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THE LANGUAGE OF ACHILLES:
THE OXOHZAXZ FORMULAS

STEPHEN SCULLY
Boston University

In this paper we shall examine the formulas of deliberation used in the
Iliad to outline the inner debates of mortals. First we shall identify the
particular phrases which compose a clearly-recognizable, stereotypic pat-
tern, and then focus upon deviation from such patterning in the case of
Achilles, particularly after his decision to let Patroclus go into battle
(Book 16). Such comparative study of formulaic usage within the poem
both reveals the sensitivity of Homeric language to situation and demon-
strates the fruitfulness of this approach in our identification of the
Homeric art of characterization. In its larger purpose, this study contin-
ues the debate about tradition and innovation, the formulaic and the
expressive, the stereotypic and the particular in regard to Homeric con-
trol of the highly stylized, inherited language of Greek oral poetry.

I. The Non-Achillean Formulas of Deliberation

Before Book 11 of the Iliad, all examples of inner debate are
recorded in the third-person narrative, introduced by the phrase diav-
dixa pepurpilew or dppalvew dixfada. The delineation which follows is
comparative in nature, expressed by an either/or (7/7¢) outline of the
perceived alternatives. Resolution is also signified by the comparative
(usually xépdiov), either once a hero has come to a decision unaided by a
divinity or after divine intervention when human choice defers to divine
will.

Typically, inner debates in the narrative occur when a hero is unexpec-
tedly caught in the forefront of battle and the narrator describes the hero’s
indecision whether to stand and fight or to retreat back into the melee and
safety. The most concise example of such questioning is found in Book 13
where the narrator outlines Deiphobus’ inner thoughts when challenged by
Idomeneus to single combat. The Trojan, reaching a decision without the
aid of a god, chooses retreat. The either/or nature of the debate and the
comparative quality of the decision are clearly identifiable:
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“Qs ¢pdro, ArioBos de davdixa uepuijpiber,
i Twa mov Tpwwy érapicoairo peyablipwy
&y dvaywpioas, 1 TEPTaALTO Kai 0Los.
®de d€ ol ppovéovTL dodaaarTo képdiov €ivar,
Bivar én’ Alvelav. . . . (Iliad 13.455-59)

There are eight inner debates of this type recorded in the narrative of
the Iliad,! seven of which follow the basic outline identified in the exam-
ple above.? In all instances, the formulaic pattern is standard and the
comparative mode of thinking is clear.?

Starting with Book 11, the poet gives voice to the inner thoughts of
heroes as they speak in first-person monologue or soliloquy form to their
own thumos. There are seven such soliloquies: four by other heroes,
three by Achilles, all introduced by the formula éx67cas &° &pa €ime
mpos 6v peyahiropa Gvucyv. With the exception of the lone example in
Book 11, all occur later in the poem than the narrative examples, be-
tween Books 17 and 22 when the consequences of war become most
intense.* Bernard Fenik has recently shown how the four soliloquies by
other mortals are uniquely and appropriately tailored to the circumstan-
ces, the contest, and the individual, that “they are neither interchange-
able nor moveable.” He has also recognized their highly standardized

1 The eight inner debates found in the narrative are in order of appearance: 1.188-93
(Achilles); 5.671-76 (Odysseus); 8.167-70 (Diomedes); 10.503-7 (Diomedes); 13.455-59
(Deiphobus); 14.20-24 (Nestor); 16.644-55 (Zeus); 16.712-15 (Hector). Heroes whose
thoughts are recorded in the narrative, whether they reach decision on their own or are
directed by a god, tend to withdraw into the ranks (as with Deiphobus), or to yield from
aggressive action (as with Achilles, to be discussed in section II below). Apollo’s urging on
of Hector in the abbreviated debate of 16.712ff. is the lone exception.

2 For an either/or construction after mermérizein where kerdion marks resolution, see
16.644ff. (Zeus); for a similar construction after hormainein (hérmaine daizomenos . . .
dichthadia) with kerdion, see 14.20ff. (Nestor). For inner debates introduced by mer-
mérizein where a god intervenes, see 5.671ff. (Athena stops Odysseus) and 10.503ff.
(Athena stops Diomedes). For a similar, but abbreviated, construction with the verb
dizein, see 16.712ff. (Apollo in the likeness of a man urges Hector to go forward in batile
as Hector has been pondering retreat). For the one instance where the comparative
either/or construction does not follow a mermérizein introduction, see 8.1671f. (Zeus stops
Diomedes) to be discussed below, pages 15-16. (In 12.199, mermérizein appears in the
plural; no alternatives are specified.)

3 The Deiphobus example reveals that the primary function of the inner debate is to
outline alternatives. For the comparative nature of these narrative patterns, see Bruno
Snell, The Discovery of the Mind, transl. T. G. Rosenmeyer (New York 19602) 103-6, and
his Scenes from Greek Drama (Berkeley 1964) chap. 1; see also Chr. Voigt, Uberlegung
und Entscheidung, Studien zur Selbstauffassung des Menschen bei Homer (Berlin 1934)
now Beitrige zur Klassische Philologie 48 (Meisenheim 1972) 11f. and 84ff.

4 Monologues are never used to outline the thoughts of the gods. For the concentration
of these “speeches” between Books 17 and 22, see C. Hentze, although the evidence need
not support his analytical theories, “Die Monologe in den homerischen Epen,” Philologus
17 (1904) 14-22. (Hereafter referred to as Hentze.)
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cast, clearly “conceived and executed after a single pattern.”> They also
clearly follow a pattern of comparative thought already witnessed in
narrative inner debate. The context is the same: a hero suddenly finds
himself alone in the forefront of battle. Addressing his thumos, éx61cas,
he opens his monologue with a cry of pain (& pot éyw) followed by an
either/or delineation of alternatives. As with the inner debates of the
narrative, when a hero speaks in soliloquy, he ponders whether he should
stand alone and risk death or withdraw. The process of deliberation is
terminated by the common formula “But why did my dear heart con-
sider these things?” which signals decision. Unlike the narrative exam-
ples, in every instance, the hero reaches a decision unaided: a god never
intervenes.

