EMM. PAPAMICHAEL

AXTAAEYY ... OMHXTHS ANHP

el yap o olpfoet xal Eodderor dplurpcioy,
Q 206  dumorng xal &riotog dvip A ve, off ¢ Ehefioel,

o0dé 1t ¢ aldéoeTan.
Concerning Q 206, D.B. Monro writes, in accordance with the Scholi-
ast!), “aipoet %ol doéderar, an apparent Sotepov mpdrepoy, the more impor-
tant being placed first: «shall catch thee coming within his sight.»’ He
then compares this verse with ® 537... of & &veodv e mhhag xal dmdoay
dyfag; ‘the general statement, «opened the gates», is put before the de-
tail, though that is earlier in time.’

The comparison of these two passages is not cogent. In the second
case we have a more or less pure 8srepov mpbdtepov, while in the first in-
stance we have much more than a mere oy%pa Adyou. It is not by chance
that it is Hecuba who speaks these words, and she means what she
says: ‘for if he gets hold of you and discerns who you are, he will not
pity, nor will he respect you, bloodthirsty and faithless as he is.”
Hecuba wants to say that Achilles is as ravenous and cruel as a wild
beast that firt seizes its prey by ambush and only then borhers to find
out what it actually is.

We can well imagine a case, when a lion?) or wolf senses that its
prey has come near, lies in wait, and with one jump catches it in its
claws; only then does it come to discern whether it has a hare, a gazelle
or a deer. Its priority is first of all to seize and secure its victim; since
it is dunothc, “voracious,” it does not care about the species.

Achilles is of just such a nature and will behave likewise towards
Priam; he will catch him first and only after that will he come to see

1. Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem, ed. H. Erbse, Q 206 (p. 554), €l ydp o’ ai-
poe xad dobeton: dvriotpbpme el ydpe oe dYerar xal alphoel, vt Tob ‘wévoy i Bedae-
To, e000¢ alpnoet.’

2. The poet likens Achilles to a lion twice in Q:v. 41... Mawv & &¢ &ypta ol8ev, /8¢
T &mel @p peydhy e Bin xab dyfvopt Buud [ elfug ele’ émi pijhax Bpotdv, v Saitx Ad-
Bpow; v. 572... Mov &g &ito Bdpage.
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who the victim really is; the cruel Achilles will neither pity nor respect
the old man. Thus putting the verb aipnee: first and then gcbferor (8-
pBarpoiow) afterwards is not the figure of speech of a poet who wants to
emphasize one thing more than another, nor is it strictly speaking a -
otepov mpbrepov in the sense that it goes against the order of things; in
this and in similar cases wild nature acts impulsively and contrary to
normally expected behavior.
Here also the poet succeeds in making Hecuba meticulously and
precisely characterize Achilles. Her words are a contrast to the more
restrained behavior of Priam and vividly depict the psychology of a
mother bereft of so many of her children!); their full expression and climax
occurs in the verses 212 f. ... 1o &yd uéoov Hmap Eyop [éoBéuevon mposey-
ca, which means ‘would that I might get hold of the core of his liver
and firmly attached to it, devour it all.’
The word opnetis, which Homer uses in only three?) books of the
Iliad, supports this interpretation. The first instance is
A 454 olewvol

dproTal EpLoust, Tepl TTEPd Tuxve PaAbvreg,
‘the bloodthirsty birds of prey will rend you apart, throwing their wings
around you.” It is part of Odysseus’ address to Socos, son of Hippasos,
after inflicting a deadly wound on him.
In X 67 Priam addresses his son Hector, trying to dissuade him from
standing against Achilles:

adrov 8 #v mopaTéy pe xiveg mpdTyot BipyoLy

opyotal Epnouoy?),

1. Contrary to the old woman’s words, Achilles can also be very sensitive and
have compassion and respect for the old man.
2. The word occurs also in its simple uncompounded form (Il. X. 347):
ol yap Teg adTéy pe pévog xol Bupds dvein
Ay’ dmotapvbuevoy npda #duevar, ola fopyag,
g olx Eol’ ¢ ofjg ye ndvag xepahiic dmardhxot,
‘would that somehow wrath and fury might let me free to cut your flesh and eat it
raw, because of what you have done; for surely there will not be anyone that shall
drive the dogs away from your head.” These verses reveal Achilles’ furious temper,
especially since he says this in reply to the wish that the dying Hector expresses,
begging hin to give his body back to his kinsfolk in exchange for valuable gifts.
Hector in his last pangs of death says,
7 y&p ool ye oWdnpeog v gpeal Buuébs.
3. In both cases dunoral épdovst refers to the rending apart of the corpses by
the beasts of prey that do something instinctively as a matter of course.
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‘and ravening dogs shall rend me last of all at my doorsill.”

