gkia’ and ‘horkos’ in the Iliad
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__'_it has generally been recognized that in Homer
_horkos ave used to identify different legal pheno-
horkos referring primarily to caths and horkie prima-
eaties or the sacrificial victims employed in them, this
on has often not been maintained in the discussion of
rious situations in which horkie is employed. Indeed, the word
‘18 fl*equently translated simply as ‘oath’, and some dis-
ns seem to assume that horkie represent a sort of sub-
ategory. of horkoi, rather than defining a distinet legal con-

pt ()

_1liad iii 85 ff., xix 184 ff. Tt should be pointed out that the use of
‘terms like ‘treaty’ and ‘truce’ is npot meant to imply that such
opts are present in Homer as part of a clearly formulated system of
ormal law. The relatively clear separation that we make fo-day between
and eustom, and law and morality, ig not found in the Homeric world
rid thus such terms are not meant to be taken in their modern technical
anses. The argument here will simply be that underlying all these situa-
jofis where horkie occurs, ‘whether we might classify them as ‘treaty’,
fruce’, ‘armistice’, ete., there is an underlying constant of a certain type
relationship being established between the parties.
27T would like to thank Professors David Davse, Moses Finrey, Herbert
‘Mogrgis, and Jaan Prmver, as well as Dr. Alan TYs0F, for reading this
“paper in draft and offering helpful criticisms and suggestions.
Al references are to the OCT edited by Monro and Avren, 1971,
= (2) J. PLESCIA, in The Oath and Perjury in Ancient Greece (Tallahassee,
; 1970), assumes a conceptual link for which he provides no supporiing
argument. In this discussion of horkic tamnein he nofes that, “.., horkia
must have referred first to the oaths and then, also, to the whole treaty-
making ceremony, including the provisions sworn” (A8, n. 1). M. LEUMANN
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Iu fégard to this traditional assessment of horkie, it should
first be noted that horfkig and horkos typically occur in very
different contextg and that, with one exception, they never appear

most of Books 3 ang 4 and which repeatedly focuges upon their
agreements and Pledges, the worg horkia oceurs eighteen times,
horkos not once (®). What may underlie the confugion is that no
systematie analysis of all the contexts in which horkia ocenrs

here that in the Iliad horkos and horkia are Lever interchygn-
geable, and although perhaps perceived ag relaied in some gene-
ral way, describe two fundamenta]ly different legal phenomeny
which must pe Scrupulously distinguished in order to appre-
ciate the range of meaning which each word may convey in the

in Homerische Wirter (Basel, 1950), defines horkia tammnein as “ ‘heschwé-
ren’ eigentlich, ‘das Eidopfertier schlachten’ » (263), In hig discussion of
éTz'fopKDv; (79 it.}, LEUMANY briefly (81-84) considers horfie: “Vielmehr hat
horkia ‘die zum Rid gehirigen (Dinge)' neben dep algemeineren nung hier
offenbar wie beg dprog  sekundiiren metonymischen Bedeutung ‘Bid,
Vertrag, Frieden’ die wirklich gegenstindliche Bedeutung ‘Bchwurgegen-
stinde, Eidesunterpfﬁnder' «.” (83). He accordingly translates PuAGooETE
&’ Spriey morg (Tliad i 279, discussed ahove), “. ung wabhret die Eide
betraubar (84),

D, MvuLpEz, in 'G('jtteranrufungen in Tliag unag Odyssey’, R, Museum 79, 7,
adopts a similap view (15 ft.), as does W, AREND, Die Typischen Szenen
bei Homer (Berlin, 1938), 122193, R, Hinzrr, Der Hid (Leipazig, 1502),
considers horkig only briefly (e.g., 38, 194), and seems to implieitly view
horfin ag falling within the category of words associated with oaths,

(8) The wordg Suvopr, Héyac, | K&pTEpog, Bevordtog and so forth are not
used with horkig, Conversely, T&UY®, TioTd, PIAGTTE, Tromém, SnAfouay ang
80.0n are not ugeq With horfos,
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mining individual passages in the Iliad where horkio
-':'ay be useful to sketch the features of a ‘standard
ical 51tuat10n where it is used The word horkio

When conjoined with verbs like matéw, dmiéopar, or
opit, korkia implies a breach in such a relationship which
.pi'eviously been established under the aegis of horkie, and
reversion of the parties to their previously existing relation-
) fe.g., mutual hostility, total autonomy, ete.).

4y See H.ILA. FianrT's The Concept of Law (Oxford, 1961) 15.17, 78-79,
a. diseussion of the process of defining legal phenomena with reference
4 ‘standard’ or ‘central’ case rather than borderline cases.

