4.

4 Miihlestein (n. 2), 81 3; supported by e.g. Janko (n. 1), 414, on 16.808 11.

5 Cf. H. von Kamptz, Homerische Personennamen (Géttingen, 1982), 89; not simply ‘shep
herd’ (so Miihlestein [n. 2], 80 1).

6 R. Nickel, ‘Euphorbus and the death of Achilles’, Phoenix 56 (2002), 215 33, at 220, who
also argues that ‘In the absence of any evidence that Homer or the epic tradition knew of the
story of Paris’ exposure, his youth as a shepherd, and his eventual reunion with his family on
the occasion of his funeral games, the claim that Euphorbus is modelled on Paris has no
force.” Homer does allude to the Judgement of Paris, which took place ‘when they [the god
desses] came to his farmstead’ (87e oi péosavov ikovro, Il. 24.29), but this need not presuppose
Paris’ (early) life as a shepherd, merely that he was tending to his herds when the goddesses
arrived (as was Aeneas when Achilles chased him from the hills of Mount Ida: 20.188—90).

7 Miihlestein (n. 2), 84. The Iliad’s dependence on the Aethiopis is disputed in § III below.

8 Miihlestein (n. 2), 84—5. For an alternative etymology of Patroclus’ name in terms of ances
tral glory, see G. Nagy, The Best of the Achaeans: Concepts of the Hero in Archaic Greek Poetry
(Baltimore, 1979), 111 15; von Kamptz (n. 5), 215.
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430-3, [dias ~ aiai], Eur. Tro. 989—90 [Appoditn ~ d¢poaivy]), and the Homeric
poems abound in etymologizing explanations for epithets and names, including
those of sons whose names reflect characteristics or experiences of their fathers
(e.g. Astyanax [6.403], Megapenthes [Od. 4.11]).° Yet it is precisely the obviousness
and (in narrative terms) unimportance of etymologizing in the epics that leads one to
doubt whether Homer set much store by this with regard to the names of prominent
heroes, unless one is prepared to argue that he is being extremely subtle about it.

Moreover, the mechanical ‘speaking names’ approach practised by Miihlestein'®
leads to wholly imaginary problems: the Patroclus scene is said to be ‘complicated’
and ‘overloaded’ because, it is claimed, Patroclus’ ‘two deaths’ (at the hands of
Euphorbus and Hector) derive from the meeting of the two paradigms—the killing
of Antilochus (Patroclus) by Memnon (Hector) and the killing of Achilles by Paris
(Euphorbus) and Apollo.!' However, as Nickel well observes, ‘Miihlestein does not
consider why, if Patroclus can simultaneously stand in for Antilochus and Achilles,
Hector cannot also fulfil both the roles of Memnon and Paris. Hector, after all,
could easily double for his brother in such a scene, thereby rendering Euphorbus
superfluous.’'? In other words, we are still no closer to understanding the significance
of the poet’s introduction of Euphorbus.

Interestingly, Nickel has recently advanced a new reading of the episode whereby
Euphorbus functions as a doublet of Achilles himself.!® Thus, it is argued, the fact
that Patroclus is wearing Achilles’ armour, making him a surrogate Achilles too,
means that behind the scene lies the image of Achilles killing himself.!* This in
tumn is related to Achilles’ knowledge (gained later from his mother Thetis: 18.95—
6) that Hector’s death will ensure his own soon after: ‘By modelling Euphorbus on
Achilles and then having him wound Patroclus, who also functions as a doublet of
Achilles, we are presented with a picture of Achilles’ self-willed death.’'® The argu-
ment is certainly neat, but it seems to me that the parallels between Euphorbus and
Achilles are exaggerated and that the persistent interpretation of the scene in terms
of doublets obscures the agency and motivation of the characters involved.

Euphorbus is said to be pre-eminent among his peers at throwing the spear, horse-
manship, and running (cf. 16.808—9). He wounds Patroclus with an ash-wood spear
(16.814). In all these traits he is said to resemble Achilles,'® despite the fact that

9 Cf. A. Heubeck, S. West, and J. B. Hainsworth (edd.), 4 Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey,
1. Introduction and Books I-VIII (Oxford, 1988), 91 2 (S. West on Od. 1.113 [Telemachus]).
For the study of etymologies as a serious (philosophical) project, leading us to the ‘true’
meaning of words, see D. L. Gera, Ancient Greek Ideas on Speech, Language, and
Civilization (Oxford, 2003), 25 6.

10 Throughout the articles published together as Homerische Namenstudien (n. 2). For
ancient and modern attempts to etymologize the name of Homer himself, see B. Graziosi,
Inventing Homer: The Early Reception of Epic (Cambridge, 2002), 52 4,79 82.

11 Miihlestein (n. 2), 86.

12 Nickel (n. 6), 217, n. 7. Cf. J. S. Burgess, ‘Beyond Neo-analysis: problems with the ven
geance theory’, 4JP 118 (1997),1 19, at 16: ‘Patroclus does not need to reflect both Antilochus
and Achilles at the same time when he is slain.’

13 Nickel (n. 6), 228 31.

14 One might compare the doublets often traced in the final killing of the Aeneid: Aeneas (the
avenger of Pallas, and so an Achilles figure) kills Tumus (called alius Achilles: 6.89), while
‘Pallas’ (Pallas te hoc vulnere, Pallas [immolat, says Aeneas: 12.948 9) also faces ‘Pallas’
(Tumus is wearing his baldric); cf. P. R. Hardie, The Epic Successors of Virgil: A Study in
the Dynamics of a Tradition (Cambridge, 1993), 10 11,23 6,33 4.

15 Nickel (n. 6), 221.

16 Nickel (n. 6), 228 9.
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numerous warriors besides Achilles are noted for their swiftness, their spearmanship,
and their handling of horses, while six heroes besides Achilles and Euphorbus are said
to wield ash-wood spears.'” Moreover, Euphorbus is in no way a major hero like
Achilles, despite his promising start (cf. 16.810—11), a detail which is there to
magnify Patroclus rather than to mirror Achilles, for despite his early show of
courage, Euphorbus does not dare to face Patroclus, though the latter is wounded
and unarmed (cf 16.813—15)."® Most importantly, by seeing Euphorbus and
Patroclus as doublets of Achilles we risk neglecting their particular identities,
which the poet has taken care to create (on a larger scale in the case of Patroclus).
Finally, to argue that Achilles (in the form of Euphorbus) kills himself (in the form
of Patroclus) is to overlook Patroclus’ own share of responsibilty for his death,
which is stated emphatically:

Iérpokdos & immoior kai AdTopuédovt. kededoas

Tpdas kai Avkiovs perexiale, kai uéy’ daoby,

vimios’ €l 8¢ émos IImAniddao ddAatev,

9 7 dv dmérduye kijpa kaxy pélavos favdroro. (1l. 16.684 7)

But Patroclus gave orders to his horses and to Automedon and went in pursuit of the Trojans and
Lycians, and he was greatly mistaken, poor fool! For if he had observed the instruction of the
son of Peleus, he would surely have escaped the evil doom of black death.