We come across the word two more times in Q, v. 82 and v. 207.
In the last case dunotic (dvhp) is used as a metaphor from the animal
kingdom for Achilles.

We will deal more extensively with the verses © 80-83, since they pre-
sent an interest of their own as well as supporting the previous argu-
ment:

7 8¢ woruBlaivy ixéhn & Buocdy Bpovsey,

7 te nat &ypadhoto Bode wépas éuPeBavio

Eoyetar Odpmetiiow érn’ lyfet xTpa pépouou,

‘she (scil. Iris) plunged into the depths of the sea like a plummet of lead,
which, set into the horn of an ox of the field, goes down and brings
bane to the voracious fishes.’

This passage is problematic and has presented difficulties of interpreta-
tion. The Scholiasts!) were of the opinion that the »épag in the shape of
a tube slipped over the fishing - line and stopped just above or behind
the hook in order to prevent the fish from biting through it; the poib-
Bdawva éuBePavia would then refer to the bit of lead that was put into, or
mounted on, the tube of horn and forced the line to sink.

A more recent explantion, however, takes the xépag to be an artifi-
cial bait possibly shaped like a small fish, while pordBdawva éuPefovio
would refer to the lead inserted into it. The only passage in Homer that
could throw some light on this point is to be found in the Odyssey,
251-532%):

1. Op. cit., Q 80 (535), ) 3% poruBSatvn beéins 16 woriBSe, & Tede ©f dpmed xal 7@
dyrntotpy totl mpde TO BaTTov %aBueveioban Tol Bubol. of 8 THv Bomlde. % «wéMBovn 3¢
gnow (sc. A 237) § wéruBSov. 8la. Bodg wépag: 6T od Aéyer Bodg xépus Bods Tpixx, Sud
70 Tprygbvny elvar Thy Gpuidys Awaic yap Expdvror «x mbvroto Bipale Aveyy i Hvomu Y-
»6» (I 408). ol 8¢ viv 008t Boelarg yp@vrar, GAN immeloug. Myor &v obv Bodg wépag xupi-
g xateoxebalov yap ederyyx éx xépatog Bostou, fiv mepietifecav T Spurd Omép TO Eywt-
otpov, Smwg wi ol Bl dmotediywot Tov Mvov. b. Bodg xépag: & mposdmrovst T Spuid
Tpog 16 i) Eobicobon xal bubypoov elvar 5 Burdooy: od yap Thv Tpiye, mel pyot Aive xal
Hvory yoxdn (II 408). ol 3¢ 10 xéporpov, & mpde. Tolg dxpols TGV xahdpuwv drTovat Tpds
TO »udy« xotdywoodon 16 Bdper v byBbwv. of 8 vedrepor xdpag THV cupmoloxiy TGV TEt-
X6V dpolay xéputy «Tov  wepomidotyy dede Ihadnovn ’Agythoxos (fr. 117 W. =95 T.);
so Aristarch, and, according to Plutarch Mor. 976-7, Aristotle.

2. Scholia antiqua in Homeri Odysseam, ed. A. Mai, ¢ 253, Bodg wépag] Képog
*AploTapyoc T xepdtvoy ouplyytov, § Emmibéact Tedg T wi Eobiccbon Hrd Tob lybvog Thy
Sppedy. Bvtor 88 T Tpixe.Q.

Bodg xépag #tor thv Tpixa Adyer, 3 T8 Emxeipevoy F dpud ubpug. i wépatog Yep §
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6¢ 8 67 Eml mpoPdhe dedg TepuAuet $ABSe

ix00ot Tolg SMlyolot S6hov xeTd eldata PAAAwV

¢¢ mévtov mpolner Bodg xépas dypadioto,
‘as a fisherman on a jutting rock throws down to the little fishes his
baits as a snare, when with his long rod he sends forth into the sea the
horn of an ox of the field,” which is a simile that compares the way in
which Scylla seized six of Odysseus’ comrades to the way in which a
fisherman catches his fishes. In both places the word xépag is given par-
ticular weight; as Monro') observes ‘the main difficulty in the ancient ex-
planation of the passage is the prominence given to the xépag, which is
spoken of as if it were the chief feature of the fisherman’s apparatus.
The question naturally suggests itself, whether the xépag might not be
the hook?) itself, made, like so many utensils of primitive times, from
the horn of an animal.’