5) It follows from this requirement of autonomy that horkic must
istinguished from promises, for promises among certain classes of
-relafionship clearly would not meet this requirement, Wherever a relation-
hip involves a significant degree of acknowledged subordination, horkic
would not be an appropriate way to conclude an agreement between
parties, e.g., in familial, slave-master, or political or social hierarchical
elationships. Promises between friends would also seem to be excluded
or the binding force of the promise in that case seems to flow more {rom
the pre-existing relationship than from the promise itself,
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Horkia, then, in the standard case implies an element of
reciprocity, or mutuality of obligations, the extent of which is
defined by the relationslips which the horkia creates or alters.
Such relationships are of two types. The first, and by far the
more common, involves what is hoped by the parties to he a
permanent change in their status vis-d-vis one another, extending
beyond the immediate transaction in which they are invelved
(eg, from antonomous to allied, from hostile to friendly, eic.).
Thé second type occenrs in situationg where the usage of horkia
does not bring about permanent changes in the relationship of
the parties, nor the assumption of obligations extending beyond
the completion of the immediate transaction. Consequently,
horkig is a term which always oceurs in contexts where the
focus is upon a relationship, either itg establishment, breach, or
re-establishment, These three categories will now be considered
In tarn.

Establishment

Horkie first occurs in the Tiiad when Agamemuon, eéxhorting
the Achacans in Book 2, 110 ff., suggests a hypothetical situation
in which horkig might be employed to temporarily halt the
fighting for the limited purpose of counting the troops. The uge
of horkia here resembles the situation in Iliad 7, 403 ff., where
Agamemnon agrees to a temporary truce for the purpose of
burying the dead {(411). These are the only two passages in
Homer where horkio is used to establish such limited transactio-
nal relationships; all other uses of horkie occur in the context
of what are seen as permanent changes in the relationship of the
parties. In neither Passage is there any description of oaths,
and in order to ascerfain whether horkia tamnein or horlkia
should be regarded here ag involving them it is necessary to turn
to the uses of horkia in other contexts.

Later in Book 2, Nestor, in reproaching the Achaeans for their
lack of determination to pursue the war, says to the assembly:
atf} &) ovvdeoion te wot Bowwe frioetan fuv ; (339), Horki identities
here not specific oaths, but the agreement of alliance which hag
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to-the war plans and the ritual solemnizing them,
iiein: &v muol 8N Povkal te yevoluto phded T avdopdv /
__'ygm:m xal deGrod fig Ensm{}uev {340-341) (%).

11.68?’821.)78 be will do, leave Troy if they wish, and thus Nestor
'Uf_'threaten them, or attempt to coervce them. Instead he
1y.'appea1 to their sense of honor and obligation, and,
1 gﬁ-'-.his criticism, sting them into feeling that they must
‘good on their commitments.

Thué, in 343 ff. he reminds Agamemmnon of his position as a
a‘dé‘f of the alliance, and tells the others to either accept their
_t-ask_._(_ﬁ" sail homeward. His reference to horkie evokes the ongoing
elationship which binds the Greeks together, and it is of that
ationship and its concommitant obligations which he reminds
t_he_r_ri in an attempt to make them live up to and fulfill the
ovvesia, fovkot and whdea which the horkia encompassed.

Books 3 and 4 of the Yliad are, in general, concerned with the
_ﬁt_émpt and failure of the Trojans and Greeks o resolve the
war by means of a peace settlement involving a single combat
between Paris and Menelaos. Book 8 focuses upon the establish-

“(6) It seems that cuvBeolon (ii, 889) should be taken with Pourat and
‘Bi8ec and horkie viewed as the alliance encompagsing the agreements.
Fhe reference of 341 to horkie tomsein, is in any event, beyond dispute.

Compare Iliad iii 260-301, iv 155 ff., and particularly iv 159 which echoes
it 341 exactly.
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_'of_--a'é'ei‘tain relationship hetween the Greeks and Trojans
v tneans of the ceremony described by horkia tammein ang
““Book 4 concerng the hreach of that relationship by the Trojans
and ihe events that ensue wntil a sort of regolution is achieved
in Book 7. This settlement is firgt proposed by Paris to Hector
at the beginning of Book 3, and he says that although he or
Menelaos will die ag a result, oi 6'dhor pikénTe %l donie mord
Topdvies /valows {73). Here horkia, significantly coupled with
PrhéTnta, suggests an end to the war and a permanent relation.
ship of friendship to be egtablished between the Greeks and
Trojans, apart from the outcome of the single combat: ommdTEQOC
3¢ e veron/... yuvvaind 1e olxad” dyéodwsol 8 ddor PpdtTa Kai
donu.., (71-73, and cf. 94 and 256).