Patroclus’ overconfidence is punished by ary (‘destruction’): ‘After three further
rushes on the enemy (/I. 16.784) Apollo strikes Patroclus (Zl. 16.791), ary seizes
him (/I. 16.805), and he becomes an easy prey for Euphorbus and Hector.’'®

II

What, then, is the significance of Euphorbus’ role in the death of Patroclus? The most
influential treatment of the scene concludes, ‘Gewiss, das Ende der Patroklie, mit der
kldglichen Rolle Hektors, ist kiinstlerisch unbefriedigend.’20 On the contrary, I shall
argue, the death of Patroclus is crafted in such a way that Euphorbus’ intervention has
ameaningful impact on the audience’s perception of Hector’s character and fate in the

17 The latter point is acknowledged by Nickel himself: (n. 6), 229, n. 49. Moreover, as K. B.
Saunders has shown (‘Frélich’s table of Homeric wounds’, CQ 54 [2004],1 17,at12 13,16
17), Achilles’ ashen spear is unique, not only in being identified as Pelian (/InA.ds) and by a
specific word for ashen (uelin), but also in being used as both a thrusting and a throwing
weapon.

18 Similarly, after Euphorbus’ death, Apollo, disguised as Mentes, tells Hector that Menelaus
has killed ‘the best of the Trojans’ (17.80), a rhetorical exaggeration that is intended as a rebuke
to Hector so that he will rouse himself and prevent Menelaus from winning Euphorbus’ armour:
cf. 17.70 1 &0a e peia pépor khvra Tebyea IavBoiao/Apeidys, €l v oi dydaoaro Poifos
AméMawv. (For a similarly rhetorical description, compare Apollo/Phaenops’ denigration of
Menelaus as a paMfaxds alyunris [17.588], also addressed to Hector; cf. I. J. F. de Jong,
Narrators and Focalizers: The Presentation of the Story in the Iliad [Amsterdam, 1987],
250, n. 41, though correcting ‘Poseidon’ to ‘Apollo’). Apollo’s intervention here is crucial
since it leads to Hector gaining the arms of Achilles and so marks his doom: 7ére 8¢ Zeds
Extopt 8dkev[ redpaij dopéew oxeddfev 8¢ oi Nev dAefpos (16.799 800); cf. H. Erbse,
Untersuchungen zur Funktion der Gotter im homerischen Epos (Berlin, 1986), 174.

19 M. J. Alden, Homer beside Himself: Para Narratives in the Iliad (Oxford, 2000), 257; cf.
also 16.46 7 &s ¢dro Awsaduevos, uéya vimos 7 yop Euelev/ot adrdan Bdvarév Te karov ral
kijpa Arécbac. Contrast Hector’s contemptuous version of events (16.839 41), which falsely
blames Achilles for ordering Patroclus not to return from battle until he has killed Hector.

20 Miihlestein (n. 2), 90.
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rest of the poem.?! Far from being “artistically unsatisfying’, it is precisely in Hector’s
tarnished victory that the full significance of the scene emerges. Although Euphorbus
is first to wound Patroclus after he has been dazed and disarmed by Apollo, Hector is
the major hero on the Trojan side and it is he who kills Patroclus and strips him of his
armour. Euphorbus’ role can therefore only be properly interpreted in the context of
Hector’s victory and his despoiling of Patroclus’ corpse. The larger structure of Book
16 shows the importance of this event (the stripping of Patroclus’ armour), as the
struggles over the corpses and armour of Sarpedon (16.530—683) and Cebriones
(16.751—82) build up to the greatly extended (and most important) battle over
Patroclus and the armour of Achilles (Book 17; cf. esp. 17.91-3).

Rather than construct Euphorbus as a doublet of Paris or Achilles, the poet has
given him a coherent and significant Trojan identity: he is the son of Panthous
(16.808), one of the old Trojan leaders who serve as Priam’s counsellors (3.146—
53). Moreover, Euphorbus is the brother of Hyperenor and Polydamas. Since
Menelaus had killed Hyperenor (14.516—19), this gives his encounter with
Euphorbus an added tension, as Euphorbus tries to avenge his brother’s death (a
typical, yet powerful, motif: cf. 11.248—63, 17.34—40), while Menelaus seeks to
protect the armour and corpse of Patroclus (17.12—17, 29—32).22 More importantly,
Euphorbus is the brother of Polydamas, who is the only Trojan to oppose Hector’s
tactics (18.254—83), and whose rejected advice proves to have been right, as
Hector acknowledges (22.99—103). Euphorbus, I shall argue, functions like his
brother Polydamas in questioning Hector’s wisdom on the battlefield.

As Fenik has shown, the description of Patroclus’ death is built from a number of
typical elements: a warrior’s disabling by a god, the withdrawal of a fighter into his
own ranks after he has dealt a wound, the wounded hero killed as he tries to withdraw,
and so on.2* Yet for all its typical features, the scene does present a unique extension
of the pattern whereby a god and a mortal combine to attack a mutual enemy.?* The
shape of the battle narrative leads us to expect a decisive duel between Patroclus and
Hector (cf. 16.380—3, 724—5, 731—-2, 754—6), ending in Patroclus’ death (cf. Zeus’
prophecies at 8.473—6 and 15.65—8 [Hector will kill Patroclus, but will himself fall to
the avenging Achilles]; also 11.603—4, 16.46—7, 646—50, 685—91). And although
Apollo’s hostility to Patroclus is well prepared (16.700—1, 724—5), Euphorbus’ inter-
vention is not. As we shall see, the poet has brought together these elements (each of

21 In addition, viewing the narrative retrospectively, one can see the audience being prepared
far in advance to expect that Patroclus’ aristeia will end in his death: cf. 8.476 (Zeus speaking),
11.604 (narrator), 15.65 7 (Zeus), 16.46 7 (narrator), 16.249 52 (narrator), 16.644 55 (Zeus’
thoughts reported by the narrator), 16.684 7 (narrator). The predictions become more frequent
and explicit, and the (authoritative) perspective of the narrator more insistent, as Patroclus’
death draws nearer.

22 Menelaus recalls how Hyperenor insulted him, calling him ‘the most contemptible fighter
among the Danaans’ (17.25 7). These details are not in 14.516 19, but there is no reason to
suggest, as B. Fenik does, that ‘The discrepancy is considerable. There were perhaps two
poets at work here’ (Typical Battle Scenes in the Iliad: Studies in the Narrative Techniques
of Homeric Battle Description, Hermes Einzelschriften 21 [Wiesbaden, 1968], 162). Fenik’s
second proposal is more accurate: ‘It is also possible that the poet invented the story on the
spur of the moment in order to re-enforce Menelaos’ complaint against the sons of
Panthods.” The Iliad poet is of course free to elaborate such details as they suit the needs of
the scene.

