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ACHILLES AND PATROCLUS IN LOVE

Were Achilles and Patroclus lovers? It is notorious that much of antiquity
thought so, and so represented them — often in very unambiguous language!.
Xenophon’s Socrates does deny it: *Axyuiieds ‘Oufpe memolnrow ody, O maL-
duxotg Iarpbuhey GAN 6¢ Eralpey dmobavévrt éxmpenéotara Tipwpiom? But
this assertion needs to be read in context. Socrates has just finished arguing
that Zeus kidnapped Ganymede not because the boy was physically attractive,
but because he had an attractive mind: ody Nducduaros. .. AN HIvYVOWL©Y3.
A notion as absurd as this gives away Xenophon’s bias. He means in this part
of the Symposium to deny the exalting character of homosexual love as it was
represented by Plato; so he explicitly contradicts Phaedrus on Achilles and
Patroclus (Plato, loc. cit.) and, a little later (8, 32), »Pausanias« on the army
of lovers (actually Phaedrus, Plato, op. cit. 178 E—179A). We will return to
his view of Achilles and Patroclus presently. His remarks about Ganymede
suggest that he is determined to defend a point of view at all costs, not examine
facts disinterestedly*.

Modern scholars, debating the nature of the relationship of Achilles and
Patroclus, often seem as determined as Xenophon to urge a point of view — and
as careless of facts. Thus, LicHT®, followed by RoBINsON and FLUCKS, insists
that Achilles’ homosexuality is proved when Agamemnon prepares to offer
him young men among the gifts of reconciliation (T 193f.). The verses are:

1 Aeschylus, Myrm. fr. 135f. (Nauck?) ~ Fr. 228 (METTE): cf. Athenaeus 13, 601 A;
602 E; Plutarch. Amat. 751C (cf. 761D); Plato, Symp. 179 E—180B; Aeschines, Tim.
142—150; Theocritus, Id. 29, 31/34; Martial. 11, 43, 9; A.P. 12, 217; Lucian. Am. 54.
The tragedians dealt repeatedly with the homosexual loves of Achilles; fragments and
references in R. BEYER, Fabulae Graecae quatenus quave aetate puerorum amore commu-
tatae sint, Weida 1910, Pp. 52f.; 73. 2 Symp. 8, 31.

3 op. cit. 8, 30. Xenophon is here universally opposed by the tradition beginning with
Homer: I1. Y 231—235 (cf. E 266); Hymn 5, 202—206; Theognis 1345—1350; Apollonius
Rh. 3, 115—127; A. P. 9, 77; 12, 37; 65; 69f.; 133; 194; 220f.; 254.

4 Xenophon’s Socrates alledges that I'avup#dyng is a compound of ydvurou (»he rejoices«)
and pndeo (sthoughts¢). He quotes two phrases »from Homer ¢ which contain these words,
but neither of them is found in existing Homeric poems. Even Cicero, in a passage hostile
to homosexual love, asks indignantly, »dtque . . . quis aut de Ganymedi raptu dubitat quid
poetae velint, aut non intelligit quid apud Euripidem et loguatur et cupiat Laius?«(Tusc. 4, 71).

5 H. Licat (= P. BRANDT), Sexual Life in Ancient Greece, trans. J. FREESE, repr.
New York 1953, p. 452.

¢ D. RosinsoN and E. FLuck, A Study of the Greek Love-Names, Baltimore 1937, p. I9.

Hermes, 106. Band, Heft 3 (1978) © Franz Steiner Verlag GmbH, D-6200 Wiesbaden 25



382 W. M. CLARKE

xpuvdpevog xodpntag aplothiag Ilavayaidv/dépa Eufic mapd vnog évexépey.
Agamemnon is speaking to Odysseus, and certainly means him to selelct young
men to help carry the gifts; indeed, at T 247{., we find them doing just that:
xpuaol 8 othcag *Ousede Séxa mavra Tdhavta/fipy’, &ua 8&Aow S&pa péooy
xoVpmteg "Ayounddv. There is not the slightest indication that these young
porters are gifts themselves. LEVIN7, on the other hand, believes there is no
evidence whatever of paederasty in the Iliad. In fact, there are three passages
in the poem (discussed below), dealing with Achilles and Patroclus, two of
which were thought by ancient editors to be paederastic, and one which implies
paederasty on its face. LEVIN ignores one, presents one without comment,
and attempts to explain the last away by misconstruing a vital particle. About
Homer’s references to Ganymede, he has nothing to say. He bolsters his
argument further with the essentially irrelevent observation that the gym-
nasium encouraged classical paederasty, and Homer does not say any of his
athletes are nude®. Finally, aware that Aeschylus ef al. had made the heroes
outright lovers, LEVIN dismisses those writers (without analysis or proof) on
sociological grounds®; and ends with the assertion that »We may ... read
Homer with the confidence that except for language difficulties [sic] he is no
more inaccessible to us than to Aeschylus or Isocrates or Plato« (p. 48) —
thus ignoring the notorious plurality of the textual tradition before the
Alexandrians, to say nothing of the problems posed by the editing Zenodotus
and his successors may have done to produce the text we read®. Again,

=+ S. LEVIN, Love and the Hero of the Iliad, TAPA 80, 1949, pp. 37—49.

8 The gymnasium was sometimes cited in antiquity itself as the origin of Greek homo-
sexuality: cf. Plutarch, Amat. 751 F; Cicero, Tusc. 4, 70 (cf. Lucan 7, 270). Whatever its
role in classical Greece, however, nudity during exercise cannot be used to explain the
presence of paederasty elsewhere; in ancient Persia, for example, paederasty was practiced
(cf. Herodotus 1, 135), but public nudity of any kind was regarded there as shameful
(Herodotus 1, 10). Cicero is outspoken on the modesty of Rome in this respect (loc. cit.;
De off. 1, 35.129; cf. Plutarch, M. Cato 348C), but this did not prevent the development of
paederasty among his countrymen.