In the following passage Hector proposes the settlement to the
Achaeans (94), and Menelaos accepts, stipulating that Priam
himself be present Bpo’ Sonia THUVY ... W Tic tnepfacly Awe
Sonia Smifientan (105-107). In 245, however, horkia is used in a
different sense to refer specifically to the sacrificial animalg
(described by Menelaos in 103-104), the Soma Jeidv which embody
the treaty and serve to bring the gods into the relationship
established between the parties. As an analysis of the eeremony
itself will reveal, the animals not only serve to link the gods to
the human transaction, bot also to connect the parties to one
another through a symbolic expression of the binding force of
the agreement upon them. Thus, being the very means of the
connection of man to man, gand man to god in the treaty-making
process, it is appropriate that the animals themselves are envig-
aged by the phrase horkia tamnein, as well as the treaty-making
Process as a whole.

The description of the ceremony itself begins in 264 and
encompasses a number of separate elements which will be dig.
cussed in some detail, It should first be noted that in general
this ceremony has been seen as essentially consisting of an oath,
Phillipson, in his discussion of this and subsequent passages,
translates horkie as both ‘oath’ and ‘pledge’ (more frequently
‘oath’) and maintains that an actoal oath is taken (7). However,

(7} PrnrIrson, op, cit, n. 2, 387,




tdeclaration of oatl’ he refers to in his enume-
onstituent elements of the ceremony, nor does he
feh.lines of the passage counstitute the oath it-
is‘é':.-_Leulnann and Mulder translate horkie as ‘oath’
i) but do 1ot state exactly what the oath is or
fiat its rvole is in the ceremony (°). These accounts of
e _ezﬁé ‘s, number of impoertant questions unanswered:
oaj:h_ taken by Agamemnon alone bind the Trojans
no. representative speaks? Why is Priam’s presence
essary though he takes no oath? What part of the
re Agamemnon speaks (275-291) is the oath? 1t will
below that the answer to these guestions is simply
emmon does not take an oath at all, and that even if
vt he says were to be construed as some sort of oath
till be a gross mischaracterization to describe the
“a whole as one of oathtaking. As the ceremony
964) Agamemnon draws his knife and from the heads
ambs cuts hairs which are distributed to the assembled
(273-274). The importance of this often neglected aspect
ual should not be underestimated. Tamnein is used of
tting of the hairs of the horkie here, as well as of the
of their throats at the end of the ceremony. Further,
irs_are distributed to all the Greek and Trojan leaders
heir hands having already been cleansed (270), presumably
them throughout the ceremony (). It is this cutting and
stribution of the hairs before which connects the parties to the
-1m'e'il_:$_ who will be cut again in sacrifice after the invocation

8y Pamrpreson, ibid. 385-386.
(9) Lyumany, 0p. oit., n. 2, 70 if.: MuLoER, op. cif, n. 2, 15 £,

(10) If one assumes that the hairs are held in the right hand thig might
lain Befiad, fic EmémiBuey (Iliad ii 841, iv 159) which has generally been
I_i_s_idered as referring to handshakes even though nc portion of the
_ef_el_:nony even hints at this. Wither interpretation involves reading some-
_l'aihg-into the text, but the specification of the right hand (which might
'i_.n_lply be taken for granted) seems mor like a degail, whereas handshake
would be a separate element, or segment of the ceremony, less under-

tandably omitted.




“DAYID COHEN

of ‘the g ds and recitation of the terms of the agreement. Signi-
ficantly, the animalg are furnished by both the Trojans and the
Achaeans (103 ), emphasizing their role in connecting the
parties to one another, and to the gods. It ig this distribution
of the hair of the sanctified animals, Gowwe dedv, which is the
symbolic manifestation of the acceptance by the parties of the
binding relationship established in the rest of the ceremony. For
the Greek and Trojan leaders are not bound to the treaty by
anything they say, for they say nothing during the ceremony
{only Agamemnon speaks). Rather, the binding force of the
relationship derives from what ig done, as well as what is said
from the cutting of the horkia before and after the invocation
of the gods and recitation of the terms of the treaty (). For this
reason Menelaos says that Priam must be present (105-107), for
by his participation in the ritual, by his conneetion to the horkia,
he will bind his People to the pact. Clearly his presence is not
required so that he can swear on oath, for he says nothing
during the cereniony.

Significantly, in the next part of the ritual Agamemnon ig
said to pray (eliero, 275), not to swear (8uvup nearly always in
conjunction with horkos, is used in almost every explicit oath-
taking passage in the Iliad (**). His prayer falls into two main
parts, the first {276-280) consisting of an invocation of various
deities {o witness and guard the horkie and the second {281-291)
of the actual terms of the peace settlement. The former is an
invocation, and the latter cannot be considered as an oath
either, for why would Agamemnon swear that if Paris would
fall then the Trojans would return Helen and her property ?
Agamemnon meerely recites the conditions on which the parties
have agreed and accordingly his language, with ifg ¢} pév ...
eb 98 ... ¢l 82 construetion, and personal pronouns referring to

(11) Tt may be pointed out that at least some of the bystanders pray
that the treaty win not be broken (209-301), dut this is affer the ceremony
itself has been completed. Their prayer (so different in tone, with its
optatives, than Agamemnon’s) seems more lke the wish expressed in 310 ff,
which begins in the same way: 68 8¢ g eimeoxey, than like a formal
assent in the terms of the freaty.

