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Abs tl'act 

~ • " This thesis proposes that the reference of 

~êvoç in early Greek involves a no~ion of ~will' r, 

in the sense of 'dynamic power' or 'energ'y', thé 

power to do or produce something. This interpre

tation explains the apparent semantic range of 

~évoç in terms of a unified concept; it also 

clarifies the semJntic link between ~€VOÇ and 

c i ts etyrnon, IE *men-. 

The approach to Homeric psychology on Mhich 
.. 

this interpretation of ~~voç depends is at variance 
f • 

with both the 'irrteilectualist' view of the Greek 

mind propounded by E. R. Dodds and others and with 

the view advanced by Bruno Snell and his followe~s, 

who attribute to Homeric man an implicit 'process '. 

theory of hehaviour. It i5 here argued that, on 

the' contrary, Homer' 5 represen ta tion of his 

" cha;acters' actions and attitudes presupposes a 

';conception of individual responsibility. 
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~ésumé 

Dans cette thèse, nous nous proposons de 

démontrer que le terme ~évoç en grec archaïque 

i' 
sous-entend (lIa notion de "volonté" dans le sens 

de "pouvoir \dynamiqUe" ou d' "énergie", le pouvoir 
" '\ 

de faire ou de produire ~uelque ch~Cette 

interpréta t~o'n rend compte de, l' êtendue séman

tïq~e appa~e~évoç--en (onction d'un concept 

unifié; elle clarifie de plus le lien sémant'ique 

qui- existe entre \-Lgvoç et son étymon! IE *men-. 

L'étude de lq psychologie 'd'Homère dont 

dépend cette interprétation ne s'accorde ni avec 

n. la conception "intellectualiste" de. la pensée 

grecque proposêè par E. R. Dodds et d'autres, 

ni avec l'opinion émise par Bruno Snell et ses q 

disciples qui attribuent à l'homme nomérique 

'une~théori~ behavloriste implicite du processus 

de l'action. Nous soutenons ici, ,au contraire, 

que la représentation que donne Homère des 
() 

actions et des attitudes de ses personnages 

présuppose une conception de la responsabilité 

individuelle. 

iii 

Zj 

1 c 

". 

, \ 

\ 
\ 

-' 



( 

( '" 

o 0 

Preface 
10 
\ 

The present t~esis developed out of an earlier 
, 
study concerned with(moral values in the Homeric . 
poems. In the course of tha t work and subsequent 

tesearch, it became increasingly evident that the 

genèral~y accepted mode! of Homerie psyehology, 
1 

based on the vi~ of Bruno Snell, was not consis

t,ent with the ~ion of individual respo.?s.ibility 

that l pereeived incthe9~omeric representation of 

actions and' attitudes. lb, seemed that a new model 

of Homerie psychalogy was need~d, one that wou!d 

account for personal 'respons ibili ty for 'action; . , 

an examination of th~ 'organs' or 'faculties' 

responsible for Homeric ma~'s psychic life resulted 

in the madel proposed here.. 
\ 

The establishment of',this ~odel, l'Ihich attributes 
l ' 
1 \ • 

agency to Ho'merie man, made poss.rble the interpreta tian 
o \ 

of 1l~\lOÇ as 'will' in the sense of "psychic energy 

(wha t i5 meant when we speak of 'wil~-power t). This 

interpretation had recommended itse!f to previous 

scholars ~or the excellent rea50n that such a sense 
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, is often patent in Homer' s . use of the word, but an 

interpretation of lJ.évoç as 'will' could nut' be 

systematically advanced wi thin the framework of the 

accepted model of Homeric psychology, which assigns 
\, 

responsibility for Homeric man's actions not to the 

man himself but to sorne external agency. It is boped 

that the interpretation of ~évoç proposed here, and 

the model of Homeric psychology which makes thât 

int~rpretation. possible, will be seen to b"~ consis

tent wi th the representa tian of action in the Homeric 

l'oems. 

l have developed this new mode! not in isolation . 
bUf within the framework of the philosophical debate 

\ , 

'on 'the issues, of wil~, personal identity and action 

theory, and l have provided in Appendices l and II 

sorne acèount of th-ese issues. Appendix l offers a 

brief account of varlous concep:tions of ,..,,.' will , in 
• 1 r ~ ~ 

order to identify the particular cOR~epti~n involved 

ln'my interpretation of lJ.évoç; Appendix II i~ a 

p discu$s ion of the philosophical debate on pers'onal . \ 

\ 0 .... 

identi ty and action theory. These accounts make \. 

no claim to originality; they~are intended merely 

ta,provide the necessary background ta the develop- \ 

ment of my argument. 
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In Chapter II 1 discuss Bruno Sne11's view of 

Homeric psychology and present my obj ections, ta that 

view; Appendix 1 II offers an -e1aboration of my 
. 

objections ;0 Sne11's gene~~l position on the absence 
'. 

of concepts in,Homer. . . 
Appendix V~ on Archi1ochos' use of ~~voç in 

< 
P. 'Colon. 7511, provides an exainp1e-or how my inter-

pretation 'can be extended and app-1ied to the elucida-

tion of a recent1y discovered te~t. 

1 am indebted to a number 0 f people for help' 

in the preparation of this thesis, above aIl ta my 
, . supervisor, Professor Albert Schachter, ~ho saved 

me from many infe1icities of both argument_an~ 

style. Professor Michael J. Silverthorne discussed 

with me the philosophical issues invo1ved in the 

'ent and Professor Cha~les R. Barton provided 
tJ ' 

assi tance with thé linguistic aspects. Professor 

Leonà d Woodbury very'kind1y took the time to dis-

" cuss with me sorne of the issues involved in my 

\acCOUI'lt of Homeri'c psychOlog~. '1 h'ave bênefited 

from aIl of these discussions and 1 am ver~ grateful 

for the helpfu~ suggestions offered me. Mme. Marie-
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Noël Legoux provided the French translation ,?f, the 

accompanying abstract. 
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A paper summari zing the conclusions, of the thesis 
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1 

Philological Association jn Cincinnati, Ohio, Dec-_ 
- . 
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Chapter.I: Introduct~on 
/ 

Statement of-the problem and proposéd s~lution 
JI, 4 

~êvoç in early Greèk 1 occurs in a wide range of . 
contexts: it is-somethi~g possessed br men and wornen, . . . 

gods and goddesses, mules, horses and lambs, fire ,and 

sun, wind and rivers. It is breathed into warriors; 

it is l'oosed at death; it is released. from spears. 

But ~êvoç has p,oved difficult to interpret; it ,15 

variously rendered by lexicographers and commentators 

as, for' elXa.mple, 'strength, energy, anger, impulse, 

will, design, life'.2 Cpmmon to aIl these terms i5 

" 

a conception of force ot power. The word ~êvoç it5elf 

~ is one of a rich complex of words denoting mental 
.1 

activity, derived from rndo-European *men-; 3 the 

problem is to recônCi:{ the étYmon 'with the'use of 
, 

"' ' ~hoç as. physical 'fo,rc~' or 'power'. 
,.; 

.. , . -

- . 
~. The solution l propose is that, while ~évoç is 

tYpically manifested in physical activity, it is 
, '\ 

conceived of. as essentially a 'mental' 'ot 'psychic' 
" faculty, ~nd one which it i~ legitimate to d~fi~e 

rather more rigorously than its accepted semantic 

spher.e would indicate. In order to delineate the 
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position held by ~êvoç in the psyehic li~e of Homerie 
/ 

man i twill ibe neçessary to consider the subj ect of 

Homeric psichology~ in general, with'particular attention . / \ 

to those( facul ties (m~ntal or psyehie;' organs', as 
, ' 

Bruno Snéll termed ~hemt , whieh ,bear the main burde~ 

of Homerie man's psychic activity:v6oç, eo~6ç, ~p~v/ 

cppéveç,. , 

, 
, , 

Tt is often said of the Homerie world-view, . as ,of 

ear~y Greek "thought in general, that it is 'pre-dualistiel 

and by this i~ is meant that Homer is innocent of the 

conception of 'mental' or 'spiritual' activityas 

radièally distinct from and fundament~lly opposed to 
1 

the 'physical' or 'materiaf' world. M~taphysical dualism 
j' . 

as a philosophicat-position is t~aditionally ascribed 

first'to Plato, although tendencies in the direction of 

a dualistic outlook May be discerned in prior Greek 

thought. Nevertheless, it is Plato who first articulates 

the view of mind or soul as different in kind from ,and 

imprisoned in the body, from which it is released at 

death to return,to its proper sphere, an immaterial, 

incorporeal world beyorid the sènses. This classic 

position of mind-body dualism, the so-called 'soma-
1 \ I~_ 

sëma' view (body=tomb), is the. fountainhead of a long 
1 

and rich trad~t,ion lof dualistic thought which reached, , 

l' ' 
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• 
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3 , 

its apogee in the radical dua1.ism of Déscartes" whose 

cog~~ implies that one can havé knowledge only or mind. 

Although Homer does not 'ma'ke a, radical distinction 

between 'mental' and 'physieal' faculties in man, it 

.would be incorrect to conclude that he makes po distinc-
J 

,~ .-

tion whatever between these t~~' aspects of being. Indee,d, 

it may be demonst~ated that the Homerie conception of 

human aetivity does recognize a distinction between . 
,~ 

'mental' and 'physical' faculti~s inasmuch as the 
,; 
" 

reference of certain key words ciearly pertains tO,ona 
-

or other of these two realm~. A prime example is the 

~l')'t' I.e; / ~ (Tl contrast J which expfièi tly opposes" phys iea! ----

and mental qual'i ties;6 as l hOR~ ___ to demonstrate in 
\ 

Chapter II, this, is by no means an isolated example. 

Although mental/and spiritual activity, as represented 

in Homer, originates in physical organs of the ~~dy, it - ~ 

is not simply identified with physical processes but 

is recognized to be somehow different in kind. Homerie 

man, to use Cartesian language, i5 not concerned with 

the problem of mutual exclu,sivene5s of ~ cogitans 

and ~ extensa because he sees no incompatibility 

between them; but he does not simply reduce the former 

to the latter. 

My tnesis is that in the Homeric concep~ion qf 

psychic activity ~évoç occupies a place alongside the 

. , " 
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, ~ 
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other psychic 'organs' v6oç., e uIJ.6ç and <ppêv f, ç7 inasmuch 

as' lJ.év<;>ç is itself conceived of as an ''Organ' par 

excellence (although not in the sense of a 'location' , , .. 
for other organs or activities); it is in fact the 

, -
organ in the service of the other psychic faculties, 

. - . if 
pa;tic~larly eu~6ç. Moreover, the referenc~ of IJ.&VOÇ 

in early Greek is best-unders~ood as·corresp0nding te 
.' 

the later conception in the Western philesophical 

tradition of will ~ dynamic power. 8 This interpretation 

h~~ the advantig~ of explaining'the app~rent se~antic 
~ \.. 'l, 

range of lJ.êvoç in terms of a unified concept; it aIse 
" 

clari~es the semantic link between IJ.&VOÇ a~d its 

etymon, ,lE *~-. Above aIl, it ap.pears to ,yield very 

satisfactory results 'for an understwing of the use '

of ~Évoç in early Gjeek . 

• _ The appro~h to Homeric psychology on which this 

i~terpretation of IJ.Évoç depends is at variance with 

beth the 'i'ntellectualis't' v1:ew of the Greek mind 

propounded by E. R. Dodds and others and to the view 

advànced Dy Bruno Snell and his followers, who attribute 
t • ) , 

to Homeric man what might be calle4 an implicit 'ptocess' 

theory ot behaviour. 9 On the contrary, Homeric man, as 

l shall attempt to demonstrate, is very' much aware of 

himself as an ~gent' responsible for action and is 

\ 'conscio~s of his capacity for both intellectual and 

,voli tional activity. 

. , 
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A survey of scholarll views of J~voç " 

A nurnber of scholars havè remarked a volitional 
, 

'element in the use of ~évoç in Home!; however, there 

has been no system~tic effort to f~ll~w this inter- ~ 

pretation to its logical conclusiorr or to define the 

particular conception of 'will' in question. More6ver, 
-~ . 

discussions of ~évoç are often affec~ed by preconçeived 

notions of Homeric psychology on the part of commentators 

which on occasion conflict with their own observations 

f 
' f ~ . fi .' h . o the use 0 ~~voç ln the HomerlC texts; tus, even 

when ~évoç is uhderstood as 'will' this is'often at 

the cost of a contradiction of the entire framework 

within which the comment~tor is working. 

• Hermann Ffa~~~l, fo0ample," understands ~boç' 

as "will and purpo_seful energy"; 1 °but i t is not clear 

what role will, as t~a~itional+y cortceived, would have 

in his conception of Hometic man as "an open forc~ 

o field" or "field of. energy, WhOSf lines extend into 
, ' ~ 

space, and time without limit or estraint. [so that] 

external forces [may] operate i~yhim without hindrance, 
, J \ \ 

~and ~t is ~eaningless to âsk whe~e his own forc~ begins 

and that from outside ends."ll \ 

In his Sather\lectures on The Theory of Will in 

,Classical Arltiguity, Albrecit Dihle, a proponent' of 

, 
1 >'f 
\ " 

. . 
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the 'intelfectualist' viiw'of GreE1k psychology, 12 

explic~tly denies to Homer a concept of will 13 (he 

regards the modern n0tion of will as having originated 

wi,th Augustine); yet Dihle' s own observations of the 

functioning of ~évoç in the Homeric texts lead him to 
1. 

remark that ~évoç' "cornes indeed very near to_the modern 
o 

notion of will." 1 It 

E. 'R. Dodds had earlier connected ~évoç with "the 

sphere ot\olition", citing relateq words 'such as 

.~&VO~vav'to be eager' an~ 6ua~Ev~ç 'wishing il1,.15 

However, Dodds' view of Greek psycho1ogy, which Dihle 

shares, precludes a raIe for will;16~onse4uently, hè 
. 

reduces ~boç 'to "the vital energy, the 'spunk t ~ which 

is not always th~re at calI, bu}.comes and gdes 

mysteriously and (as ~.w~ should say) capricious 1y. Il 17 

~. 

On the communication of ~êvoç from god to man during 

a battle, Dodds rem,arks, "Thi~ menos is not primarily 

physical strength; nor is it a permanent organ of 

mental life like thumos or rioos: Rathe~ it is, like 

~, a state of mind." lS
• 

Emmet Rbbbins, \ an'unpub1ished dissertation 

which treats ~êvoç in ~he context of a discussion of 

~v~~ooûv~,190bjects to Dodds' view of, ~êvoç as a 

"state of mind", ~ maintaining that such a view creates 

• 0 
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lia non-Homeric' dichotomy psychic and physical .•. 

~: I~ cannot be ~verempbasized thret any 'mental' organ 

in early Greek thought is to a c rtain extent Q 'phY5ical' 

organ as weIl." 2 0 

Rabbins" view of the material ature of ~évo5 

rei t'erates tha t of R. B. Onians: "Mé 0 ç is apparently 

not an abstraction or a mere state of omethi\g else, 

but cq~ceiVed as itself something, flui or ga\~ous, 

which for-~onvenience we may translate 'e ergY'~nd 

which was felt ipwardly much as we feel wha we Sf . \ 
name. Tt was thought to be more particularly with, 

the e u\-L6ç in the <p p é HS . ,,2 l 

~ 1 

Onians' view represents ap. advance on the model 
, j • 

\, proposed by Bruno Snell, who first sugg~st(ed that the 

,Homer(c mentali ~y ,:onceived of psyehie funeti.ons as 

funetions of materiai organs of the 'body. 22 Snell, 

however, limits the psychic 'organs' ta eu~6ç, tox~ 

and v6oç,23 and considers IJ.évoç ta be not a psychic 

organ but merely a funetion of the 9o\-L6ç.24 Robbins 
o 

points out that such a view eontradict~ Snell's own 

model (which Rabbins accepts), "for' the function of 

the org~n 9u\-L6ç i5 properly 9u\-L6ç: that is, the word 

eu~6ç has two facets, for it is both an organ in wpieh 

an impulse is generated and aiso the impulse or function 

genètated in, that organ. 1125 
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Robbiris lists as variou5 meanings for ~êvoç in 

Homer: 'design, anger, strength, courage, life'~ and 

comments: "The basic content of j..Lêvoç appears to b.e . ~ 

8 

passionate or, ~o a certain extent, volitional, rather 

than intellectual." 26 Despite this observation, however, 

Robbins maintains that "The idea of will is not 50' 

primary to' ~men- [in contrast to *më-, etymon of ~ 

lJ.a 1.~a.CJ)] ",' The ide.a) of intention or purpose is carried 

.. in the Homeric psychq10gy chiefly by v60ç. 1127 

The volJ.tional aspe~ of j..Lévoç" is acè~pted byl" 

Anne Giacomel1i in a recent study which is perhaps the 

most extensive to date and certainly the most co~tré-
. . 

versial. Giacomelli observes that "~évoç i5 nOt just 

blind energy but a dynamic force wfth a d'efinite aim. 112 8, 
~ . 

However, her principal concern is to connect ~&VOÇ 

with "shooting fluid" in general and 'the male seed in 

particular. 29 Emphasizing·the "suddenness, forward

thrust, and fluidity" which she sees as the essential 

characteristic5 of lJ.évoç, 3 0Giacomelli regards j..L&VOÇ 

as an 'organ' which furnishe5 "the particular vital 
. 

'energy' which is the essence, physio~ogically and 

psychologically, of manliness. Mévoç is both the· 

matter and the activity of this energy. As matter 

it is a fluid, as activity it is a shooting or 
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thr\lsting force. Begi~ning from the image of the .. 
moveJJient of the male seed, the Greeks eharacterize 

as IJ.&VOÇ that whieh moves a~ shooting fluid in 

nature, in the htiman body, or in the spirit. " 3 1 . 
Giaeomelli regards the app~rent semantic range 

of lJ.€.voç in its at-tes-teô' usages as a natural sefuantic 

developmen t from this original si tua t ion in which "the 

image of male seed is_at.~he ~oot of IJ.tvoç and its 

cognates":32"Mboç developed the meaning 'strength,. 

force, might' ... beeause it originally designated ~hat 

which i~presses the senses and the imagination b~ 
, 

running, pouring, shooting, flooding, streaming, by 

dramatic- fluid movement." 3 3 Her suggested defini tion 
. " "\ 

of lJ.évoç emphasizes the 'forwa~d drive' which Adkins 

,sees in the referenee of the related verb IJ.~V&aLVe~v:3~ 

"To throw the essential force of ,oneself forward i5 

to exhibit lJ.êvoç.r!3S 

Gregory Nagy, on the other h~nd, connects IJ.&VOÇ 

with the mental aetivity of reminding; in a discus~ron 

of the Indic cognate of lJ.évoç, mânas-, he observes 

that both Indic. manas- and archaic Greek lJ.évoç may 

des igna te "the realm of eonseiousness, of bath ra tionaI 

and emotional funetions. nS6 -Vedie mAnas- Nagy under-

stands as referring to 'thought' or 'power of thought' 

and notes that it i5 derived from the verbal root ~~, 
" 
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"'_ .;f" 

" / 
\). 