% »Between the Homeric and the Golden Age, sex habits and feelings changed radically
in Greece . .. The old heroic type was not discarded but remodeled to satisfy and nourish
the taste of later Greeks« (p. 47). It is well known that this view was held by some ancients
themselves: cf. Plutarch, Amat. 751 F, Lucian, Am. 54; but modern scholars often overlook
the fact that most ancient writers who deal with it, by the very fact that they attribute
paederasty to personalities of the heroic age, do not regard it as a late development; cf.
above, n. 1. And what is »late«? Scholars who endorse a »late development« are fond of
quoting Plutarch (loc. cit.): »It was yesterday, or the day before . . .« "Ex0& ydp . . . xal
Tp¢nv). But paederasty is already explicit in Solon in the 7th cent. B. C. — according to
Plutarch, Amat. 751 B—C; cf. Solon 78 E—79 B. Modern opinion on the age of this practice
in Greece remains divided: cf. R. FLACELIERE, L’Amour en Gréce, Paris 1960, p. 64;
H.-I. MarRRroOU, Histoire de 1 éducation dans I’antiquité, Paris 1955 3rd ed., pp. 561.

10 A, ParrY, Have We Homer’s Iliad? YCIS 20, 1966, pp. 175—216, tries to argue
that our text of Homer is almost exactly the one he wrote or dictated; he is decisively
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BETHE announces firmly that »Homer erwihnt niemals, auch nicht mit leiser
Andeutung, ein piderastisches Verhiltnis«!!. A generalization of this breadth
entitles us to leave the Iliad for a moment and go to the Odyssey. In book
3 Nestor has welcomed Telemachus to Pylos; after conversation and drinking,
the old man directs Telemachus to sleep under the portico — and gives him
as a bedmate his only unmarried son:

Tov 8 adtob xotunoe 'ephviog inméra Néotwp,
Tohépayov, eirov vidy *Odussijog deloto,

TemTols &v Aeyéeaaty U7 aibfloboy éptdobme,

nap’ 8 &p’ dupperiny Ilestotpartov, Spyapov avdpdv,

/ 3 3/

8¢ ol &7 Aideoc maldwv Ay &v peydpoioy’ (Y 397—401)
If the purpose of this arrangement seems opaque, the verses which immediately
follow may help to clarify it:

adtog & alre xabebde puy @ dpov Hymroto,

16 & &hoyog déomova Aéyoc Tbpouve xal EOVAV.

The text is not in doubt. Peisistratus accompanies Telemachus on his trip
to the court of Menelaus, where they again sleep together; and again the
parallel with husband and wife is made explicit:

of pdv &p’ &v mpodbue dbpov adTédL xotuNoavro,

Toyrépayde ¥ fowe xai Néotopog dyrads vibe:

* Arpetdng 82 xadelide puyd dépov Hymholo,

nap & ‘Exévy tavimenhog éAéEato, Sla yuvauxdv. (8 302—305)

And so Athena finds them:

edpe 3¢ Thépayov xal Néoropog dyrady vidy
ebdovt’ &v mpodbpe Meverdov xudahipoto (o 4f.)

It seems unnecessary to point out that, if Peisistratus is old enough to deserve
the epithets of a man — but is still unmarried — we are probably meant
to picture him in that bloom of young manhood which later authors regard as
ideally attractive from a homosexual standpoint. There is here, I think, at
least a leise Andeutung of a paederastic relationship!?.

refuted by G. S. Kirk, Homer’s Iliad and Our Own, PCPhS 16, 1970, pp. 48—59. For
evidence for the pre-Alexandrian text, see A. p1 Luzio, I Papiri Omerici d’Epoca Tolemaica,
e la Costituzione del Testo dell’ Epica Arcaica, RCCM 11, 1969, pp. 3—I52.

1 E. BETHE, Die dorische Knabenliebe, RhM 62, 1907, p. 441. With BETHE’s thoroughly
negative conclusions, cf. the inordinately positive ones of R. voN ScHELIHA, Patroklos:
Gedanken iiber Homers Dichtung und Gestalten, Basel 1943, p. 315: though Homer does
not represent his heroes practicing paederasty, he so stresses friendship and the beauty of
boys that »hat er die griechische Knabenliebe gleichsam inauguriert. «

12 M. Oka, however, Telemachus in the Odyssey, JCS 13, 1965, pp. 33—50, goes too
far in arguing that Telemachus has in general adopted the role played by a hero’s woman.
=+ C. MiLLAR and T. CarmicHAEL, The Growth of Telemachus, G & R 1, 1954, pp. 58—64.

25*
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But does the Iliad contain such Andeutungen, specifically in reference to
Achilles and Patroclus? Two passages in the I/iad were thought by ancient
critics to express paederastic love, and were athetized accordingly. Some
modern scholars have found additional reasons to challenge them.

1. At the end of his long instructions to Patroclus (IT 49—g6), Achilles says:

ol yop, Zeb te marep xal *Alnvaln xal "Amodhov,
unte T odv Tpwwv Ydvatov @dyor, 8ocot Euat,

unte Tig "Apyetov, véiv 8 Exdluey Eredpoy,

8op’ olot Tpoine tepa xpNdepva Mwpev. (II 97—100)

According to Aristonicus in schol. A, Aristarchus athetized these verses on
the grounds that they are an interpolation by someone who thought Achilles
was in love with Patroclus?3. Thus, in the opinion of Aristarchus, the verses
show the heroes to be not only friends, but lovers. For that reason alone he
athetized them; are they genuine? Many scholars have thought not?¢, chiefly
because of the problem of véiv, properly gen. dat. (éx30pev, infinitive, cannot
be read in the absence of ely). Zenodotus seems to have regarded this as a
legitimate form of the nom. acc., perhaps considering véi, véiv, 6@&t, cpdiv
sandhi alternants. But there is practically no evidence of v&i, cpdi as gen.
dat. (cf. K 546, where Zenodotus would read o¢&i, and § 62). AXT emen-
ded to vor & &xdimpev (cf. E 219, o 475). With four late witnesses LEAF
reads vot with o lengthened by ictus, as frequently in the dative; but
this license is considered too violent by some scholars. Meanwhile, LEAF
accepts the verses as consistent with the context and character of Achilles,
and so does WiLamowirz®®, though neither scholar believes they reveal a
paederastic relationship. The genuineness of the verses may never be established
to the satisfaction of all scholars. But, quite apart from considerations of
vocabulary, why did these verses seem to Aristarchus to express paederastic