Like the soliloquy of drama which unfolds for us the inner process
by which a character commits himself to a course of action, the solilo-
quies in Homer allow the poet to explain the actions of his heroes in
terms of their own motives.® The soliloquy of Book 11 is the shortest and
simplest of these four. Odysseus, realizing that he is caught alone before
the Trojans, debates his course of action with himself:

Oiwbn & *Odvaevs dovpkAvTds, 0vdé Tis adTd

k] ! ! 9 \ ’ 3 !

Apyeiwy Tapepewer, émel PpoPos €AraBe mavras®

3

dxb1joas 8’ &pa elme mpos 6v peyaijropa Buudy’
« 3 7 14 T T ) ) EL 1 N

® pot €yw, Tt mabw; ueya ey kaxov al ke pePuwpuat
mAnbvr TapPiicas’ TO de piylov al kev GAww
podvos' Tovs 3’ dAAovs Aavaovs épéBnae Kpoviwy.
dANG iy pot TadTa ¢idos Sieéfaro Buuds;

by ) 7 A \Y b3 T y 7
oida yap 87Tt kakoL pev amolyovTaL ToOAEpOLO,
s 8¢ k* dpioTebnot paxy év, Tov de pdda xpew
¢ ! ~ 3/ 9 S ¥ s »
€oTapevar kpatepms, 1 7 €BANT N T €BaX’ aAlov.

* < ~nd o \ ! \ \ 4
Hos 6 7av6’ &ppaiwe kata ¢ppéva kai kara uudy,

! 3 9 v T T 7. 3 T
Todpa &’ émt Tpwwy oriyxes HAvbor acmoTawy,
éoav 3’ & péoootat, pera oplot wiua Tibévres. (Iliad 11.401-13)

The return to narrative begins with the phrase “As he considered these
things. . . .” It brings us back from reflection to action, and resembles the

5 B. Fenik, “Stylization and Variety: Four Monologues in the Iliad,” in Homer: Tradi-
tion and Invention, ed. B. Fenik (Leiden 1978) 89 and 69, respectively. Bibliography on
Homeric soliloquies is too large to list here. I mention only those most useful to me:
D. Lohmann, Die Komposition der Reden in der Ilias (Berlin 1970) 37-39; A. W. H.
Adkins, “Threatening, Abusing and Feeling Angry in the Homeric Poems,” JHS 89 (1969)
7-21, esp. 12-18; J. Russo and B. Simon, “Homeric Psychology and the Oral Epic Tradi-
tion,” J. of the Hist. of Ideas 29 (1968) 483-98 (reprinted in Essays on the Iliad, ed. John
Wright [Bloomington, Ind. 1978]); B. Fenik, Typical Battle Scenes in the Iliad (Wies-
baden 1968) 96ff. and 159ff.; W. Arend, Die typischen Szenen bei Homer (Berlin 1933)
106-15 (mermérizein); Hentze 12-30, esp. 12-20 (ochthésas); Walter Leaf, The Iliad
(London 19022) ad. 17.90.

6 Hentze (above, note 4) 17; contrast the narrative report of a person’s decision which is
simply stated by the poet with no explanation of the individual’s motives.
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concluding line of the pepunpifew debates found in the narrative’—
another indication that the two patterns are cast from a single mold.

The derivation of the epic word éx6neas which introduces these
“speeches” between a hero and his thumos is uncertain.® From context it
seems to convey “the tension in the Homeric hero between doing what
he thinks he is obliged by his society to do and doing what he as an
individual concerned with his personal welfare wants to do. Thus it
conveys all at once a psychological response of distress, frustration and
anger.” The private thoughts of a hero question the values of heroic
activity as he could never do publicly. Thus, it is the privileged domain
of the soliloquy to convey the anxiety of the hero as he moves from
indecision to resolution, from fear to courage, from thought to re-
affirmation of heroic action. Although the soliloquy calls into question
the values of society, it also serves to highlight the particular nature of
heroism as conceived in the Iliad. lliadic heroism is not only action, but
action born from the consciousness of death and the recognition of the
limits of human existence.1?

The three other monologues not delivered by Achilles are clearly
related to Odysseus’ soliloquy in form and substance. As Menelaus sees
Hector rushing towards him to seize the body of Patroclus, he speaks to
his thumos in fear (17.90-117). The soliloquy, introduced by the phrase
dxOnoas 8 dpa eime mpos v peyaliyropa Guudy, once again opens with

7 Cf. Iliad 1.193 and 10.507 of the narrative form and 17.107 of the soliloquy model.
Also see 8.170 and 5.671 of the narrative type.

8 As a participle, ochthésas is found eighteen times in the Iliad, nine times in the Odys-
sey, in only two formulaic phrases, and once in Theogony 558, when Zeus is about to
answer Prometheus and select one of the sacrificial offerings. In the narrative, but never
used by a speaker about himself, it introduces the speech of man or god when suddenly
confronted by a startling situation. Once a decision is reached, or action intervenes, the
mood of ochthésas seems to be concluded. Hesychius, and the ancients generally, re-
garded the word as equivalent to stenei, stenazei. Of ochthésas, Hesychius says:
orevdlas. Bapuvlels dxBos yup Bapos. 1 perewpiabers THy Yoxiy, &mo Tdv 8xbwy, § éoTi
rod &vaorijuaros. For the derivation from achthos, see Hermann, Gétt. Nachr. (1918)
286-88. Moderns have generally been less satisfied with the etymology from achthos;
H. Frisk regards ochthésas as derived from echthomai, echthd, on analogy with phobed
and phebomai, Griechisches etymologisches Wérterbuch (1960). Cf. Eduard Schwyzer,
Griechische Grammatik (1934) 1 719, note 13. It is rendered by LS] “be sorely angered,
vexed in spirit”; Ebeling “aegre fero, indignor”; Chantraine “étre troublé, avoir de I'hu-
meur”; so J. Audiat, “Une Formule homérique: meg’ ochthesas,” REA (1947) 41-57, says
it refers to the troubled or indignant spirit: “la naissance d’un trouble subit et profond
dans I’ame d’une divinité ou d’un héros” (57). Adkins (above, note 5) writes that the word
“denotes the frame of mind of a man who has received an unpleasant stimulus from his
environment . . . and who says ‘what am I to do? in frustrated and angry distress and
bafflement” (12).