\ 

, 
, 

~ 

!-
1 

., 



., . 

,\~ o \ 

\. 
\ 

$, ' \ 
\ ' 

-\ 

\' 
\ ' 
\ " 
;,\, 

\ 

" 

\-
\ 

• 1 

\ " 10 j '>-

.> • 

, 
.... '0, 

meaning 'to have in rnind'. Greek ~évoç Nagy interprets 
• 

as "not 'thought l'or 'power oI thought' but 'pow'èr, 1 

by war:- of an origina~ meani~g 'having 'in niind, rem~nd

ing' comrnon to both Indic manas- and Greek \-LéVOÇ."37 

(Nagy, however, is primarily ~oncerned with demonstrating 

what he sees a·s the synonym~ty in Horneric diction of 

j.Lévoç with 9u\-L,6ç and vux1Î "at the moment 'of death in 

particular an.d of losing consciousness in generaI. ") 38 

This br,ief sununary of scholarly views }'fill, it 

iS'hoped, give sorne idea of th~ wide range ot inter

pretation~ that.ha~e been put forwa~d for \-Llvoç, as . , 
. . 

weIl a~ 'sorne indication why none of them has proved 

satisfactory. The present study attempts not only 
\ . " . 

t~ provlde an interpretation of \-LgVOç that is every-. 
" . . , . 

wh~~~,co~patible ~ith its range of usage but ~lso to . 

offer a'pew model of Homerie psychology which incor

porates \-Lévoç in the interpretation here proposed. 
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Chapter II: omerie psyeholo~y: A eritieal examinatid~ 

'-' 

of current sehools, of thought 

) 
c • . .. 

The e~ntemporary study of Homeric psythology 
. ., 
eeeived its major impetus from Bruno Snell's Die 

\ ---
Geistes (referred ta here in T. G. 

Rosenmeyer's ng+ish translation, The Di-scovery of 
1 . - -

\ tfle·Mind).\ In,his o:ening essay on Homer's view of 

,m~n Snell argues that in the Horneric voeabulary and, 
) , . , 

theiefore, in the Homeric mentality, abstractions 

~re as yet uncteveloped. 2 Fo~ example, Snell maintains 

that, in~contrast. to later Greek"Home~ has no word 

for the abstract conceRt of sight, the essential 

'function; we find .rather a group of words each 

exp'r~ssing a particula r aspect of thAe operation oJ 

s1ght: for exampie, ôépx~aeaL 'to have a particular 

look in one's eyes', nan~atv~LV 'to look about 

inquisitively, carefully or with fear', À~ûaa~Lv 

see something bright'. 3 '''It seems, then," Snell 

concludes, '11 as if language aims progress i vely to 

expres~ the essence of an act, but is at first unable 

to comprehend it because it is a function, and as 
~ . 

such neixh~r tangibly apparent nor associated with 

certain unambiguous .emotions. As soon, however, as 

j-
\ 

. . "'. '.' -
--~-~~--....,.." "-----~, ~~---._----~. 

' .. 

.. 
, 4 
:J! ... -' ...... 

: \' \0, , 

\ 
\ 

l 



.. 

l, 

-

+ , 

12 
j 

... it is recognized and h~s received 'a name, it h€ls come 
; , 

into exis,tence." If Not having yet received a name, 

'sight' simply nid not exist for Homeric man. s 

Snell takes a similar view of the Homeric concep-

tion of the physical body. The Homeric mentality, he 

maintains, makes no provision for the body as such; 

what we eall 'body' Homer. refers ~o only as 'limbs': 

yuta ,_ ~O .. ea.. 6 Thus, al though Homeric man .of course 

"had a body exactly like the la.ter Greeks ... he did 

not know i t qua body, but merely as the sum total of e 

...... his limbs. This.is another way of saying that the\ 

" , 

'-. 
Homerie' Greeks"did not yet have a body in the modern 

sense of the word. ,,7 

And just as, in modern terms, Homeric man did not 

h~ a body, nei ther did "he, have a soul. As in the 

case of bOdy and sight, so tao in the sphere of 

intellect and soul, there is no one ward to'designate 
, 

the entity conceived of as a whole; we find instead 

a e:luster of words, each designating a specifie C 

aspect (or specifie a~pects) of man's psychic life. 

- Snell selects for discussion the three wOFds he 

considers most important: tox~, el.)~6ç and v60ç.8 The 

entities den~tea by these words Snell characterizes 

.as mental or psychic, 'organs', each having i ts own 
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pa;rticular functiori. 9 'fUxTi he takes ta be the 

'" organ' of life", identified with the vital breath, 

an 'organ' whose location and function Hom' passes 

over in silence; e u!J.6ç in Homer Snell sees as "the 

\ generator of motion or agitation, while noos is the 
.r-

'cause of ideas and images. ~t l 0 

Snell .takes care ta point out that these three 

organs or functions are not tp be identified with 

.g the Platonic tripartite soul: "At, first it might be 

• 

, 
suspected that thY1!loS and naos are nothing more than 

the parts of ihe soul, such as we know from Plato's 

psycholbgy. But those parts presuppose a psychic 
1 

whole of which Homer has no cognizance." 11 

Homeric man, then, lacking an integral pS'yche, 

is (on this view) incapable of t~e mental aetivities 

of reflection and deeision. Instead of a 'soul' 

engaged in dialogue, we find only a fragmented self, 
~ - < 

its parts in confliet one with another: "There are 

no divided feelings in Homer .... Homer is unab{e ta 

say: 'half-willing, half-unwilling'; instead he says, 
, 

'he was willing, but his thymos was not' .... there 

is in Homer no genuine reflexion, no dialogue of the 

"soul wi th . i ts elf." 1 2 Instead of a proeess of deI i bera

tian resulting in reasoned decision, we find a ~ituatian 

; • 
.. 
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'in which external influences SeTve as the 'direct 

impetus ~o action: "Homer does, not knolV genuine 

pers9Pal décisions ... The thymos pnd the noos- are 

50 ~ery" little different ~rom other physi;al orga~s 

that they cannat very weIl be looked'" upon as a t 

genuine source of impUlses ..... Mental and spiritual 
/1 ',J 

acts are due ta t'he impact of external factors, and 

man is ,the open tatget of a great Many forces which 

impirige on hiin, W and pene-trate his ,very core." 1 3. 

What resul ts from Snell' s model is a Homéric 
-

man· who" is not a ,'persan' ot 2oher.eJlt. r self' in that 
\ . . -

he is ~ncapable of personal décision and of initiating 

action; all action originates 'from some external 

influence ('psychic intervention') or (in a variant 

of ?nell's view) from the prompting Qf sorne part ~f 

.the' man--è uIJ.6ç ,. ~op, etc. --externalized and rega;'ded 
• .. ii • 

as itself the agent, of the action.. III Lf ther-e 15 no..:'10 
. 

person originating action, there can be no scope for 
, -

,will to serve as the agency by which he eifects that 

action. 

the contemporary philosopl1îcal debate on the 
\ 

issues of petsonal identity and-action theory~is 

'concerned with ~~e quesiion 9f:whether or not we are 

J~~ jus t iiied in' ;'ostUl~ ting a 's eIf" 'as t~,\ a~en t 
of' action·. Those who deny the e;xistence (or 'he>, 

. \"~ 
. , \ " 
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coherence of the concept) of a 'self' hold what i,s 

sometimes ,d1l1ed a 'no-agent' theory df action;, that 
o . 

is, they consider aIl action to be pure activity, 
.,-, 

with no separate agent ov,er and above the act;~vity 

itself. Sorne among them go so far as to reduce a11 

activity to mereoprocess; that is, aIl behaviour is 

cons~dered to result from, as it·were, a~tomatic 
• 1 

~rocesses occurring.in response to external stimuli. 
-

These people are sometimes said to hold a 'process' . 

~heory of behaviour, 15 

It is evide~t in ~he account of Homeric psycholog' 

offered by Snell and ~is' followers that they themselves 

subscribe 'in, general to a self-as-agent theory of 
~ -

, action. 16 Al though they do not 'discuss ,the problem f'~ __ ~ 

in the language of philosophieal psychology, what 

"they remark as noteworthy and unique in- the Hemerio 
, , 

\ representation of action is precisely the a~senee of 
, 

such an underlying theorYj their view of 'Homerie man 

as incapable of originating action attributes to him 
f 

(?r at any rate to Homer) an implicit 'proces~f theory 

of behaviour. '/ q 

Since the g.eI!eral~ validi t~f a self-~~-agent 
, 

theory of action is'not at issue in the deba~e con-

cerning Homerie psychology, l will not concern myself , " 

", 

.. 'f 
~"Î ,or 
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here with the deeper Bhilosophica1 question of whether . \ 

\ a self-as-agent theory\. is .tenable; l will agdress only 

the question of whether, within
D 
thé framework of that 

" 
theory, Homer may be denied a conception of'a 'self' 

which functions a's the agent of action. l hope to .. 
" 

show that an implicit se1f-,as-agent theory is evident 

in the Homeric representation of àction, and that 

not.withstanding the role of the gods in human action" 

Ca point discussed below), Homeric man manifests a 
, . ". f, 

conception of~himself as an agent responsible for his 

own mental or, psychic acti vi ty. . , 

* \ * * * 
/ 

Snell's view of the Homeric psychè as a fragmented 
.. ' 

_~~et~for external influen~es is shared by other 

scholars concerned with Homeric psychology. E. R. \<1 

T'. 
DOdds, in his study of the role of irrational forces l 
in Greek solety, also emphasizes th~ autonomy of the \ , -, 

various psychic organs, the lack of a unified concept "" 

of 'soul' o! 'personality' and th~ importan~e of ,. 
1 • 

'psychic intervention' in Homerie man'slmental life;17 
", 

D~dds ~ 'however, grants to Homerie man sorne awareness 
t'~ 
.\ -

of an 'ego' which can origin,ate action .... Al though he 

a , .... ~ .. \ 
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denies to Homerie man the concept of 'free will', .. 
Dodds still maintains tha-t "that does not prevent 

" , him from distinguishing in :praeticej between actio!,! 
< r \ . . 

originated by thé- ego and those. which he attribute 
\ ' - Il' i 

to psychic intervention~ ... And [Dodds goe~ on to 
, r 

say] it seems a little arti~~cial to deny that what -

is described in passages 1 ike IL Il. 403-ff. (Odyss~us' 
'" -

debate w~th ~ uIJ.6ç on the battlefieldJ or ad. 5. 

35Sff. [Odysséûs' deliber·atiol'lS about abandoning his 

raft in t~ storm off Scheri 1 is in effect a reasoned 

decision taken after a~on of possible alter-

natives. 1I18 

Hermann Frnnkel, tao, regards Homerie .man as an 4 

"open force field" or~"field of energy rein -offenes 

Kraftfeld), whose linés ex tend into space and t~me 
\ 

wi thout limi t or restraint" 50 that "external forces 

[may] operate in h~m without hindrance."19 As a eon-

'sequence of this interpenetration of person and external' 

world, "our own basic anti thesis between self and .n!t

self does· not yet exis't in' Homeric consci'ousness. 112. '\ 

Friinkel thus concurs with the views of Snell and ' 

Dodds regarding the raIe of 'psychie intervention' 

in the life of Homerie man; however, on the correlated 

issue of personal decis,ion, he, li.ke Dod;ds', appears 

. unwill.ing to adopt the extreme position -advanced by 

\ 
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Snell. <Althou~ Frankel recognize~ the 

~ word for t sou,l t in the Homeric language 

la~ of a 

:.2··conse-

quently the Iack of the concept in Homeric thought, 
, 

he sees this lack as due not to "imperfect observation 

or undeveloped
1
?Ower of discrimination" but rather t~ , 

Homeric man's perception of himself as a unitary ,---
being, not a cloven duality consisting of body oh , , 

the one hand and saulon the other. 21 As a consequence. 

of his psycho;physical uni t'y, all of Homeric .. man' s 0 

r 

individual organs--whether they are, in o~r terms, 

'mental' or 'physical t --"appertain directIy ta the 
• 

person. Arros are as mucp~an organ of the man himself, 

rathero'than of his body,' as thymos (the organ of 

'excitement) is an organ of the man, himsSIf, rather 

.than of his soul.,,2~ 

Moreover, Frankel recognizes .in this unifièd 

person the existence of an 'ego' to which the 'various 

organs are subse'rvient. The 'ego' can prevent" an 
\ , 

organ "from achievingowhat it wants. Homeric.man 

cfn .' mas ter i (ôa.!J.â.acr. 1,,) his impulse (e u\-L6ç or !J.&voç) 

or 'hold 7t back' (èprl'rôel.v),. Here aiso the unit y of. . 
the persan is preserved. ,,23 Furthermore, soliloquies 

. cast in the fOTM of addresses to the 9u\-L6ç Frankel 

regards as "not a real spl.i t-ting of 'the\ ego but only 

disçursive thinking. ,,2" 
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l would like to ex~~d on the s1gnificance of 

this 'ego' which ha,s been_ somewhat tentatively recog

nized by Dodds. and Frankel. A. W. H. Adkins, referring, 

like Fr!lnkel, te the inhibi tian of impulses by the "e'go.~ 

(whi~h Adkins calls 'the whole personali ty'), obse'rves 

that "where there· is to be restraint, the personality 

a,s a whole must 'restrain.". Adkins points out that 
\ 

when Achilles is faced with the choice of killing ~ 

Agamemnon or restraining his, e u-~6ç, "the etor may 

have debated, but Achil}es himself, not his etor or 
c 

any other p-art of him, must control his thurnos." 
"'And, one might add, when Zeus acknowledges that he 

will give up his belove.:~r,Troy to Hera's wrl\th, he 
,~ . 

draws an explicit contrd~t,between his 90~6ç, which 

is unwill inS to relinquish Troy and hi~ self, (èyro) 

which performs the action! ',of its own free will' 

Oxoov). 

But the con~eption of an '~go' or a 'whofe 

persenality' which may 'itself serve as the originator 

of action is by no means limited' to contexts in which 

it is called upon ta restrain or override various 

'organs' or 'impulses' ,- Dodds points out the signi

iicance of Agamemnon's,disclaimer, tyro 5 i oùx at~~6ç 
" 

&t~ .. , 6.>"Àà Z&ÛÇ, '1 am not the cause, but 'Zeus', in 

, ' 
'. 

" 

" 
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which Agamemnon recognizes himself (tnat i5, his 

self) as a possible agent of the action in question, 

no less than Zeus. 28 

Homeric man is open to influence, certainly, 

fram the gods and from his fellow men, as weIl as 

fram his own eU\-L6ç. But it is ultirnately the man . ., 

himself who perce ives and ponders and plans. It is 

true that Homer sornetimés refers to these ac~ivi~ies 

as ·'being carried out by the psychic organs cons idered 

proximately responsible for them, e. g. 'his ~'t'op 

piJndered' two ways' (e. g. !le 1.188-9). But a, 

distd~ted picture results from considering only 

such, passages as these and ignoring the multitude . 
of passages in which action is predicated of a persan, 

whether explicitly named or referred ta by a personal 

pronoun or even rnerely by the personal ending of the 

verb~ Adkins, having drawn attention to the existence 

of passages in which the person as a unit y is said ---.... 
to initiate action, proceeds ta play down their 

~ 
. . 

"- ~ 
5 igni ficance: IIIn such usages 29 it is the whole per-

sonality, even if this can be expressed on!y by the 

persona! pronoun, that inhibits impulses. This, as 

we have seen, is not the most usua1 pic,ture in Homer: 

the parts appear more frequently than the wholê, the 

" 
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" 
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.. ' ,. 
relation to the whole is not clear" and there i5 

no word for the whole, apirt from }he ~mplications 
of the personal pronouns" 3 0 (my emphasis). 

l would argue, against this view~ that thé 

"implications of the personal pronouns" are of vital 
1 

5 ignificance for an adequate understanding of Homeric 
---~ ~" 1 

"'- .----: ",,--,' 

psychology. For if we grant F~ the pronominal 

reference implicit in the .~inite verbs incorporates 

reference to,the 'pe~~1 as the agent of the action 

expressed (and in any case the point is not whether~ 

we are j ustified in doing so--a deba te we may leave 
, 

to the philosophers--but whether 'Home~ic man, like 

most oi the rest of us, did sQ)31 t hen it is most 

emphatical-ly not the case that (as Adkins alleges) 

"the parts appear more frequently than the who le" ; 
1 

indeed we must then take ~nto account the innumerable 

occasions on which it is said that someone does such-

and-such. Just as Homer can say 'he saw' ~ not 'hi~ 

eyes saw' and 'he struck', not 'his hand struck', ~ 

too does he say 'he I;.ealized', trot 'his v6c;>ç realized', 

'he pondered', 'he planned' and his characters them

sèlves can say of themselves '1 did such-and-such': 

r.!. pondered r, r! planned', etc. 

'. 
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In passages such as these, the person as a whole, . 

as a unit y , is- recognized: he is !lamed (explicitly or 
, '" 

implicitly) and made ,the subject of verbs denoting 

mental or psychic activity and is tnereby recognized 

as the agent, the originator, the auteur of that 

activity. Moreover, he reveals ih his very language 

an awareness of himself, (èyro) as an agent responsible 

for action. It is true that the Homeric language has 
'{' 

.. - ~ -.~ -
no one ward corresponding 'to o~r word 'soul';' but the 

Homeric mentality does possess the concept of a self, . . 
a psycho-phys1cal entity as,capable of 'mental acts' 

as he is of physi~l action. s3 The lack of a single 

term denoting a man' s psychic self as oppased to his 

physical self does not preclude an awareness on the 

part of t~iC man of individua,l selfhood. Ind~ed, 

the very existence of the traditions of praise and 

blame poetry is proof of a consciousness of a praise-

worthy and blameworthy agent of action. And, within 

the epic itself, Homeric characters show no hesitation 

in making value judgments of their fellows predicated 

on an assumption of personal responsibility on the 

part of the agent in question: Hephaistos' complaint, 

for instance, that his promiscuous wife Aphrodite is 

not ~x te "IlOÇ ; 3 a.Athene' s incis ive appraisal of Odysseus: 

, 
" 
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tn~~~ç ~crcrL xat dyxtvooç xat txé~poov,35and Helen'~ 

characterization of him as etôroç nav~oCo~ç ~e ô6~ooç 

xat ~~Ôea nuxvâ; 36 the ubiquitous epithets such as 

intellectual and moral qualities; compliments for 

" skill at weaving(words and counsel 38 or reproach fot . , 

unbecom'ïng words or actions; 39the charge that someone 
-

who is being,' as we should say, 'short-sighted' 'does . , 

not know to look at once before and behind': ci 6ô é ~ L . 
-

oLôe 'Vo"'crat. lflJ.a. np6crcroo xqf ontcrO'oo, r.°the formulaic 
, . 

phrase used in the Hom'eric texts' to refer to what 

'c0!ltemporary moral philosophers calI an 'all-things- " 
1 

considered' judgment. These few examples should 

indieate that the catalogue of evidence fOT Homerie 
, ~ 

man's assumption of personal\ responsibility for his 

aêtion5 could be extended to great length. But it 

i5, l hope, suffi~iently clear from the evidence 

ci ted that Homeric man does in fact operate wi thin 
, 

the framework of an implicit self-as-agent theory of 

action. Whether he is justified on,philosophical 

grounds in doing 50 is, as l have remarked earlier, 

another question entirely and one not at issue here • 

'Ir 'Ir • 'Ir, 
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We must now consider in more detail the disputed 

question of delib~ration and décision in the Homeric 

poems and the related question of the role of the 

gods in instigating action. 
J 

In a study of ijomerj,c scenes of deliberation, 

focussing on t~e verbs lJ.epf.I."1ptZ;el.v and 6Pf.l.CltvEI.V ' 

and on formulaic phrases, such as éSôe ôE; 'oL q>povêo'\ltt. 