18 g 9etolvrar otiyxol Téooapeg, dibTt ot Sraoxeuny Eugatvoust yeypdpdor B Tivog
76V voulévtov Epdv Tov *Aydéa tod Ilatpbdxhou: Totodrol yap ol Adyor mavteg dmbrowTo
TNV AUV, xad & "Axtheds od totobrog, cupumadig €. The athetesis is endorsed by alate
scholar in schol. T: xoA&g odv @now Znvédotog (sc. 6 Moaddrtg) *Aptotapyov ((ApioTap-
%06 Zmvéotov cod.) Smonteurévar, G¢ elev mapevtedévreg ol oriyor Omd TéY dpoevixole
Eowtag Aeydvrwy elvar map’ ‘Opfpe. xal dmovoodvrwy moudixd elvar *AxtAéne tov ITdrpo-
»\ov. (Emendation of schol. T, with justifications, by G. BoLLING, The Athetized Lines
of the Iliad, Baltimore 1944, p. I151.) It may be noted that the assertion of Aristarchus
(or Aristonicus) that Achilles is not ruthless like this, but is suuradg, can hardly be sup-
ported from the Iliad, where he is repeatedly urged to show pity, but does not, and is
repeatedly denounced as pitiless: cf. I 300—303, 496f., 5171.; A 664f., 666—668, 762—764;
E 139—142, IT 203—206. He does, however, pity Patroclus (&x»tipe, IT 5).

14 BeckER and Fick omit them; they are condemned by Farsi, PALEY, NAUCK,
Curist, RzacH, DINDORF-HENTZE, CAUER, LubpwicH, AMEIS-HENTZE; cf. C. ROBERT,
Studien zur Ilias, Berlin 1901, p. 95, and BOLLING, op. cit. pp. 151f.

15 Die Ilias und Homer, Berlin 1916, pp. 1211.
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love? The answer is surely because they show in extreme terms the intensely
exclusive relationship of the two heroes. Let them all perish, Achilles prays,
all the Trojans, and yes, all the Achaeans too, except we fwo, and may we fwo,
alone, then share the ultimate glory of taking Troy.The ruthlessness and egotism
of Achilles yield only to Patroclus — but to him readily and naturally. It is
as if they are one person. Now this characterization, this quality of their
relationship — suspiciously paederastic in the view of Aristarchus — is
repeated in other terms many times in the Iliad, as I shall presently show. It
can survive the athetesis of these verses quite easily. We can only wonder why
there is no evidence that Aristarchus attacked a multitude of verses for the
same reason he athetized these, since the sentiment they express is explicit
over and over again in the Iiiad.

2. At the beginning of book Q the funeral games are over, but Achilles
cannot sleep, still weeping and remembering Patroclus. He turns restlessly on
one side and then the other,

IMatpérrov modéwv dvdpotiitd te kol pévo 95,

79’ dmboa TordTELGE GUY AdTH wal Tadev Khyew,

avdp @y Te ToMépoug dheyevd te xdpate melpwv

TGV vy oxdpevos Soakepdv xota ddxpuov elfev. (Q 6—9)

Aristonicus (schol. A) and Didymus (schol. AT) tell us that these verses were
athetized by Aristarchus and Aristophanes. Aristonicus records the general
objection that the passage is worthless and excessive, and the specific objections
that avdpotijra is never used, and that t@v pipvyoxdpevoc is awkward?is.
There is no record that the passage was described as paederastic, but schol. T
writes as if he were refuting such a description: étu d¢ ebyxoitov modet, ody
olov Audéwv AN 0088 Huryvvaixwy &Elov. el yap Ghwg Tolto Hmovoely det,
¢pactig &v eln Ilarpoxdog d¢ vewtépov xai mepuxariestépov. Scholars are
again divided on the genuineness of the verses, chiefly over the suitability of
&vdpotijta, which its critics charge with being too late (above, n. 16). But again,
the sentiments expressed in the passage appear elsewhere in unchallenged verses.
Achilles will not eat, »because of my longing for you« (¢} ®09%, T 319—321);
he will remember Patroclus as long as he lives, and even after he himself is

18 edtedelc elow, dpSévrev 8 adtdv xal Eupavtixdrepov Snhodtar # Tod *Ayéwg
W7oy nad 003€mote dvdpotiita elpnue Thy &vdpeloy GAN® Hvopény. Exer 88 xal 1o Sucekelinmrov
TOV pepvyoxdpevoet xol yap &ve [= Q 4] elpnrev Etdpov pepvnuévog. R. PEPPMULLER, Com-
mentar des 24 sten Buches der Ilias, Berlin 1876, and LEAF accept the verses; A. ROMER,
Aristarchs Athetesen in der Homerkritik, Leipzig 1912, p. 22, and BOLLING, op. cit. p. 186,
reject them. dvdpotfita appears in II 857 (quoted by Plato, Rep. I 386D); BoLLiNG
concedes that &3pot¥ite might be read in Q 6, the related &3pocivy (Hesiod. Op. 473)
helping to establish an old enough pedigre=+ J. LATacz, *Avdpotiita, Glotta 43, 1965,
Pp. 62—76, is certain &dpotiita was the original form.
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dead (¥ 387—390); he remembers him, weeping and sleepless (Q2 3—5; 10f.).
We are again dealing with implications of homosexual love sufficient to disturb
ancient critics, but found in a number of other passages besides the one which
drew their fire. These sentiments remain in the poem whether this passage is
rejected or not.

I have recorded the opinions of these critics because, unlike other ancient
commentators, they address themselves to specific passages; and because,
unlike other ancient commentators (excepting Xenophon), they themselves
do not believe Achilles and Patroclus are in love. Their opinions about evidence
for paederasty in the text are thus free from a fundamental bias to find it there.
But they are opinions still. Does the text of the Ilzad contain any explicit
implications of paederasty?

One passage contains such implications. In book Q Thetis comes to Achilles
to persuade him to recover himself from his grief, and return Hector’s body:

Téxvov udy, téo péypre ddupbuevog xal ayedwy

oy Edean xpadiny, pepvnuévoc obte 1L Gttov

olt’ edviic; dyodov 8% yuvauxt mep &v pLAdTTL

ployeod’s od ydp pot Snpdv Péy, &AL Tou #37

&y mapéotnmey Ydvatog xal potpa xpatay). (Q 128—132)

The passage has been attacked on a number of grounds, of which those employed
by the ancient critics are the least convincing. The notorious Platonic morality
of Aristarchus (and perhaps his ignorance of the habits of soldiers) can be
seen in Aristonicus’ remarks in schol. A: &Detolvrar otiyor ¥/, 871 dmpeméc
untépa LI Aéyew dyaddv éoTt yuvourl pioyeodar. &L 8¢ ... douppopdTaTéV
€oTL xal paAoTa Tolg elg wohepov Eolion” ypela yap edrtoviag kol Tvebpatoc’.
xal 16 Aéyew 8ti 6 Ydvatde cov &yylg éoTwy dxarpov. Similarly, schol. T: dyo-
Yov 8¢ yuvauxt mep ployesdon adetelron dvoixerov yap fpey xod Je&. Schol. T
also contains, however, a defense with which modern critics might be readier
to agree: iow¢ Sk t6 mhelovg avt’ adrol xTNcacYar Exydvoug ¥ Ty Omo-
xMémrousa adTdv Tob Tévoug TabTd QroLy.