9 Adkins (above, note 5) 15.

10 Cf. Martin Mueller, “Knowledge and Delusion in the Iliad,” Mosaic 3 (1970) 86-103,
(now also in Wright [above, note 5] 105-23).
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a cry of desperation. The warrior imagines he may choose between
either (el wév) leaving the body of Patroclus and running the risk of
being reproached by one of the Danaans, or (ei &) fighting Hector and
the Trojans. Menelaus cuts debate short by asking himself why his heart
considered these things. Unlike Odysseus, he decides to retreat, like a
lion who feels cold fear in his heart as he is chased by dogs and
shepherds. The transition from monologue to narrative is marked by the
same phrase as in 11.401-2. In Menelaus’ soliloquy as in Odysseus’, the
questioning (if not the resolution) of heroic valor, the fear of death, and
the skeletal frame of the speech are stereotypic.

In the third example, as the Trojan Agenor sees Achilles rushing
upon him, he breaks into soliloquy. The pattern of this address closely
follows the two mentioned. In this instance, inspired by Apollo, Agenor
decides to stand firm and await his foe alone. Transition from speech to
narrative occurs as follows:

“Qs elwov > Axirfa dhets uévey, év 8¢ of frap
dAkipov bpparo mroeuilew 1de pdyeodar. (Iliad 21.570-71)
Battle ensues and Agenor is rescued from death by Apollo.

One hundred and forty lines later, in Book 22, awaiting the
approaching Achilles, Hector speaks to his thumos to gain courage. Like
Agenor, Hector decides to stand firm against Achilles’ attack; but after
his resolve, he suddenly loses courage and runs. Agenor’s soliloquy
clearly anticipates this one and seems to underline the magnitude of
Hector’s by establishing “the categories which the great sequel will
deepen and enlarge.”!! We shall look at it in a moment.

As we have already seen, the soliloquy (and to a lesser extent the
narrative) form of inner thought may result in renewed heroic activity,
but because the inner debates also imply hesistation, they record a
momentary weakening, or questioning, of heroic temper. In many of the
examples, one sees in the inner debate a distance between the impulse to
live and the compunction to act. A unique use of the pepunpiew pattern
with Diomedes in Book 8, however, omits the either/or construction and
shows that this hero even in the moment of reflection is not constrained
by the terror of war or the fear of death.

“Qs 4>c'zro, Tvbe’fbns de bcév&xa pcppﬁpc&v,
um'ovs' T€ oTpérar kal svavnﬁcov paxerratr@at
fpl.s‘ ey p.eppnp:fe kard ¢pcva Kal. xata evpov,

'rpts d ap an’ Ibatwv opcwv kTUTE p.nne'ra Zevs
ofjua Tileis Tpaweoat, udyns érepaixéa viknp. (Iliad 8.167-71)

11 Fenik, “Stylization and Variety,” 80 (above, note 5); cf. Peter von der Miihll,
Kritisches Hypomnema zur Ilias (Basel 1952) 327 and 334-35; Leaf, ad 21.552.



16 Stephen Scully

Diomedes decides (three times) without deliberation what to do, but he
is thwarted on each occasion by the warning from Zeus to withdraw.
The hesitation, quite imaginable after such divine intervention, is sug-
gested in the phrase “he pondered twofold” and “three times he pon-
dered . . .,” but to portray Diomedes’ enthusiasm Homer shows only
one half of the hero’s mind. The elaboration of the alternatives which
occurs after all other Iliadic uses of duavdixa mepunpilerv has been
avoided, it appears, because Diomedes in his thirst for war shows no fear
or need for reflection. Perhaps the absence of comparative or either/or
thought patterns for Ajax, even in times of stress (compare his retreats of
11.544-74 and 16.101-23), reflects the truly stalwart nature of that hero.

In contrast to mortals, the gods when they ponder (uepunpilew), do
not do so with fear and confusion characteristic of human thought and
the comparative; rather they usually ponder how (6mws or @s) they will
act. Thus in Book 2 Zeus wonders during the night how he might honor
Achilles.

aAN’ & € ;.cepm)pt{e xara ¢peva ws Axt)ma

np.nrn;, ox\eo'n de 71’0)\60.5‘ émt vnvrrw Axatwv

7j5e 3¢ oi kata Oupuov dploTn daivero Bovlr),

méuyar én’ " Atpeldy * Ayapéuvovt oddov “Ovepov. (Iliad 2.3-6)

He does not ask which is the better but what is the best plan.!2 Humans,
of course, on occasion consider what is the best plan but never with the
verb uepunpilw.13

The comparative nature of inner thought is thus particularly charac-
teristic of humans, expressive of frailty and indecision in the face of dan-
ger. The crowning display of this manner of thinking occurs in Hector’s
soliloquy as he awaits Achilles’ attack. As the soliloquy form itself is
delayed to the second half of the Iliad where the action becomes more
intense, the outstanding example of that balance between fear and
courage appears in this, the last, of the addresses to one’s thumos.

Hector’s inner debate is the longest and most complex of the four
non-Achillean debates in the Iliad. It shows greater expansion and more

12 Cf. Hera, 14.1591f. (note also Hermes, 24.677-80 with the verb hormainé . . . hopos).
In 4.14-16, Zeus, pondering the fate of Troy, says to the assembly of the gods (note the
plural) fjuets 3¢ ppalwued’ mws éorar rade épya followed by an either/or delineation of
alternatives. In an exception to this rule, Zeus at 16.644ff. ponders the fate of Patroclus in
an either/or fashion with the verb mermérizein.