2 See Fenik (n. 22), 216 17.

24 The enemy may even be a god: cf. 5.792 897, where Athena combines with Diomedes to
wound Ares; [Hesiod], Shield of Heracles, 424 66 (Athena combines with Heracles to similar
effect).
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them attested elsewhere, and so ‘typical’, but never before so combined) in order to
emphasize the hollowness of Hector’s triumph over Patroclus.?®

From the moment of Patroclus’ death until Hector himself is killed we are reminded
repeatedly not only that Hector’s boasting of victory (cf. 16.829) is unjustified and
deluded, but also that his exulting in Achilles’ divine armour is unwarranted.
Patroclus’ final speech links these two ideas emphatically:

Tov & BALyz')‘Bpavéwv mpooépns, larpbrleis inmed

“Non viv, ExTop, pueydX ebyeo ooi yap édwrev

vikmy Zeds Kpovidns xal AméAAwy, ol u’ édduaccar

,t')'ql'Bfws' abrol y&.p am u'f),u,wv ‘rﬂ'Jxe3 €dovro.” (Il. 16.843 6)

Then you addressed him, horseman Patroclus, as your strength ebbed away:?® ‘Yes, for now,
Hector, make your great boasts. To you have Zeus the son of Cronos and Apollo granted
victory, they who overwhelmed me with ease: for they themselves took the armour from my
shoulders.’

It was the gods, Patroclus insists, not Hector, who stripped him of his armour, and the
diminution of Hector’s glory continues:

“4A\d e Moip’ ddon kal Anrods éxTavev vids,

avdpav 8 EddopBos o 8¢ pe Tpitos éfevapilers.” (l. 16.849 50)

‘No, it was destructive Fate and Leto’s son who killed me, and of men Euphorbus: you are the
third in my slaying.’

This is a striking description of a unique combination of events. Hector is demoted to
third in the list of Patroclus’ killers. And while the gods and Euphorbus are said to
have ‘killed’ Patroclus (éxravev, 16.849), Hector’s role is described using a word
whose root meaning is ‘to despoil’ rather than ‘to kill’ (é¢evapileis, 16.850), as if
to imply that he has merely reaped the rewards of other people’s efforts.

This idea is reinforced (during Hector’s absence: cf. n. 25 above) in the confronta-
tion between Euphorbus and Menelaus. Euphorbus says:

“Arpeldn Mevédae Siotpedés, bpyape Aadv,

xaleo, Aeime 8¢ vexpby, éa & évapa BpoTdevra.

ob yap Tis mpérepos Tpdwy kAerrdv 7’ émikobpwy

ITarpokov Bade Sovpi kara kpatepyy Houlvmy

T pe €a kAéos éabAov évi Tpdeoow dpéabar,

w9 o€ PdAw, amd 8¢ pehindéa Guuov Edwpar.” . 17.12 17)

25 In contrast to his unexpected appearance, Euphorbus’ death follows the pattern of battle
narrative whereby those minor Trojan heroes who wound the major Achaean leaders are
immediately killed (e.g. Pandarus at 5.290 6; Co6n and Socus, who wound Agamemnon
and Odysseus, in Book 11). Hector is removed from the scene to chase vainly after Achilles’
horses (cf. 17.75 8), so that Menelaus can face Euphorbus alone. Hector’s return means that
Menelaus must call for Ajax’s help (17.120 3; cf. T. Krischer, Formale Konventionen der
homerischen Epik [Munich, 1971], 84).

26 For the emotional effect of such second-person addresses, cf. R. P. Martin, The Language
of Heroes: Speech and Performance in the Iliad (Ithaca, NY, 1989), 235.

27 Strictly speaking, Apollo removes Patroclus’ armour before he is struck by Euphorbus’
spear and thus before Patroclus retreats into the Achaean ranks, where Hector kills him (cf.
16.791 822). Yet the poet continues to speak of Patroclus’ corpse as if the armour remained
on his body (17.13, 125, 205). To speak here of ‘inconsistency’, however, would be worse
than pedantic, for such thinking would make no sense to an experienced audience of epic,
whose knowledge of battle narrative will have accustomed them to expect a struggle for both
the body and the armour of the fallen hero (the Achaeans have already managed to win
Sarpedon’s armour [16.663 5] and both the armour and corpse of Cebriones [16.781 2]).
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‘Menelaus, son of Atreus, nurtured by Zeus, leader of your people, give ground, leave the
corpse, let be the blood-stained armour. For before me no-one of the Trojans and their
famous allies struck Patroclus with the spear in fierce combat. Allow me then to win noble
glory among the Trojans, or I shall cast my spear at you and rob you of honey-sweet life.’

By proclaiming his prerogatives as the first man to wound Patroclus, Euphorbus draws
attention to the fact that Hector did not defeat Patroclus and win the spoils by himself.
Yet it is unthinkable that such a minor warrior should gain Achilles’ armour, and
Menelaus’ swift killing of Euphorbus?® leaves the field open for Hector to make
his own attempt to strip Patroclus’ corpse.”® As he puts on Achilles’ armour,
Hector proclaims himself the slayer of Patroclus (17.186—7). Zeus reacts, however,
by shaking his head and announces the folly of Hector’s actions:

*
“a 8elX, 00dé Ti ToL BdvaTos kaTaBbuiés éoTw,
o 4 1 . \ 3 W ’ A
0s 87 ToL oxedov elov ob 8 duPpoTa Tedyea Sivers
s - ,

avdpds dpioTios, TOv Te Tpopéovar kal dAdot.

Asy e L >
Tod 87 éTaipov émedres évnéa Te kpaTepby Te,

, s ) . > ’
Tebyea 8 ob kata kéopov Amo KpaTés TE KAl WwWY

- ,

€lA€’. 4Tdp ToL ViV ye péya kpdTos Eyyvadifw,
TéY Towy, 6 ToL ob TL mdxMs éx voaTHoavTt

8é€erar "Avdpopaxn kAvra Tebyea ITyAelwvos.” {l. 17.201 8)

‘Poor wretch, death is not at all in your thoughts, though it surely draws near you. But you are
putting on the immortal armour of a man who excels in valour, and before whom all others
tremble. And you have killed his companion, kind and mighty, and have taken the armour
from his head and shoulders, in no way rightly. But for now I shall grant you great strength,
in recompense for the fact that you will never return from the fighting, for Andromache to
receive from you the famous armour of the son of Peleus.’

As before (cf. 16.799—800, n. 18 above), Hector’s donning of Achilles’ armour is
associated with his imminent death. Notably, Zeus describes Hector’s despoiling of
Patroclus’ corpse as od kara xéopov (17.205). Hector’s actions are ‘not according

28 Menelaus is an appropriate avenger of Patroclus, and protector of his corpse, since he is
painfully conscious of his own responsibility for his death: os xeirac éusis éver’ évfdde Tiuis
(‘[Patroclus] who lies here dead for the sake of avenging my honour’, 17.92).