(12) Cr. i 233, 239; 11 755 ; ix 132, 274; x 321, 328, 332,
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f: both parties, ig far different from the forms
m'dly take in the Iliad (e.g. i.239 and x. 330) (.

ambs, and some of the Greeks and Trojans pray
Lreaks the treaty (ko Gowia mapivelav 299) may
4y
cult to characterize any part of this ceremony
it onle might perhaps argue that when Agamemnon
Wlﬂ jemain at Troy and fight if the Frojans do not
: 'obhwatlons under the agreement (286-291), he is
g ‘on oath. It is hard to see what evidence in the
3ust1fv regarding this third part of the terms as an
tha,n simply as a statement of what conditions will
Greeks in pursuing the war despite the treaty. Even
: "he contrary this would hardly seem a sufficient reason
2 slatmg horkio in this context as ‘oath’ or for regarding

<) iiaraeteristics of horkos will be discussed in greater detail

shoii]d be noted that here the violation of the horkic is referred
verb mpaive, even though in Agamemnon's invocation he called
goids who punish those who swear falsely, emwiopxov Guvivon, In
Folig references to the breach of horkie the only verbs employed
ot motée, and far less frequenily mmpedves, ouyxén, peidopal,
"e1_'_'bs appropriately suggest violence and injury, except which

1s ale invoked again by Agamemnon in Book xix 258 when, as
the larger ceremony, he does swear an oath., However, there is a
ficant difference between the two passages, for in Book 19 in addition
to the invocation he adds, after his oath concerning Briseis: el 8¢ 71 TS’

epK_ov Zpol Beol &hyew Soiev, SBuch a phrase would have been out of
deeiin il (264) 276 {f where Agamemnon does not swear on oath, buf
t.is the matural conclusion of his oath and a phrase like Gmép dprix
pnvslow (iii 299) would be inappropriate. For Agamemnon is simply
ring as to the objective facts regarding Briseis’ sexual condition, he
b making a promise regarding future conduct. Thug his oath (as will
-argued more fully above) is part of a larger ceremony whereby he
news his interrupted relationship with Achilles.
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the whole procedure as one of oath-taking, To Inetonymize in thig :
way in Homer wonlg make no more senge than to regard one -
of the treaties in Thucydides as an onth simply because one of the -
many terms and conditions provides for both parties to take
an oath of good faith (¥). What this Passage in the Iliad doeg
involve is not an oath, but the establishment, by means of g
formal and sanctified agreement, or g relationship involving
mutual obligationg which binds the parties to refrain from
warring and to perform certain actong should the specified
events occur. Thig relationship iz solemuized not through oaths
made by the parties to the gods but through the medium of the
sanctified anintals, the donia Yedv, who serve physically and
symbolically ag the connection linking man to man, and both to
the gods who serve a8 witnesses and guarantors of the termg of
the treaty, That thig relationship lies at the center of the concep-
tual framework of horkie tamnein in thig Dassage is emphasized
once more in the prayer of the bystanders before the single
combat (319323). They pray first regarding the outcome of the
combat, and then: Nuiv 3 ad POTNTA ol o mord vevéadal
(328, my emphasig).

This view of horkig, as g concept implying g relationship con-
necting parties with binding reciprocal obligationg ig brought
out forcefully in the jagi passage where horkie occurs in the
lliad, once again in the context of the establishment of a
relationship. In Book 22 (250 ff.), Hector and Achilles finally
confront one another, and Hector Suggests that they make an
agreement regarding the way the corpse of the loger of their
encounter is to be treated (254-259). He Suggests that they give
reciproeal binding assurances (dguoviday, 255) which the gods
will witness. Achilleg responds by saying that ag there can be
no horkia between men angd lions, 8o ean there he no horkie
between the two of thein, Regarding horkia here a8 an oath
misses the poignant force of these lines, for Achilleg is not
saying that there can be no ocaths between men and lions, or
himself ang Hector, but rather that there can be no obligations,