ôç<ÎCTO'a"t'o xepôtov.eL'\IClI. and ~ôe 56 ot xa't'd. 9?f.l.oV dpCO"'t'T) 

q>CltvE"t'O ~ouÀ~, ChristianYoigt concluded tha:_there 

is no such thing as personal decision in Homer. 1+ 1 In 

Voigt' s view, what is involved in such p'assages is ' 

something quite differ-ent from contemporary notions 

of personal responsibility. 

Bruno Snell, likewise, in his discussion of 

'Homer "s' View of Man'., states explici tIy tha t "Homer 

does not know genuine personal decisions; even where 

, a hero is shawn pondering two alternatives t~~ inter

vent ion of the gods plays the key roLe." '+ 2 

The significance of the int,rvention of the gods 

in human action is also stressedt1n E. R. Dodds' work 

on the Homeric con~eption of mental life,43 a work 

rivalled only by Snell's writings in the impact it 

'has .had on subsequent study of Homeric psychology. 

'" Dodds emphasizes the importance in the Homeric 'shame-

cul ture' of proj ection onto external sources of 
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unaeceptable .behaviour and impulses. Nevertheles~t 

he allows ta Homerie man, as we noted above,- sorne 1 / 
, ~i 

power of personal decis ion and of "distinguishing/ ~-" 
~ - -

in practice between actions ori~inated by the eg~ 
and those which he attributes,/to psychic intervention. Il ..... 

. " , . 
The thrust of Dodds' work, however--his emphasis on 

divine intervention in human affairs, on the r,elative 

autonomy of Homeriè man' s psychic' organs and on what 
.J 

he ealls the "intellectualist approach" to the explan-

ation of behaviour, which he sees as due to the lack 

c' of a concept of will in the Homeric mental ïty4 5 --has 

led subsequent cornrnentators to assimilate his view to 

that of Snell, namely, thàt mental activity originates 

from outside the person. It 6 

Hermann Frankel recognizes the existence of an 

'ego' in 'Homerie man which is capable of restraining 

the vari~us psyehic organs.~7 Yet this view seems 

inconsistent with, and its influence is heavily out

weighed by $ his view of the Homeric 'self' as an "open 

force field", lacking structure and subject ta frequent 

and indeed often,trivial intervention from without.~8 

Russo and Simon, for. example , understand Frankel's 

v:iew as meaning "'t-hat the Homeric self or ego is 

simply not clearly concËived of or Qefined, either .. 
wi th regard to i ts component parts. or ta those forces 

. \ ~ 
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" 

that impinge upon it from without. n49 Friinkel's view 

thus implici tly denies to Homeric man an awareness 'of 

personal responsibility. 

"-
As we have seen, A. W. H. Adkins aiso allows to 

Homerie man a 'personality' whieh may override various 

impulses. 50 However, he eonsiders this situation n~t 

typical of ~he Homeric conception of mental activ~ty; 

i~ c.Ommon wi th Snell and Voigt, Adkins would deny to 

Homerie man any real sense of personal responSibilit;,.y., 
~ 

Reiterating Voigt' s view of impersonal constructidns 
... 

sueh as ~5& éÉ. ILOt. xa:ra 9uI-LoV dptO"'t''l"} cpatv€.1:o ~ouÀ.'lÎ, 

Adkins claims that "there is a distiRct difference 

in model •.. between '1 deeided' and 'i t seemed lies t 

to me ' . The latter suggests aOkind of spectral 

balance into which the r:easons on one side or the , 
otJler are poured until at length, after due consider

ation, the balance goes down by itself an4 action 

ensues. The model is qui te different from one 
, -. 

involving the idea of deeision."Sl But, 81'S E. L. 

Harrison ~ad already pointed out (in response to 

Voigt 1 s similar ·claim) , in passages where impers onal . 

construet'ions such as this are used, "we know already 

who is involved on each occasion: al1 we wish to be 
/ 

told at this point is what he decides ta do. And 

the cQnclusion that through this shift of emphasi,s 

----_._------~---........ -..,...------~ 
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the situation in sorne odd way does:the deciding, 

rather than the man himself is surely wide of, the 

mark. ,,52. 

" " 
• 1 In support of Harrison' s point we May cite 

r 

Od. 11. 225ff. When Odysseus, in the Underworld 

wishes to question separately the shades of' the 

wornen he ponders how best to ,proceed and announces 

, bis plan of action as 1 this ~o u)"n appea~ed bes t to 

me~ .. ' (Od. 11. 2~.O). But .immediate1y prior to his 
.' 

announcement of th~e ~O\)\T) he ,in tends to carry out, 

he' states exp1iei tly his own part in the proeess: 

a.&-ràp t.yoo ~o6\€.uov ~Tlroç t.P6?1.111. hâ.o't'T}\I (229).,' The 

signif~cance of Odysseus ' awareness that he himself 

is responsible for- the considering and planning 

r cannot. be overemphasiz~d. And even in the ensuing· 

impersonal construction the standard is still Ilo L: 

27 

, this j30Uh.f) appeared best ta mer. (The juxtaposition 

of ooxe; 1: and VO éro at Il. 9.103- 5 "indica tes that use 

of the impersonal construction implies no abnega tion 

of responsibility; what seems best' to Nestor is 

precisely' the v60ç which he has himself devised: 

a.&-ràp tyoo\l èpéro lSç llOL ÔOX€.L etvat. &PI.O"'t'a. • .1 oô yâp 

-rl.ç v60v 11h.h.Oç âlJ.etvova 't'OÜÔ€. VOT)O"€.I... / olov ~rw vogro.)' 
1 

1 
Another type of forIIJ.ulaic passage in which personal 

dec,ision is denied on the Snell-Voigt view invol ves 
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'what we would calI 'soliloquies', in which a man 

speaks to his eu~6çJ pondering alternatives. It is 
1 

claimed that the man does not actu~lly choose one 
";.~ .. .... ~ 

- ~ <. 

alternative o~ the other but rather he is overtaken 
f i, 

by events originating from some,agency external to 

himself while he is still in the midst of deliberating. 53 

For example, .!.l. 11. 40~ff., Odysse'us' debate with hi,s 

eo~6ç wh~ther ~o stand or flee on the battlefiela, 

or Ode S.355ff., Odysseus' debate whether to abandon 

his raft in the stbrm off Scheria. In such passages 

the ~nsuing action, following the debate, is intro-
" 

dUted wi th the formulaic phrase "t',HoÇ 6 't"a tse' &5p~a 1. v e 

Ka't"à ~pévd Kat Ka't"â eu~6v •.. But such a ph~ase is , , 

not to be taken as indicating an interruption of the 

process of,deliberation; it is merely a vivid way of 

~xpres;ing the immediacy'of t~e e~suin~ action. And 
~ 

in fact in th~ two passages cited Odysseus has quite 

clearly alrea~y ma~e tfs décision 
-

before tha action 

proc~eds,54in the,first ~o stand and fight, for' 
~ , 

better or for wors'e 1 and in the second ta c~ing to 

his raft, even against the advice of the goddess 

Ino Leukothea. 

The latter passage is clearly significant with 

regard'to the question otHomeric man's dependence on 

external age~cy for the instigating of action~ But 

../ 
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equally interesting is the fact that this passage 
~ , 

is-by'no means unique in this respect. E. L. 

~Harrison points out'that in addition to many passages 

in which "divine influence and human7' spontaneity s'tand 
(. . ~ 

t~~ethe~ as two aspects of the same thing" Ca situation 
- ' 

Dodd~, refers to as "overdeterminafion"), 5 Sthere are 

alsQ ~~ssa~es in which "spontanelty is separated from 

divine\~~~ ehtion, an~ even set in antithesis with 
i t. " 5 6: \, ,= \ -----------.' 

""~ l , 
. 1t is' trti '-;Âat the characters in the Homeric 

. l . . 
poems sometimes rerer to their own past actions as 

having been determined by the intervention of a god, 

e.g. 'Zeus robbed me/him of my/his wits'. 'But such 

statements, when considered ln their contexts, may 

be seen for what they. are, namely, excuses for,other-
~ . . 

wise inexcusable behaviour_. _These st~rments constltute 
" , 

a specia'l type' of abnegation of respémsibili ty and 
, 

we are not justified in extrapolating from this 

specifie situation to Homeric man's general conception 
. , 

of personal responsl'bl1ity. Harrison has a very , 

perceptive cOllment on this type of statement: "the . " 

phrases involved belong to'a universal hum an tendency , 

of. the '.1 don' t know what made me do i t' type:' and 

they constitute a convenient method of'disclaiming 
'/ ' 

guilt in the past, r,ather than a surrender of personal 

\ ' .. 
-------,- --.' ~.,"'_T.I< __ ~· .... •• ... ·,I_._. 
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freedom"',~n the present." 51 'A s imilar', device occurs 

l 

in the use of the vocative ôa~~6v:&/ôa~~ovC~, a terrn 

used only bY'one character to another., neveroby the 
" ~ '. r;: , 

poet as an 'objective' judgment on a ch~racter's 
o 

Jactions or nature, and indicating tbat t~e speaker 

finds (or purports to find) ~he behavipur of the 
, . 

person so addressed incomprehensible and therefore 

to be attributed to an influence external ~o the 
o • 

person himself. 58Wè may compare phrases of the sort 

often heard in contemporary society: 'He wasn't 

himself'when he did that', ~I don't know what got 

into'rne', 'It's her medication, you know'. It 

BrPpear.s to be a natural human tendency to at·tribute 

to a source external to ourselves behaviour which 

we regard as inexplicable 'given ,o:ur ,con~eption- of 
" ourselves. (This situation extends on occasion to 

favourable i~fluence as weIl, e.g. 'The solution to 

the problem carne to me as 1 awoke'.) Homeric man 

was'simply more fortunate than we in having a p~ntheon 

of gods ready,to hand for the purpose. 

As for those passag~s in which a man pond~rs two 

alternatives and a god'intervenes to sugge!t a course f 

of action which the man adopts, the claim is made that 

these scenes present paradigm~ic insta~ces of Homeric 

man's incapacity for'decision-making, that the god 

<, 
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/ 
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makes a choiée for him which he then blindly fOllqws. 59 

However, an examination of these passages reveals 

that the typicâl situation is one in which the god 

does not in fact choose one of the alternatives under 

debate; rather ~e s~ggests a way out of the quandary, 

a course of actfon altogether. different from the 

:"" choices under d~bate by the person deliberating., The> 
'1 

a 'person then -chooses, to adopt the suggested course, 

in at least one instance with a comment on the advisa-

bi~ity of so doing. ,Eor example, in the famous . 
Quarrel in Book l of the Iliad, Achilles ponders two 

courses ofoaetion only, whether to kilt' Agamemnon , \ 

there and then or to forego his anger entirelY. . 

Athene intervenes, at Hera's instigation, not to . . 

choose either of the alternatives Achilles is debating 

. bu; to suggest a middle course,6 Qno t one Achiiles 

would normally h~ve considered, namely, to attack , . 
Ag~emnon with words.~ Achilles acquiesces, commenting 

that it is prudent for a man to heed the suggestions 

of the' gods. Again, at g. 10.503ff. Diomedes in 

the Thracian 'camp ponders whether to make off with 

Rhesos' chariot or tO,continue his slaughter of the 

Thraciarts, whereupon Athene intervenes to suggest • • 
insteaœ a hast y retreat whiie time permits. Even 

Zeus himself, the tsna:roç ~1jO"t'CI)P, rece'ives this 'type 
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of advice, Il. 16',43lff.: when Sarpedon<faces his 

doom in the person of Patroklos, Zeus in pit Y for 

hi's son debates whe~her to allow ~is death or to 
, 

rescue him from 4he battle and transport him to his 

home in Lyci~: Outraged at this threat to the 

appointed way, Hera proposes by way of compr'amise 

th~t Zeus àllow Sarpedon's death indeed but send 
'. 

his body to Lycia for prbper burial. 'Nor did the 

f~ther of men and gods fail ta heed her.' 

32 

In s.ituations of this type, the god's suggestion 

represents the sudden' realization that there i5 a way 

out of" an apparent quandary, that one i5 not in fact 

pound by the choices one has been debat~ng. The 
1 

. appearance of the god 'is a dramatization of this 

flash of insight that seems to come to one from 

outs ide. 6 ~ . 

In addition to those occasionil passages in 

, which, a process of delibera ticn is exp1ici tly repre-
ù 

sented, there arè numerous passages in Homer in which 

consideration of alternative courses of action is 

implied. 62 The following is a brief s'rvey taken 
1 

from Books 1 and 2 of the Iliad: 1.83, Calchas bids 
) \ 

A~hil1es svear that,h~'wil1 defend him if he sp~aks 

out against Agamemnon; 'cons~der' (<ppa.,aa.L), he 
, " 

concludes, 'if you will keep me safe'. ' 1.140,..,1' 

.: 

.: 
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Agamemnon, having agreed to give up Chryseis, demands 

sui table recompense following her return, , ,saying, 
1 ~ 

'We will consider this matter later' (~e~a~pacr6~eaea). 

1.188-9, Achilles, is provoked beyond bearing by 

Agamemnon's insults and threats and,his ~~op 'pondered, .. 
two ways 1 (51..t1vÔI.Xa ~ep~~p.l..ç;e'V) whether to 'kill 

r 

Agamemnon or to check his anger. 1.r93, While 

• Achilles pondered (~p~al..'Ve) the matter in (or perhap~ 

ih accordance wi th)· his ~pf)'V and e u~6ç, Athene appeared ~,' 

1.343, Achilles remarks an Agamemnon 1 5 shortsightedness: 

'he does not at aIl know,to look at once before and' 
, behind'. As mentioned above,63 t his is the Homeric 

way of saying that Agamemnon is not making an 'al1-

things-considered' judgment. 1.542, Hera reproac\e's 

, '1 ' . -

. ' 

Ze~s for always giving judgments which he has beén, 

considering (cppo'V~e'V't"a) iJ,l' ~ecret. 1:55'4, 'In response 

te Zeus' sharp retort, Hera protests that she.is not 

in the habit of questiening him, but 'at your ease 
, 

do y<?u cons ider' (cppâ.l,;; ea 1.1 wha tever you 'wish' • 
'il 

2.3, 

Zeus did not sleep but pondered (~BPWf)p t.l,;;e) xa't"d ' '. 
',. cppêva how to honour Achilles. 2.13-14, Zeus bids the 

, 

Dream tell Agamemnon that the immortal$ are no longer 

2.23, The Dream reproaches Agamemnon for sleeping in 
~ , 

1 

the midst of crisis: 'it is pot fitting for aman wno 

, . 
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is a counsellocr (~ouÀ.'T'}cp6pov <!\lÔPa.) to sreep the 

whole,night through'.64 2.55, Even Agamemnon, whose, 

solution to his dilemma at Il. .IO.lff. is to go, ask 

Nestor, is ~n occasion capabl~ of planning: when he 
" . 

had convened. the council of elders 65 he 'contrive,p. a 

cunning plan (nux~\I~v ~p~6ve~o ~ouÀ~\I)--although, 

given the repercussions of his 'cunning plan' this 
, 

may indéed be a touch ,of irony on Ho~er's part. 

Harrison" who sees Homeric mari as "an independent 

agent capable of spontaneous acts," 6 6 questions Voi-gt' s 
, ,< 

method: "Voigt examines sorne three dozen passages, 

leaves untouched the general pattern of Homeric 

behaviour, and comes to the conclusion that tbere is 

no "noti.on of responsibi.li ty in Homer. ,,61 . It is in 

this 'general pattern' that we may clearly see Homeric 

man' s conception of himself a's a responsible agent. 

Moreove., if Homer is incapable of conceiving of 

action originating oih~ than through external agency 

where does this leave his portrayal of the actions of 
, 

the gods? Where, .f~r example" does the ~ouÀ~'of Zeus 

come from? lf Homeric man relies on the gods to make 

his decisio~s, on whom does Zeus relyr 68 

* * * * 
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My appr'oach to Homeric psycho1ogy is aiso at 

variance with the so~ealled 'intelleetualist' view 

of the Greek mind, notaoly represented by E. R. ,Dodds, 

which, as M. J.' 01 Brien observes, has become, in one 

form or other, a commonplaee of seho.larship. 69 This 

view, most reeently in evide9êe in A1brecht Dihle's 

, study of The Theory of Will in Classieal Antiquity, 

attributes to.the Greeks in gerieral and ta Homer ~n 

partiêular a bipartite psychology based on the inter-

action of rational and irrational facto!s, reason 

and emotion, wi th, as Dihle r'emarks, "no room for 

the concept of will." 7 0 Yet Dihle' s own observations 
~ 

of Homerie usa~e)oblige him to concede that ~€voç in 

Homer "cornes, indeed very near to the modern notion' 

of will." 71 Faced, however, wi th this potentiall.y 

"devastating threat tQ. his theory, Dihle takes refuge 
.--..., 

in the conventional view that ~gvoç ~epends for its 

existence on psychie intervention: "~évoç •.. does 

not belong ta the normal -or natural equipment of 

man aecording to Homerie psychology .... ~évoç ls 

an additional gift [from the gods] , prpvided only 

on ~ spècial occasion and not supposed to become a 

lasting part of the persan in question ••.. It is 
j,Î 

something numiri~us which only appears where'the gads 

unpredictably interfere with human affairs, thus 

'w, \ J, , ; ~! 
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disturbing the calculable seque~ce of events.,,72 . 
This view of ~gvoç (an ext~eme version of Dodds' more 

~ 

moderate view) does not survive a close scrutiny of 

the Homerit texte 

E. R. Dodds had earlier seen a vo1itional e1ement 

in lJ.évoç: "The connection of menas with th'e sphere of 

volition cornes out clearly in the related words . . 
~6VOI.Va:V, 'ta be eager', and ÔO(J~6vf)Ç, "wishing il1,.,,73 

However, DOdds, like Dihle, regards Homeric man as 

not possessing the concept of will;7~indeed he 
:r 

considers the absence of the concept of will to be 

responsible for the "h'abi tuaI 'intellectualism' ,,7 5 

which he sees in the Homeric (and later) account of 

character and behaviour, and on which his theory is 

based. He thus attempts ta relegate' ~'gv-àç to the 

real]Jl of psychic interv~ntion: "The temporary possess

'ion of a heightened menos 15',., an abnormal. state 

'which demands a supernatural explanation. . .. It is 

an abnormal experience. . .. the act of a god." 76 

It is not clear to me whether Dodds would accept 

the premise implicit in the wording of this claim" 

namely, that there is a normal state of Homeric man 

that involves the lasting possession of an ordinary 

amount of ~gvoç. If this is in fact the normal 

state of affairs, }what would this ordinary ~êvoç be? 
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Dodds observes that "in man [1J.&voc;] is the vital 

energy, the 'spunk'." 7 7 But if we concede' that 

lJ.êvoç is 'yital energy'~or 'spunk' and that it is 
iF 
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connected with the sphere of volitioni we might as 

we11 ~impl~ calI it 'will'--or the conative agency 

in man, or whatever term we ,prefer from the tradi

tional voc~bulary of 'willing'. The problem now is 

that we are in danger of contra~icting the claim 

that'there is no concept of will in Homer. 