29 The near confrontation between Hector and Menelaus over the armour of Euphorbus,
which Apollo begrudges Menelaus (17.59 60, 70 1, 84 6), prefigures the real struggle over
the body and armour of Patroclus. (Thus Edwards [n. 2], 72, on 17.90 3, is wrong to say
that ‘Homer never makes it clear whether Menelaos managed to retain them [Euphorbus’
armour] or not’; on the contrary, Apollo’s refusal of this honour is clear from the text: cf.
n. 18 above.) When Hector, encouraged by Apollo/Mentes, goes to prevent Menelaus from
stripping Euphorbus (17.87 9), Menelaus deliberates and—uniquely, following such delibera-
tion—refuses to face his opponent (for Menelaus’ ability here to construct an alternative
account of his retreat which frees him from blame, see D. L. Cairns, ‘Ethics, ethology, termi
nology: Iliadic anger and the cross-cultural study of emotion’, YCS 32 [2003], 11 49, at 34,
n. 103). The focus now tumns to rescuing the body and armour of Patroclus, and Euphorbus
fades from view after 17.91 (or 17.86, if one takes the reiyea xald of 17.91 to refer to
Patroclus’ armour). The poet does not want his audience to be confused about whose body
and armour the heroes are fighting over and Menelaus’ speech at 17.91ff. marks the transition
from the aborted Leichenkampf over Euphorbus to that over Patroclus (of course the more
important and elaborated). On 17.580 1, the moment where Menelaus succeeds in rescuing
Patroclus’ body from the Trojans, see M. Willcock, ‘Menelaos in the Iliad’, in M. Reichel
and A. Rengakos (edd.), EPEA PTEROENTA: Beitrdge zur Homerforschung. Festschrift fiir
Wolfgang Kullmann zum 75. Geburtstag (Stuttgart, 2002), 221 9, who argues that this achieve-
ment underlies the traditional title of Book 17 as MENEAAOY APIZTEIA.
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to order’, and therefore dangerous to himself, because he is (for two major reasons
explained below) categorically unworthy of Achilles’ armour.>®

According to Reinhardt, Zeus describes Hector’s triumph as od xara xéopov
because it was Apollo, not Hector, who killed Patroclus.?! Yet both the conventions
of epic narrative and Greek views of divine—human interaction mean that as a rule
one should not interpret divine involvement as excluding human participation, so
that even if Apollo’s disabling and disarming of Patroclus is an extreme case, the
glory of his human killers is not annulled.>’ No less significant, however, is the
way Reinhardt ignores the role of Euphorbus, for while a divine helper magnifies a
warrior’s success, a human interloper does not. A more plausible explanation of
Zeus’ criticism, I would suggest, is that Hector’s actions are od xara xéouov
because the person whose corpse he has stripped is not the rightful owner of the
armour.

The ownership of fine armour, and its passage through the generations from father
to son, are important features of the epic world, since such lines of inheritance are a
mark of social rank and heroic descent. Just before Zeus’ speech, as Hector removes
his own armour and prepares to don the spoils, the narrator draws attention to
Achilles’ peculiarly prestigious inheritance:

g , R
6 & duPpora Tedyea Sivey
ITnAetdew "Axiijos, & ol feol odpaviwves
\ ’ » a Q¥ r ¥
marpl pidwe émopov, 6 § dpa an mardi dmacoey

yupés. .. (. 17.194-7)

30 The phrase od xaré kéomov is used to describe a variety of ‘disorderly’ situations:
Thersites’ abuse of the Achaean leaders (2.214), Ares’ destruction of the Achaean army (as
seen from Hera’s perspective: 5.759), the punishment of the gods by Zeus if they disobey
him and assist either side (8.12). (For the phrase’s use in the Odyssey to describe unruly
speech, see A. Ford, Homer: The Poetry of the Past [Ithaca, NY, 1992], 122 3.)
Significantly, the state of affairs so described is put in ‘good order’ immediately or soon
after: Thersites is rebuked and beaten, Zeus allows Hera to send Athena against Ares, the
gods refrain from battle. The pattern continues in the present scenario (17.205), as Hector’s
recklessness leads to his own destruction and the armour’s return to Achilles.

31 K. Reinhardt, Die Ilias und ihr Dichter, ed. U. Holscher (Géttingen, 1961), 337. Thetis
tells Hephaestus that it was Apollo who ‘killed the son of Menoetius among the foremost fight
ers and gave glory to Hector’ (18.455—6), while Xanthus says the same to Achilles (19.413—
14). Although it is natural for the gods to foreground the actions of other gods (since they con
sider themselves more important than humans), there is added point in the speakers’ emphasis
on the role of Apollo. Thetis’ rhetorical purpose helps to explain her version of events (cf. n. 18
above): she seeks to make Achilles’ situation appear as grim as possible (he has lost his com
panion and his armour), and she therefore foregrounds the role of her son’s chief divine
opponent, the god on whom Achilles will wish he could avenge himself (22.20), and the god
whom Hera attacks as xaxav érap’, alév amore (‘friend of the base, always faithless’, 24.63)
for his hostility to Thetis’ son. Thetis makes no mention of Euphorbus since his role is irrelevant
to her goal. Similarly, Xanthus seeks to absolve himself and Balius of any blame for the death of
Patroclus: it was after all Apollo, ‘the best of gods’ (19.413), who killed him. In addition,
Xanthus’ speech reveals that Achilles will die at the hands of a mortal and a god (19.410,
416 17; cf. 22.359).

32 Similarly, the only other passage that involves a god disabling a warrior to such effect
(13.434 44, where Poseidon stupefies Alcathous, who is then killed by Idomeneus) does not
diminish the victor’s glory, but enhances it (the kill is also marked by a spectacular wound,
as Alcathous’ heart, pierced by Idomeneus’ spear, ‘made the spear quiver right to its butt’
cf. K. B. Saunders, ‘The wounds in /liad 13 16°, CQ 49 [1999], 345 63, at 349: ‘Rarely
seen, but once seen, never forgotten’). This is immediately recognized by Deiphobus, who
reacts to Idomeneus’ taunting speech (13.446 54) by withdrawing and seeking out Aeneas’
support (455-9).
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... and he [Hector] put on the immortal armour of Achilles son of Peleus, which the heavenly
gods had given to his dear father, and which he had given to his son when he grew old.

Strikingly, then, Zeus’ disapproval of Hector’s actions is not connected to the inter-
vention of Euphorbus. Indeed, Zeus states quite plainly that Hector has killed
Patroclus (17.204), but his criticism concentrates instead on Achilles’ armour as a
false symbol of victory over the owner himself.

