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Α Χ ΙΛ Λ Ε Υ Σ ... Ω Μ Η ΣΤ Η Σ AN H P

εΐ γάρ σ’ αίρήσει καί έσόψεται όφθαλμοΐσιν,
Ω 206 ώμηστής καί άπιστος άνήρ ο γε, ου σ ’ ελεήσει,, 

ούδέ τί σ ’ αίδέσεται.

Concerning Ω 206, D.T3. Monro writes, in accordance with the Scholi
ast1 ), 'αίρήσει καί έσόψεται, an apparent ύστερον πρότερον, the more im por
tant being placed first: «shall catch thee com ing within his sight.»’ He 
then compares this verse with Φ 537... of. δ’ άνεσάν τε πύλας καί άπώσαν 
όχήας; 'the general statement, «opened the gates», is put before the de
tail, though that is earlier in tim e.’

The comparison of these tw o passages is not cogent. In the second 
case we have a more or less pure ύστερον πρότερον, while in the first in 
stance we have much more than a mere σχήμα λόγου. 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.

W e can well imagine a case, when a lion2) or w olf senses that its 
prey has com e near, lies in wait, and with one jum p catches it in its 
claws; only then does it com e 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 ώμηστής, '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 com e to  see

1. S ch o lia  G ra eca  in  H o m e r i I lia d em , ed . H . E rb se , Ω  206 (p . 5 5 4 ), εί γάρ σ ’ α ί- 
ρήσει καί έσόψ εται: άντιστρόφω ς· εί γάρ  σε οψεται καί αίρήσει, άντί τοϋ 'μόνον εί θεάσε- 
τα ι, εύθύς αίρήσει.’

2 . T h e  p o e t  lik en s A ch ille s  t o  a lion  tw ice  ϊ η Ω :ν .  4 1 ... λέων 8 ’ ω ς  άγρια ο ίδεν ,/8 ς  
τ ’  έπεί &ρ μεγάλη τε  βίη καί άγήνορι θυμω  /  εϊξας ε ίσ ’ έπί μήλα β ρ οτώ ν , ίνα δαΐτα  λ ά - 
βησιν; ν .  5 7 2 ... λέων ώ ς  5λ το  θύραζε.
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who the victim  really is; the cruel Achilles will neither p ity  nor respect 
the old man. Thus putting the verb αίρήσει first and then έσόψετοα (ό- 
φθαλμοΐσιν) 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 ύ
στερον πρότερον in the sense that it goes against the order o f 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 o f a 
mother bereft of so many of her children1); their full expression and climax 
occurs in the verses 212 f. ... του έγώ μέσον ήπαρ εχοιμι /έσθέμενοα προσφΰ- 
σα, which means 'would that I might get hold of the core of his liver 
and firmly attached to it, devour it all.’

The word ώμηστής, which Homer uses in only three2) books of the 
Iliad, supports this interpretation. The first instance is 

A  454 οιωνοί
ώμησταί έρύουσι, περί πτερά πυκνά βαλόντες,

'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:

αύτόν S’ 5v πύματόν με κύνες πρώτησι θύρησιν 
ώμησταί έρύουσιν3),

1. C on tra ry  to  the o ld  w o m a n ’ s w ord s , A ch illes  can  also b e  v e r y  sen sitive  and  
h a v e  com p a ss ion  an d  resp ect  fo r  the o ld  m an.

2. T h e  w o rd  occu rs  a lso  in  its sim ple  u n co m p o u n d e d  fo rm  (II. X . 347 ):
αΐ γάρ π ω ς  αύτόν με μένος καί. θυμός άνείη 
ώ μ ’ άποταμνόμενον κρέα έδμεναι, οΐα  έοργας, 
ώ ς  ούκ £σθ’ δς σής γε κύνας κεφαλής άπαλάλκοι,

'w o u ld  th a t  som eh ow  w ra th  an d  fu ry  m ig h t le t  m e free to  c u t  y o u r  flesh  an d  eat it  
ra w , b eca u se  o f  w h a t y o u  h a v e  d o n e ; fo r  su rely  there  w ill n o t  be  a n y on e  th a t  shall 
d r iv e  the d ogs  a w a y  fro m  y o u r  h e a d .’ T h ese  verses revea l A ch ille s ’ fu riou s tem p er, 
esp ecia lly  s in ce  he says th is in  re p ly  to  the w ish  th a t  the d y in g  H e c to r  expresses, 
b e g g in g  h in  to  g iv e  his b o d y  b a c k  to  his k in s fo lk  in  e x ch a n g e  fo r  v a lu a b le  g ifts . 
H e c to r  in  his last p an g s o f  d ea th  says,

ή γάρ σοί γε σιδήρεος έν φρεσί θυμός.
3. In  b o th  cases ώμησταί. έρύουσι. refers to  the ren d in g  a p a rt o f  the  corp ses  b y  

the bea sts  o f  p re y  th a t  d o  so m e th in g  in s tin c t iv e ly  as a m a tte r  o f  cou rse .
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'and ravening dogs shall rend me last of all at m y doorsill.’
W e come across the word two more times in Ω, v. 82 and v. 207. 