Not much unlike these ancient arguments is the modern one that Homer
does not as a rule refer explicitly to coarse or unseemly matters, even though
these may have been explicit in the traditions that preceded him?8. It is for

17 Aristotle, Nic. Eth. 1118 B appears to allude to the verses in a passage where he says
the desire for sexual intercourse is natural for the young and vigorous.

18 Cf. G. MurrAY, The Rise of the Greek Epic, 4th ed. Oxford 1934, pp. 120—145;
J. WackerNAGEL, Sprachliche Untersuchungen zu Homer, Géttingen 1916, pp. 224—231I.
MURRAY, however, seems to think (p. 124 n. 2) the passage is genuine, perhaps by oversight;
he makes clear that the Iliad does contain many elements of coarseness and unseemliness
(pp. 140—142), despite a general reticence. For the possible antiquity of the hero-friends
in ancient epic well before Homer, cf. H. PETricoN1, Das Gilgamesch-Epos als Vorbild
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this reason that there are not (or should not be) any references to paederasty
in the Iliad. Verses 130—132 are therefore rejected as an interpolation by some
scholars??. This, however, creates a problem in v. 129 for ofite Tt 6itou; even
the alternative 003¢ in Homer before an indefinite adverb always means »and
not¢, and here requires a correlative?20.

Accordingly, at least one scholar accepts the passage, but attempts to
translate nep in such a way that previous homosexual relations with Patroclus
are not implied. LEVIN claims (without examples) that nep »may be employed
with a word that fills in a detail of the picture; it implies something in contrast
not necessarily to that one word, but to the whole sentence. The contrast here
would be ‘instead of tossing about by yourself’ (cf. 24.4f., g—11) 2 «. DENNISTON,
however, lists Q 130 as an example of the »determinative« use of mep,
which he defines thus: »The particle denotes, not that something is increased
in measure, but that the speaker concentrates on it to the exclusion of
other things: with, or without, the definite envisagement of some other parti-
cular thing thus excluded or contrasted«?2. He gives five other examples from
the Iliad and one from the Odyssey, all with comments; in every case mep
immediately follows and stresses a word, not a sentence. LEVIN’s attempt to
read the paederastic implications out of v. 130 might succeed if the author
had written:

obt’ edvije; dyaddy mep 8'¢v puAdTnTL Yuvauxt picyesd’

»Why are you forgetful of food and of bed? It is a good thing to join in love
with a woman« — i. e., »it is not a bad thing to enjoy sexual relations, even
though you are in mourning«. But the author did not so place wep; and the
verse as it stands can only be translated, »It is a good thing to have sexual
relations, and I mean with a womang, i. e., »not now with Patroclus, or with
some other youth« (perhaps: »who would only remind you of him«) 2,

der Ilias (Der Tod des Helden I), Linguistic and Literary Studies in Honor of Helmut A.
HaTtzrFeLD, Washington 1964, pp. 329—342, who thinks Gilgamesh and Enkidu = Achilles
and Patroclus.

1 E. g., BoLLING, op. cit. p. 191.

20 Cf. WACKERNAGEL, 0p. cit. pp. 2541. 003¢ is in fact read only in five witnesses; the
rest read ofite. LEAF is mistaken in translating o8¢ »not even«.

21 LEVIN, op. cit. p. 45 n. 19.

22 J. DENNISTON, The Greek Particles 2nd ed. Oxford 1954, p. 482.

23 Both Achilles and Patroclus are described as sleeping with women, Achilles twice
(I 663—668, Q) 676); but this, as the career of later Greeks, both literary and historical,
shows, is not conclusive evidence that they had not had a sexual relationship. It may also
be noted that, though DENNISTON says the determinative particle need not envisage
something excluded or contrasted, it is hard to imagine why it would be used here without
doing so. The author might have used nep to stress ployesd’, simply to stress it. But there
is no point in stressing yuvouxt, if Homer assumes that is the one and only partner in a
sexual act.
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Yet it remains a fact that this verse contains the only explicit implication
in the entire poem that Achilles and Patroclus were paederastic lovers. Alone,
it can hardly be used to prove anything.

If the poet does not explicitly characterize the heroes’ relationship as
paederastic, how does he characterize it? Xenophon’s Socrates (loc. cit.)
declares that Achilles mourns Patroclus not as his mwowdixd but as his éraipog.
This is fair enough, at first glance; Achilles and others refer repeatedly to Patro-
clus as his ératpoc, never as his naudixd (a word Homer does not use): cf. P 204,
411, 557, 642, 655; Z 80, 98. And yet, Xenophon’s remark is subtly misleading.
It implies, no doubt deliberately, that Patroclus was only Achilles’ scompaniong,
in the sense, no more and no less, that other heroes of the Iliad have »compan-
ions«: so Antiphus kills Leucus, Odysseus’ »brave companion« (2s9A\dv étaipov,
A 491), and Odysseus retaliates by killing Democoon, »in anger for his compan-
ion« (Erdpoto yohwodpevog, A 501). Indeed, in this sense, all the Achaeans
are Achilles’ »companions«: so Ajax says Achilles does not remember that
»companions’ affection with which we honored him« (0088 petarpémerar puAs-
Trog Etalpwv/tig T v . . . értopey, 16301.). Xenophon’s alternative descript-
ions of the relationship of Achilles and Patroclus have in fact been accepted
as the terms for most subsequent debate by both ancient and modern readers
— but neither term actually describes the relationship as Homer presents it.
Achilles and Patroclus cannot possibly conform to the conventions of mwatde-
paotio as classical Greece conceived them; Patroclus is older than Achilles 24,
but Achilles is obviously the dominant partner: Patroclus is weaker (I 140—
144), and obedient to him (A 648—654). Considerations such as these, plus
the absence of express references to a sexual relationship, have led many
readers to dismiss with disgust any inference that the heroes are passionately
in love; and instead to talk highmindedly of their chaste and beautiful »com-
panionship«. But it is equally true that the relationship of the heroes in the
Iliad is conceived and described by Homer in terms that put it far beyond the
conventions of »companionship« as these conventions are aitributed to other
couples in the poem?®. We must dispense with the levelling, commonplace

% A fact which critics of their alledged passion were quick to observe; cf. A 787,
and schol. T (above, p. 385). But Plato also noticed it (Symp. 179 E—180B).