13 Mortals twice ponder how, both times in the plural and with the verb phrazometha, cf.
17.634-35 = 17.712-13. Mortals also consider the aristé boulé: Nestor, 7.324-25 and 9.93-
99; Agamemnon, 10.17 (cf. Nestor, 9.103; Polydamas, 12.215 and 13.735); cf. métis aristé:
Ajax, 17.634-35 = Thrasymedes, 17.712-13. Snell distinguishes between the self-control of
mortals or gods when they determine an aristé boulé, and the helplessness of mortals as they
ponder with mermérizein and ée and é, Der Weg zum Denken und der Wahrheit: Studien
zur frithgriechischen Sprache, Hypomnemata 57 (Gottingen 1978) 82-84.
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variation than the others; there is also a greater subtlety in composition,
which can only be appreciated against the sounding board of the famil-
iar. Like the others, it is introduced by the formulaic éx6rjoas 5° dpa
€ime mpds Sy peyaliropa Gvudy (22.98). There is the initial outburst of
grief & pot éywv, immediately followed by el uév (22.99). Hector consid-
ers entering the gates to avoid Achilles but feels shame in front of the
Trojans for having rejected Polydamas™ advice the night before. To be
persuaded would have been much better, he says (aQAX” éyd od mbouny
N 7’ &v moAv Kképdiov 7ev, 22.103). With an imaginary Trojan, he reflects
once again, but now in a more elaborate form, upon that decision and
the course of events which have taken place that day.

“Exrwp ¢t Bingt mibrjcas dheae Aadv.’

@s épéovawy éuol de TOT® Ay TOAD Képdiov €l

dvryy § * AxiAia kataxTelvarra véerba,

1€ kev adT® dAéafar Evkeds mpo woAnos. (Iliad 22.107-10)

Hector then considers as a second alternative (el d¢) the possibility of
laying down his arms and coming to peace with Achilles through arbitra-
tion (22.111-21). Resolution is indicated by the characteristic aAAa iy
po Tavra Ppidos deréfaro Gupds (22.122); he decides it is impossible to
negotiate or deal in a compassionate manner with Achilles and that bat-
tle is the only alternative. The transition from monologue to action is
signified by the lines

Qs Sppaive pévov, & 8¢ of axedov NAev * Axievs
ioos "Evvaie, xopvfdix mroleumiard),

celwv TInhidda peXiny kara defiov duov

Sewn. . . . (Iliad 22.131-34)

Unlike the narrative link after Agenor’s soliloquy, where Agenor’s
courage is stressed (GAeis péver and 7frop dAkuywov GpuaTo wToleuilew)
and Achilles is described in the accusative (as the object of Agenor’s
confession), after Hector’s soliloquy the subject abruptly changes from
Hector to Achilles. The imposing rush of Achilles, described in three
lines, seems to overwhelm the waiting Hector (“Qs 8ppaiwe puévwv).

In Hector’s soliloquy both patterns discussed above flow together to
delineate decision. The broad outline of Hector’s soliloquy parallels the
form found in the three other soliloquies considered. Unlike the others,
however, the first alternative is considered separately and decision is sig-
nified by the comparative with 7 ... % characteristic of decisions
recorded in the narrative. Like Agenor, Hector considers two alternatives
for escape, but in Hector’s speech the decision to stand is made twice.
Hector’s noble effort to move from “hesitation to decision, from terror to
resolution”!4 is thus more fully dramatized than is the decision in

14 Edward Bradley, “Theogony 35,” SO 44 (1969) 18-19.



18 Stephen Scully

Agenor’s soliloquy a few hundred lines before. Furthermore, the range
of Hector’s reflection encompasses a broader view of life and the war
than found in the other soliloquies. In the process of acquiring a rea-
soned choice, rooted in courage, he reviews both the crucial decisions on
the battlefield the day before where he feels the burden of his mistakes
and he then turns back to reflect upon the original causes of the war and
his role as the blameless defender of Troy. Hector’s soliloquy thus reca-
pitulates much of the action within the Iliad by describing the complex
forces that operate upon him in the moments before his death. In one
respect, Hector’s soliloquy differs from all the others inasmuch as it is
the only time a person addressed by another, here by his father and
mother speaking from the walls of the city, does not give answer but
turns inward and addresses his own heart. The explanation for this pecu-
liarity is simple. The themes expressed in soliloquy—fear of death, the
terror of facing impending assault alone, the vacillation between the
desire for personal escape and the commitment to social responsibility—
are private thoughts in the Homeric world and unsuitable for public
utterance. Hector’s soliloquy as he awaits Achilles reveals better than the
others the feelings of anxiety and self-doubt emblematic of soliloquies
throughout the Iliad and characteristic of either/or deliberation.

II. Achilles’ Formulas of Deliberation

We have seen how standardized are the formulas of deliberation for
the secondary characters of the Iliad. With Achilles, these formulas sig-
nificantly differ in usage. Even in Book 1 where the first diavdixa
peppunpler formula introduces the inner debate of Achilles as he consid-
ers whether or not (17/7¢) to slay Agamemnon (1.888-93), we already
witness a shift from conventional usage. Although the language here is
closer to that of other heroes, the swiftness with which Achilles makes up
his mind is atypical. The phrase “while he considered these things
throughout his midriff and thumos” which marks the end of his debate,
also marking closure in four other inner debates, is not followed by the
customary Té¢pa, “meanwhile”; rather, Achilles is already drawing his
sword, ready to slay the king. Athena, when she intervenes, must thus
stop Achilles from further action as well as change his mind.!> This vari-
ation from the norm suggests Achilles’ vigor of mind which cuts short
the hesitation obvious in such thinking.!6

15 Compare 1.193 with 10.507 of the narrative mermérizein forms and with 11.411-12,
17.706-7, and 18.15-16 of the soliloquy ochthésas form. For the unusual swiftness of
Athena’s intervention in 1.188ff., see M. W. Edwards, “Convention and Individuality in
Iliad 1,” HSCP 84 (1980) 13-15.