E. B. Tylor on this point writes to the editor: ‘Fish - hooks of horn
are in fact known in pre - historic Europe, but are scarce and very clum-
sy. After looking into the matter I am disposed to think that the Scho-
liast knew what he was about, and that the old Greeks really used a horn
guard where the modern pike - fisher only has line bound, to prevent
the fish from biting it through.” In spite of this he sees the difficulty in-
volved in the explanation of the Scholiast and has his reservations,
when he writes next, ‘such a horn guard, however, if used then, would
probaly last on in use, anglers being highly conservative.’

On the other hand, xataBddwv dérov cidata iyxbior toig SMyoist
suits an artificial bait that the xépag Bodg would form much better than
an edible bait in which the concept of guile is indeed minimal. C. E.
Haskins (Journal of Philology, XIX 238 ff.) suggests that the xépag was
an artificial bait of horn, probably in the shape of a fish with hooks of
yoahndc?) attached to it and filled with lead that forced it to sink as it
was thrown into the sea and then drawn rapidly through the water.
bpud Tpéyer Eﬁ-@é\m xod, viepbvn (Vulg. dvedropéyn). eldBuct 82 of el perald ol
dyxioTpou xai Tig omdptou xépag Béelov TpoodmTEW, v xaTaLévTeg TO Syxtotpov of iybv-
€ uh Tpwywol v omwdpTov. Vulg, B. Q.

1. Homer Iliad (revised fourth edition), ad O 80.

2. Against this consideration we have the evidence {Il. II 408)

6¢ 8te Tig pirg [ mhtey Fm mpoBATTL xabfipevog tepdy xBiv
&x mévToro Blpale Aver xal Hvome yaud, (Od. 3 369)
odel yap wepl Viooy dduevor iyfudasxov | yvaurTols dyxicTeotsty,
which establishes that fishing - line and hooks of yxAxés were also parts of a fisher-

man’s equipment.
3. IL TI 408... Avep xad Hvom xond would fit well into this explanation
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Leaf and Bayfield ad Q 80 (p. 578) appear to favour this view,
when they write, “strange though it may seem, it is true that some sav-
age races use such artificial baits while remaining ignorant*) of the use
of edible baits; and artificial baits of horn are still used in trout - fish-
ing’

After all this, when Hecuba describes Achilles as dpnotig aviip and
puts ofpnoe. before Zséletar éplarpoiow there is not much room for
doubt that Achilles is taken to be like the ravenous fishes that seize the
bait, very likely the artificial horn - bait, or the beasts of prey that am-~
bush their victim, whatever it is, motivated by their greediness and vo-
racity; only later dn they realize what it actually is. Hecuba’s point is
that Achilles will not care about the fact that the man he has caught is
6 vépwv?) Uplapoc, and he will not pity or respect the old man who is
stricken by misfortune.

Thus one may say that here the point in question is hardly a figure
of speech, oyFpe Ayov, as much as it is a vivid and effective way of
characterizing the hero; something that comes out of the very nature,
the wild and impulsive make - up of this particular being.

Hecuba’s passion is excessive, although it is not far from the point,
for Achilles’ own words have come close to her characterization of him
(Il X 347, discussed above). Homer has achieved two points: he has
vividly characterized Achilles and he has also contrasted the behavior
and attitudes of Hecuba®) and Priam.

1. But we cannot completely agree with the editors. Use of an artificial fish
as bait presupposes knowing that it stands for the genuine one that constitutes the
basic food of the species. The editors’ use of the term dgnorant» is only admissible
in relation to a large range of possible baits. At any rate the preference of the artifi-
cial bait is generally due to practical or economic reasons; it does not get worn out
or stale and does not need frequent replacement; its widespread use in our day can
be taken as an indication of the sophistication of this technique.

2. Priam in Q is characterized as nutip, peyodirop, Acwpduvidng, fcoedrs, Baot-
Aele, Sotpepiic Baotrede, but in connection with the camp of the Achaeans and in re-
lation to Achilles, the poet attaches to him almost exclusively the epithet yépwv; he
uses péyag only once in 477 in order to stress the implied contrast to a6’ eloshOdbv.

3. Hecuba’s objective may also be to inspire as much fear in Priam as she can
in order to prevent him from going to the camp of the Achaeans; itis therefore in
her interest to make Achilles seem as brotal as possible.