2 How easy it is to lose sight of this fact is well demonstrated =+ A. Apxins, ‘Friend-
ship’ and ‘Self-sufficiency’ in Homer and Aristotle, CQ 13, 1963, pp. 30—45. He says,
»In a hostile or indifferent world the person or things on which [the hero’s]survival depends
must appear to him sharply defined from the rest of his environment. He is, accordingly,
likely to use some word to demarcate these things from things in general . . . It is evident
that @ihoc in Homer demarcates in precisely this manner« (p. 33). Again: »When the chief
concern of [the hero] is to secure his own continued existence, a gfiov object, whether
animate or inanimate, is something he can rely on to use for his own preservation« (p. 35).
This cold-blooded analysis of »friendship« fails precisely at the point of the Achilles-
Patroclus relationship, often an occasion for the use of the word gfhog, but in no way



Achilles and Patroclus in Love 389

connotations of ératpog, as well as the anachronistic one of maudwxs, and look
instead at what is to be found in the Iliad itself.

Apart from the feelings of Achilles and Patroclus, strong emotional attach-
ments between individuals are not much in evidence in the I/iad — unless
they are felt by women: cf. the feelings of Thetis and Hecuba for their sons,
of Andromache for her husband, of Briseis for the fallen Patroclus. The poet
gives considerable space to the expression of these feelings, which are too
well-known to require description here. Nevertheless, it should be born in
mind that, in terms of numbers of verses alone, and excepting Achilles and
Patroclus, Homer treats emotional attachment and its expression as the prov-
ince of women. Achilles’ attachment to Patroclus, and the considerable ex-
pression of it, is in this perspective literally unparalleled in the poem. The
evidence for emotional attachments felt by other men is as follows.

When the truce is broken and Menelaus is wounded, Agamemnon is terrified
for him, groans, takes his hand, addresses him as »dear brother« (A 153—155),
will suffer sterrible grief« if he dies and must be left behind (A 16g—181).
Odysseus angrily avenges his »brave companion«, Leucus (A 491—501).
Sthenelus gives the horses of Aeneas to Deipylos, his »dear companion, whom
he honored beyond all others his age, because their hearts were close« (Etdpe
@t 8v Tepl mhome/Tiey Sumhixing, &tt ol ppeoiv &ptix §dn, E 3251f.). Hector
proposes to Ajax that they end their duel with friendship, so that others will
say they parted »in affection« (év @uAétntt, H 302). When Agamemnon has
proposed that the Achaeans return home, Diomedes suggests sarcastically that
the king and the rest leave: »We two, Sthenelus and I, will fight till we witness
the end of Troy« (véit &, &yo Z0évenbg te, poymobued’ elg 8 xe téxpowp/
*Inov elpwpev, I 481.; cf. the disputed II g7—100). Phoenix says he loved
Achilles as a child (I 4851f.). Ajax tells Achilles the members of the embassy
sdesire beyond all others to be honored and loved by you« (I 641{.). During
his duel with Achilles, Athena appears to Hector disguised as his brother,
Deiphobus; Hector says he was always the dearest of his brothers, and now
he will honor him even more for coming to his aid (X 233—235) 2.

That is all. And even if we do not dismiss some of these as the conventions
of blood relationship, or courtesy, this evidence is little enough in a long poem.
Only once (E 3251.) is there a reference that approaches the intensity found
in the relationship of Achilles and Patroclus; but Deipylos is never mentioned
again.

based upon »survival« in the utilitarian terms employed by ADKINS; yet he makes no
exception for these heroes. His definitions apply well enough to certain inanimate qiAa
in the poem, and can even comprehend some of the companionships; but they are quite
inadequate to describe what Achilles and Patroclus feel and express for one another.
% ] omit Priam’s expressions of grief at the deaths of his sons, since these plainly
reveal a parent’s love; and the general mourning for Patroclus, which is conventional.
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In contrast, the things said by and about Achilles and Patroclus are over-
whelming?. Since the story is well known in its outlines, I will concentrate
here on key passages.

The keynotes of the attitude of Patroclus toward Achilles are deference,
dependence and intimacy. It is characteristic that when he is first described
at all in the Iliad, Homer pictures him passive, alone with Achilles, focusing
all his attention upon him (I 190f.). He does not speak during the embassy’s
visit; though we are told that it is Patroclus who directs the slaves and others
to prepare a bed for Phoenix (I 568f.) — an act of domestic overseership that,
if it is not unfair to say so, a wife might perform, if Achilles had one with
him 2. The first words Patroclus utters in the poem are addressed to Achilles
(A 606, asking what need Achilles has of him); the last words he utters living
are Achilles’ name (IT 854, *AyiAfjog apdpovog Alaxiduo); and during this