In the last case ώμηστής (άνήρ) is used as a metaphor from the animal 
kingdom for Achilles.

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

ή δ έ  μ ολ υ β δα ίν γ ] ίκ έλ η  έ ς  β υ σ σ ο ν  ο ρ ο υ σ ε ν , 

ή  τ ε  κ α τ ’ ά γ ρ α ύ λ ο ιο  β ο ό ς  κ έ ρ α ς  έ μ β ε β α υ ϊ α  

ε ρ χ ε τ α ι  ώ μ η σ τ η σ ι ν  ε π ’ ίχθύ σι  κ ή ρ α  φ έ ρ ο υ σ α ,

'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 Scholiasts1) were of the opinion that the κέρας 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 μολύ- 
βδαινα έμβεβαυΐα 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 κέρας to be an artifi
cial bait possibly shaped like a small fish, while μολύβδαινα έμβεβαυΐα 
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, μ 
251-532):

1. O p . c it . ,  Ω  80 (5 3 5 ), ή δέ μολυβδαίνη ίκέλη: τ ώ  μ ολ ίβδφ , δ πρός τη όρμιά καί τ ώ  
άγκ ίστρφ  έστί π ρος τό θάττον καθικνεϊσθαι του βυθοϋ. οί δέ τήν βολίδα, ή «μόλιβον» δέ 
φησιν (sc. Λ  23 7 ) ή μόλυβδον. 81α. βοός κέρας: δτι ού λέγει βοός κέρας βοός τρίχα, διά 
τό τριχίνην είναι τήν ορμιάν· λιναΐς γάρ έχρώντο· «έκ πόντοιο θύραζε λίνω ένί ήνοπι χαλ- 
κ φ »  (Π  4 0 8 ). οί δέ νϋν ούδέ βοείαις χρώνται, άλλ’ ίππείαις. λέγοι αν οίν  βοός κέρας κυρί
ως· κατεσκεύαζον γάρ  σύριγγα έκ κέρατος βοείου, ήν περιετίθεσαν τη όρμια υπέρ τό δγ κ ι- 
στρον, δπ ω ς  μή οί ίχθϋς ά π οτρ ώ γ ω σ ι τον λίνον. b .  βοός κέρας: δ π ροσάπ τουσι τη όρμι^ 
προς τδ  μή έσθίεσθαι καί όμόχροον είναι τη θαλάσση· ού γάρ τήν τρίχα, έπεί φησι «λίνψ καί 
ήνοπι χ α λ κ φ »  (Π  4 0 8 ). οί δέ τ ό  κέρσιμον, δ π ρ ό ς .τ ο ΐς  άκροις τω ν  καλάμων άπτουσι προς 
τό  »μή« κατάγνυσθαι τ ω  βάρει τω ν  ιχθύων, οί δέ νεώτεροι κέρας τήν συμπολοκήν τω ν  τρι
χώ ν  όμοίαν κέρατι· «τον κεροπλάστην όίειδε Γ λαύκον» ’Α ρχίλοχος (fr. 117 W . =  95 Τ . ) ;  
so  A r is ta rch , a n d , a cco rd in g  to  P lu ta rch  M or. 9 7 6 -7 , A risto t le .

2 . S ch o lia  a n tiq u a  in  H om eri O d y ssea m , ed . A . M ai, μ 253 , Β οός κ έ ρ α ς ]  Κ έρας 
Ά ρ ίσ τ α ρ χ ο ς  τ δ  κεράτινον συρίγγιον, 6 έπιτιθέασι π ρος τό  μή έσθίεσθαι ύπό τοϋ ιχθύος τήν 
ορμιάν, gviot δέ τήν τρίχ α .Q .

Β οός κέρας ήτοι τήν τρίχα  λέγει, ή τδ  έπικείμενον τη  όρμιδ κέρας. έπί κέρατος γάρ ή
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ώς δ’ 6τ’ έπί προβόλω αλιεύς περιμήκεϊ ράβδω 
ΐχθύσι τοΐς όλίγοισι δόλον κατά εϊδατα βάλλων 
ές πόντον προΐησι βοός κέρας άγραύλοιο,

'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 κέρας is given par
ticular weight; as Monro1) observes 'the main difficulty in the ancient ex
planation of the passage is the prominence given to the κέρας, which is 
spoken of as if it were the chief feature of the fisherman’s apparatus. 
The question naturally suggests itself, whether the κέρας might not be 
the hook2) itself, made, like so m any 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. A fter 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, καταβάλλων δόλον εΐδατα ίχθύσι τοΐς όλίγοισι 
suits an artificial bait that the κέρας βοός would form  much better than 
an edible bait in which the concept of guile is indeed minimal. C. E. 
Haskins (Journal of Philology, X IX  238 f f . ) suggests that the κέρας was 
an artificial bait of horn, probably in the shape of a fish with hooks of 
χαλκός3) 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.