16 Ameinon signifies Achilles’ acceptance of the goddess’ command (1.217). The com-
parative is in answer to a new question (whether or not to obey the goddess) and not to
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After Book 16, the divergence in the application of these formulas to
Achilles is even greater. His first dx67oas soliloquy appears at the opening
of Book 18. Sitting alone by his ships, he sees Antilochus approaching. At
that moment he fears Patroclus has died (18.3-16). The framework of
Achilles’ speech to his thumos is similar to that of the soliloquies discussed
above. It opens with the characteristic cry of pain (& pot éy®) and a famil-
iar formula resumes the narrative at the end of the speech (“while he con-
sidered these things throughout his midriff and thumos, meanwhile . . .”
18.15-16). The inner components of this speech, however, show little
resemblance to the other soliloquies. Both the either/or structure and its
concomitant “But why did my heart debate these things?” are absent.17 In
this soliloquy, he fears the fulfilment of a prediction that the best of the
Myrmidons would die while he was still alive. He then recalls how he had
ordered Patroclus back to his ship but only after the others were saved.
Like other mortals in their monologues, Achilles confronts a fear of death,
but his inner thoughts in 18 and after do not display debate or ambiguity.
Unlike other men, the death that he fears is not his own.

Achilles has two soliloquies on the battlefield. In Book 20, a mist is
cleared from his eyes and he stands amazed to find that Aeneas is no
longer in front of him (20.343-53). The soliloquy, introduced by the
characteristic éx670as formula, begins with an initial cry of pain, &
mémor. He expresses great wonder that he can see the spear on the
ground but not the man for whom it was intended. Aeneas, he reasons,
must be dear to the gods and his boasts must have basis in fact. Having
escaped from death, Aeneas will not try to fight me again. Now, he
concludes, I must urge more Danaans against the Trojans. "H, kat émt
orixas &Ato resumes the narrative. Again we see that the either/or
structure is not present and that his concern for death involves a ques-
tion of the gods and is not self-directed. In Book 21, eager to slay
Lycaon, son of Priam and a man whom he ransomed once before,
Achilles once again, éx61cas, speaks to his thumos, & wémor (21.53-64).
Again Achilles speculates about mortality questioning whether even the
Trojans he has already killed will rise up again from the darkness just as
this man, previously ransomed, has come back. “But now is the time for
him to taste my spear in order that I may know whether he will come
back from death or the earth will hold him.”

his original indecision (whether or not to slay Agamemnon). For other instances of
ameinon used to indicate choice where alternatives are articulated, see 1.116-17 (Aga-
memnon) and 9.423-24 (Achilles). Note the use of ameinon, and not kerdion, in this pas-
sage, although Snell cites this scene when stressing the literal meaning of kerdion.

17 The formula “But why did my dear heart ponder these things?” is exclusive to the
speech soliloquy pattern, with the exception of 22.385. There it is found within a speech
of Achilles, but in this instance, Achilles dismisses the questions he had been contem-
plating and decides upon a completely new course of action.
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Decisiveness, objectivity, and reflection upon the nature of death are
evident in all three soliloquies. The application of the word éx67jaas to
Achilles differs from the definition offered above. It does not convey the
tension in the hero between doing what he thinks he is obliged by society to
do and doing what he as an individual concerned with his own welfare
would prefer. Rather it prefaces an objective reflection about mortality.
The emotional impact of éx61cas expresses Achilles’ recognition of the
monumental seriousness of events (the death of Patroclus and the role of
fate in it, a divine intervention on the battlefield when Poseidon rescues
Aeneas, a focus upon death itself when he is about to kill a man he once
saved), but with Achilles the emotion lacks deliberation or indecision.
Moreover, his perspective is not self-oriented; he sees life from a distance
that incorporates like his shield a broader view of the human condition and
the nature of mortality, without vacillation or the desire for escape.

We should remember that Achilles’ inner thoughts and view of life
have not always been free from an either/or perspective. In Book 9 as he
reflects about war and death, he imagines, for the only time in the epic,
the possibility that he may choose his own fate: a long life without glory
or a short one with it. The change in outlook from a characteristically
human perspective to one freed from all ambiguity, a change which is
fundamental to this hero who creates himself in the course of the poem,
takes place nine books later as he anticipates the news of the death of his
companion Patroclus.

When Achilles does announce his decision to re-enter battle, another
dx6naas formula introduces his speeches. (This is the only other usage of
this participle in the poems.) This second éx6noas formula prefaces dia-
logue, not soliloquy. From Books 16-20, it introduces four significant
speeches of Achilles; before these books, the formula exclusively intro-
duces the decisions of the gods (three of Zeus, two of Poseidon).!® The
speeches of the gods so introduced vary in significance: one marks a
major turning point in the narrative, and the others articulate the des-
tined place of man or god in the world order. In the first instance, the

18 The ochthésas participle also introduces one speech of Menelaus to Euphorbos mo-
ments before Menelaus kills him (17.18ff.). It is by far the weakest of all the participial
uses in the Iliad, and is much more reminiscent of Odyssean use where ochthésas intro-
duces speeches which neither announce major turning points in the narrative nor articu-
late clear visions of one’s fated position. This instance in 17.18, however, is near to an
ochthésas decision soliloquy delivered by Menelaus, 17.90. Perhaps its appearance in
17.18 was influenced by the later association in 17.90 or by the general density of the
participle in this portion of the poem. Its occurrence with Menelaus does not undermine
the significance of the previous observations about the general movement of the participle
first with the gods and then with Achilles. The use in 17.18 may corroborate the observa-
tion, however, that Homer never operates in his use of formulaic language with what
Adam Parry called “chemical purity” in “Language and Characterization in Homer,”
HSCP 76 (1972) 3.
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participle prefaces Zeus’ response to Thetis in Book 1 when he reluc-
tantly agrees to honor her plea (1.517-28). On other occasions, Zeus,
ox01acas, tells Hera that Troy may fall but that he must be granted the
power to destroy whatever cities he may choose thereafter (4.30-49), or,
dx0noas, informs Poseidon that the Achaean wall loathed by the earth-
shaking god will fall and be washed away at the end of the war
(7.454-63). In these three speeches, Zeus either makes a decision which
will cause a major change in the course of events or outlines the fate of
man-made creations. In the other two examples, Poseidon is expressing
his forced submission to the higher authority of his brother. In both,
against his personal desire, he decides to withdraw from battle because
he cannot equal the will of Zeus (8.208-11 and 15.184-200).19