27 It should be pointed out that Achilles himself expresses emotional attachment to a
number of people other than Patroclus. He says the members of the embassy are dearest
of all the Achaeans to him (I 198; 204) — though he refuses to do as they ask. He says he
loves Phoenix (I 614) — but in the context of a veiled threat that Phoenix could become
hateful to him. He says he loved Briseis (I 341—343); and indeed, Briseis herself says
Patroclus assurred her she would become Achilles’s wife (T 297—299). Achilles, however,
assumes that his father has arranged a marriage for him at home, and he expresses a strong
desire to marry there (I 395—400). R. KRriLL, Achilles’ War-prize Briseis, CB 47, 1971,
PP- 92—94, suggests he may actually have married Briseis in the tradition; had he done
so, however, it is unlikely we should have no mention of it in what survives to us. In any
case, in Homer, he will not take Briseis back when she is offered ; his love of her, whatever
it is worth, is not stronger than his anger. Only his love for Patroclus is that strong; cf.
R. DELBOVE, Patrocle, le rédempteur des Achéens, LEC 32, 1964, pp. 270—277. He even
wishes Briseis had died before she could make trouble between himself and Agamemnon
(T 59f.). She is, in fact, fundamentally no more than his yépag; cf. W. SALE, Achilles
and Heroic Values, Arion 2, 3, 1963, pp. 86—100. SALE tries to argue that, by the time
of the embassy, love for Briseis is as important to Achilles as honor; but this notion is
refuted by his unwillingness to take her back. Seeing Priam, Achilles weeps for his father —
but then for Patroclus (Q 511f), whose death he has already described as a worse
misfortune than the death of his father or son would be (T 321). Achilles relationship with
his mother hardly deserves mention here, since (from his point of view) it seems to be
little more than petulant and egotistical: whenever they meet, he is either issuing requests
of his own, or refusing to grant hers (the requirement that he return the body of Hector
comes not from her, but from the gods). R. BEsPALOFF’s famous and beautiful essay (On
the Iliad, trans. M. Mc CARTHY, New York 1947, pp. 51—58), though it tries, cannot quite
get round this unpleasant reality.

28 Patroclus is described (II 244; P 271; X 152; ¥ go) as Achilles’ 9epamcwv, and
used to serve him his meals (T 315—318). The term is often translated »squire«, which
implies something approaching servant status. J. STAGAKIs, however, »Therapontes and
Hetairoi in the Iliad, as Symbols of the Political Structure of the Homeric State«, Historia
15, 1966, pp. 408—419, argues conclusively against NILssoN that the Sepdnwy is not a
servant, but at least = étaipog, and is in a reciprocal relationship with the person whose
Yepdrev he is. Cf. LST: »in Hom., a companion in arms, though inferior in rank; as Patro-
cluse.
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time, except when he is sent (by Achilles) to learn who is wounded (A 616ff.),
or again to go into battle (II 2571f.), he is hardly out of Achilles’s sight for a
moment. He is afraid not to obey him promptly (A 649—654) 2. His own father
instructed him, as the elder, to give Achilles good advice (A 786—789) —
but the plan to go into battle disguised as Achilles actually originates with
Nestor (A 790—803): Patroclus’s emotional appeal to Achilles (IT 20—45),
with its extravagant tears, is the product of his tender-hearted sympathy for
the dying and wounded?®; he does not himself conceive courses of action. The
quality of that emotional appeal may be gauged from the famous simile
employed by Achilles to describe it (I 7—11) — and so may the quality of
their intimacy. That one hero should compare another to a »little girl« (xobpy
vnmin) in a tone of sympathy (tov 8¢ iddv xtipe, II 5) is unparalleled in
Homer, and virtually in ancient literature. Finally, when Patroclus appears
to Achilles as a phantom, he recalls and expresses their intimacy: »You were
not uncaring of me« (od pev dxnderg, ¥ 70); »hold my hand, I am grieving«
(vad o dbc v xelp’, dhogipopar, ¥ 75); »mo more alive will we sit
planning together, apart from our companions« (¥ 77£.); »do not bury me
away from you, but with you« (¥ 83f.; g1f.).

Patroclus calls himself only Achilles’ $cpamwyv (¥ 9o). But their special
relationship is assumed by other personalities in the poem: cf. Nestor (A
765—793), Hector (Il 837—842), and Menelaus (P 120—123). Zeus identifies
him as Achilles’ ératpog (P 204) and Sepdrwv (P 271; X 152); the poet refers
to him as Achilles’ pirtarog étaipog (P 411); Athena, as his niotdg Eraipog (P
557); Telemonian Ajax, as his gihog étaipog (P 642) and his giltatog étatpog

29 An aspect of their relationship which occasionally works on critics to produce a
certain amount of solemn nonsense (»A tragic commentary on their friendsh: =+ W. ANDER-
soN, Achilles and the Dark Night of the Soul, CJ 51, 1956, p. 265). After all, Patroclus
does delay in order to hear Nestor’s lengthy remarks; and for that matter, disobeys Achilles’
orders not to fight offensively in the field. More fundamentally, Achilles and Patroclus
are not »friends«. They are lovers. Friendship is a limited relationship, in the sense that
participants meet on an equal plane to enjoy one another’s company within the limits of
shared interests and mutual advantage. Love is by no means necessarily a relationship of
equals; but it is an unlimited one, in the sense that participants accept, and are themselves
free to express, every aspect of character and personality, whether these are amiable or
useful, or not. Achilles is by nature short-tempered and violent; Patroclus, gentle and
passive (see below, n. 30). Patroclus accepts realistically (and indeed, himself defines,
loc. cit.) what Achilles is, and refrains from exacerbating it. In the same way, Achilles
accepts Patroclus’ soft-heartedness without reproach, and allows himself to be compromised
by it (IT 201f.); cf. his menacing, uncooperative reaction to Phoenix — surely a »friend « —
in similar circumstances (I 607ff.). Both heroes endure and accomodate themselves to
the extremes in each other’s character. That is the behavior of lovers, not friends.

30 Patroclus is repeatedly described as »gentle« (dvnéa, P 204; 670f.; @ 96; cf. T 300:
pefityov). Cf. R. vON SCHELIHA, op. cit. pp. 235—291; F. STaAwWELL, Homer and the Iliad,
London 1909, p. 85.
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(P 655). No other human being in the Iliad is so regularly perceived in terms
of his relationship to another; none is so often spoken of as another’s »dear
companion«. The word itself, as we have seen (above, pp. 388f.), does not
express especially deep relationship; it is the frequency with which it and
related terms are used to tie Patroclus to Achilles that is unique here3.

To turn from the usual attitude of Achilles to his attitude toward Patroclus
is to turn from incredible arrogance and egotism to unprecedented tenderness
and compassion. In his first recorded conversation with Patroclus, Achilles
begins by addressing him, 3ic Mevoiriady, té éuéd xeyapiouéve Supd (A 608;
though this is a standard epithet, applied, e. g., by Agamemnon to Diomedes,
K 234). He says later that he honored Patroclus above all his companions,
equal to himself (ITdrpoxhog Tév éye mepl mavrwv tiov Etatpwy,/ioov &uj
xeparf}, = 81f. Here is that intense, exclusive quality, that suggestion that
the two were one, that appears in I 97—100; no hero except Achilles makes
such statements about another.). He calls him his giAtaroc éraipog (T 315)
and #9etn xeporh (¥ 94). When he sends Patroclus into battle, he is still
jealous of his own honor; but on that occasion he also offers a long and passionate
prayer to Zeus, with considerable ceremony, for the glory and safety of Patro-
clus, going off to fight alone, without him32. This, too, is unparalleled.