It is of course the accepted view to regard 

Homer as .beine' pre-conceptual. M. J. O'Brien, in 

his effort to show that the Socratic paradoxes 

(tha~ 'virtue is knowledge' and that 'no o~e does 

wrong on purpose') were indeed paradoxes, presents 

a strong case for his view that '!the. supposed 

intellectualist bias of'th~ Greek m~nd ... does not 

exist." 78 Through a detailed study of words denoting 
o '. 

mental activity from Homer on, O'Brien demonstrates 

that the Homeric (and later) language defies classifi-

cation by our theoretical categories; i t o'ften happens 

that the same word has both intellectual and volitionai 

- reference, a phênomenon 0' Brien finds in ordinary, and 

poetical language of aIl periods, in contrast to the 
'\ ~. 

pre~isions of philosophical termi~~logy.79 Yet O'Brien 

copcurs with Dodds in seeing the lack of a formaI 
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.. 
concept of will in Homer; he would likewise d~ ta 

Homer a formaI concept of intellect, which he ~gards 

Dodds as implying. Bo We may ask, however, what exactly' 

it is that is being_ denied to Homer in this claim. 

If by a formaI concept we mean a topic of theoretical 

refYection, something' for which an adequate definiti~n 

or account of its essence may,De given, then indeed_ 

Homer has no fo~al concepts since explicit theoreti

cal reflection is not part of the Homeric subject 

matter. However, it has been recognized at least 

since the later Wittgenstein that it is entirely 

possible to have a concept in a meaningful sense 

of the term wi thout being -able to gi ve an adequate . 
defini~ion or account of the essence of whatever 

is involved in the concept. 8l Concepts ~n this less' 

rigorous sense are unquestionably present in Homer. 

Homeric descriptions of psychic activity, for 

example, cIearIy indicate the presence of a concept 

of cognition, ~ concept of emotion and impulse, a 

concept of rational deIiberation. B2 Why ~ot, then, 

a concept of will? 

The issue is complicated by the variety of 

conceptions to which the term 'will' has been 

attached in the Western philosophical tradition. es 
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Will May be taken to include desire, feeling, emotion, 

and whatever el se in human' experience is not treated 

as knowledge; or it may be given any one of a number 

_ ~, of specialized ip terpreta tions such as, for example, 
~~:::.. 

/ 

the notion of 'free will'. 1 believe (and 1 hope 

to demonstrate elsewhere) that many of our traditional 

conceptions of will were present in early Greek 

thought but were conceived of as distinct age~ies 

or powers and referred to by distinctive language.8~ 

Thus, as in the case of. 'soul', eax:ly Greek has no· 

single word corresponding to our word 'will'; we ' 

find instead a cluste~of words, each denoting sorne 

particular aspect of what we ,desig~a~e by the one" 

~ord '~ill'. It would appear ta be j~st this cir-

cumstance that leads commentators to feel justified 

in denying the concept to Homer, but in fact the 

inadequacy of g single term to denote the manifold 

- conceptiôns subsumed under 'willing' is indicated 

by the extensive debate regarding the nature of 

the will throughout the philosophical tradition. 

We are not justified in denying a concept (or 

concepts) o'f will ta Homer s imply because he has 

no si~gle word corresponding ~o our (by no means 

unproblematical) word 'will,.B5 
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In'this connection~Hermann Frankel's ~omment ' 

pertaining to his discussion of Hesiod is worth 

citing: ----

l do not adhere to the doctrine that we 
have no right ta ascribe to a thinker a 
notion for the unequivocal expression df 
which he possessed and used no specifie 
tool. Quite to the contrary: it i5 
perfectly normal for this or that concept 
to have. existed in a person's mind, in a 
less definitive fOJm, long before someone 

. , 
else couched it in dry and set philosophical 
phraseology .... A realization that it is ' 
easy ta m~5translate, foisting upon the 
ancrent thinker concepts alien to him, , 1 

must not prevent us from fOllowing up clu~s 
where we'see them cleàrly pointed in a 
definite direction. as 

l would like to enter the plea for the study 

of Homeric psychology~. " 
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Chapter III: Towards a new model of Homeric psychology 

The model of Homer-ic psychology which l propose 
/ 

\' 
here differs from Snell's 'process' theory as weIl 

as trom the~bipàrtiXe ~heory of the 'intellectualists' 

in that it accounts for the init-iating of action in 

an ordered sequence of functions of the major psychiç 

/', faculties v6oç, eu~6ç, ~p~veç and, l suggest, ~tvoç. 

~Î1' first briefly discuss Homeric man' s psych.,ic , 

faculties (excepting ~tvoç) and their functions, 

beginning with a discussion of tux~-although, as 

indicated below, 'the _Homeric tux~ is not responsible 

for any specifie psychic aetivity, as are the four 

faculties just mentioned. The following ijiscussion 
, ~J 1 

0, 

of the Homèric v6oç, eu~6ç and ~péveç is bàsed on 

accepted views of these faculties already established 
) , 

J ~ 

in the scholarly literature; if my account offers 

any original contribution, it lies primarily in the 

: use 1 make of these accepted interpretations in my 

proposed mod~l of Homeric psychology. 
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As we have seen, Snell consjders tux~, eu~6ç 

and v60ç the three 'organs' responsibi~ fol Homerie 
/ 

42 

man's psychic iife.' .. tu\f) he sees as "the 'force which 
, 

rkeeps the hum an being alive. III !dentified with" the 

-1 'breath of life, it is lia semi-concrete organ which 

elCists- in a· man as long as he lives"; 2 it is th~' 

"'organ' of life."s "As fjr its location, and its 

function, Homer passes them over in silence"; ItHomer 

says only that the tox~ "leaves Its owner w:hen he 

is dying, or when he loses consciousness ... the psyche 
\ 

is risked in battle, a battle is fought fot~it, one 

wishes ta save his' psyche", and so forth. ;"5, "!t', 
f 

,appears [Snell concludesJ as if in Homeric', times the 

~erm psyche chiefly evoked the notion of an eschato-

logical soul." 6 '. 
',/ 

. Subsequent studies have pointed out that the 

. HQmeric tox'f) , having in fact no . spe,cific\ mental or' 

emotional functions in the living man, is not to 

'" -be grouped with eu~6ç and v60ç as a psychic 'organ'; 

"i ts 'esse', r' Dodds observes, "appears to be 'super

esseo' â&d nothing more. 11·7 0 
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In her 5urvey of the role o~ tox~ in the Homeric 

poems, Shirley -Darcus 9bse-rves ,thft the 'lr0XT) is "some

thing within man that can'be fougHt for, removed, , ~. ~ 

destroyed, or lost",; Bthe 1jrIJXT) can b'è" risked, given 

up, or won;9it is loosed at qeath or breathed out 

in a 5woon; it leaves the dying man through the 

mouth or through a wound. After 4eath the tUXT) 

exists in Hades as an etô~Àov of ,the perso~ who in 

life had p05sessed it. D~ring life the 'lr0XT) is the 

object of attention only when it is threatened or 

when it 'leaves the body at death or at the onset of 

a swoon. 10 
~ \ 

On the basis of Homerie man' s \apparent attitude 

t,o his VIJXT), i t has been elaimed that the tlJxf). is 

"the fo~ce whieh keeps the huma~ being alive"; 11 . 

"the breath-soul endowing [man] with life.,,;12"~hat 

whose presence en5ures that thé individual i5 alive."l! 

Yet there is no evidence in Homer that a causal 

, relation' exists between 'Ir IJXT} a!1d 'life'; aIl we can 

say i5 that tIJX~ is normally a concomitant of 'rife'. 

,. Clearly, a man t s tUXT) leaves h"im (or his body) forever 

when he dies. But equally elearly i t leaves him, 

temporarily when he faints1~nd, upon recovery, it will, 

, 0 
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have been obvious to him, as weIl as to any bystander, 

that he was not actu~lly dead while in his tux~-les~ 

swoon; that is, his '1jr,\JXT) can be' temporarily abs\nt from 

a ,living man--a1though, a~ted1Y, a swooning or a 

sleeping man may not be thought to be 'alive 1 in the 

.ful1est sense of the word. Neverthe1ess, the faet 

( remains that whfle the presence of the tOXT) may L1 

/ 'i ,-
guarantee life its absence does not guarantee death. 

(Death invol ves the permanent 10ss not only of the. 

tOXTJ bu:t of the e uf.16C; and Jl.é\loC; as weIl.) 15 

It would appear then, that oowhat is depend7nt on 
- ,\ 

the presence of the 1jruXT) is not 'life' i tself "but 

rather 'consciousness', in the sense of an awareness & 
", 

of onese1f and one's surroundings, a necessary' 

condition for psychic activity. And just' a,s con

sciousness is today common1y remarked upon 16 only as 

leaving and returning to a person, 50 the Homerie 

",oXTJ is notieed only in its absence or threatened 

'absence .. Moreover, the dependenee of consciousness 

~ upon something tàat is identified with the material 

breath 17 is, in Homerie terms, entirely understandable 
. ~ 

since consciousness 1eaves a man when he 'breathes 

his last' or 'has the wind knocked out of him'. 
c~ 

o 
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.' 

It has been observed that while f ux1J fi.gures 
'. 

prominentIy in Homeric descriptions, of the onset of 

a swoon, it does not appear in descriptions of'revivaI. 18 

" '1 

Bohme argues that ~ux~ 1s excluded from such contexts 

precisely'because it does not denote consciousness, 

whereas e ~iJ.Ôç and J,J.êvoç\1.. regularly do. Bchme concludes, 

therefore, that- the Homeric '" UXTJ is not a "Psyche-
l ' 

seele" but a mere '!Totengeist". 19 Nagy likewis~ notes 

that while the tOXTJ commonly leaves the body at the 
) 

onset of a swoon, "only the thüm6s or ménos are men-
~ 

tioned as returning to the hero when he is revived. ,,2 0 

IHe claims further that, "before dea th, the worQ. psükh~ 
is as_a,rule excluded .from designating the realm of, 

cons,ciousness, of rational and ~motional' funct ions," 

'whereali "both thüm6s and mènos may designate con

sciousness and the facul ties . "ZI 

In suggesting that '/tuxf) might .best be understood 

as that on which the consciousness depends, l do not 

claim tha t it refers to "the realm of conscio~sness'L. 
, "-

in the sense of a':'location where rtrational and emotional" 

activity takes place. Psychic activity in Homer takes 

place in the ~pêvsç, which contain the vôoç and eu~6ç 

and,surround the t~op/x~p/xp~ôt~.22The pTesence of the' 

.... 
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tox~, 1 ~epeat, appears to b~ a rtecessary condition 

for this psychic activity. 

46 

As for the exclusion of tux~ in descriptions of 

revival from swoons, there are two~puints which would 

appear to invali~ate the oonclusions of Bohrne and , , 

others·based on this observation. First, N~hri~g, in 
~ 

hîs analysis of Homeric descriptions of swoons, points 

out the regular occurrence in descriptions of recovery 
l' ,~ # 1 

of the verbs 4~~vu~o/d~RVÛe~, signlfying the revival 

of the respiration. 23 'Implicit ,in these expressions is 

: 'the return of the tOXTJ, whj.ch is identified with the 

bre~th;24thus, on!y the word tux~ is ~issing from 
, v 

these~ormulaic descriptions, not the concept. 25 

Second, it is appropriate that eo~6ç and ~évoç should 

figure prominently in reç2ye~y from a swoon (and" 
" particularly 50 in the case of Homeric heroes) since 

what is noteworthy about reviva! i5 not the return of 

mere consciousnessbut the resurgence of the victim's 

'spirit', hi~ cap~city for physical and emotiqnal 

activity; only when this capacity is no longer impaired 

is his recovery considered complete. 26 

. , 
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Our understanding of the Homeric coneèption of 

v60ç we owe prinçip~lly to Kurt von Fritz, whose 

47 

, conclusions eoneerning "v6oç and voetv ~n the Homerie 

Poems" remain esserttially unchallenged. ~ 7 Von Fritz 

showe4 that v60ç in Homer is eonceived of as exer-
, 

eising a "kind of mental perception," which i~ ta be 

distingurshed from ffpurely sensual perception" on 

the one hand and from a process of reasoning on the 

other. 28 Its derivative verb VO&LV means "to realize 

,[the full meaning of] a situ~tiO,n and to plan or to 

have an intention" wi th regard to that s.i,tuation. 29 

~ ~ 
,j"This plan [also des ignated v6oç] appears in the 

form of a vision which, 50 to speak, extends the . 
present si tuâtion into the future." 3 0 That is, "wheie 

~6oç means planning, it is the visualization of the 
" 

plan which we see unfold, not a-proeess of reasoning 

by whieh its usefulness or the neeessary interdepen'-

'dence of its different parts might be demonstrated"~ 1 

(my emphasis) .-" Von Fritz points out that "the same 

is true of the; passages in which v60ç means 'ta have 

an intention'. In these cases also it is very easy 

... l, .. , • i. pOt ldt'h! i{! .. Hi4 ;;;4, ,) 
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~o see that the vision of the intended action is 

st'ressed and not the process of reasoning by which 

~ person may arrive at his resolu~ion. Where, on 
" the other hand, a persan deliberates concerning his .. , 

.J 

future course of action, 'this process of deltbera-

48 

tian is never descrfbed by the word vo~t\/ but by a . ...h 

number of diff,erent words" mast of them derived from 

the root cppe\/." S 2 

, 
Snell, following von Fritz, sees v60ç as "the 

orgàn of clear images," "the ~ental eye which exer":,, 

cises an unclouded vision," and voetv as meaning "to 

acquire a clear image of something,~ particularly 

of a situation; "it stands for a type of seèilJ.g 

which involves not merely visual activity but the 

mental act which goes with the vision. !,3 3 

E. L. Harrison shares this view of \/60<; as "the 
-

mental organ that 'takes in' a situation as it is 

presented to the senses"; he cautions J however J tha~ 

the frequent (and natural) connection of v60<; with 

the facul ty of s ight "should not lead us ta over

emphasise the c'onnection.t:wi th vision to the exclusion 

~f the other senses." SltThe acti vi ty pes ignated by 

VOEtv could presumably be connected with any one of 

. 
'''4'" •• ...,..~! '.---- .... ~- r~~ ~..- ... ~_ .... _~r,- ... ~ ___ .~_ • ...;_r~'""·!:~~~~_ ..... , .... ~~_." l'''~ 
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the five senses; indeed, it may itself be regarded, 

as von Fritz suggested, as "a kind of sixth sense 

49 

. 
which penetrates deeper into the nature pf· the- ob-j \cts 

percei ved than the other -senses;" 35 

Harrison stresses a point made earlier by Bëhme 36 

and contested to sorne extent by vo~ Fritz,S7namely, 

,the non-emotional nature of v6oç, which he sees as 
" , 

"the direct consequence of the job i t does" of 'taking 

in f a si tuation. ~_8 Indeed, he claims, wi th Béihme, 

that "there is actual an~agonism i~ Homer. bet'1en 

emotion and the v6oç,,,u and that, 'unlike the situa-

t;ion wi th Homeric man' s emotions (his' e ulJ.6ç:r "the 
, 

q~estion of controlling Chis v6oç], or acting against 

it, or ihdeed of any sort of opposition between it 

and the "ego, does not of cburse ari·se.""o In -contrast 

to von Fritz, Harrison sees no volitional element 'in 

v60ç understood as 'intent io~' or 1 plan'; "i t is 
- , 

simply ~a man's] mental image of what he is about 

to do."lt1 

) 
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e olJ.6ç. as Harrison notes, "plays a dominant ro{e ll 

in Homerie man's psychie life. Snell defines aUIJ.6ç 

as "the generator of motion or agi'Î:ation, Il obs erving 
. 

that it "det,ermines physical motJon"1t2 and "is custom-

'arily the abode of joy, pleasure, love, sympa~hy, 

anger and aIl mental agitation"; It 9moreover, "oceasion

ally we also find knowledge residing in i t""'" (albeit 

knowledge of a particular kind, namely t knowledge 

whieh has an explicitly emotional element or basis). 

Snell observes that e \J\-L6C;; may refer ta (1) the organ 

which serves a's the se~t of (e)motions;" 5 (2) fhe 

funetion of that organ, in whieh eapaci ty e OIJ.Oç May 

be rendered (he suggests) as 'will' or 'character'; 
D 

or (3) a single act, each individual impulse being 

termed a e ulJ.6ç ... 6 

• 
~ . Wher~as Snell emphasizes the emotional activity 

of eu~6ç, Bohme considers eu~6ç to be responsible for 

both rationai and emotional functions." 7 He is followed 

in thi"S view by Harrison, who~ sees é UIJ.Ôç as "the main 

locus of Homerie man's deliberâtion and deeision" and 

eonsiders i t "qui te wrong to see the key to i ts Homerie 

. \ 
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usage in terms of the emotional tQ the e~~lusion of 

the rational."1'1t 8 This view is also aceepted by Nagy, 

who ,~takes a uIJ.6ç as designating "the realm of eon

sciousness, of rational and emotional functions"" 9 

(v6oç, being coneerned with "rational functions only," 

Nagy eonsiders to be lia mere subcategory of thùm6s 

in the living Homerie" hero ,''') . 5 0 " 

Howéve.r, as Snell in timates 51 and as Harrison' 

recognizes 52 (although he appears unaware of the 

implications), mu~r' so-ealled 'thought' in Homer 

has a pronounced emo~ional element: "thought," 

Harrison observes, "tends to be ~orried thought J 

angry thought, and 50 on."S! But"o~e may ask, is 

Hworried thought, angry thought," etc" thought at 

aIl, in the sense, that is, of a rational process? 