Furthermore, the latter idea is underlined by repeated emphasis on the armour’s
divine origins (17.194—7, 202—3, 18.82—5). Here it may be helpful to compare
other passages in the poem where weapons or armour are said to have been made
by the gods and/or given to humans by them.>> Pandarus received his bow from
Apollo (ITévapos, & kai Tééov AméMwy adros Edwrev, 2.827),>* but the bow itself
is of human manufacture: just before Pandarus fires the arrow which breaks the
truce we learn how he made the bow from the horns of a wild goat which he had
killed himself (4.105—11).3 Areithous’ armour was given to him by Ares (7.146),
Hector received his helmet from Apollo (11.353), and Achilles’ spear of Pelian ash
was given to his father by Cheiron (16.143), yet none of these is said to have been
made by the gods themselves. Indeed, the single Iliadic parallel to Achilles’ divinely
wrought armour is the breastplate of Diomedes, which Hector hopes to strip from him,
and which is said to have been made by Hephaestus (8.194—5). But although these are
the only examples in the poem, the brief and perfunctory manner in which the poet
relates this detail about Diomedes’ breastplate suggests that he is used to singing
(or hearing others sing) of armour made by the gods, which is indeed a well-attested
epic motif (cf., for example, [Hesiod), Shield of Heracles 122—320).3¢ In any case, the
nature of Hector’s victory (he has not defeated the real Achilles and has therefore not
earned the spoils) is, I would argue, more significant than the origins of the armour,
even if Hector’s appropriation of Achilles’ divinely bestowed inheritance may have
struck the audience as a sign of dangerous overconfidence. The Myrmidons’ reaction
to the sight of Achilles’ new panoply expresses the awesome and fearful power of
such superhuman objects: Mupuiddvas 8 dpa mdvras éle Tpduos, 0ddé Tis érdy [avryy
elodéew, aAX érpecav (‘Trembling took hold of the Myrmidons, and no-one dared
to look upon the armour, but they shrank back’, 19.14—15; cf. 16.278—83).>’

33 Such weapons and armour are an epic subset, as it were, of a wider class of divinely
wrought items (e.g. Agamemnon’s sceptre, made by Hephaestus: 2.101 8) and divinely
granted powers (Calchas receives the gift of prophecy from Apollo: 1.72).

34 S0 too Teucer (15.440 1) and Heracles ([Hesiod], Ehoiai fr. 33.29 MW).

35 When Diomedes kills Pandarus, there is no mention of his corpse being stripped, though
the conventions of epic narrative suggest the audience will assume that Diomedes has won the
spoils, with Athena’s support (5.290 6). However, it is implied in the exchange between
Pandarus and Aeneas before their attack on Diomedes that Pandarus has abandoned his bow
in favour of fighting with the spear (5.215 16, 238), so the audience cannot assume that
Diomedes has won the divinely granted bow. There is therefore no parallel here to Hector’s
despoiling of Achilles’ divine armour, though it remains the case that Diomedes kills the
spoils’ rightful owner, whereas Hector does not.

36 Diomedes’ breastplate is a clear counter-example to the claim ‘ Probably only sons of divi
nities like Akhilleus and Memnon, and perhaps marriage-connexions like Peleus, may properly
wear armour made by Hephaistos’ (Edwards [n. 2], 81, on 17.194 209).

37 Note how Apollo/Mentes rebukes Hector for pursuing the immortal horses of Achilles: no
mortal, but only the semi-divine Achilles, can control them properly (17.75 8). Patroclus, of
course, is no more divine than Hector, but he does wear Achilles’ armour with his permission
and is meant to be his temporary replacement. Behind the supernatural disarming of Patroclus
may lie the folk-tale motif of armour which makes the wearer invincible and must therefore be
removed if he is to be defeated. Yet even if the precise nature of the attack is unparalleled,
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Zeus grants Hector great strength (17.206), but it is already clear that his success
must soon end. And as his death approaches, the poet draws a connection between
Hector’s reckless overconfidence and his exulting in Achilles’ divine armour. Zeus
comforts Achilles’ horses as they mourn Patroclus’ death:

“GAX o wav duiv ye kai dppact Sadaréoiow

‘Extwp Ipiapidns émoxnoerar ob yap édow.
7 ody dAis, s kal Tebye éxel kai émedyetar abTws;” (1. 17.448-50)

‘But assuredly Hector son of Priam will not mount you and your elaborate chariot: I shall not
allow it. Is it not enough that he has the armour and boasts about it in vain?’

To underline Hector’s folly, he is immediately presented urging on Aeneas to help
him capture Achilles’ horses, which Zeus has just vowed to protect (17.483—90;
cf. 17.451—3).38 Achilles himself, when he learns of Patroclus’ death, vows to kill
Hector so that ‘he pays for the despoiling of Patroclus, son of Menoetius’ (18.93),
while Thetis reassures her son that Hector’s boasting will soon come to an end:

“GAAd Tot évtea kala pera Tpdeaaw éxovrar

xdAkea pappaipovra. Ta pév kopvfaibros Exrwp

adTos Exwy dpoaw dydAdeTar oddé € dnue

Snpov émaylaiesbar, émel pdvos éyydlfev adrar.” (1. 18.130-3)

‘But your beautiful ammour of gleaming bronze is in the possession of the Trojans. Hector of the
flashing helmet wears it on his own shoulders and glories in it. But I do not think he will exult in
it for long, since his own death is close upon him.’

When, shortly after, Hector rejects the advice of Polydamas (whose wise counsel the
narrator forcefully emphasizes: 18.249—53, 313),%° the audience clearly grasps the
fatal implications of Hector’s overconfidence, an outcome promptly affirmed by
divine intervention: Athena takes away the Trojans’ wits so that they support
Hector’s proposal to remain camped outside the city (18.310—11).%°

The theme of Hector’s misguided boasting receives its final confirmation, appropri-
ately, in face-to-face combat with Achilles. Having been ‘third’ to strip the divine
armour from Patroclus (16.850), a surrogate (and inferior) Achilles (cf. 16.140—4),
Hector must now confront its actual owner. Interestingly, their duel is so constructed
that no damage is done to either set of Achilles’ armour: the opening spear cast flies
over Hector’s head, while his spear bounces straight off Achilles’ shield (22.273—6,
289-91). Although these features are found in other duels, their combination here
may underline the exceptional value of each man’s armour. Most importantly, the

Apollo’s actions are thoroughly typical both as part of a combined divine and human advance
(cf. Athena and Diomedes in Book 5) and as an instance of an individual deity’s attention being
directed specifically towards a mortal (as when, for example, Zeus hurls a lightning bolt before
Diomedes’ chariot at 8.133 4).

38 Chromius and Aretus, the minor Trojan warriors who join Hector and Aeneas in the
attempt to capture the horses, are called ‘fools’ by the narrator (17.497) and Aretus is promptly
killed by Automedon, who strips him of his armour (17.516—24, 536 42).

39 Polydamas’ four speeches of advice alternate between success and failure: 12.61—79
(Polydamas persuades), 12.211-29 (fails), 13.726—47 (persuades), 18.254—83 (fails). The
second rejection is decisive and Hector eventually realizes the magnitude of his mistake
(22.99 104). Thus, as his brother Euphorbus diminishes Hector’s claims over Patroclus, so
Polydamas makes clear his recklessness in the latter stages of the battle.

40 Hector’s tactical failure is foreshadowed by ominous signs at the final Trojan dyop?: they
meet standing up, not seated, and do so without taking a meal, panicked as they are by Achilles’
appearance at the trench (18.243 8).
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poet has structured Achilles’ second (and fatal) strike in a novel and significant way.
Achilles is presented eicopdwv ypbda kaddv, Smy. eiéee pdAiora (‘looking over his fine
flesh to find where it might best yield [to a strike]’, 22.321) until he locates a suitable
place:

ToD 8¢ Kkai GAo Tdoov peév éxe xpba xdAkeo Tedyea

kald, Ta Iatpérdowo Bipy évipiée kaTaktds,

dalvero 8, N kAnides am dpwv adyéy’ Exovow,

Aavkavins, iva Te Yuxis driaTos SAebpos.