His grief and guilt when Patroclus dies are expressed violently in the killing
and abuse of Hector. That this grief and its consequences are both unprecedent-
ed is recognized by Apollo: »A man sometimes loses someone even dearer
than this, a brother from the same womb, or a son; and yet, having wept
and grieved, he puts an end to it, for the Fates have set an enduring heart in
men. But this man ...« etc. (Q 46—50). But his relations are not dearer to
Achilles than Patroclus, as he himself says: the death of his father or his son
would not be worse to suffer than the death of Patroclus (T 321); no other
sorrow will equal this one (® 46f.). It is precisely because the relationship is
not a conventional one between »companions« that Achilles’s grief is hysterical,
his breakdown appalling, his sense of loss unhealed and unending, even in the
midst of the famous »sresolution« scene with Priam 33,

His furious rage at Hector and the Trojans is only one symptom of his
grief. He refuses to eat (T 319f.) or bathe (¥" 441f.). He cannot get his fill of
weeping, even after the funeral games have brought the normal period of
mourning to an end ( 1—4). But most striking are the references to his
desperate, tender handling of the corpse. When Thetis finds him, he lies emb-

31 Reference is made passim to Patroclus as, simply, Achilles’ éraipog.

32 Evidently for the first time: cf. especially IT 242—245.

33 Where Achilles still weeps for Patroclus (2 511£.). Ido not wish here to become invol-
ved in the debate over whether Antilochus replaced Patroclus as Achilles’ principal com-
panion; cf. M. M. WirLcock, The Funeral Games of Patroclus, BICS 20, 1973, pp. I—I1I.
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racing Patroclus (ITatpéxie mepixeipevoy, T 4); he lays his hands on Patroclus’
breast (yeipag $épevog othdeoowv éraipov, ¥ 18); he implores the ghost to
embrace him (&ppiBardévre, ¥ 97); he holds Patroclus’s head (xdpn &xe, ¥ 136).

The implications of this behavior have been almost universally ignored
by modern scholars. None of the critics, quick to remind us that Homer makes
no reference to physical contact between the heroes living, explains the pro-
venance of these sudden embraces and fondlings and cries to cast arms about
one another. Yet, if these are no more than conventional post-mortem theatrics,
wrung out of a man by grief, why is it no other hero embraces the body of a
fallen scompanion«? It should be noted that the other major manifestations of
Achilles’s grief for Patroclus each has some precedent in his previous behavior:
he has wept and slaughtered before. It is senseless to assume that Achilles
would lie in the arms of a dead man (T 4; see above) whom, living, he had
kept at the discreet distance appropriate to one who is no more than a scompan-
ion« Here, more than anywhere else in their story, we are face to face with
evidence for a physical relationship between the heroes. Here, if anywhere in
the poem, is support for the implications of € 130.

Is this, all this, the behavior of »companions«? I think not. In every way
it goes beyond all precedents for companionship set by the Iliad itself. It happens
that we have a lengthy example of those precedents in the adventures of
Diomedes and Odysseus (K 241—579)%. Diomedes expressly selects Odysseus
to be his »companion« (érapov, K 242); what follows displays the friendly,
business-like partnership of two heroes, whose fundamental independence of
one another is obvious here and elsewhere in the poem, but whose »compani-
onship« serves their mutual needs and purposes quite well in this war action.
The episode is too well-known to require further discussion. This, in Homer,
is the relationship of éraipois. The relationship of Achilles and Patroclus
is something more.

Are they lovers? Some physical expression of their feelings for one another
seems virtually certain on the evidence of Achilles’ behavior after Patroclus
dies. But no sexual relationship is conclusively proved; and those whom the
idea offends are free to reject it. The essential question, however, is not whether
the heroes engage in sodomy, but whether they are in love. I believe it can
be inferred that they are, and above all at the climax of the poem, with the
help of a famous parallel.

3¢ On which Vergil drew extensively for the adventures of Nisus and Euryalus (Aen. g),
who are, however, lovers. Cf. also the remarks of C. Bowra, Tradition and Design in the
Iliad, Oxford 1950, p. 209, about Glaucus and Sarpedon.

3 For the normal connotations of &taipog, cf. J. STAGAKIS, **Eto(1)pifew in Homer as a
Testimony for the Establishment of an Hetairos Relation, Historia 20, 1971, pp. 524—533.
BuDpIMIR’s puhetonpla is inadequate to describe the relationship of Achilles and Patroclus
(Zur psychologischen Einheit unserer Ilias, Altertum g, 1963, pp. 131—I136).
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The strength of Achilles’s feelings for Patroclus is crucial to the climax of
the Iliad, for there the poet reveals that only Patroclus living can persuade
Achilles to forego his determination to keep his men from the fight, just as
only Patroclus dead can persuade him to forego his anger at Agamemnon
entirely. There is no parallel to this in the I/iad; or is there? In fact, there is
a parallel, and a significant one, in the story of Meleager, told by Phoenix
during the visit of the embassy (I 529—599). As long as Meleager fought for
the Aetolians, the war went against the Kouretes (I 5501.). But in a rage he
withdrew with his wife (I 553—556), and would not fight, because his mother
had cursed him. His mother (I 584f.) and father (I 581) then implored him
to return to the fight, but he refused. His dearest friends (pihtator, I586)
implored him to return, but he refused. Finally, when the Kouretes were
firing the city itself (I 589), Meleager’s wife came to him in tears (I 590ft.),
describing the imminent suffering. Then and only then Meleager yielded.
This tale parallels the actual events in the I/iad. Achilles withdraws from the
fight, with Patroclus, in a rage at Agamemnon, and the war then goes against
the Achaeans. Agamemnon relents and asks him to return, but he refuses.
His father’s entreaty that he not give vent to his anger is cited to him by
Odysseus (I 254—258), but he refuses. The embassy — his dearest friends
(ptrraror, I 198) — implore him to return, but he refuses. Finally, when the
Trojans are firing the Achaean ships, Patroclus comes to him in tears, describing
the suffering of the men. Then and then only Achilles yields38.