The speeches of Achilles introduced by éx6noas occur in circum-
stances that closely echo those described above for Zeus and Poseidon.
The first instance of this phrase with Achilles occurs as he consents to the
pleas of Patroclus that he be allowed to lead the Myrmidons into battle
wearing Achilles’ armor (16.48-101). Achilles’ agreement “sets in motion
a train of events that alters the whole course of the action and deter-
mines its direction for the rest of the poem.”?® As such it marks as
momentous a turn in the poem as did the consent of Zeus to Thetis in
Book 1 to honor Achilles. The éx67coas phrase which prefaces these two
speeches suggests that both Achilles and Zeus understand the magnitude
of their decisions; the difference between the two is that Achilles’ con-
sent concerns himself. A further difference concerns the quality of their
understanding. When Zeus agrees to honor Achilles, he seems to envision
correctly the conflict he will have with Hera and perhaps even the grief
and solitude the hero will come to experience, but when Achilles con-
sents to Patroclus, he appears at his moment of greatest delusion. Though
he comprehends the significance of his symbolic re-entry into battle
through Patroclus, he cannot fully imagine the consequent death of
Patroclus or himself.

The other applications of this formula to Achilles suggest a further
association between Achilles and Zeus. At the end of Book 19, as he
charges into battle, Achilles enjoins his two horses, Xanthus and Balius,
to carry him safely back and not to leave him there dead like Patroclus.
Given speech by Hera, the horse Xanthus answers Achilles, in part: “We

19 In Book 8, Hera suggests that she and Poseidon assist the Achaeans, although Zeus has
warned the immortals to stay out of battle. Poseidon, upset with Hera’s suggestion, says he
cannot go against the will of his brother, since Zeus is by far the stronger. In Book 15,
Zeus sends Iris down from Olympos to warn Poseidon that he had best withdraw and that,
if he does not stop aiding the Achaeans, Zeus will come down and force him to draw
back. Poseidon, enraged, rebukes his brother but finally decides to withdraw.

20 W. Minton, “Homer’s Invocations of the Muses: Traditional Patterns,” TAPA 91
(1960) 300.
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shall keep you safe for this time, o hard Achilles. And vyet, the day of
your death is near at hand; but it is not we who are to blame, but a great
god and powerful Destiny.” Xanthus then explains that as Apollo and
Hector killed Patroclus, so it is destined for Achilles, as well, to be killed
by a god and a mortal. To this unequivocal prophecy of doom, whose
authenticity is underlined by the unique vehicle of communication,
Achilles answers with equal clarity and straightforwardness: “Greatly
troubled swift-footed Achilles addressed him: ‘Xanthus, why do you
prophesy my death? This is not for you. I myself know well it is destined
for me to die here far from my beloved father and mother. But for all
that I will not stop till the Trojans have had enough of my fighting.” He
spoke and shouting he held on his singlehoofed horses among the fore-
most.” (19.419-24) Like the Agenor scene described above,?! it may be
said that this episode adds little to what we already know about Achilles
and the recognition of his fate. Such a point of view, however, in no way
recognizes the dramatic power in this moment of candor between
Achilles and the force which carries him forward to battle.22

The most impressive and elaborate of the éxf7ncas addresses, and
one which must be considered the counterpart of Hector’s soliloquy in
Book 22, occurs as Achilles, greatly empassioned, tells Thetis of his inten-
tion to avenge the death of Patroclus despite the fact that this means his
own death: now is the time, he says, to win glory and kill men
(18.97-127). It is immediately before this speech that Thetis makes clear
to Achilles that his death will follow soon after Hector’s.23 His reply
combines qualities found in his éx67cas responses to Patroclus and
Xanthus. It at once acknowledges and signifies a major change in the
course of action as in the case of his consent to Patroclus, but like his
response to Xanthus it acknowledges at the same time a complete aware-
ness of the consequences of his decision. In this speech both the inevita-
ble series of events which follows Patroclus’ entry into battle and the fate
of Achilles, Hector, and the city of Troy, locked inextricably together, all
come into focus for the first time. In the radiance of this awareness,
Achilles, mortal as he is, takes a step towards the omniscience of Zeus. In

21 For the gratuitous nature of the Agenor scene, see Fenik, “Stylization and Variety,”
(above, note 5) 78.

22 In Book 22, Apollo warns Achilles to withdraw, as Apollo had previously warned
Diomedes and Patroclus, telling Achilles that it is futile for a mortal to contend with a
god. Achilles’ ochthésas reply (22.14-21), in both its venom and acknowledgement of
Apollo’s superiority, closely parallels Poseidon’s recognition of and submission to his fated
position vis-a-vis his brother. Compare Diomedes’ response to Apollo’s intervention,
5.435-36 (see also the warning of Zeus to Diomedes, cited above, 8.167-70); for Patroclus
and Apollo, 16.698-711 and 784-96.