15 it not rather a being impe.lled to action by 

des ire (emotion) --desire tô atcompl~ something, 

, to avoid something, and 50 on? One' s desirés May 
J 

of course come into eonflict one.with another~ in 

which case there ensues, 50 t9 speak, a tug of war, 

in which the stronger des,ire prevails, or a balancing , 

of the confl icting desires, from which the weightier" 

emerges victorious. But this sort 'of process is to 

be entirely distinguis,hed from rational deliberation. 
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&Harrison uses the terms "the rational," "the rational 

element," "rational. aetivi ty" to refer to thought-

proeesses in general an~ opposes these to ",'the emotiona.1. IISIt 

It would appear to be more useful, in diseussing Homerie 

mental aetivity, to distinguish different 'types of 
- . 

thought-processes: cognition conceived of as a passive 

proeess and located in the v6aç, 'emotional thought' 

in the eu~6ç, and (to anticipate the next section) 

rational deliberation in the <ppév eç. Frankel- implicitly 

draws a'similar distinction in understanding eu~6ç as 

the seat of -"intimations whieh have no rational 

certainty and deliberations which have' an emotional 

element"; cpp1}v, on the other hafid, "works over things 
o 

~ 

and ideas ... it is the thinking, refleçting, and 

knowing reason. 115$ 

.. 
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, As I have just indicb.ted, <ppf)'v/Qlpsveç functions 

for Homerie man as, the seat of rational deliberation. 
"> 

The activities denoted by th~ verbs ~uaooôo~&6oo, 

~epIJ.llpt~CI.), IJ.TJÔO!J.ClI. ~ 6p!J.C1 tvc:o take place in the 

Qlpê~eç.56 The <ppéveç are aiso inv?lved in the exper

ience of certain emotions--~Ithough whether the <ppêveç 

serve"ias the location for these emotio~ or as the 

means by which a person experiences them is a disputed 

question. 57 -In any case, as Harrison notes, there is, 

on the-whole, a m~rked diffèrence between emotions 
, 

associated with the <ppêveç and those associated with 

the e u!J,6ç. For exam.ple, "the impuisiveness of anger 

and courage is much less frequently sea ted in [the 

<ppêveçJ: instead we find most commonly the intro-

spection of grief and of fear. 1I 
~ 

Moreover there i5 a 

"pronounced tendency for the <ppTjv ta be concerned 

wi th things of the mind rather than of thg body. 5 8 

c 

Thus, whereas the eo~6ç is cornmonly the seat of 

physical desire (for food, drink, etc.), the ~pévsç 

~ ar~ involved in "such feelings as the ,contentment of 

the shephérd as he watches his flock, or the joy 

.' 

1 
l , , 

~ 

i 
J 

1 
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produced by the lyre, a song, or the sight of 

béa~tiful things. ,,$9 That is, what we might term 

aesthetic pleasure is experienced 'in' or 'with' 

the ~pêveç, physical desire in the eu~6ç. 

Harrison obs erves further tha t "the irra t ional 

-impulses of the a uIJ.6ç are regula'rly conceived a~ 

"being in opposition to a man, 50 that they impel 

him, and he yields to them or overcomes.them. But 

such interaction between "man and his C/>pT}\.1 is lack~ng.". 

In the use of <PP"'v "the rational element is in fact 

dominan t. ,,60 

In the rational sphere,~ ,p~v is di~tinguished 

from v60ç by virtue of its reflective and deliberative 

capaci ties while \/60<; is limi ted to cognition and 

intui tive planning. 51 Harrison obs erves that "where 

thought about future action is involved, the <ppf)v 

calculates whereas ... the \/6oç visualises" (my emphas is) 

and he illustrates the point by a contrast in verbal 

usage: in such contexts \/O&t~ appears most often in 

aorist forms, never in the imperfect, whereas verbs, 

wi th ,pf)v are regularly imperfects, seldom aorists. 62 

/ 
The much disputed question of the location of 

the <ppbeç and their identification with a physical 
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.' 
organ (or org.nsY has yet ta be ~atisf~-~'~ 
resol ved. The maj or interpret.tl.ons .~~:h;agm., . 

, lungs', or, more vagu,~ly, 'a group of organs, wi thin , 

the chest region'. 63 The most recent extensive treat-

ment concludes tha t the case must be 1eft open: The 

"range of occurrence [of 'Ppéveç] suggests not a single 

organ but a grou'p situa ted wi thln a vaguely; defined 
:.., ,. 

area èxtending from the upper chest to the mid-abdomen. 116 .. ;:" 

, " 

However, i~ would seem that R:. B. Onians' inter

, pre'ta tion of 'PP ~ v eç as lungs 65 (despi te occasional 

overstatement) has 50 much to recommend it and so 

comparatively little against it--as weIl as being 

'l:lnquestio~ably the most thoroughly) and convincingly 

docum,ented interpretation yet advanced~'-that a very 
, ~ , 

strong . case indeed would be required ta j ustify 

rej ecting i t. l am therefore inclined to favour 

. Onians' identification of 'Ppéveç with' the lungs 

, ,! (perhaps including the diaphragm aiso 1 as Onians 

suggests) . 66 

FinalIy, since the 'Pplveç .re said to 'contain' 

or 'hold' or 'surround' t~e other psychic argans, 

v6oC;, ~uIJ.6C;, ~'t'op/xfJpl,'KpaôtïJ, they are generalized 
<--

as the seat of psychi<t activi ty, encompassing 0 the 
1 
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more specifie activities of the other organs. 
( 

This 

situation would aeeou~t for many of the apparent 
• '. a 
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'confusions' of psyehic activ"ity; as when \loetv, for 

instance, properly a fùnction of the \l6oç is' said to 

take place in th'e cppêveç.67 Given that the \l6~~ç is " 

itse'lf in the cppêveç 5uch an extension i5 entirely 

natural. 'Indeed, the very f~ct that the cp~iv&ç setve .. ' 

as the seat of~generai psychic activity and tha~ the 

other psychic organs may be regarded as parts of 

them (~r/at least as located within them) brings 

them- very close to being the single te:rm or concep't 

designating the. capacity for general psychic aet;ivity 
\ 

which,'Snell looked for in Homer and· found wanting." 
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To'conclude: tux~ appeàrs ta be a necessary 

,condition for psychic aètivity in that it determines 

the presence of consciousness. v609 refers to the 

c"faculty and function of cognitio!)., in a limited, 

'passive' sense. 9u~6ç is tne source of/emotion, 
/ 

particularly of the more 'active' emotions, those 

which serve as impetus to action, such as anger and 
". . 

fear, and of physical desire;. it is thus the so~c_E1 
, ~ ~ 

of impulse. ~p~v/~pêveç is the seat of deliberation 

,and. of the . .more 'passive' emotions of,' intellectual' 
• 

or aesthetic pleasure; it is also used in a general 

way as t~e seat o#~psychic activity, encompassing 
( 

the activities of the v60ç and ,eo~6ç. 
:; 
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Chapter IV: ~évoç as 'will' in early Greek 

. " 

In the preceding chapter l have described 

Homeric man's capacities for the mental activifies 

involved in cognitio,n, impulse, and deliberatihn 

and decision; these activities constitute the 

functions, respectively, of the'psychic faculties 

v6oç, ,eu~6ç and ~péveç. The sequential order of 

these activities in the originating of act~on is 

indicated below;lthey form the first three st~ps 

in a four~siep an~lysis of the activity known as ' 
~ 

'wi~ling', as it has been treated in the Western 

philosophical tradition: 2 

Step 1: 'The apprehension of a situation or state 
, 

of affairs: an activity of the Homeric v6oç. 

Step 2: Impulses arising in response to this 

situation: an activity of the eu~6ç. 

Conf1icting impulses may arise, in which case we 

have,: 

Step 3: The personal effort/to resolve the conf1ict 

of impulses in terms of som~~ye objective 

(the process of deliberation): an activity of the 

I~pêveç, resulting in a ~ecision or choice: poul~. 

• 
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(St~p 3 may be omitted in instances of instinctive 

as oppo~ed_to reflective choice, a distinction 

59 

. ~, 

recognized by Avicenna but largely disregarded by 

theorists in the Western tradition.)! 

Step 4: 'Controlled execution of the decision (or 

of the instinctiye choice) in volitionally directed 

activity or omis?ion of'activity. 

The actïvity involved in Step 4 (and the 

faculty of which this activity is the function) 

represents one particular conception of ~will'as 

~t has been uhderstood by various thinkers through

out 'the tradition. This specific aspect of the 

activity of ~willing'. involves 'a co~ce~tion of 

will as ~nergy, the power t9 do or prod~ce some-
,b 

thing; it is that ,which is responsible for the 

carrying out of one's choices or decisions, either 

~Y an external process invoJving bodily activity 

or by an internat-process involving a p5ychic 

effort to refrain from acting. 4 l suggest that' 

the activity involved in Step 4 is an .ctivity 

that was recognized by the early Greek mentality 

and that the agency or faculty considered proxi-

mately responsible for it was ~évoç. Mévoç, on 

this view, i5 (in modern terms) the capaci ty 6'f 

\ 
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the mind to act;' i t performs the functions to which 

it is directed by the other psychic facultiès, (As 
1 

we shall ~ee, ~évoç is also intimately bound u~ with 

physical processes,' just as now~days we link perfor

mance" to, for examp1e, blood sugar level or' adrènalin 

production.) . 

l will now present a discussion of selecte~ • . 

_passages in which ~tvoç occurs in an effurt to demon-. 

strate that the interpretation proposed here is 

applicable in every instanc"e and is, in many instances, 

preferabre to the various interpretations of ~&voç 

commonly accepted for these contexts . 

* * * . * 

1. Il. 1.188-224 

",a, "'&TO' n'7Àdo,vL 3' 4xor ylU(T', ~u 31 01 Wo, 
,"",OrfJ'fTUI À(IQ"(Cl4fJ" b&dvIl,X" IUPP.~P,frv, 
~ 3 yr ~trytI1IoU o~' ~pu/TfT&.lMllor ,,",pa JI.f1poO 
roù, pD tÙlaO'T'7jfTf&fJ/, 6 ~' 'ATpr~1J' IJlap'Co&, 

~r XAoJ1 7r"t$fT"W lpqnfTnl Tf Jvp.OlI • 
. ~or 6 raVS' IJpp.4/J/f ""1'4 q,plua KCÙ KIIN ev~lI, 
IÀ/CfTO 3' l/C j(OÀfOrO JJ.iy" E(q,or. ~ÀOr 3' 'Ae-q11'7 
0IJP41l0(JfJl' 7rpa yàp ~/Cf Ofà. ÀcvIC~Àtllor -H P'l, 
4,",~ dp.r;" tJvp.it f/lÙl.lovad ~r /C'7aopiV7J Tf' 

lTrii 3' o7nOrv, ~07j, Il~ KOP.'7r IÀf n'7Àf'lCllu4 
or", q,aUlOpiU'7' r~v Il' ctuCllJl aV rlf 6pârd' 
O&p.~'7crQl Il' 'AXlÀrQr, p.(Ta Il' lrp&.7rfT', a/,r(IC" tl ~ 

JlI5 

Ua.ucia' 'AO'l/I1"('7u' ' IlfUl.~ aloI 'oaaf rpA4JI6fll' 100 
\ ICa.l p.u1 ~"'V7ÎIT/lS' l".f4 7fTfpOfJlTa. 7rpoCT'7V3/l' 

".,lnr' aVr', alywxo,o ALOS' T{,COS', flÀ~ÀOv8o.,: 
~ 6ra iJf3pw fIl11 'Aya.,dp.uollor 'Arpftllao; 
ru' IIC 1'0' (pl"" ra Il~ K0.1 TfÀ/faOa, d'tw· 
Ur Wfpo".>'cPfTL ,,&X' 4u 'lfOTf ,Ovp)Ju O>4)t1TI.n J05 

-----
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Tall a' dr. 71porrlfl71f Ola yÀavlClÎi71&r ' AthiJnr' 

'·,~).8o, ly~ 71aûO'ovrra Tc\"0"6" l'lvor, cd ICI 71lBr,,,,, 
oVpcwôOw' 71p6 ~I p.' ~ICI o.a ÀfVlCWÀfllor "Hp'1 
WO) dp.Wf OIJ~ ~.AlovO'& 1"( lCJl~op.bn, Tf' 
/#;Jt..' 4~ À~y' lp~or. p.1/3~ é'rlm IÀlCfo Xf'p(' 
~. 7;TO' 17TfO"Ul P.fll dllf~'O"Oll c:,s llTfTa.l 71fp· 
W3f l'a" UfpilA), ro 3'f lCal TfTfÀfrrp.flloll lD'Ta,' 
lCal 710Tf 1'0' Tplr TJrrva 71a.plO'VfTo.4 4yÀa.4 Mpa 

,1jf3plOr ,fvflCa ~0'3f' aV~' faxfO. 71,{8io 3' ~P.ÛI." 

". 

T~II a' 47Ta.",nf3op.wor 71POITI4>l1 tr&3cu ~,wr 'AX~~~' 
.. xp~ !'fil V"'lA)lTtPÔII Yf, Olfa, É1I'0r tlpvO'CTarrOo., alll 

KCl1 pAo. 11"{1 Oup./f K€)(oÀlA)p.illDV· tZr )'àp l1P.fWOII' 

or /Cf OfoLr f71nrf((J1/TcU. p.Q.\œ T' llCÀuoII a.Vt;oû." 
·H Ital f71' àpyvpirr 1C~1f1I axMf Xfi'pa ~o.plù1J1. 

ta", 3' Ir ICOVÀIfOll ~rrf p.il'a ,(cpor, oV1J' d.71C8r]tTf, 

p.t16" 'AIh,JlOÛIr q 3' OiiÀVp.710Vaf PfP~/Cf& 
a.spaT' if aly4ÔXo&O Awr p.fTà. 3a!p.oJ/ar 4Movr~ 

II7JÀft3"r 71' f,afir" à.rap"Jpols f'd.tTlI'lII 
'Arptla'1v 'IlpoO'/n71f. «al 00 11'0) Àr;y. X.JlO&o· 

120 

" 

Mêvoç in this passage is commonly translated 
, . 

,'anger', but At~ene's interven~ion dges not in 'any 

way result in the checking of Achilles', anger' (xa. t 

o~ noo À~y& X6ÀOLO, 224) nor does sh~ indicate any 

'intention of doing' s~; we are exp,ress~y told tha t 

Achilles did not act against Athene's advice (065 ' 
\ 

~nte~a& /_~6e~ 'Ae~va.t~ç, 220-1), a~d her advice 

was quite specifie: 'Cease from strife and do not 
. 

draw your sword but taunt him with words' (dÀÀ' ~y& 

"kf)y' ~p"ôqç, \.L~ôè ~t<poç ~Àxeo xel.p.t· / (nÀ' ~·'t'Ol. 
'. 

~n&(""\1 \.Lb 6\1etôLO'O\l dlç lae.'t'a.t nep,:210-11). 

This passage presents a,p~radigmatic case for 

the interpretation of \.Lévoç proposed here; Achilles' 
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activities up ta the appearance of Âthene correspond 

point by point ta the first thTee steps of the schema 

presented above: 
, 

1) Achi11es"apprehen,~ion of the'situation:' he 

realizes the import of Agamemnon' s in~ults and-
" threats. 

2} Conf1ictirig impuJ.s~s in response: 

a) To kil1 Agamem~on there and then; 

~) To restrain his anger (x6Àoç) and, curb his 
o 

a ul-L6ç. 

3) His effort ta resolve the conflict of these 

impulses in delibetation: 6 TaÜa' ~pl-La~ve xCTd 

~p'va xat xa~a ~uI-L6v. It iS at this point that 

Achilles begins ta draw his sword, clearly indica-
.:) 

ting his imminent choice of alternative (a) To kill 

Agamemnon-. The next step would have bee~ our Step 

4: Controlled execution of the decision in volition-
L 

ally directed activity, namély, k~ing Agamemnon . 
. 

And, as we have seen, it is this execution of his 

(imminent) decisiQn~hat Athene ~omes to stop: not 

,the process of deliberation, nor his impulse, .., 

certainly not his anger, but his 'volitionally 

directed activity'. 

J 

" 
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.2. Il. 19.34-37, 67-68. 
ÙÀÀ4 tr6 y' El, àyop!)11 lCaÀJlTaf: 1jpwa, ' Axa~f, 
P.fjllUl à7l'Ofl7l'~)II' 'Ayaplp.voll', 1rOIplVI Aawv. 
/lt",a. p&' if 11'&ÀfjJ.OII 8Wp~lTVfO. ~lT'o a' àÀK1/II." 

",Q.g iJ.pa .pwanlcr,av4 plllOf 71'OÀvOaplTfi i/flÎICf. 

vVV a' ;rro& P.(V Jy6J 1rabW XOÀOV, avU T( p.' >un) 
alT/CfMwf: /lM p.fVf/lW1IlfV· au' c1)'f 6âlTCTOII 

This pass,ge also indicates"that ~tV?Ç ois not 

equated with X6ÀoÇ. Achilles, h~vin~ had ~êvoç 

no}., u9ÇtPO'éç placed in him by- Thetis" calis an 

assemb1y and announces an end 'of b.i~Àoç. . What 

Achilles receives from Thetis is·the.will to act, 

after his long period of inactivity~ , (Cf. the 
. 

discussion of Il. 17.456 below, no. 15.) The 
" • 

~évoç imp1icit in the reference of ~&veŒ~vé~ev , 

63 

in 68 'is a function of the x6Àoç (see the discuss ion 

of ~&v&atv&~v be10w, on ad. 21.426, no. 7). 

3-. Il. 9.672-679 

'ffpQf'or a' i'fpJ.W6 4vœ! clvapiv 'Ayap.Jp.llwJr 
Il d'ff' 4)'. p.', ~ 11'OÀ~UI' 'oaVlTnÎ. ,,/)'4 xOOO' 'AXa&6iv. 
1; f islÀ" ln/flTlT&JI àÀ,ef"fV(Il 3~ïov 'friJp, 
~ a'ffll,'ff', XOÀo~ tir' lx" J1.fYllÀfrrOptl 6v~II; If 

TGv ~. dT, 'ffpolTlmf' 'ffoÀVrÀa.r ~,or 'oaW'lTm' 
", ATp.fa'l .roaltrT'f, &v"' lw3pC", 1 A)'ap..}JoJIOv. 
/C,rllor y' oV/C JOlÀn lTf3llTlTa~ XOÀOII, cl.U' 11'1 pD,llOJl 
'ff1p.'ffÀcWfTCU plvfof, a~ a' cW4WfTai ~3~ lTà. 3Ctpa. 