The fact that Meleager should yield to his wife is not, in the IZad, surprising:
any good and sensible man loves and cares for his wife — as Achilles himself
says (I 337—342), citing the most famous example of all, Helen, for whom
the war is being fought. His own protestations about Briseis have a hollow
ring, since he will not lift a finger to get her back, though he might have her
now with Agamemnon’s apologies and gifts to boot (see above, n.27). The
fact is that Achilles has no wife. He has Patroclus, whom he loves as other
men love their wives; for only Patroclus can move him as Cleopatra moved
Meleager in exactly similar circumstances.

It will be objected that this is still not the wawdepastia of classical Greece,
and I hasten to agree — provided that by maudepastia is meant the sort of
relationship that survived, with its largely frivolous sensuality, to appear in
book 12 of the Palatine Anthology. But homosexual love wore many masks in
antiquity. Xenophon scoffed at Plato’s army of lovers; but the Sacred Band

3¢ The parallels between Meleager’s situation and Achilles’ have been much discussed,
most recently =+ M. M. WiLLcock, Mythological Paradeigma in the Iliad, CQ 14, 1964
PP. 141—154. But scholars are unwilling to draw the logical conclusion about the relationship
of Patroclus to Achilles from the Cleopatra-Patroclus parallel; so even Kakripis, Homeric
Researches, Lund 1949, pp. 19—27, though he is aware of the rising »scale of affection«
(his term) in which the suppliants approach Meleager.
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did, in fact, fight and die honorably for Thebes. Even Plutarch (no friend of
homosexual love) makes Protogenes distinguish between homosexual and
heterosexual love in revealing terms (Amat. 751 A—B). Love of boys is the
real love, he says (elc "Epwe 6 yvijotog 6 moudixdg éow): it does not »flicker
with desire« (n6%¢ otiABwv), as Anacreon says the love of women does,
but is simple, uncontaminated by luxury (Avrov adrdv &ger xal &9pumtov),
manly, and encouraging to excellence (&yxehevdpevov mpdg dpetiv). Love of
women, on the other hand, wallows in their bosoms and their beds (&v xéAmorc
SuatpiBovra xal xAwvdiolg ), and pursues unmanly pleasures (#3ovais dvdvdpotc),
untouched by friendship (&¢trorg). Who, reading these words with the Iliad
in mind, could refrain from thinking of Achilles and Patroclus — and Paris
and Helen3?? To evaluate homosexual love in antiquity one must reckon with
Plato as well as with Straton of Sardis.

Most ancient writers and commentators assumed Achilles and Patroclus
were lovers in every sense of the word. Why ? They were well aware that Homer
never expressly names the heroes’ passion. (Alcibiades, too, in Plato’s Sympo-
stum never says precisely what it was he hoped to get from Socrates, but did
not get; but no one, then or now, doubts what it was.) The sexual question
is in any case irrelevent. It is clear from the language, precedents and dramatic
development of the Il/iad that Achilles and Patroclus are not Homeric »friends,
but are lovers from their hearts. Patroclus lives his life only in the life of
Achilles; and is in turn the only human being more important to Achilles than
himself, than his own life, his own ego and honor. Aeschines said it well:

37 It may be objected that Hector is a more typical (i. e., better) example of heterosexual,
certainly of conjugal, love in the Iliad. But is he ? We have so often heard the tale of his
virtues that we may overlook what he actually tells Andromache when she implores him
to stay and protect his family »by the figtree, where the city is most vulnerable to attack«—
note that she does not ask him to stop fighting (Z 407—465). He refuses her, on the
grounds that he has learned, as he so frankly puts it, to win great glory for himself (uéya
xMéog N° ¢udv adtod, Z 446). He knows he is abandoning her to certain slavery; the
thought troubles him, he says — but when he pictures her misery, it is chiefly to imagine
someone pointing her out as the wife of himself, great hero that he was (Z 460£.). Andro-
mache in slavery will literally be his memorial. As for her personal agony when that
happens, all he has to utter is the hope that he himself will be safely dead so that he need
not hear her cries. It is impossible to imagine Achilles saying such things to Patroclus. We
have all heard of the egotism of Achilles; in this speech Hector thinks throughout basically
of himself, speaks of Andromache’s pain with a curiously unpleasant detachment, and is
not deflected for one instant from the pursuit of his own glory. (Contrast the effect on
Achilles of Patroclus’ pleas.) In view of what critics have done for years to Aeneas, who is
under direct pressure from Jupiter to leave Dido, one can only wonder that Hector has
never ceased to be praised. M. ARTHUR, Early Greece: the Origins of the Western Attitude
toward Women, Arethusa 6, 1973, pp. 7—58, thinks that Homer elevates women and
romanticizes love and marriage with them. If the actions of Achilles and Hector in respect
to their women speak louder than their words, then in the context of the Iliad ARTHUR
is wrong.
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although Homer frequently writes of Achilles and Patroclus, »their love, and
the name of their friendship he conceals; assuming that what goes beyond
the limits of goodwill is obvious to the educated among his readers«*.

Louisiana State University W. M. CLARKE

8 v pév Eprta xal Thy Enwvoploy adtév Tiic piMag droxpdmreTar, fHyoduevog Tag TG
edvolag dmepBordg watapavels elvar Tolg memondevpévorg Tév dxpoatév (Tim. 142; cf. 143—
150). My reference to Alcibiades in Plato’s Symp. is not frivolous. The institution Plato
discusses there and elsewhere involved, as everyone knows, sexual intercourse between
lovers; yet Plato’s language is always discreet, and he never specifies the physical acts
that were the usual consequence of the feelings he describes. Since Homer does specify
the passion of men and women, but not of men and men, many have concluded that
homosexuality does not exist in the I/iad, did not exist in the Heroic Age, did not exist in
Homer’s own age. But I believe I have shown that homoeroticism, if not homosexuality,
does indeed exist in the Iliad. The evidence for its presence is overwhelming; only the
name is absent. It thus seems to me more reasonable to conclude that Homer himself felt,
or wrote for an audience which felt, that names and descriptions of homosexual passion
as such are indiscreet in a serious work. This is not much more than what Plato felt. But
every other element of such a relationship is present in Achilles and Patroclus. Sociological
deductions are worthless until we know more about Heroic and Homeric society from
other sources. I this poem we see the reticence of the author, and presumably his audience,
to label a love that, in any case, requires no name to be understood.
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