(15) Cfr. Thueydides v 18, 23 ¢, 47,
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Felationship at all except struggle to the death
ons.
0111;5’7 relationship possible between himself and
.t as between man and wild beast. Hector has
“oaths, but such a reciprocal binding agreement
or their relationship of unconditional hostility.
nd binding character of his proposal are expres-
{s content, but also by words like Emdhueda (254)
(255). "Aguovly which in Homer usually refers to
fastenings, conveys this sense particularly force-
gjection of Hector’s proposal in directed to just
Iational aspect, for his words deny the possibility
on between them which might oblige him to place
upon his conduct. His words and deeds after his
+ Héctor bear this out (cf. 330 ff.), and he even wishes
ild beast, he could bring himself to eat Hector’s
w. The unrestrained violence of his heroic nature cannot
od by the horkie that bind men, even enemies, together.

k 4 of the Tliad Athena induces Pandoras te shoot an
at. Menelaos, breaking the truce and peace seitlement
ched n Book 3. This breach ig described by coupling horki
miéopar, and occasionally with moréew or ovyxiw, words
uggest injury, violence, harm, or destruction. The force
phrases seems more appropriate to the breach of a
rélationship than a phrase like éniognov dpvivon, for swea-
falgely in Homer does not involve damaging a relationship
ing obligations to others which one has not fulfilled. Tt is
esting to note that horkia famnein also couples horkie with
?__rﬁ'énggesting violence, and of course taking horkie as ‘sanc-
ed sacrificial animal’ all of these phrases make literal sense.
Such, verbs are not used with horkos, for when a promissory
h:is not fulfilled one has simply sworn a false oath, or sworn
ceurately ag to what will take place in the future, regardless
whether or not one is at fault for the failure. Thus in the
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“1io relationship at all except struggle to the death
iditions.

Tles the only relationship possible between himself and
that ‘as between man and wild beast. Hector has
ot oaths, but such a reciprocal binding agreement

OV mv"'(?.oa) Ag;mvm which iz Homer usually refers to
or fastenmgs, eonveys this sense partlcularly force—

ection between them which might oblige him to place
‘upon his conduct. His words and deeds after his
er Hector bear this out (ef. 330 ff.), and he even wishes
“wild beast, he could bring himself to eat Heetor’s
The unrestrained viclence of his heroic nature cannot
.1 by the horkie that bind men, even enemies, together.

ook 4 of the Tliad Athena induces Pandoras to shoot an
t Menelaos, breaking the truce and peace settlement
d in Book 8. This breach is described by coupling horkie
' T]?\.EO},LU.L, and occasionally with matéw or ovyyiw, words
ich suggest injury, violence, harm, or destruction. The force
esé phrases seems more appropriate to the breach of a
ty relationship than a phrase like gniogwov dpvivar, for swea-
fa.lsely in Homer does not involve damaging a relationship
ling obligations to others which one has not fulfilled. 1t is
te es_i;ing to note that horkie tamnein also couples horkia with
verb suggesting violence, and of course taking horkie as ‘sanc-
ed Sacrificial animal’ all of these phrases make literal sense.
. verbs are not uged with horkos, for when a promissory
s not fulfilled one has simply sworn a false oath, or sworn
ceurately as to what will take place in the future, regardless
whether or not one is at fault for the failure. Thus in the
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_ Dromissory oath is essentially a prediction of what will
‘or will not liappen, usually expressed in the form X will happen’,
“and not T will do X7 {cf. 1240 where Achilles Swears 7 motd
' "’K%L?L?rﬁdg 708 iSezan viog 'Ayaidv and x.330). Thus a promissory
oath in the Iliad implies committing oneself to an outeome,
a result, and does not entail relationship with others involving
mutual obligations, There ig no exchange of horkei in the Iliad.
Ti the predicted event takes place then the oath ig fulfilled
(tedéw), if not, regardless of one’s intentions, one hag 8worn g
false oath (2miopuov pvivar). Thas in Book 10 Hector promises
Achilles’ horses to Dolon and because Dolon will die first, Hector
is said to have sworn g false oath (Zmwlogxov émidooe 332) when
he said that ) pév Toig inmoww dvie emoyfioeTan dhhog (330). The
breach or violation of horkia on the other hand, is always
bresented ag resulting from intentiongl wrong-doing, Thus,
strietly speaking, the technical cause of the breach is seen ag
the attack of Pandaros on Menelaos, and not the carrying off
of Paris by Aphrodite.

Zeus, in Book 4, at the behest of Hera, orders Athena to go
amongst the Trojans and see to it that they hrealk the treaty
first modrepon tntg dona MMficacdon (72). She accomplishes thig
by causing Pandaros to wound Menelaos, whereupon Agamemnon
explains: ... ddvarby vo 1ol oo Eropvoy ... /e o Ehodov Todmsc
®atd 8 Gomie mord TATHOOY (155-157), Thig characterization of
the breach of the treaty continmes throughout the rest of the
Book: dmig o dnhoavro (236, 271), otv Bona Exevoav (269)
and is never referred to by the phrase emlogxov duvivar, Tndeed in
all of Book 4 the verh dpvo does not ocenr once, for the Trojans
are not presented ag having sworn falsely, but ag having done
violence to g sanetified relationship which placed them under
obligation not to engage in warlike acts. The consequences of
such a breach emerge from the events that follow the violation
of the horkia in Book 4.