~ €3\ T ~ ¥ LR . ~ k] s’
The ' émi of pepadr €lad éyxei Sios AxilAels,
dvrikpd 8 dmaldoio 8¢ adyévos HAvl drwkry. (1122322 7)

All the rest of his body was covered by the bronze armour, the fine armour which he had stripped
from mighty Patroclus when he killed him. But there was an opening where the collar-bones join
the neck and shoulders, at the throat, where the destruction of a man’s life is quickest. There, as
Hector charged upon him, godlike Achilles drove with his spear, and the point went straight
through his soft neck.

Such descriptions of an enemy’s body and its most vulnerable parts are generally used
after a weapon has been cast or the blow struck (cf. 8.325—6: Hector strikes Teucer
with a stone wap’ duov, 80 kAnis dmoépyer/adyéva te orifés Te, pbAiora 8¢ kalpiby
éorw [‘beside the shoulder, where the collar-bone parts neck and chest, an especially
dangerous spot’]; or 5.305—10, where Diomedes disables Aeneas with a wound to the
hip).*! Here, by contrast, the poet has set the description before the assault and used it
to describe Achilles’ deliberate scanning of Hector’s body. As the action pauses, the
narrative presents Hector as if from Achilles’ perspective: the enemy is perceived as
an armoured target, but one that Achilles knows well (since it is his own armour) so
that he can quickly locate its weakest point. Hector’s boasts of winning Achilles’
armour are not allowed to pass with impunity, and like the vaunting Euphorbus, he
is stabbed in the throat (cf. 17.19, 47—9).4?

111

Let us now tum to the important general questions prompted by our analysis of
Patroclus’ death and its place in the liad. As we saw, previous interpretations of
the scene have tended to present Patroclus, Euphorbus, and Hector as doublets of
other figures. Thus, according to one influential Neoanalytical interpretation, the
lliad poet is working under the influence of the Aethiopis, where Achilles allegedly
kills Memnon to avenge the death of Antilochus.*> On this model, Patroclus is

41 The pattern is not confined to human victims: cf. 8.83 4, where Nestor’s horse is struck by
an arrow on the crown of the head.

42 Achilles’ stripping of Hector’s corpse, and the recovery of his own panoply, is alluded to
in a single typical phrase: 68 én duwv Tebye éovda/ainaréer’ (‘and he began stripping the
blood-stained armour from the shoulders’, 22.368 9). Given that this is the poem’s most
important combat scene, such brevity is striking. Yet now that Hector is dead and has paid
for the despoiling of Patroclus, to dwell on the armour might recall too much Hector’s
earlier victory, while an attempt at further description of divine armour (following Book 18)
would be to risk bathos. Moreover, unlike the deaths of Sarpedon and Patroclus, the death of
Hector is followed by no major Leichenkampf. Instead Hector’s corpse (along with his
armour) passes straight into the (vengeful and mutilating) hands of Achilles, in preparation
for the poem’s final movement, Priam’s supplication of Achilles for the return of his son’s body.

43 However, there is reason not only to doubt this reconstruction of the Aethiopis, but also to
be cautious concerning the basic assumptions of Neoanalysis (see below, esp. nn. 53, 61 2).
For the surviving fragments of the Aethiopis and Proclus’ summary, see M. L. West, Greek
Epic Fragments (Cambridge, MA, 2003), 108 17.
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viewed as a calque on Antilochus, and Hector as a calque on Memnon.** As a
consequence of this approach, the figure of Euphorbus (who is unattested in the
putative source, the Aethiopis) is seen as an invention of the Iliad poet,** and some
have argued that Patroclus and Hector are inventions of the Iliad poet as well.*®
Since our focus is the death of Patroclus, we must consider in more detail
whether it is likely that Homer invented Patroclus, and also ask whether it matters
if he did.

As is often noted, Patroclus is introduced as ‘the son of Menoetius’ (1.307), and
the bare patronymic strongly suggests that he was already familiar to the audience
from other heroic songs. Furthermore, Patroclus is thoroughly integrated into the
story and matches a common pattern whereby a prominent warrior is attended by a
less prominent one. It seems likely that both Menoetius and Patroclus were fairly
well-known characters before the Iliad, though not necessarily linked with Peleus
and Achilles. (The Hesiodic Catalogue of Women [fr. 212a MW] makes
Menoetius a brother of Peleus, perhaps partly to explain the presence of
Menoetius at Peleus’ court [11.765—89].) This of course does not mean that it was
Homer who first connected Patroclus to the story of Achilles, any more than he
was necessarily the first to relocate Achilles from the Iolcus cycle to the Trojan
one.*’ In short, the evidence that Patroclus did belong to pre-Homeric tradition is
impressive enough to make it probable. However, even if we could be certain that
Patroclus was invented by Homer, this would have no real importance for our
interpretation of his character and role in the Iliad. For regardless of his pre-
Homeric relationship (if any) to Achilles and Hector, what matters is the way the
Iliad poet constructs Patroclus as a surrogate Achilles and links his aristeia to
Achilles’ anger and death.

Achilles’ death at the hands of Paris and Apollo is predicted in the Iliad (22.359—
60) and narrated in the Aethiopis, while Patroclus is killed by Apollo and the mortals
Euphorbus and Hector. As we saw, this has led some to argue that Euphorbus is a
doublet of Paris,*® or even that Euphorbus is a doublet of Achilles himself.*® By
contrast, it has been argued here that the search for ‘sources’ of the Iliadic narrative
of Patroclus’ death, and the tracing of doublets for the figures concermed, have
obscured the significance and purpose of the scene itself, particularly with regard
to the presentation of Hector.

4 Cf. e.g. W. Schadewaldt, Von Homers Welt und Werk (Stuttgart, 19654), 176. By contrast,
West (n. 2), 5—7 has argued that the Iliad poet did not know of the Memnon episode as related
in the Aethiopis. We shall consider West’s view of the relationship between the two poems in
more detail below.

45 As we saw (n. 2 above), others reach the same conclusion by a different route (thinking
Euphorbus to be modelled on Paris, the killer of Achilles).

46 For example, R. von Scheliha, Patroklos: Gedanken iiber Homers Dichtung und Gestalten
(Basel, 1943), 236—51; Schadewaldt (n. 44), 177.

47 Evidence from other oral traditions suggests that moving characters around from one saga
to another is likely to have been fairly common in the pre-textual period of Greek epic, so that
even if we accepted that Homer was the first to link Patroclus to the story of Achilles, this would
be another indication of the Iliad poet’s traditionality.

48 In tum, Euphorbus is often interpreted as providing an object of immediate revenge for
Patroclus’ slaying: cf. H. Pestalozzi, Die Achilleis als Quelle der Ilias (Zurich, 1945), 45;
W. Kullmann, Die Quellen der Ilias, Hermes Einzelschriften 14 (Wiesbaden, 1960), 315—16;
G. Schoeck, Ilias und Aithiopis: Kyklische Motive in homerischer Brechung (Zurich, 1961),
121.