23 Only after the death of Patroclus do we, and perhaps Achilles too, learn that his death
is intricately bound up with Hector’s. The domino effect begins with the death of
Sarpedon, which precipitates the rest. Patroclus, Hector. Achilles (cf. 15.64-77).
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entering battle, he now embarks with full knowledge upon a path that
will alter the direction of his life and that of the war. As Achilles gains in
Book 18 an illusionless foreknowledge of his death, Hector in the same
book sharply moves in the opposite direction, deluded by a mistaken
confidence in Zeus and in his own military prowess (18.284-311).24

II1. The Uniqueness of Achilles

Other heroes only experience a prophetic vision of their own death
as they are on the verge of death itself (thus Patroclus, 16.854-55;
Hector, 22.355-61, cf. 22.295-307).25 In the vicarious experience of his
death through that of Patroclus (and in the report of Thetis), Achilles
gains a preview of his death long before it happens. Such heightened
awareness puts him in a category above other heroes and frees him from
the kind of mental torment exhibited by most mortals as they confront
the possibility of their own death. The contrast between the inner mono-
logues of Achilles and those of other mortals makes evident, in part, that
difference in vision.

Such freedom from illusion places Achilles alongside the divine. Both
his éx67cas speeches (to Patroclus, Thetis, Xanthus, and Apollo, discus-
sed in note 22) and those of Zeus record anguish and clarity of vision, as
yet imperfectly perceived by Achilles in his reply to Patroclus, as the
two consent to major changes in the direction of war or articulate the
fate of things. Unlike the decisions of Zeus concerning the course of the
war or the destiny of Troy, the decisions and articulations of Achilles
directly affect himself. Neither Zeus nor the other Olympians in their
deathlessness can ever match the seriousness of Achilles in his mortality.
Like so many of the parallels between human and divine, this one too
dramatizes the gulf between the finality of human affairs and the com-
parative casualness of divine being.

Achilles, however, is not only hotly engaged in the moment, but like
Zeus he is above the action, véodt Atagfels “retired at a distance” to use
a phrase used exclusively of Achilles and Zeus, so that he can in effect
plan the course of destiny and see the meaning of his human activity
within a larger frame.?6 In contrast to other mortals who appear

24 For further discussion of the importance of Book 18 in the changing relation between
Achilles and Hector, see my “The Polis in Homer: A Definition and Interpretation,”
Ramus 10 (1981) 15-17.

25 Compare, in particular, Hector’s final soliloquy once he has realized the false nature
of the Deiphobus/Athena figure. In this speech, he speaks without hesitation, ambiguity,
or the comparative, and sees, for the first time really, the true nature of his destiny
(22.297-305).

26 For other similarities between Achilles and Zeus, see C. Whitman, Homer and the
Heroic Tradition (Cambridge, Mass. 1958) 225-30 and 136-42; cf. James Redfield, “The
Proem of the Iliad: Homer’s Art,” CP 74 (1979) 90-105, esp. 97-98 and 101, note 17. See
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embroiled within the mesh of circumstances, Achilles alone can under-
stand and live on terms familiar to Zeus and the other gods. Both his
soliloquies and éx67cas addresses to others manifest that wider perspec-
tive and personal detachment associated with Olympian vision.2” His
elevation towards the divine after he learns of Patroclus” death is well-
attested in the poem. Hephaistos’ new armor replaces that which was
given to Achilles by Peleus and which honored the marriage day
between his mortal father and goddess mother. With this exclusively
divine armor, which lifts Achilles as if it were wings (19.385-86),
“human ties have vanished utterly, and what remains, the inner divine
force . . . reveals itself coldly in an agonized, overwhelming will to
death. Achilles has given himself with his armor to Patroclus, and now
he has no self.”28 At this time, Zeus, through the agency of Athena, feeds
him ambrosia and nectar when he refuses food and drink (19.340-56).
The immortal Xanthus and Balius carry their master to war without the
company of the mortal tracehorse, Pedasus, killed in the Patrocleia.
When in battle, Achilles becomes, in an unusual break from Homeric
naturalism, an elemental force of fire which triumphs in its duel with
Troy’s sacred river.

Because the nature of formulaic composition tends to frame com-
mon experience in stereotypic form, the speeches of Achilles between
Books 16 and 22 acquire greater significance than those passages might
indicate in and of themselves. In these books we see by formulaic com-
parison that he is lifted up out of the common language and suspended
between man and god, both because he uses stereotypic patterns which
outline choice in a manner that differs from other heroes and because he
is associated with other patterns generally employed for the gods. Such a
suspension between man and god is not unexpected since from the first
word of the poem the hero, through his wrath, has been associated with
the divine. A study of the language patterns for deliberation suggests,

also J. R. Wilson, “The Wedding Gifts of Peleus,” Phoenix 28 (1974) 385-89. As Whitman
and Redfield show, at all points throughout the poem, Achilles displays a broader perspec-
tive than that of any other mortal. Or as Charles Segal writes, Achilles is the “only hero
who gazes out into the broad horizons of the ‘limitless sea’ (1.350; cf. 23.143) or who com-
mands the vast distances of ‘shadowy mountains and echoing sea’ (1.156-57),” “Nestor
and the Honor of Achilles,” SMEA 13 (1971) 105. Wilson, more specifically, comments on
the “freedom from illusion” which Achilles after the death of Patroclus shares with Zeus.
See also James Hogan, “Double prin and the Language of Achilles,” CJ 71 (1976) 305-10,
who finds in the later books similarities between the language of Zeus and Achilles, espe-
cially in what he calls Achilles’ stubborn and head-strong nature.

27 For a sudden shift in Achilles’ thought patterns after Hector’s death, see an either/or
construction followed by “But why did my heart consider these things?” (22.383-85) as he
considers whether or not the Trojans will continue in war after their leader’s death. He
then breaks off this train of thought as he remembers the unburied body of Patroclus.
(There is no ochthésas preface.)