1 ,. \ \ 

In reply to Agamemnon's query'whether 

still holds Achilles' e ulJ.6ç, 'Odysseus says ~', .'he is 

< 
" 

.. 
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not "willing to quench his X~,Àoc; but is f~lled still 

more wi th IJ.SVOç and spurns both you and your gif,ts'. 

Msvoç here is A~hilles' ever-increasing determination 

not to be placated, stemming from his ~ÀÀ~x~oç eu~6ç 

for which Aias reproaches him at 636-7. 

4. Il. 1.101-104 

~~" -HTO' S y' Ar d1r~1I /(ar' 4p' "ero' TaLer, &' lwlflTfl 
~qJ)O)r 'ATpf~7/' &pv «p'Co,,, "A"IapJfWfI)JI 

àx~~" p/J1«Or ~ "Jya ",pl,lfr Wl pJNaUHI' 
"lp."~I,,,lt1't1'. 31 Dl ,",pl Aa""m$Qlpr, it""lV' 

The use of ~évoç that Most nearly approaches 
, . 

r ap.'ger' occurs here "in Agamemnon r 5 reactian ta 

Calchas' allegatio~s that he is responsible IPr 
- 'Q ~~, 

the pestilence visited upon the Achaeans by A~àllo. (' \1\ 
H'awever, i t is clear that Agamemnon' s' resp~ns~ .. 

goes beyond mere ~nger to what we m_a~ c,ar(wiiifui 

purpose.' He does indeed first e:x:press angry " 

dissatisfaction with Calchas but he gees on ~t 

r 
once to avow his intention .fa be recom~nsed forth-

, 
wi th for gi ving up his original yépc.tÇ. The ~évoç 

• which fiIls his ~péveç May thus be readily under-

" 

stood as purpese~-angry purpose' Indeed--but purp9se 

or intèntion nonethe1ess and not simply anger. 5 
• 

(Contrast the -t')1tI.OV ~êvoç of Persephone: H. Cer. 361.) 

* * * , * * 
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, 5. 'Il. 5.251-256 

TOll li' 6.p' ~"pa. l3~11 'ltpofTlq,,, ICp4TfpOI Alol'~3'1r' 
fi l'~ T' q,ofJow' o.yOpW', i'lrf~ ~f fTf WflfTlp.fP Ou." 
~ ydp 1'0' )'flIVaLoI/ a.\VfTIC4COV'l'& J.UiX'fT8rn 
~~ /CaT4'IrTGlTfTfW' ln 1'0' "'lIOr ll'wfa.ôlI ifTTW" 

dlCJ1,lo» 3' f'lMl'CII/I iw,{Jru.Vfl'fV, rua /Cal ailTCIII ' 255 
lU!r(Oll .ip.' aln-wlI' rpfw ,.,.' cW" if naMar ' As,p,.,. , 

65 

This is one of many passages in Homer in which 

~êvoç is commonly translated as 'strength' or 'might,;6 

however, the context here, as in similar'passages, 

clearly indicates a volitional reference in t~e ~se 

of ~êvo~. In the ~resent passage, Diomedes' physical 

strength is not in questio~; whât he boasts of, what. 

he is concerned'with proving, is his steadfast will 

to withstand the enemy, however formidable. And his 

boast is justified by his ensuing aristeia, in the 

course of which he attac'ks and wounds both - Ares and 

Aphrodite, who,' in her suffering, gives him the 

epithet bnêp90~oç (5.376). 

6 • Od. 22. 226 - 2 3 5 

fi olitcln tlol y', 'mVfTfÛ, l'IVOI II""f301/ oMI TU clM7i. 
of" &T' a,.,.tP' '&1"11 AfVICCIIAlvtt dnra.r,pf~." 
flNn-ff Tp4,tlfTW Il'4p"o.o JlCAJA,,,;r alf~ 
....uotr 3' @3par 11l'f~wI fV aùJiI 3'1iorijT" 
~ 3' IjACII Pot/Aff npu1p.ov lI'ÔÀIf wpvayvUL '30 
fir ~ J/ÛIo', 3r. CTOV yI U}JoOJl "al «nip.a8' l/C&&rf", 
&.rra p.v"tmiJlOlI/ oA.olfJ6Pfai Q).lCll'Ol 'LI/41; 
~t 'y. 3tiipo. flWOV, fMp' 1,,' fCTTa.o /ccù B. lpyorl, 
cfqtpa l3pl oTOt',rOL iv àJ,3pacr, 3VCTI'fIIlfCTCT& 

Mlvr(J)p 'AA/C,p.~'1r &fPYfCT(cr à1l'qrt"fcv.· tl! 
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Athene spurs on Qdysseus with the taunt'that 

he no longer h~? the fl&vOÇ ~!J.1t eôov ~ha~ kept him.? 

fighting for nine years at Troy; in hi~ own hame:~~ , . 
she says, he wails (6Ào~6peaL) at having to stand,. 

up to the suitors. Again, it is not physical 

strength that 15 in question but the will to fight. 

7. Od. 21.424-427 

" T'IAlp.ax·. ~ tr' .s [',vor ~Jll j.lcyd.po&f1U1 iA~fL 
iil",or. oval Tl TOÛ trK01fOÛ J1!'f3POT0l1 oUI n TO " 
a~p IICJJp.DU 1'aWlJ)lI' 11" JJDl ,J/lor 1j.l1ffllOu iaTUI ' 

oVx ,zr P.f "..",ariiPff ciT~(ollTff OllOlITClo 

Odysseus attributes his in stringing 

the bow to his !J.évoç ~flneôov. It might seem that 

physical strength is indeed 't e issue here but a 

comparison of this passage with Telemachos' effort 

i5 illuminating. Telemachos was first to try the 

bow (21.l24ff.) 'and three times he made it,quiver, 

!J.~veatvwv to string it'. His effort to ~tring the 

bow is described by a verb that is (ta Homer's 

audience as to us) an obviaus derivative of flévoç, 

!J.EvEa~vELV. This yerb is discussed by Adkins in 
" 

his examination of Hamer's emotional vocabulary. 

He observes that we must translate the verb in one 

context as 'to be eager' J in another as 'to be'angry', 

j 

.. 

1 
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although Homer uses the same word. "The psycho

logical phenomenon which links the usages," Adkins 

says, "is a powerful forward drive.,,7 

In fact the apparent variety oi'meànings may 

67 

be reduced to a unified concept if w understand / 

one's ~eveatveLV as 'to exercise one)s ~'v 

psychic power, one's 'will') in the 

whatever impulse holds sway in t 
, 

rticular 

( " situation. Thus, when we hear a1,l the gods 

pitied. [Odysseus] except Poseïdon [w oJ ~evgaLvev 

continually against [him] until he 

native land' (Od. l.l9-~l), we understand that 

Poseidon continued to exercise his ~êvoç (his will) 
, 

to Odysseus' harm and we assume that his motive is 

anger a1though We have not yet been given an aécount 

of it. Likewise, when we are told ~hat Telemachos 

'three times made [the bow] quiver, ~eveatvrov to 

string it' (Od. 21.125), we understand that he is 

exercising his ~êvoç to the end of stringing the 

bow (tnLeÀn6~evoç ~6 ys eu~~ / veupnv tv~av6e~v, 

126-7). 'And in fact his ~gvoç would at last have 

brought him success had not Odys~eus stopped, him. 

It is, then, ~êvoç that iS'exercised by Telemachos 

( 

( 

iL 
J 

" .. 

1 

" 
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in his effort tp ~tring the bow and it is his own 

~~voç l~n~ôov that Odysseus boasts of as being 

68 

. responsible for his suceess. M€.voç in both passages 

(explie~t in the latter, implicit in the former) has 

the same referenee: d~temi~ation or 'wi11-power'. 

8. Od. 19.491-494 

T~v 3' CI~Tf 1rpoalmrf '1rfpC.pfJfll11 E-bpt1MfUl' 
Il ,,11(1101' (P.OIl, 7rOiOv af liror ~11yfl1 tp/Cor OMJlTIIlI1. 
otvOœ ,"11 otOIl l~1I "'lIor tp:trf3011 aVa' {'1A,,"!OV. 
1(à) 3' ~, 6Tf T&f (f'TfPtY1 Al80g ~~ aCô"por, 

As we have seen, the lJ.€.voç i~neôov of"Odysseus 

and Diomedes is commonly taken to refer to their 

physiCàl strength; however, the ~êvoç. l~n~ôov of 

, which Eurykleia boasts c'annot poss ibly -be understood 

as refèrring to physical strength and sO"is trans

tated by such phrases as 'fim spirit'. It is 

evident from the context that by ~êvoç l~n&ôov 

Eurykleia means an unflinching resolution of which 

she boasts herself to be possessed, 50 that Odysseus 

need have no fear that she will betray him. In 
G 

other words, we have here a case of volitionally 

directed omission of activity, a function of the will 

no less than'angry action or eager action . 
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9. Il. 5.888-893 

ToI' a' 4p' wo'ap<1 lMv wpG~q,,, IIfq,fATTYEplra. ZQ~ 
, If l'~ Tt J.&O'- &l107tpJa.oMf. W~,ÔP.fJlO!t l'ur4P''f. 
IxO,no~ al p.ol IfTfTL OEiu 01 "OAvp.7toV IxovfTw' a,o 
ClM ydp 1'0& tp" Tf 4»0.." 7rOÀf}'Ot Tf ,.,..&.xa.& Tf. 

".",.p4r TOl ~VO~ IfTT'W à&UXrTO'. aV/C Iw&rUCTô". 
-- --"'HplJr~ T1I11 l''tll fyw CMtoWfi MJW71p.' l'.zrlfCTCT,· 

~ \ 
~ contrast to Euryk1eia, whose ~~voç is . ) ~ ~ 

/ l~n&ô,~v--a positive qua1ity--Hera 'has .... évoC; that 

is not Just firm or steadfast but unrestrainable, 
,- \ 

unyie1ding: 

: 

10. Il. 5.892-893 

p."rpcJr TOL p.l1l0~ ÈfTT'lll ciâUXrTov. oV 
"Hp'w T1I11 J.LÈv Èyw t11I'~afi ~&p.ll'lp.' 

Zeus' complaint is sig ~ficant: he can haT~ly, 

restrain her wi th words--a meahs of restraïnt ' 

applicable only to an incorporea1 force. (~&VOÇ 
" 

can a1so be roused with wordi; see the discussion 

below, p.71.) , 

, t ~l. Il. 17.501-506 

"'AÀIC{p.r~ou. p.~ 3~ }'O, à.7t&~poOfll lVX1p.,u r'll"Jl'ovr. 
rua p,&>'" lp,7t'Vtlovrf p.era4»plv,,· o~ yàp tywyf 
"ElCT'op<1 np,a.p.~7jV p,III'o, CTX~fTfCT6a, ~, 
'Ilptv y' fT? 'Ax&AAijor KaÀÀ('fP&XE {3'lJ.Ltva& t'lMl'W 

vwi /C4Ta/CTfwav-ra. ct>o{3r,CTat 'fE nlxat clv3pcdll 505 

• ApYf{OlV, ,j Il aWor ÈJl2 7tp~'rO'iTW ~~{'1.'. 
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... 

Hera's ~€VÔÇ cannot be restrained. '~imilarly , 

Automedon observes that .Hector will not restrain 
1 

.1 

.(oxT]en09a,,) 'bis ~é~oç until he posse§ses the horses 

of Achilles; that'is, h~ will continue to exercise 
, 

his will unti1 he has achieyed his purpose. 

l~; Il. 10.479-481 
, 1 

,.'" dM' &yt 3q 'lf'pOpfpf ItparfpOIl p.fllor· aVal ''T( (fI XF, 'f 
'O'TdpflltU p./Afoll crW "eVXf(fW. à.Uà At? f1Ml'ow' .' 480 
~,~ v6 y' h&paS' l~. p.fA~(fotlf1lJl 3' ~p..o~ fno&. • 

J'he exercise of ~évoç is contras!ed" 'With i'dle 

inacti vit1 in ,Odysseus' exhortation to Dio~e.d~s: . 
'. '" 

'put forth xpa~&pàv ~êv6ç; you·ought not to stand . , 

, idly by •.. ' Thereupo~ Athene breathes ~tvoç into 

ni~medes'and he begins slaying on aIl sides. 

13." Il. 5.471-4-86 

... 

i ' ! '"S' d 14P'4"13~JI p.dA.4 "fC/CftTfII ",Er:ropœ 3'01/' . " 

'. 

'. 
. . . 

--.....;~ -.,. ,~- ~~-.------

'-EKiop. 1tfi 37/ rOL pivor ofXfT'q& & '/l'pW lx.ff1ICU:-

rpijr 11'00 &'-fp Aac211 '1fÔAw if/JUil ~3' ~1I''''oVpfAlII 
oloS'. crVII yop.{3PO'(fL ICa(TLyznfroLfT( Tf fTOLfTe. 

'TC;" Wu ~ 'TU,' fy~ lal~w 31/"ap.' ~~~ lIo7i<TlU, ·415 
MAà KaTa'If'T~tT(foo(f' ,roVIr &lS' àp.ttJt Alo1lT'Q.' 1 

~J.I.('S' 3i p.a.xôp.fa(J'. of 'lrip r' ~'/I'{/Cavpo, Illf&JI.fJI. 
/C41 yap ~'Y~" ~'Jt(/CovpoS' f~" p.4Aa T1JAOOfll fjIC(,I)' 

'T7JAoV yâp AvIC(" ~&v0t:J 1'11" a""lfJITl, 
(v8: 4ÀOXôlI 'Tf plÀ"" IÀ-''/I'o" ICa~ rnf'/l'WI1 vlOv.· .80 

, . ICQa. ~~ Kn1JUlT4 '1I'OÀÀ4, rà lÀôfT'4& oS' /c' i7l'~m1"_ 
clA.\à /CCl~ ~S' Av/C(oor .n-pVl/6) /Ca~ P./p.oll' 4&èr 
àvap~ ,."aXVa'afTOIU· o.ràp ~ T( /AO' (V0I'13f 'TO'OII 0 

oU" K' ~f rplpoLfll <'AXlUOt fi /CfU Cl}'o&fJI' 
nÎ1n1 5' (<TT1JICar, dràp oVô' dllo'fT' /CfArVftr , 485 

Àao'(fLV JI.fJIJp.fV Ka~ àP.VlI'P.fJlU.' IJJptfT(fL. 

4:ta 1"" 4. " tMt ,; 1 .su 6.;4 i' 
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Mévoç] is opposed to stand,ing inactive in 

Sarpedon's rebuke of Hector: 'you stand immobile 
-

(~a~~xaç) and do n9t even bid your ho~ts'abide and 

defend thei~ Wive~. Hector is affected by the 

rebuke and moves to act, urging his men to battle. 

, 
_ 14. Od. 1.31Q-322 

'H l'ft, 4p' &Ir rl1l'oiJO" à.1I'1{3" yACLVICw1IU 'A81ÎV77.~ 
&prM a' ~r Qlltrn'ata 3Ll1fTaTO' ~ a' lut Ovp.~ ~ ]20 

Dij/Cf "l"or /Cal 8&p!!,or, 'Û1I'lJ.WftO'lv ri l 1ra.Tp~' 
~Aoll Ir' ~ Ta 1I'tlpo,8tV. -' 

Just as the I-Ltvoç .HO).,Ue apoêç that Achilles 

receives from Thetis (g. '19.37) enab1es him to 

act onGe more a~d calI the Achaeans to assembly, 

so too Telemachos is impel1ed to act by the ~&voç 

:aJld 9cipaoç placed in him by A then~. His masterfu1 

tone in his ensuing speeches ta his mqther and 

to the sui tors amazes every6ne (aqlJ.~T)O"a.O'~, 1.360; 

aa.o~a,ov, 1.382). He caI1s the Achaeans to assemb1y 

" .,/their f~rst since his father' 5 departureJ and 

~, . bold1y addresses the ,suitors, thereby fulfilling 

Athene's purpase, her expressly stated intention 

in providing him wi th I-L~VOç (~ •• ,88-91). 8 
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15. Il. 17.426-458 

\ 
\ 
J 

/ 
f" 

r".mn ~. Ala~~ao [J&XT/~ d,7r&.v(V8fV Mvrlt 

Ma,OV, ~1I'fi ~~ 'TtpWTQ 1I'1J81fT()-qu ~I1IÔXOLO 
fU /cov{l1fTL '!rfCl'OvrOt V~' "E/(TOpOr avapO~OVOLO. 
~ poaU AVTO,dÔWII, ALwprOt 6.Nc1[J.O~ vt&r, 
1I'oUà JÙu ap [J&.fTTlyl 80p ~1I"[JQ(f1'O 6'(,,6)v, 
1I'oUa 3~ p.n)I.IX(OLfTL 1I'pornr$3a, 1I'oUa 3' àprlp' 

72 

f rw ô' oUr' a", l'Tt, V1Îa~ f7l'l 'TtÀarnv 'EÀÀ~lT1I'ovro" 
,j9fÀlTI71' UvaL o~r' f~ 1I'OÀfJJ.OII /lofT' 'Axawti'r, 
àM' IZt Tf ITT11À77 [J'un (P.1TflIOU, ~ r' l".l rojJ.{3tt . , 
avlpot ~~Kp Tf(J'''fJÔTO~ ~~ ')'VuaL~O~, 
&Ir JLlvov àlT</JaÀlw~ 1TrplKaÀÀla Mq,pov lxovrrr. 
o~3n fVLf1'/({p.'/tavrl /(a~a.Ta· ~cLcpva ~I IT</JL 
8tpp.à Karà {3ÀlCP&PWV xap4ëlr PIf p.vPOp.lVOlfTW 

~VufXOLO 1TOO'fl' Oo.Àfpt, Ô· fp.U!(VfTO XaCTT/ 
(rVyÀ'Ir i,rpl1l'oVua 7rapà ,vy~v ap.rf1OT'I~lJfv. 

Mvpop.lvlU Ô· I1pa rw yf là",v 1À/77fTf KPOVCWII, 

"un}fTOS Ôf K6.p77 '7TpOTl Av [JvihîlTaro 8vJLÔv· 
If a' Ôf&Àc6, TC ITcpwi MjJ.Ev n77À~ cWaKn 
8V7fTét. vJIof,r a' ffTTOV à,yripOJ T" à.8av&rw T't. 

'i lioa ÔVtTn!VOLU' JLfT' àVôP&lTlV t\')If' 'X'f7ToII; 

oiJ jJ.fV ydp Tl1l'cr6 fmll oi(vpwrEpou'à,vÔI'Ot 
1I'&vruw ;rurra TE ya,av 17rl 1I'Vf{(I Tf ICa, 'y:rn. 