In Book 5 and ¢ the Trojans and Greeks resume battle until
in Book 7 Hector Proposes a single combat with olte of the Greek
champions. In doing 8o he does not suggest that they make g5
truce (horkia tamnein) to stop the battle for this burpose, as
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.or as suggested in Book 2 as being necessary
ny and Greeks (il 123-124). Perhaps the reason
're]a’aonshxp established in Book 3 is not geen
il Sﬁroyecl. Hector, to the extent that he is able,
fordtive move to make up for the Trojan breach
‘proposing a new single combat, substitnting
Canid thus, by placing his life at stake, doing
¢an to live up to the obligations of the horkia.
Paris to fight or to surrender Helen, but he
1f i Paris’ place to demonstrate a sense of obli-
rand good faith. Significantly, before the combat
“iliat he would not cast at Ajax in stealth (241)
'hf What Pandarvos did to Menelaos to break the

ately, Hector beging his address to the Achaeans
't_o the horkie of Book 3 (69), and suggests that
did not allow the single combat and peace settle-
accomplished, a new contest is nonetheless possi-
That this single combat is in some sense to be a substitute
't'oue ig also snggested by the fact that it is Menelaos

eakmg of an oath in the Iliad does not seem to involve
gwearing falsely as we understand it. Modern concern is for
of mind of the swearer: “Did he promise, not intending to keep
‘is the guestion we are normally concerned with, a subjective
& '._In the Iliad, however, there is an objective view of oath-
hich distingnishes oaths from what we consider to be preomises,
lztset;{uentl}vr if the predicted outcome, “X will happen”, does not
o 'has sworn falsely, regardless of one’s state of mind. For thig
tise: usual promissory-assertory distinction does not seem very
ag:appled to caths in the Ilad. Ouly in the Odyssey does one
ths of the sort, “I swear I will do (or refrain from doing) X (cf.
3 __v 178 186; x 343 ﬂf) In Book 19 of the Ihad Agamemnon does

):"I‘he terms of comhat proposed by Hector (70 ff)) are similar to
:hier proposes to Achilles in Book 22 and which Achilles rejects by
fng that such horkie are not possible between them. That this proposal
not regaided ag requiring a new horkie here is perhaps because it is
gen ag falling vnder the aegis of the first horkig, pursuant to which
Fector s still acting.
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alone who first rises up to face Hector, which is particularly
appropriate if Hector is seen as replacing Paris. Further, imme-
diately before coming out to battle and challenging the Greek
champions, Hector rebukes Paris (521-25) perhaps referring to
the uncompleted combat with Menelaos and the subsequent
disapproval of the Trojans, who had prayed that this combat
might lead to peace (iii 320-323). Paris is indeed unwilling to
resume the combat with Menelaos, for it is not he, but Hector
who challenges the Achaean leaders. Menelaos accepts the
challenge, but since Paris has been replaced by IHector, Menelaos
can also be replaced, by a more suitable opponent for Hector,
and thus Ajax takes his place.

Appropriately enough, this combat too is halted before it can
be completed, but it ends by mutual decision and without
hostility, unlike the first. The success of Hector’s proposal ag a
restorative move ig seen both in the fact that it serves to halt
the battle, retrieve Trojan honor, and set the stage for the
subsequent peace negotiations and truce to bury the dead, as
well as in the way Hector’s relatiouship to Ajax is described.
As the first single combat between Parigz and Menelaos was to
end the war and iead to friendship (pihdente iii 94, ete.), so
Hector says to Ajax: fipiv Zpagvdotny Eowog méor dupofdgoto/
D obr’ Bv ehémnre dbtmayev dodpfoavee (vii 301-302).

This restorative impulse and its linkage to horkia is seen even
more clearly in the Trojan counsel that follows the encounter
of Ajax and Hector. Antenor proposes that the Trojans give
Helen and her property back to the Greeks for viv ' JonLe TOTH
Vevodpevor paybusoe (351-252) (¥). Antenor suggests that since
the Trojans have betrayed or been false to their agreenment with
the Greeks they cannot continue to fight and must fulfil their
obligations by performing as the treaty requires, ending the war.
Certainly this passage reveals that what is at stake here is a
relationship that imposes obligations to others. The Trojans have
broken the {ruce and accordingly cannot continue to fight when
their agreement obliged them to establish peace by returning

(18) Cf, Iliad iv 236.
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operty as required. Antenor thus suggests an
ve fully the relationship, to make good the