28 Whitman (above, note 26) 203.
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however, a change and progression in Achilles towards greater individu-
ality and divergence from mankind as his unique situation is defined
over the space of the poem.2

In speaking of the language of Achilles, and more broadly of Homer,
Adam Parry has stated:3 “The formulaic character of Homer’s language
means that everything in the world is regularly presented as all men (all
men within the poem, that is) regularly perceive it. The style of Homer
emphasizes constantly the accepted attitude toward each thing in the
world, and this makes for a great unity of experience.” Parry means, in
part, to suggest that within epic society there is linguistically, as well as
in other ways, a rejection of individualism and idiosyncratic outlook. The
character Thersites, qualified by the epithet ametroepes, whose mind is
filled “with many disordered words” (2.212-13), and the treatment he
receives at the hands of Odysseus indicate the kind of esteem in which
lliadic society holds deviation from inherited patterns. But Parry also
means that traditional epic diction is not capable of creating a new lan-
guage to express unconventional thought or experience: “Neither
Homer . . . in his own person as narrator, nor the characters he drama-
tizes, can speak any language other than the one which reflects the
assumptions of heroic society” (p. 6). In this sense I think Parry’s claim is
wrong. The formulaic character of epic language need not also necessi-
tate “a unity of expression.” Although Achilles does not challenge the
assumptions of his society after Book 16, either he himself uses, or
Homer associates him with, a startling adaptation of “available” lan-
guage. The quality or “regularity” of formulaic expression in this case
allows the poet to establish a linguistic norm, or pattern of expectation,
here specific to a single poem, which he plays against at his discretion.
That is, the unparalleled usage of language with Achilles between Books
16 and 22 acquires its force, even if only subliminally picked up by the
audience, from its resonance against the familiar.

29 The uniqueness of Achilles in the language of deliberation is most pronounced after
the departure of Patroclus into battle, when Achilles’ wrath is “formally” ended and a
new stage of the poem commences. For a discussion of “stages” in Achilles’ wrath, see
Samuel Bassett, “The Introductions of the Iliad, the Odyssey and the Aeneid,” CW 27
(1934-35) 105-10 and 113-18. Against B. Snell (above, note 3) as Fenik argues from the
evidence of the four monologues of deliberation for secondary characters (above, note 5),
we see that characters in Homer do think, express internal struggle, and make indepen-
dent decisions derived from the heart. Furthermore, the evidence from the Achillean
usage of these formulas after Book 16 suggests that individuals in exalted moments of
clarity may transcend the either/or deliberation which Snell finds essential for internal
expression and genuine ethical thinking. For a sweeping revision of Snell’s general thesis,
see R. Renehan, “The Meaning of Zépua in Homer,” CSCA 12 (1979) 269-82.

30 A. Parry, “The Language of Achilles,” TAPA 87 (1956) 3.
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Hence Parry’s argument needs to be qualified.3! There are occasions
in epic, as in all experience, when an individual transcends established
patterns of expression or thought. The regularity of formulaic usage, as
much as it creates unity of experience and a world internally verified by
repetition, need not prevent exceptional individuals from pressing out
against the boundaries of language, talking at the limits of convention, in
response to the changing texture of experience.32

APPENDIX

The patterns identified in this study are specific to the Iliad.
Although similar phrases to express deliberation are found in the Odys-
sey, the formulas do not build into the same kind of overall composition.
The phrase diandichtha mermérizein does not occur in the Odyssey,
although dicha . . . mermeérizein does twice: 16.73-77 (in conversation,
not the narrative) and 22.333-39, the latter with kerdion; cf. 24.235-40
also with kerdion although with a different introductory verb. The
thoughts expressed in 19.524-34 are similar to those outlined in 16.73ff.
and two lines occur in both (16.76-77 = 19.528-29), but in Book 19 the
alternatives are prefaced by the uniliadic dicha thumos ororetai (524).
Twice in the Odyssey, characters ponder (with mermérizein) as they
drift off to sleep without coming to any resolution over their delibera-
tions: Penelope (in the narrative) is said to ponder whether her son
escaped death from the suitors (4.789-93); and Odysseus (in conversation
with Athena) ponders how he, a single man, will kill the suitors and if
successful in that, where he could go to escape the consequences. He
concludes his speech by asking Athena to consider these difficulties
(20.38-43). For the frequent use of mermérizein in the singular in the
Odyssey without following either/or outline, see H. Erbse, Beitrige zum
Verstindnis der Odyssee (Berlin 1972), 200-202. At 5.354 mermeérizein
introduces an ochthésas soliloquy. The ochthésas soliloquies themselves
do not parallel the form found in the Iliad. There are only three instan-
ces of this participle, all in Book 5 and all spoken by Odysseus. The

31 See most recently the innovative study by P. Friedrich and J. Redfield, “Speech as a
Personality Symbol: The Case of Achilles,” Language 54 (1978) 263-88, where in a depar-
ture from the mainstream of Homeric analysis, they suggest the possibility of character
differentiation in Homer at the level of syntax and style. Against this thesis, see G. Messing,
“On Weighing Achilles’ Winged Words,” Language 57 (1981) 888-900 and their rejoinder
901-9083. For other criticisms of Parry’s theory that Homer “misuses” language, see David
Claus, “Aidos in the language of Achilles,” TAPA 105 (1975) 24ff. and M. Nagler, Spontane-
ity and Tradition (Berkeley 1974) 61f.; M. D. Reeve, “The Language of Achilles,” CQ n.s.
23 (1978) 196-99. For further discussion of the uniqueness of Achilles’ language, see
0. Cramer, “Speech and Silence in the Iliad,” C] 71 (1976) 300-304.

32 This article reflects the helpful criticism of several scholars, among whom I would like to
thank especially Professor Charles Segal and the editor and referee of TAPA.
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emphasis is again on the fear of death, but here the thought and con-
struction of the soliloquy differ from the Iliadic examples. The pattern is
as follows:

dxOroas 8’ dpa eime mpds dv peyalijropa fvudy:
“7() pot éyw Betkds, T vy poL pijKioTa yeéUnTAL;
deldw pn &7 mavra Oea vyuepréa eimev, . . . (Od. 5.298-300)

G. Petersmann regards these Odyssean soliloquies as reflecting the first
instance in Greek literature of man capable of making genuine choice,
“Die Entscheidungsmonologe in den homerischen Epen,” Grazer Beit-
rige 2 (1974) 147-69, esp. 157-65, but see the reasonable comments of
Fenik regarding Snell’s views on this matter, (above note 5) 70-71. For a
mermerizein construction also associated with deido, see 4.791-92.
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