όρμιά τρέχει καθιεμένη καί άνιεμένη (V u lg . άνελκομένη). είώβασι δέ οί άλιεΐς μεταξύ του 
άγκιστρου καί της σπάρτου κέρας βόειον προσάπτειν, ΐνα καταπιόντες τ ό  αγκιστρον οΐ ιχθύ
ες μή τ ρ ώ γ ω σ ι  τήν σπάρτον. V u lg . Β . Q.

1. H o m e r  I lia d  (rev ised  fo u rth  e d it io n ), ad  SI 80.
2 . A g a in s t  th is  con s id era tion  w e  h a v e  th e  e v id en ce  (II. Π  40 8 )

ώ ς  οτε τις φ ω ς  / πέτρη Ιπι προβλήτι καθήμενος Ιερδν ΐχθύν 
έκ πόντοιο θύραζε λίνω και ήνοπι χαλκ φ , (O d . δ 36 9 ) 
αίεί γάρ περί νήσον άλώμενοι ΐχθυάασκον / γναμ π τοϊς  άγκίστροισιν, 

w h ich  establish es th a t  fish in g  -  line an d  h o o k s  o f  χαλκός w ere a lso  p arts  o f  a  fish er
m a n ’s eq u ip m en t.

3 . II. Π  40 8 ... λίν-j) καί fivom χ αλκ φ  w o u ld  fit  w ell in to  this e x p la n a tion
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Leaf and Bayfield ad Ω 80 (p. 578) appear to favour this v iew , 
when they write, 'strange though it may seem, it is true that some sav
age races use such artificial baits while remaining ignorant1) of the use 
of edible baits; and artificial baits of horn are still used in trout - fish
ing.’

A fter all this, when Hecuba describes Achilles as ώμηστής άνήρ and 
puts αίρήσει before έσόψεται όφθαλμοϋσιν 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, m otivated b y  their greediness and v o 
racity; only later do 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 
ό γέρων2) Πρίαμος, 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, σχήμα λόγου, as much as it is a vivid  and effective way of 
characterizing the hero; something that com es 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 com e close to  her characterization of him 
{II. X  347, discussed above). Homer has achieved tw o points: he has 
vividly characterized Achilles and he has also contrasted the behavior 
and attitudes of Hecuba3) and Priam.

1. B u t  w e  ca n n o t  co m p le te ly  agree w ith  the ed itors . U se  o f an a rtific ia l fish  
as b a it  p resu p p oses  k n ow in g  th a t  it  s tan d s fo r  the gen u in e  on e  th a t  con stitu tes  the 
b a s ic  f o o d  o f  th e  sp ecies . T h e  ed ito rs ’ use o f th e  term  «ig n ora n t»  is o n ly  ad m issib le  
in  re la tion  to  a  large  ran ge  o f  p ossib le  b a its . A t  an y  rate  the p re feren ce  o f  the art ifi
c ia l b a it  is g en era lly  d u e  to  p ra ct ica l or e c o n o m ic  rea son s; it  d oes  n o t  g e t w orn  o u t  
o r  sta le  an d  d oes  n o t  n eed  freq u en t rep la cem en t; its w id esp rea d  use in ou r  d a y  can  
b e  tak en  as an in d ica t io n  o f  the sop h is t ica tion  o f  th is te ch n iq u e .

2 . P ria m  in  Ω  is ch a ra cte r ized  as π ατή ρ, μεγαλή τω ρ, Δαρδανίδης, θεοειδής, βα σ ι
λεύς, διοτρεφής βασιλεύς, b u t  in  c o n n e ct io n  w ith  the ca m p  o f  the A ch aea n s an d  in  re 
la t io n  to  A ch ille s , th e  p o e t  a tta ch es  to  h im  a lm ost  e x c lu s iv e ly  the e p ith e t  γ έρω ν ; he 
uses μέγας o n ly  o n ce  in  477 in  o rd er  to  stress th e  im p lied  co n tra st  to  έλαθ’ είσελθών.

3 . H e c u b a ’ s o b je c t iv e  m a y  a lso  b e  to  insp ire  as m u ch  fea r in  P ria m  as she can  
in  o rd e r  t o  p re v e n t  h im  fr o m  g o in g  to  the ca m p  o f  the A ch a e a n s ; it  is th ere fore  in  
h e r  in terest  to  m a k e  A ch illes  seem  as b ru ta l as p ossib le .