0 return Helen, but offers restitution with
4' ‘This partial restorative proposal is sanctio-
10 orders Idaios to go to the Greek ships and
bury the dead if the settlement is not accepted.
lls ‘the Greeks that Paris will not give back

to carry out their obligations. The Trojans cannot
give up Helen but they make whatever restorative

oposal for a truce to bury the dead. Viewing Books
hroadly, & circular movement in the action of the

the second uncompleted single combat, unsuccessful
Q'ﬁations, and temporary horkie of Book 7. The hopes
ey and Trojans alike in Book 3 to end the war by means
 mioTe xal grkétnra have not been fulfilled, but the course
n- begun there ends appropriately with another sort of
1 truce to bury those fallen in the battle after the breach
péace settlement. Agamemnor’s speech in answer to
“{406-411) brings the events of Books 3 through 7 to a
sion, and he ends by saying: Sowwa 8¢ Zevg lotw, dglydoumrog
“Homc (411). This characterization of Zeus is ironically
‘opriate here for it is Hera who first bid Zeus to send Athena
break the truce, and in the namec of these gods the Trojans
id Achaeans now make & new, less joyful, truce to bury those
who died as a result.
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Re-establishment

Horkia occurs in one further passage in the Iliad, in a rather
different and more problematic context than those discussed
above, raising important questions concerning its relation to
horkos. At the beginning of Book 19 Achilles announces to
Agamemnon and the Achaeans that he 1s prepared to resume
fighting against the Trojans and make an end to his anger at
Agamennon {55-73). Agamemnon eagerly responds, accepting
respongibility for the dispute and promising the gifts descrihed
in the Embassy in Book 9. Achilles expregses indifference about
the gifts and wants to join battle with the Trojans immediatety
(146-153), but Odysseus Proposes a formal ceremony to solemnize
the end of the qnarrel. He says that the gifts should be displayed
before the assembly and that Agamemnon should swear an oath
that he has not slept with Briseis (dpvvétw 8¢ tov Gowov Bv
"Apyeiowow dvaorde 175). Agamemnon says that he is willing
to swear such an oath (todta 3 Eydv E0éhm duboan ..., 187, and cf.
ix.132) and continues: pipvere 8’ dihot movies Godddec Fpoa xe
diga/En whioing EAdyon el Bowie moTd Tdpopev (190-191) (), In
the following Iines a ceremony similar to that described in
Book 3 is carried out, and during it Agamemnon swears ag
promised. How is thig passage, unique in Homer in that it
involves both horkie and horkos, to be characterized ? What is
the relation of horkos to horkia here? Above all, why does
Agamemnon respond %o §pxio mioTa Tdpwpey (191) after Odysseus
has only suggested duvvéto 8¢ tou Sonov m) ?

Some scholars seem to consider the scene as simply involving
an oath and nothing more (*), Others, however, seem to have
felt that the introduction of horfie was curious, and have sug-
gested that Agamemnon wanted to strengthen the oath through
the addition of a sacrifice (*). Mulder mentions briefly that
Homer wanted to poriray the ceremony as a compacet or trea-

(19} Of. Iliad ix 132-133, where Agamemnon himself suggests such an
eath,

(20) LEUumann, op. cit, n, 2, 85,

{21} ArEnp, op, cit, n, 2, 122123
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ggestlon seems best to take into account the
i_n this passage For Agamemnon does not

d indeed he expresses his indifference to the gifts
Alg"a:memn(m as eompensation for the injury done
_: Agamemnon wants kim te accept the compensa-
him to partake in the ceremony, to ensure that his
-jﬁo the alliance will outlast his rage over the death
3. He wants to bind Achilles once more, in a lasting
war effort and resorts to horkic to do so.

in this light his use of the ceremony horkia temnein is
ppropriate. Achilles did not merely withdraw tempo-
om: ‘the fighting in Book 1, rather he forswore his
_1p' to Agamemnon as an ally and considered his obli-
on: o ﬁght for the Achaean cause at an end. Thus in his
ech in Book 9 to Ajax and Odysseus he not only rejects the
on of his having any obligation to fight in the war and says
he 'will sail home the next day, but also calls into question
__purpose of the expedition itself (308-376). This alliance
pla.ns of war are the cvviesion 12 %ol Sownie motd described
N stor in Book 2 (339341}, discussed above, (pp. 3-4). They
rve to bind the Greek allies together, and as Nestor’s speech
lj' 1mphes they impose obligations on the allies to partici-
ate fully in the war effort. Thus the desire of the Greeks to
‘home, for which Nestor berates him, is seen by him as a

(2_ ). MULDER, op. cit., n. 2, comments “Die Szene selbst will der Dichter
Wohx als eine Art Vertragschluss zwischen Achilles und Agamemnon ange-
sehion wissen ..., ” 16-17.
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. ayal oft alliance: ) 0N ovvileaion te xai Gouia Poeton T
{339 140). Likewise in the case of Achilles and Agamemnon the
relationship of alliance has been damaged and must be repaired,
re-established, re-affirmed. Towards this end Agamemnon offers
compensation and a sort of apology, and, in response to the
OpvviTm Boxov of Odysseus, says #96ho § opdoaL ... nol Sownte TAPBUEY.