49 Nickel (n. 6).
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It is not my intention to criticize the approach of the Neoanalysts tout court, since
their insistence on parallels (or, as some would have it, ‘sources’)50 has had the laud-
able effect of underlining the similarities between Patroclus’ aristeia and death and
those of Achilles.’! Nevertheless, for all the parallels between the Iliad and the
Aethiopis,52 it is far from clear whether, in the case of the death of Patroclus, these
are the result of direct influence from the Aethiopis, or rather part of the Iliad’s
own strategy of connecting the three major deaths narrated in the poem (those of
Sarpedon, Patroclus, and Hector) in such a way that they foreshadow that of
Achilles himself, the central hero of the Iliad poet’s song. Indeed, the general
approach of Neoanalysis is itself open to one fundamental objection: since our knowl-
edge of the specific content of the poems of the Epic Cycle is severely limited, being
based on extremely lapidary summaries and fragments which are themselves post-
Homeric, we can never be at all sure how much the liad poet owed to them and
how much he created himself.*>

What, then, is the relationship of the Iliad to the cyclic dethiopis? If we imagine
that Homer knew of, and may indeed have sung himself, stories which were later pro-
mulgated under the title Aethiopis, there is no difficulty in the idea that he may be
encouraging an audience to think of those future events. For our purpose the crux
of the question is whether there existed, as the Neoanalysts claim, a (more or less)
fixed version of these stories (including Achilles’ killing of Memnon to avenge
Antilochus) which could have influenced the composition of the Iliad.>* West has
recently argued that the //iad poet had no knowledge of the Memnon episode as nar-
rated in the Aethiopis, but that it was rather the author of the ‘Memnonis’ who copied
the Iliad’s story of Achilles taking revenge upon the man (Hector/Memnon) who
killed his friend (Patroclus/Antilochus).’> West may be right about Homer’s

50 For a largely sympathetic view of Neoanalysis and its precursors, see most recently
M. Willcock, ‘Neoanalysis’, in I. Morris and B. Powell (edd.), 4 New Companion to Homer
(Leiden, 1997), 174 89; West (n. 2), 2—5, 12.

51 Recognized long ago (from an analytic perspective) by D. Miilder, Die Ilias und ihre
Quellen (Berlin, 1910), 180 6. However, one can acknowledge that Patroclus’ aristeia and
death are ‘based on’ those of Achilles (so Janko [n. 1], 312) without accepting the further
Neoanalytical claim that Achilles’ slaying by Paris and Apollo at the Scaean gate is a borrowing
from the Aethiopis, or that Patroclus is killed by a figure based on Paris. We need make no
appeal to external sources: the Iliad poet has ‘based’ the aristeia and death of Patroclus on
those of Achilles because he aims to present Patroclus as a failed Achilles, a surrogate who
cannot replace the poem’s greatest hero and whose death leads to Achilles’ own.

52 For an excellent summary, see Edwards (n. 2), 18; cf. Kullmann (n. 48), 303 35;
Reinhardt (n. 31), 349—90.

53 This basic problem was pointed out long ago by D. L. Page, ‘The sources of the Iliad’
(review of Kullmann [n. 48]), CR 11 (1961), 205 9 at 207, and Fenik (n. 22), 237 40, yet
many Neoanalytical interpretations since then have ignored it; cf. Burgess (n. 12), 6: “To recon-
struct a pre-Homeric story on the basis of the //iad and then to claim that the reconstructed story
influenced the /liad is not sound methodology.” Moreover, it is perfectly possible that Homer
may have influenced the form of the later myth: cf. A. Kelly, ‘Neoanalysis and the
Nestorbedringnis: a test case’, (forthcoming), on the relationship between the
Nestorbedrdngnis of Iliad 8, the Aethiopis, and Pind. Pyth. 6.28 42.

34 Cf. Dowden (n. 2), 47: ‘There is some telling, e.g. of the Aithiopis, which is sufficiently
fixed for Homer to allude to it specifically, to inform his work by it, and for his audience to
recognise this interaction.” West (n. 2), 14, supports the existence of written texts, and sees
the Iliad as the earliest example (around the middle of the seventh century), which proved
‘the catalytic achievement that precipitated and conditioned the formation of a corpus of
written epic in the following decades’.

55 West (n. 2),5 7, 10.
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knowledge or lack of it,’® and he is undoubtedly right to abandon the prejudice that
views all cyclic material per se as secondary and derivative,”’ but his insistence on
fixed (written) texts and their influence seems extreme.*® Similarly, the poems of
the Epic Cycle may well preserve pre-Homeric traditions, but this is a long way
from showing that there existed fixed versions of the poems which were available
to Homer. It is more plausible to think of a shared epic technique based upon a
‘grammar’ of typical motifs and situations,>® since the pursuit of specific dependence
or influence (from Homer to the cyclic poems, or vice versa) is, in the pre-textual
stage of early Greek epic, a misleading methodology.*

Thus the relationship between the Iliad and the Aethiopis cannot be captured in
terms of direct influence, and even if we can trace certain broad similarities in their
core story-patterns, characters, and themes, this shows their evolution from a shared
epic tradition (an important point, of course, but not enough to justify
Quellenforschung). Moreover, the very claim that the //iad poet has modelled the
death of Patroclus on that of Antilochus in the Aethiopis has been shown to be
flawed.®! As a result, it is likely to be more productive if we analyse the death of
Patroclus with regard to its function within the Iliad, rather than as an adaptation
(however skilful) of a now unrecoverable “original’.®

Nevertheless, our discussion of the relationship between the Iliad and the Aethiopis
has helped answer an important general question: whether the appearance of similar

56 West (n. 2), 6 8, presents two main arguments for his claim that Homer cannot have
known of Memnon: firstly, his Ethiopians are utterly unlike the warriors of the Aethiopis;
and secondly, Thetis’ prediction that Achilles will die ‘straight after Hector’ (adrixa yép 7ot
émera puefExtopa méTros éToinos, 18.96) presupposes a far briefer series of events than that
found in the rest of the Iliad and the Aethiopis. However, neither argument is fully convincing:
(i) if, as West thinks, the Iliad poet was influenced by an earlier version of the Aethiopis story
(that is, he modelled Patroclus’ death on that of Achilles), it would be quite possible that he
lnew of warriors from Ethiopia, since they are one of the most striking features of the
Aethiopis, but chose to present the Ethiopians otherwise; (ii) the phrase adrika ... émerra
cannot bear the weight West wants it to, since it does not necessarily mean ‘then, right at
that moment’, but may instead be taken to refer to some time ‘thereafter’ in other words,
the Iliad poet is doing what he does throughout the work, telescoping time and thereby bringing
the fall of Troy and the death of Achilles within the wider compass of his narrative.

57 For the Epic Cycle as sub-Homeric, see e.g. D. B. Monro, ‘Homer and the cyclic poets’, in
Homer’s Odyssey, Books XIII-XXIV (Oxford, 1901), 340—84, esp. 355 62 on the Aethiopis.