'" aM' w p.àv VjJ.'" ')Il /Cal 4{JlJ4fTl ôalôo.ÀlollTw 
"ElCTwp llpLap.tm,r f7l'0XVITfT'ai' o~ yàp ~dalU. 
1} oiJx ll).Lr 6,~ l(a2 TfVXr' lXfL /Cai f7rlUXfrac aVrOJf: 
ITrpWill ô' ~V y011l1ll1'l1'I {3aÀw [Jlvo~ ~ô' Jvl Ovp.ét. 
orf1ptl. Kal Airrojdôovra lTaWfTErOV fIC 1ToÀ/jJ.oco 
Jliia. 11TL 'IÀacfwP&t' ln yap 11'rf1IITL &ao. dpl,w, 
ICTf("EW, dr 0 I(f vfja~ lVITITIÀjJ.ovt ac/J{/ciA>VTaL 
Mp T' ~IÀLOs /Cal l'll" /(vlc/Jas [fp~1I IABp," 

·.ar fl7r~v r1t1tOCITW lvl1tVfVlTfv p.lvo'i ~ll. 
T~ a' à'Tto XaIT&œV 1(0V(7[II cWMIT~f Po.À&JlTf 
ptp.!f1a tfJlpov (Joov 4pp.a Jl.f1'à Tpcda. l(a1 'Axaw6s. 

440 
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Mêvoç as the will to act is breathed by Zeus 

into the horses o~ Achilles as they stand unmoving, 

like a grave-stele, mourning for Patroklos, Despite 

the efforts of Automedon, with the lash and gent le 
i \ 

words and threats, they ~ ~ willing (~eeÀé~~v) 

to .,go ei ther back to the ships or into battle, until 

--___ j~i--"~ __ -'~t __ ~ 
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Zeus put ~BVOÇ in their knees and eo~6ç. Then 

the~ shook the dust from their manes and swiftly 
• 

drew the chariot"across, the battlefield. 9 

16 • l 1:· 1 7. 7 4 2 ..... 7 4 6 

at 3' cZr 0' ~,.,.'ova, KpaTfpÙV /J-l"of àI41/3a>..ôvnr 
IAlCwtI" if tpEOS «aTà '1I'ŒL'1I'CJÀÔfITCTQJI à.TC1p7TAv 
~ ~Olcl}V !Tf Mpv IJ.fya In/iov' lv 3' rt evp.;'r 
TftpfO' dp.oO KClp.4TIf> Tf ,,'a, 13p'Ïi IMfMÔJITftl'tI'lll' 7 U 

~s .ot. "Y' ~)J.)J.fJ.LaédTf vl/(w q)lpov. -

It is xpa~epôv ~évoç that enables mules to 
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drag a heavy lo~ down a rugged mountain path, despite 

'the sweat and toil that wears away their eo~oç. 

(Fr~nkel sees in this simile a reference to the 

"soul' s power of will", which \ enables a man to 
~ , 

overcome weariness in accompli~hing his p~rpose.)10 

17. Il. 23.524-525 

cllla ,.,.w «TtCl "(XQlJfV' dt/>'''Af'l'O "YCtp pivor ~b 
r1Ml'OV T'ii' 'Ayap.iI'-VOV'flf, "CJÀÀtTp,xor A!'8'1f' 5JS 

An increase of ~évoç enables horsès to ,run 

faster. As they near the finish-line of the chariot

~a~e ~eneiaos is quickly overtaking Antilochos becaqse 

the ~é.voç of his ma're suddenly increases. 

,,' 
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18. !l. 23.467-468 

11184 "'"' ~1(7r(lTl(", dttJI ri/) 8' 4pp.arG afa" 
cd 3' '~btP~'1lTav, brtl ",I"or lUaf3t ev",Oll. • 
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Mêvoç out of control can make harses go astray. 

When Idomeneus is unable ta see Eurnelos roundini 

the'turn in the chariot race he conjectures that 

Eumelos must have been wrecked and the mares bolted 

off-course 'when ~gvoç laid hald of their eo~6ç.' 

This is a case of the hors es , 'will' overruling 
~ 

that of their chariate~r. 

. 
The will of immortal horses is especially hard 

ta hold·: 

19. .g. 17.475-477 '-

"'A.\Ic4u&o", Tet y&p fO' 'Axa"~,, cluOS' dj.LOÎor .. 75 
t11"1I'1II" cl8Cl11drlll" IX'p.,,, 3p.qlTt" Tf ,dl/or 7't, 

Il "'~ ndrpoKÀor, 8fJc;W P.~aTlllp clTd.\a/1TOf~ 
l 

20. Il. 7.37-40 
, 

o. T~" b' aVTt 1I'pofTlmwl 4Pae d'Of vlos ' A1I'4A)w)". .,' 

""Empof 8plTwp.o /Cp1ITfpOJl p.l"oS' 111'11'03&j.LO&O, 
'iu ,.w& 'll'OVI,~av4WJ1 1I'po/Ca.ÀlfTfTfTŒ' aM(Jn olor 
à.JITCf3UlJ1 p.aX1ITMtJtl!; lJI aluff 317'onjT", 40 

21. IL 21. 144-146 

rcji p' 'Axv..ebf fTrÔpoVlTfJl, cS 3' dvrto, fI( 1I'OTap.o~ 
tUTTI 'X(.o)JI 3~o 300pt, ",/',0S' 3i 01 ~I/ t/>pfl1'l ~/Cf lU 

iâz,8oS', J7Tfl ICfxô)"wro ooilCT'ap.I"(.o)1/ 4l(17&iIl, 

• iS>~\' 
'; -\)1'1' ...... 

1-, 
-, 

{ 
\. 

j I,t t ;1)1:'t::e;::_!"t~~~---' 

( , 



( 

" 
1 

: ... ~ 

.( 
. " 

22. Il. 5.561-564 

T~ n 'IJ'~"O",.' IU"",II af1r1~&Aor M~,. 
Pfi a~ a&l 'ltf'Op.J.X(I)J1 ~'lCOpv8jdJlOf af8fnf' X~~., _ 
",il.JlI IYXft'P" Toil a' ITptnJflI phof" AP'1f, - ./ 
Ta t/Jpwl(l)JI, lJIa Xfp"lJl W' Alwtao 341"''1' (' 

• 1 " 

The ~O~~~I'~ç 50 that he 

challenges, ano~he~./o sin&rè--~~at. In the firt5t 

passage, Atnene ~d,APOIIO agree to rouse the 

xpa~epôv ~'voç of H~ctor sa that he may challenge 

one of the Danaans. In the second, Xant'hos puts 
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~gvoç in the ~pêveç of Asteropaios 50 that he stands 

forth ta face Achilles. That ~êvoç in these instances 
, 

is not 'might' is made clear by the third passage in 

which it is .expressly stated that Ares roused . 

Menelaos' ~évoç ~o that he might be vanquished at 

the hands of Aeneas. When Ares rouses a man's 'might' 

the latter would surely be expected ta prevail. What 

Ares rouses here is Menelaas' will ta fight sa that 

he will be foolhardy enough ta enter a duel with a 

mightïer opponent. 

23. Il. 15.262-270 

-Do, tZ_ t~7rllfVtr' "iI,or ,Jya '.m,1~"1& ~awv. 
~f 3' 8rf TU tn'aTOf f1l'7l'Of, luoaT"7]lTaf 1'111 tf>4"'11' 
3flT~V tl'IToppq,ar 8f'.." 'lTf3tow' KpoaW(I)I', ' 
,lœ8wf Àovfria& lvpp'ior 'lTOTap.ow, 155 
ICWwœv' m;oii a~ 1C&Pl1 lXn, à"q,2 3~ xcûTa, 
,zp.ol' atlT"OJITai' d a' ay~a.t1/tf>I 'IT''lTol8wf. ' 
~(~a. 1 )'oWQ rfJ1pfl p.tT& T' lj(lfa. lta2 VOJJ4J1 r'lMl'œv' 
&l, "'E«T(I)p ÀCUVnlpà 'Jf03af Kal yoVJI(U" IJI~1J4 
drpûl'œJl l~c1S', ~1rd 8,ov IKÀUfl1 Q~JI. '70 
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The effect of Apollo's infusion of ~évoç 

into the reviving Hector i~ described in a simile 

in which Hector 1 s demeal).our is compared to that

of a well-fed, stall-bound horse' that breaks his 

hai ter and runs stamping over 'the plain wi th head 

held high, exulting ,in his splendour, as he seeks 
1 

the pastures of mares. What is conveyed by the 

simile is an impression not of physical strength 
, . 

but of ~hat aspect of will referred to in expres

sions of the type 'la spi!ited horse'; it i~ this 

, spirit' (or' 'spirits'), this manifestatian of 

will, th~t Apollo gives back to Hector. 
t. 

* * * 

Mêvo( is often associated with the verbs 
, 

~êlJ.O'Va.yf;"o,,~â.(J.), ~c.vf;atv~, and 1J.a.1.lJ.â.oo, which are 

tradi t~nallY trans lated in langua,ge based on 

, -)--------~-'eâ:g'e-zne~'. lJ.ê.VO" v a CI) and IJ.f;V ea. ("CI) are transparent 
~ .'l,._{ ~ 

~-/-,=--~ derivatives of ~!voç; Il l'a ,~&'" is a reduplicated 
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form of '*lJ.clCD, a reflex of the Indo-European root 

*më-, which ~okorny glosses as "heftigen und 
< 

kraftigen Willens sein. 1112 Rabbins observes that, 

in contrast ta *më-, "the idea of will is not sa 

primary to *!!!!!!-. '~13 However, these two forms 

may weIl be variant forms of ~,sing1e root (*~-/ 

*meHl-) rather than distinct roots; variation in ' -, 
, 

r.oot-final c9nsonant is attested elsewhere in 
" 

*mel- /*.meHl-. lit - '- IJot~ova is derived from 

*m~- (lJ.&m) by Cunliffe but Meillet d~~ives this 

fom from 1 *~-' and glosses i t as "!l,tvo'$" habeo". 1!5 

(lJoêvoç itself Meillet understands as 'referring to 

"impulsionem quamdam interiorem".)16 

24. 
J" '} 
/' 

. \ Il. 13.39-80 \ 
\ 

TpC,tr a~ ;>..0)'1 tro, ?zoU/tr ~t 'Ov~ÀÀl'I 
, "EaopL npltlpt.al1 &p.orov p.~p.a;;,-ru 11roVTo. ,,0 

&fjpop.o& avta.xo&· 1J.:7tollT'o ~È Jriiat 'AXa,c,1I 
alpiflTfw. 'afV/fw 3È ."ap" airrôO, 'll'4VTat apC,"ovt. 
cL\.\à. rrOl7t~&CllII ya,~oxor fllllOl7(Ya.,O, 

• ApYf{OV' '-rPV1If. f3a8f(T/~ I{ cU.~S' lM';". 
dtrdf.U1'oS K&A.XIUl'r' al par Kal d.-rt'{Jla t/>CII"q,. . -+5 
Af/UlT'f 1rF*TCII 'll'po(1'II/l'l/. jAfp.4&Tf /Cai airr~· 
" AfCUlTf. 17;~ p.lv Tf 17~(1'fTf M6v • .AX,:"cliv 

, . 
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cL\.qr IIJIf1VQpl&lW, p:q3È "fJVfpOW f/lO~OUI. 
&>.Art P.fJ' )'àp 'r~Y' ,w M~UJ. Xft'par à&7ITovr 
TpcrSfIIV, ot ",Ira. 7'ft'XO~ WfpICa1'/f3T/IT@ dp.O..~. 
'fouIT'v yàp 'l1'âV7'a~ lÜICJ!1jp.,an 'Axa,o{· 
'l'ji' a~ a~ alvômro/l 7rfpwffa,a 1"'" n 1r&.8Wl"f/l, 
p pt 8 y' cS À1X1I1'~&j~ f/lMyl f!ltfÀOS .;,yfJlOJlfVf&, 
"EI\T~p, &S' â,as &x.fT" fp,uOlvior n'dis fWCll. 

at/>;;',v a' tZ~f Dfew T'L$' Ivl rppfVL 'l1'o'~lmfJI' 
«M-cd 0' ~a7'&.p.flJa, fCpa7'fpOOr lCal àJJlIlylP.fV l'1AÀovr-
1'c4 ICf lCal IITtrdp.fJ1C)V 'lffp fplll~va'T' à'll'~ JI71G1" 
~1W'II'&pcùlI, fi /Cal ~UI 'o.\vp.'lrw$' cWr~r qf(PfL." 

·H, /Cal IT~1I'llv(!f )'a&~oxo~ fVVO/T(YaLOS' 
Jp.t/>OT"lpw /CfIC01l'IIJII 1TÀ~(1'fV plUfO$' KpaTfpoZo, 

. )'Via ~f 8fiICfJ) ÈÀatf>pa. 'l1'o~a~ /Cal Xfîpa~ inrfp8fJ). 
aVT~s ~' cZ$' T' rpJ!ê W"lnr7'fpO~ ~p7'O 'lrITfa8al, 
6s Pd T' à'lf' alyCÀnl'os 'l1'lrpTfS 1TfP&P.~/(fOS clpOflf 
dpp.~1T]I 'lff~(OLO a,~.I(fW OP"fOV ruo, 
lis cl'll'O T'WV 'Îi" nOlTlLMùl" luovlX8wv. 

, 1'oi'w t lyuw 1I'pÔIT8fV 'Oï.\ijor 1'axvr Mar, 
ar'/la. a' ~p' Afavra 1TpO(J"~TJ Tf'\ap.~vlo/l vloll" 
" A1CIJI, l'lftC rIS VW4 8f;;''', ot "O'\vp.'lrOV IX01XlI, 
p.tlvrIZ fla&p.f&los ,,1> .. fT'a& 'l1'apà V71vITl p.aXfv8al, 
O1W & yI K&.\xar faT!. 6fO'lrp07rOS olw&l'~~' 
t'X"Ia. yàp P.fT07r1l18f 'lfoara" ~a~ /CJI7)~(JJII 
pli' lyvWlI ch/'lo&lT'os· àplY"IIlTO' ~f DIol 'lffP' 
/Cal a' f}AOl a..n-~ 8Vl"dS M an]8fITIT& rp{,\ow, 
p.âllOIl ft/>oppArq.I 1TOÀfP.((flV ~~f ~Xf(1'8a" 
p.a",,~fJ)tr, a' l&lfp8f 1T&af~ Ka, Xfipn iFrrf[J8f." 

To~ a' à:rrap.fI~ol"fJlOS 1rpotrÉtP71 T(À.a~lI,ot A14r· 

" mn-Ill lliill "al lfUll 1I'fpl ~o~pan XELpf~ &a1TTO' 
p.a~f1'w, ICa! fUl' ""vor lflpopf, 41ÉpO( a~ 'lfOVtrW 
ltrtTVp.tJ& à.p.q,orlpo&tr"· P.fl/OW~CAJ t}È lCa2 oior 
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"ElCTop& Up&ap.ao 4p.o1'ov P.f~1" ,.,.aXfIT8a&." 80 
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This passage abounds with references to the 

exercising of ~êvoç, both explicit in the noun' form 

and implicit in cognate verbal forms. It is worth 

considering in some detail the contexts in which 

these forms appear. 

78 

The TroJans are following Hector, ~6~UW~6Ç (40); 

against them PQseidon urges on the two Aiantes, 
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IJ.&lJ,allh"& xat a6't'~ (46), filling t,hem with IJ.évoç 

(ll&v &0<; xpa't'&poto, 60). Aias 1 son of Qïleus, 

remarking on the effe~t of the ~od's intervention, 

observes !J.al.lJ,rorocTl. 51 lvep6e: '1t65e:<; xa.t Xetpe:<; ~nepee, 

(75). Telarnonian Aias in turn declares, o~'t'ro vnv 

')(aL,tj.Lot 1t&pt oo6pa't'l. xetpec; dan't'Ot. / \.tal.'IJ.OOoï.V, 

xat IJ,0L IJ,rvoC; Ipop&, y!p6e ôè noootv / laaolJ,al. 

dlJ,q>'o't'épot.ol.· \.t8'VOI.Vaoo 5è xat otoc; / "Ex-ropt. npl.'(l~tO'O 
~ 

~IlO't'OV lJ.elJ.aoo~1. IJ,ô.X&oe'iit. "(77 ... S-0'). 'Poseidbn proceeds 

'ta rouse the ranks of the AChaeans, reminding them 

,of their former, invincible lJ.évoç (105), 50 that 
" 

they rally: oL 5' t9ùC; <pp6veov, 1J,511aO'av Sè IJ,a.X ec9a t. 

(135) • 

The clash of Irojan and Achaean !J.&VOC; implicit 

, in the previous passage is explicitly referred to 
,~ 1 

in: the formulaic phrase: 

25. Il. 4.447=8.61 (cf. Il. 20.374) 
#-', 

In the following passages, as in the two preceding, 

j.L&VOC; and its re+ated verbs refer ta psychic energy 
~ - . 

directed towards lbatt1e. 
, , , 
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Are's breathes this psychic energy into the '---. 

warriors: 

26. Il. 19.156-159 (see no. 37 be10w for the 

extended passage) 

JnÎOTUlI M-ptJI1f '!l'poT& "L\WII "tar 'Axal6i1l 
Tpwcrl l'4X7JfTof'//IOtIS'. i1l'd o~1C cJ)..lyoJl xpOJ1OJI lrmu 
t/WAtnnr. m' a" '8pClrov dl'lÀ~crCtlfT' q,&Aanfr 
cWapc\)u, lv 3l 8(~r '1nI,vfTll ""VOl dJl4OT/polcrlJl. 

Athene breathes it into Laertes: 

27. ·~-Od. 24.520 

.~ 6,or ,Q.T'0. K"' P' '''''1I1Ifvl1~ """0' L~I~ ÎîaMar 'AIhfll71. 

\. 

It ,is shared br bath Troj ans and Achaea:ns: 

28. Il. 18.263-264 

""""'IV ", '8,3('1'. 88, '8'p Tpwu lCal 'AXClwl 
i':: l''fT~ àJl4Ot-(po. "'lIor Il Apqor 3tlTloVTœ., 

29. Od. 16 • 2 6 lY- 2 69 

-T~II' 3' 4Vrf 1I'pocrlfl'llt lI'o.\wÀar 0&0' '0311fTcrtVf' ' 
If où pol" rOI /CfWCtI ~ 7foAvv }(polIOV àp.t/l2, lcr.rio., 
f/>uAôm30r lCpaTfpij •• hOT, IJ.lI11crrijpa, «al ~"w 
ill l'fY&poWW ~I'OLr" ,dvor ICPÛtt1rac "Af1I1or. 