The ceremony itself (250 ff.) is, in many respects, similar to the
freaty ceremony described in Book 3, but includes the oath of
Agamemnon concerning Briseis. In addition, after the completion
ot the sacrifice Achilles prays to Zeus, absolving Agamemnon, at
least partially, of responsibility., This active participation of
Achilles emphasizes the mutnality of the whole proceeding, and
the sense of relationship being restored, which there would not
have been had Agamemnon simply sworn his oath concerning
Briseis ().

“Horkia’ in the Odyssey

“Ogmia oceurs in ouly two passages of the Odyssey, one of
which involves the reconciliation of Odyssens and the families
of the suitors, and thus falls within the category of usages
relating to re-establishment of velationships. Fere, as in the
reconciliation of Agamemnon and Achilles in Book 19 of the

(23} A curious tension seems to exist between horkic and horicos in thig
passage, as if they are somehow felt not to belong together in the same
context. This is the only deseription in Homer where they occur together
(horkos 175, horkic 191), as they necessarily must, given the nature of
the ceremony, yet it seems as it actual use of both words is avoided. In
the entirve lengthy description of the ceremony and events leading up to it,
each word only oceurs once, In Book 19 Agamemnon thus never uses the
word horkes once, whereag in Book 9 when he suggests such an oath he
says ... péyov Spkov opolpon (1832, here he only says é98hc dudoan, 187).
In contrast to thiz passage, the ceremony deseribed in Book 3 employs
hiorkia repeatedly, Tdkewise it iz rare for horkos not to be used in the
actual description of the taking of the oath. Perhaps all this indicates
sole sort of uncertainty as to what may have been seen as nmusnal or
unfamiliar legal situation.




biish war or friendship among them (¥ @udryra
otot tidneda; xxiv, v. 476) and Zeus replies that he
sestore’ Odyssens to his kingship by means of Soxia:
_p_i_é%’s’g 8 uev Pacthevére ofel (v. 483). This passage

relationship is underscored when Zeus continues, toi
i @ikedyrav/og o mdgog, mholtog 8t xal elpyn dhig Eotw

iled to his subjects, and will rule Ithaca in peace and
;a8 before he left for the war. “Ogwma tdpvew is the
sed by Zeus to describe the restoration of this relation-
‘indeed the Odyssey ends with a reference to Athena
Sono: Sowa B od nardmiote, petr’ dugotéooiowy Edue
e Admvaln (vv. 546-547).

ne remaining passage in the Odyssey where fpxia occurs
th interesting and unusual, and represents the only signi-
departure from the standard case sketched above. Odys-
till in disguise as a beggar, has a long conversafion with
lope in Book 19, during the course of which, having been
ly ‘moved by her fidelity and longsuffering eadurance, he
sstres her that Odysseus will return home quite soon. Knowing
hat she has learned to be skepfical of such stories, he offers
o substantiate his tale: ... Eumng 8¢ ror Spna ddow/lotw viv
gl modrto ... lotiy © 'Odvofjog dpldpovos, Hv dpuidve (vv. 302-

This is the only passage in either epic where doxio is used
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an '-'o'ath, dgnog, would seem to be equally
_ nd indeed “oath” probably is the most convenient
i1 v '_n'gc'lei-i'ﬁg of 8gma here. Yet Sowa may lend an additional
shade of;_-inea,ning to the line which §oxoc wounld not. Perhaps
what accounts for this highly unusual usage, then, is the subtle
”'1'1_uance imparted by Gpma in the particular context of Odyssens’
remark. For Odysseus, not kmowing what sort of wife he would
find on his return, has heen deeply touched, seeing and Speaking
with Penelope, whom he realizes still loves him deeply after all
the years of separvation; but despite his feelings he dares not
reveal himself to her. Ynstead he tells her that she will soon be
retnited with Odysseus, and in doing so he perhaps uses donie
instead of fgnog, tor the association of relationships, restoration,
and joining together that it calls to wnind. As discussed above,
Boxia i used to describe the re-establishment of Odysseus’ rela
tionship with hig subjects. This, of course, is its proper legai
context, but in the promise of Odysseus-the-beggar that Odysseus-
the-king and husband will return home soon, its extended usage
imparts g unigue quality to the pledge. In thig way it is some-
how appropriate that instead of telling Penelope, “I will give
you an oath?”, Odysseus says in effect, “1 will give you my pledge,
the sort of Pledge that would be given to solemnize the re.
establishment of g relationship long interrupted?.