58 Cf. West (n. 2), 11 (on oral theory): ‘It was good for us to go through that phase’; ibid. 14:
‘Once we shake the oralists off our backs and recognize the status of written texts in this period
and the use made of them... ’.

39 For the dexterity of Homeric epic in manipulating one kind of type-scene and its motifs,
see the careful analysis by P. Gainsford, ‘Formal analysis of recognition scenes in the Odyssey’,
JHS 123 (2003), 41 59.

60 J. S. Burgess, The Tradition of the Trojan War in Homer and the Epic Cycle (Baltimore,
2001), 135, makes a strong case for the cyclic epics being ‘independent in content and form
from the Homeric poems’.

61 See Burgess (n. 12), esp. 10 13, for weaknesses in the ‘vengeance theory’ applied to the
reconstruction of the Aethiopis. Also, the idea that Homer hints at Antilochus’ (future and
greater) role in the story of Memnon is not supported by the text of the lliad: see West (n.
2), 10 11. Antilochus’ death at the hands of Memnon is alluded to in the Odyssey (3.111
12, 4.187 8), but this tells us nothing substantial about the relationship between either
Homeric poem and the A4ethiopis. In such matters one does well to recall the dictum attributed
to Aristarchus: “Ounpov &¢ ‘Ounpov cadyvilew.

62 In other words, it is possible that the Iliad poet was influenced by previous accounts of
Achilles’ death (perhaps even sung by him) in constructing his Patroclus narrative, especially
in the involvement of Paris and Apollo, the battle over the corpse, and the warrior’s funeral,
but there is no need to see the cyclic dethiopis as a direct source or model.
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situations in different stories is to be explained in terms of narrative patterns being
transferred and reused within a shared oral poetic tradition or rather seen as direct bor-
rowing from a particular version. Comparative evidence indicates that such transfer-
ability decreases as individual poems become known as the authoritative version, and
that both of these processes (the decrease in transferability and the increasing auth-
ority of particular poems) are compounded by the spread of texts and the advance
of literacy. The question then becomes how early we place the Iliad along the epic
timeline— late enough to see Homer drawing on specific versions of events as
related in other stories? Yet the absence of fixed or written texts means that such simi-
larities are prima facie more likely to be transferable narrative patterns which are not
linked with one story more than any other.

It may be helpful here to apply the categories of ‘traditional’ and ‘specific’ refer-
entiality, developed by Foley.®> Traditional referentiality covers generic features
shared by a body of works, while specific referentiality points to the individual
works themselves. In Foley’s terms, ‘a traditional work depends primarily on
elements and strategies that were in place long before the execution of the present
version or text, long before the present nominal author learmed the inherited
craft’.®* Thus when Homer depicts Achilles enraged and refusing to fight, he is apply-
ing a traditional pattern (wrath and withdrawal) to a specific hero. Traditional refer-
entiality is characteristic of oral traditions and part of the narrative dynamics of
early archaic Greek poetry. Of course, we also find specific referentiality, as when
the Iliad poet alludes to Heracles’ previous sack of Troy (5.638—51, 14.250—1,
20.144—8), making another story part of the background to his tale. But at the core
of the Iliad poet’s narrative technique we find certain more general themes (for
example, a warrior seeking vengeance for his fallen companion) becoming associated
with specific individuals (Achilles, Patroclus, and Hector). The idea that Homer could
copy or allude to someone else’s version is not, on this model, impossible, but it is
unlikely.®®> Moreover, it is not needed to understand the character and function of
Patroclus, Euphorbus, or Hector.

1A%

In conclusion, our discussion has sought to explore the scene of Patroclus’ death, and
especially the roles taken in it by Euphorbus and Hector, within the larger action of
the poem. It has tried to illustrate how Euphorbus’ intervention questions Hector’s
triumph over Patroclus’ corpse, and, in addition, how these doubts are confirmed
when Hector dons Achilles’ armour, despite the fact that he has not defeated
Achilles himself. It has also argued that the tendency to intepret the episode as a
series of doublets, or to stress alleged non-Homeric sources for its configuration,
risks obscuring the characters’ own identities and their significance for the develop-
ment of the poem itself. Thus, depending on one’s view of the ‘original’ model, one

63 J. M. Foley, Immanent Art: From Structure to Meaning in Traditional Oral Epic
(Bloomington, IN, 1991), 2 37; cf. also id., ‘Oral tradition and its implications’, in Morris
and Powell (n. 50), 146 73, at 165 7.

64 Foley, Immanent Art (n. 63), 8.

65 Willcock (n. 50), 187 8, has challenged the ‘all-inclusiveness of allusion and reference’
found in some recent Neoanalytical scholarship, and rightly argues that similar situations are
best seen ‘not as some kind of imitation of a particular pre-existing poem, whether written or
oral, but as the result of conditioning of the mind of the poet by the material with which he
was familiar’.
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could make a case for each of Patroclus’ killers (Apollo, Euphorbus, and Hector)
being an added figure,®® which in itself strongly suggests that we should avoid think-
ing of doublets, sources, or ‘intruders’, and focus instead on trying to make sense of
the characters and their actions on their own terms. Finally, our discussion has aimed
to relate the scene to important general questions of early Greek epic such as the
relationship between the Iliad and the Aethiopis, and the issues of Homeric invention,
borrowing, and textual fixity.

The poet has constructed a powerful and uncanny end for Patroclus, and has done
so using a unique combination of typical elements.®’” By tracing the impact of these
elements (without recourse to extraneous non-Iliadic ‘parallels’) we can better per-
ceive the episode’s purpose and effectiveness. The scene indicates the consequences
of Hector’s deluded victory and links all the major deaths (of Sarpedon, Patroclus, and
Hector), with their shared concern for the fate of the warrior’s armour and the burial
of his corpse, so as to foreshadow in various ways the death of the poem’s most
important hero himself (cf, for example, 16.431-8 ~ 22.168—76, 16.663—6 ~
17.160-3, 16.851—4 ~ 22.358—60). Although Achilles prayed to Zeus that his com-
panion would return from battle unharmed and with all his armour (16.246—8),
Patroclus’ death resulted from his own recklessness (16.87—96, 698—712, 784—7).
As we have seen, the manner of that death and the fate of Achilles’ armour points
in turn to the recklessness of Patroclus’ killer. Viewed in this way, the scene of
Patroclus’ death, far from being puzzling or ‘overloaded’, reveals most forcefully
the skill and success of the Iliad poet’s design.
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66 If one sees Euphorbus as ‘Paris’, Hector is additional; if one sees Patroclus as ‘Antilochus’
(killed by Hector/*Memnon’), it is Euphorbus who appears extraneous; finally, one might even
say that Apollo is added on, if one focuses on the pattern of a two-pronged human attack: cf.
15.539 45, where Dolops, as he is fighting against Meges, is slain by an unseen Menelaus,
who kills him with a spear cast from behind (a parallel to Euphorbus’ attack on Patroclus as
he faces Hector).

67 For the range of Homer’s creative traditionality, see J. M. Foley, Homer’s Traditional Art
(University Park, PA, 1999), esp. 13—34.