It is roused or dimini3hed-or bound by Zeus: 

30. Il. 8.335 
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si. "Il. 15.490-493 
-l. 

,lft4 3' àptyvllJro~ Alàr àv~pcltn ytyVfTG& àÀ~. 
'Ùlbl IrrlOItTW ~~ inrlpTfpoII ~. 
1}3' 8Twar p.w6Orr rf /Cal allie i91>"T/I1UJ àP.-611fW. 
~~ W".' ApyfWJII p.uro6€1 ,Jvos •. ~JLP.L ~. dpt]yf&. 

32. Il. 14.72-73 

o~a 3f 'vu OTt roùr P.fll <Jp.wr JI4/C&pfa,,& OtO,,,, 
ICVMvfL. ~]plrtpov ai p.lvor ICaL XELpGr 13f]11'". 

It ,is stayed by enemy warriors but not by wal1s:, 

33. Il. 12.165-166 

ol, yàp lya>y' Ècp&P.71V TTpCIJar • AX4&wr 
aX~O'fU' ~P.'TfpJII i'f plvor /(a1 Xf'pGr cl&'llTO\If. 

34. Il. 8.177-178 

1-'1/-1/'10', ot &pa ~~ T&~f Tf(Xfa p.rixcwOClJvro 
l.{JM,xP' oUflIÔtFClJp4" ra ~. av ,JIIOf l1.~P ~~ ... 

'It is parted from warriors by the.onset'of night: 

35. Il. 2.386-387 - . 
OV yè" '7I'avITOIÀ~ yI p.fTllTtFfT4L, oV~' ~,ecuô'" 
fl,l'~ vil, fÀtlOV0'4 ~U1/(pwlfl ",/lOf cÙl3p;;,. 

---
, 

36. l 1. 5 . 124\-126. • • 133 - 14 3 

" " Oapl1wv llii". AW"'71~fs. ÈW& TpWffTlTC JMiXltrOac' 
, I" y&p ra, O'T1j6ECTCTL p.lvor w4rpt!J'iov ~/C4 

,,..poJlOII. oTo/l IXECT/(f O'4ICltF1TMor %7Mtora Tv&n1,. 

. ' 
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, 
tH ,Jlll l&p~ dmO" àTr//31/ )'ÀavlI:wlIu 'Ath,lI", 

TvMa", &' (,aVTtr lWJI 'lrpoJ.'&.XO&ULJI ip.lx6rJ, 
ICa, 'lrpW Trfp 8v~ J.'fp.awr Tp~€uu, ,...aX€uOa&.· , 135 
al, Nf'( l'W rplr 1'011'11'011 IÀV1 ",/"or, fZs Tf À/OJ1TtJ, 

JI1 pô. Tf 'lrO&J.&~" d'Y~ 111' dpo1r&KOIf dtfUt1'& 
XJX1-ulT]1 p.I." r' Q.lJÀ~$ {nl'fp&.Àp.V1oJl aM~ &a,.&4cnryJ' 
roV ',uv Tf uOIllor WpUEJI, l'lrflTQ. ~~ T' ~ 'lrpouQ.,.,.vVf&, 
clMà /Cara lTTa8p.t1Ù$ aV€TQ.L. Ta ~. l~p.a <fwf3f,rru' 140 

cd p.o, r' clYX"M'wru l'tr' àli,fÀl1(J'~ /ClxvJlTl1&, 
aWàp ct lp.tJf~~ f:Ja8/tJ$ 1~fT'(u alJ~r 
&r JU~, T~ftTC1" p!"/'1 1Cpa1'f~r âtOf&'13ftr. 

, ' 

1 82 ' 

Athene puts into Diomedes 1 breast the lJ.êvoç , 

d-rpolJ.ov of his father Tydeus and while h~ had already 

had lJ.êvoç for fighting the Troj ans (IJ.&I-Lawç Tpooeo(J"L 

lJ.âxeaSaL, 135) J now three times as much lJ.évoç took 
c ( 

hold of him, 1ike a wounded lion that wreaks havoc 

among thè sheep and then leaps from the fold slJ.j.Lsj.Laoo<; 

. (142). With c'omparab1e IJ.&VOÇ (6)ç llSj.LUOO<;, 143), 
/ 

Diomedes resumes his aristeia. 

37. 

* * , * * * 

Il. 19.154-170 (cf .• 705-706) 

",JO'T'&Clr arpwf 'lrpoTl1.\&01I "ta • Axa.*" 
T pmu, iJ4X'Iuo,ul101Jf •. ''lrd ~lJ dAlyoll ~JIOII 'tT'r4lo 

t!>ûÀ07r&r, ,w' 411 'ft"'ro" dp. 411'6)11'& tf>&Aayyff 
/wb"'", h, 3~ 8fO~ 7I'JIn ,uvor ap.t/lorlpoW'w. 
clllà. micracr841 cbreolx81 ~ l'll'l JII11HTW • AXClWÙf 160 

crlT'OV "al OWolO' T'~ ~ ""II~ ilTTl /Cal cL\q .. , 
1 

.\ 

'. 
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• " ., , ! • 'l' __ 'l ' 
OV yap alnlP 'frpo1raJI '/JJ4P U '1 I\IOV IC4TauVvm 

&«p.1ffIO' tTlT'OIO 3tnn1CTfTo" c'1VT''' +t&XlCT8",· 
ft 'f:fp yàp 8v~ y~itlllOW&f 1fOÀfP.lCfl.l'; 

clAM 7'f M8P11 yu'" !3atWVl7'CÙ, ~3~ '''XCÛln 165 . 
3('1'4 Tf /Cal .\I,wr. pÀâ{3ET~ al Tf yoVlICZT' WV'h. 
&r al ,,' ~p OWOLO ICOPfITCT&'/UIIO' lCal f~Î' 
d.v3pcitT, 3VCTJ.UvIllTCT' 'lf1lVl],JPLO' 'lfOÀl,JCll. 
!); , ". 1\ , .... ' 'ft 

8apCTaÀf0l1 JIll OL '1TOP (ilL tPPfCTLV. Owl T' ""'4 

'ltplv lCal'VfL, 'lfpLI1 -n-av,.ag fpWJ;6'o., 7roÀI/J.OLo. 110 

Apparently the mere presence of I-L&VO~ in the 

e u~6ç is not necessar:tly suf.,.ficient for a warrior' 5 

optimum performance. In the passage previously 

cited, Diomedes had in his e ull6ç lJ.É.voç for fighting 
'i!> 

(5.135) but it is the triple portion of lJ.évoç 

", provide~ by Athene that gives him the power to 
, 

perforw his aristeia. In the present passage, 

Odysseus advises feeding the men before battle to 

provide them with the requisite IJ.€.voç and aÀ.x:f) (161); 

for al though a man may have in his e uI-L6ç lJ.évoç for 

war~ing (a\Jll~ "(& lJ.&vol.vnq. IlOÀ&IJ.O;;;&I.V, 164), without 

food his l~mbs grow weary and he (lis troubled by 

hunger and thirst. 

a 

o\l 

Mêvoç is here close1y associated wi th food and 

wine; but IJ.boç is not iden'tifie,d wi th these substance,s, 

as, for example, Giacomelli understands it tobe: 
o 

"Diomedes and O-dysseus assert that IJ.&VOÇ is food, 

'and wine." 17 Wha t the Homez:-;c phrase expresses is 
\ 
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' . 
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that the functioning of a man's ~êvoç may be impaired 

by the lack of 'sus tenance for his body; th'e'-'same 

observation occurs in Menelaos' comment that, had 

he been longer becalmed on Pharos, his supplies would. 

have been exhausted and (consequent1y) t~: ~évoç 

of his men: 
-38. ad. 4.363-364 

lCa{ W /Cfll ?Îia. 'll'aVTa l<aTtlq,81f"o ICa, /livt' àll~p~V, 
fl J"~ f(r J"f e(~V o~ocpvpaTo /Cal #Jo' ~Àl'1a(, 

That performance--mental as weIl as physical--
, 

is ul timately dependen,t upon physical r;ell-being is 
, 

simply an observable fact; a modern parallel to the 

Hom~tic linking of food and ~gVOç is the recognition 

that mental performance is affected by physical 

factors such as blood-sugar level but the recognitio~~ 

of a relation oE. dependénce does not constïtute a 

r~duction of the former to the latter. 

The comments of Hecuba and Hector regarding 

the efficacy of wine show that ~êvoç is not identified 
~ 

with food and drink; while Hecuba observes that the 

~êvoç-of a weary man may be increased by wine, Hector 

recognizes .that, on the contrary, his ~évoç may 
\ 

ae:tually be impai-r-ed by wine: 

1 ;. 

" , 
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39. Il. 6.261 

40. Il. 6.264-26'5 

""tj /Am oivoll 4flpf. /l.f.ÀCq,POlla., 'lTOrVla ",~Tf.Pt 
,,~ p.' à'll'oyvu:,tT?1~ ,.JVlO~, àA.K71r Tf À&'Owp.tu· 

* * * * 

,\ 

1 
1 

1 

,* 

'1 . 
(' 

0< 

As we have seen, a man's ~évoç may on occasion 

be increased or diminished by a god; but certain 
1 

individua1s havè a constant supp1y of exceptiona1 

~,é voç. Eury1ochos complains that adysseus has 

~~voç beyond other men: 
<:ô 

41. ad. 12.279-80 

.1 ~X''''ÀlO!l El" ·OaUCTf.V, 'frlpC .,..0' "lvof OUl1;'l ï'V'ta. 
"âp.vEIS' ~ pa. /IV (J'oC yI. CTla,y,€4 'fr&.VT4 TlTUlCrcll, :ISO 

- :...,' 
, ,. 

HeraJcles has f.Lévoç tli:'Élt is never worn away: 

42. ad. 11. 27 {) 

Zeus is bllep\J.evf)ç: . . 
'43. Il. 2.116, etc. 

" 
oEWl4 'frOIl lu2 ,.,JMf. VrrfPf.'wt, 4'ô..OJl ("'cu, 

Q 
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44. 

" 

1 ,-

Kings are bnep~ev~ç: .. " 

Il. 8.236, etc. 

ZfÛ "Ir&.np, ~ pJ. TUf' Jja71 Vtrt;"'fJlIWII f3alTtÀ~wlI 

The Troj an allies are tJ11ep~e vf]ç: 

Il. 17.362 

'". 

* * * * * 

• '1 86 

An increase of ~évoç is not a1ways dependent 
n " 

\ 

upon food -or the br~ath of a god; ~6v.oÇ can be ' 

roused with words: 
(J 

46." Il. 12.265- 268 

'Ap.rfxrr'pw t/ Afcwrf ICfÀEVnÔtAlIIT' f"lrl mpyQJV . , 26,5 

'lTaIlTOITE rjxJl'MlnJv. p./vor ot'pVVOIITU 'Axa~v. 
c1.Uov P.EtÀ'XCO'i, 4ÀÀov OTEpfO'i J7I'1r1TITL , 

VfUcfOV. ~V T,va 1T&.}'X11 IUiX'7i "'fO,lllTa r~O'fV' 

,The two Aiantes urge the rne,n on, rousing the 

~êvoç of sorne with gentle words, of others with 

harsh ones. 

47. Il. 17.423 
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. Both Achaeans and Troj ans, wi th words of 

exhortation, rouse the ~tvoç of thei~ men,-

In a number of passages, the efficacy of an 

exhorta~ion to battle is remarked in the narrative 

by the formulaic line: 

48. 'Il. 5.4.10, etc. 

eo~6ç here is the desire to fight and ~gvoç 

the will to accomplish that desire. 

* * * * * 

The col~ocation of ~évoç and 8u~6ç occurs in 

,addi tional passages, again denoting imp4lie toward 
'. a specified action will to acc~~lish that 

action: 

49. Il. 24.198-199 J 

aw~r y&p p.' aVroll yf pl vor ÎtIt (}vpar hlloYYf 
KfW' lb'ut J'1T2 vilar 100w ITTparov tVpVV 'AXat6iv," 

50. Il. 22.344-347 

Tov a' ~p' v7roapa lôwv 'rTpolTlcf>rt '/l'Ôôcu' c:,KÙS 'AX'ÀÀf6s' 
- " J.'~ pf. leVOV. yovvwv )'01Jv&((O P?7Ôf TOIO/WV' 3015 
al y&p 'rTtJ>s ain-ov pf p.lvos /Cal tJvp~s àVf(fJ 

• I:J/Jo' à'rTOTap.v6J.'EvOV' /Cp/a lÔp.fva,;' oTa lapyar • 

. , 

r 
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. 51. Il. 20.1·74-175 

~.'A ~,,,' , \ LI ' 1 , 
wS XLÀ.'1 orpvvt P.EVOS' Ka, I7VJ.I.OS' aY'}VCJJp 

àvr(ov ÈAOI,...fvaL /J.€yaX.~TOpO~ Alvf(ao, 175 . 

52. Od. ·.,8.15 

f 

·53. Od. Il'. 562 -'. 

r , , 

.' 

* * * * * /~ \ 
• / 

/ 
~ 

The 10ss of ~~voç at death is referred to in 
f 

a number of passages. Atnene links ~évoç and eu~6ç 

in her wish for Hector's death: 

54. Il. 8.358-359 

.. Kal M'Iv om-ôr ')If p.lvor 6vpov r' ~Àl(ft,t, 
Xfpl1'lv {m' 1 Apyf(WJ/ rp()(P.fVOS' iJhrarp[ô, yal'[l' 

1 

co 

The collocation of ~évoç and tux~ uccurs in a . . 
formulaic phrase in 'deatn scenes: 

5 5 • l 1. 5 • 2 9 6 (= 8 • 12 3 =.8 . 31 5 ) " 
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An abbreviated ~ersio~ of the same formula 

appears at 

56. Il. 17.298 

Il€.voç is loosecf atopg 'wi th yutCI a t the moment 

/ of death: 

\l...., 1 
t 

57. Il. 6.27-28 
r . , 

/Cal jJ.tv TWV 'Înr/)\.VUE JA-'VO~ Kai cpaca 'JA-a )'1!,a 
M 1}KuTT1)taÔ'lS /Ca, cl1r' ~p.bJ1J T'fVX€' icnJÀa. 

/ 

The Il êvo ç of Kleoboulos is loosed by Aias 

son of onéus: 

58. Il. 16.331-332 

CW~11 tÀf. {3ÀacpO{IIT4 KaTà IÙtOvov' dU&. 01 aU" 
),.Û(TE /l/vor, '1rÀ~tar flqm a~'va KWm/fllTl. 

r 
Î 

89 

, MeT\.e1aos threatèns ·that he \lf11 loose the Iltvoc; 

of Eupho~bos: 

59. Il. 17.29-30 
, , 

3° 

\ 
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The I-Lévoç of lambs is taken away by the 

sacrificial knife: 

60. Il. 3.292-'294 

9H, Ka~ alTO /TTo,u&XOllt àpvwII nlJ.lf v1]Àli XaÀKf' 
/Ca~ TOur P.(II ICQTlO1]ICEIJ ~7I'1 xOoJJor 40"'II'a{poUTar; 

Ovp.ov ~fVOP.'II01JS· à'IT~ yàp ,ulvor ffÀfTO XM.ICOS. 

, " 

The l-Lév9Ç of a' heifer is loosed by the axe: 

61. Gd. 3.449-450 
, 

ljÀatTEU (fYXt o-ras' 'll'l,\Et:vr~' à7l'lKo..yf TÉI/OUTas 

aÙXWLOUÇ, ÀÛtTfI! Ô€ f3oà~ p.luos· 450 

.. 
The fact that 1l&\lOÇ is said to be loosed at 

( 

dea th and, furthe'r, tha t ln such contexts' i t is 

paired with 9uI-L6ç and more especially with ~ux~ has 

led sorne commen tatot's to conclude that I-L boç in 

these contexts means·'life,.18 However, this con-

clus ion is by no means required by 'the evidence. 

I-Lbo,ç and' e uf16ç are psyc~ic .' organs' of facul t ies; 

they fu~ction in a man (and, by extension, "in an 

90 

.animal) while he is alive and they çease ta function 
'[ , 

(because they cease to exis t)', when he dies; but 

they are not thereby equated with life itself. 
Q> 

" 

1 

" 

·1 
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The status of tux~ is more prob lema tical (see the 
\ 

discuss ion above, pp.42-46) but whatever the ttJxf) 

is i t is not simply 'life'; it is something that 
'1 

1 leaves ;a man's body when he dies. The. 'Vuxf) cont·inues 

. \ an existence the. to enJol'f of sorts in Hades but 
Il 

man's 'life' is finished. 

.. * * * * 

Mévoç is often paired with xe.tpE,ç (\.Lêvoç " xa. L. 

.xeLpeç, IJ.hoç xa."t XÈ.Lpa.Ç, 
NI , 

X ê L pa ç -r:ê I-Lévoç 'tE, and; . 
, 

in one instance, ~évQç XE~pWV) to denote the totality 

of a waTrior 1 s force, in both i~s· mental 'and phys ical 

aspects: 

62~ Il. 8.450-451 

'7rcl.vTws, olov tp.ov ')'l jLlvos Ka~ xf'iplIS lla'lM'oL, 

ov" I1v 11-( rpl.pEuw GUOI OEol flu' tv 'OAvP.1t'lf' 

63. Il. 5.506 

64. Il. 6.500-502 

al p.~v ln (wov )'OOV -ElCTopct ~ tvl oTKIf' 
o~ ')'ap p.w (r' Itpa.lITo Vzrorpo'/rou fiC 1To>..Ip.A>LO 
fEfC1'8a.I, '1tpocf>tryOvr4 pivas Ka~ XEtpar ' AXa!wJI. 
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65. Il. 7.307-309 

66. 

67. 

68. 

( 

11t, l> ô' 'f~ TprfJwv ~}LaôolI IC(~' 'l'lX' ô' txap1Jl1'av, 
W~ f~OV (CIlOV 'l'f lCa~ àprfp.la. '1TpOITIIJlJ'I'~, 

A~os TTPocpvy&vra Jl/IIOS lCa~ xiipas à&TTTOVS' 

~Ào~ IClv r,s roilro BElZ" Ôf{CTf&f lIc1r)p.a, 
&s ITlo 'lfOÀÀ~1I àrpavpoTfpoS X~,p&S Tf JlllIOS Tf' 

Il. 12.164-166 

ri ,Zfil 'lraTfp, ~ ~&. JIV lCal aV ·tplÀo'it~s iTlrv(O 
TT4i?(V ,,&>..'. o~ yàp lylJ'Jy' Ètp4Jl1J1I t'ipwas ' AXIUWS 

I1X~O'fW ~}L'TfpOIl yf }LIIIO~ lCal X fîpar à&'lfTOV~. 

Il. 13.105-106 
" -

&5' TpWfS TG TTplll yI! }-tillos I\:al x~îpa5' 'AXœ1wv ~ 105 

""!J.lIfW ~IC lO/>..EIT/COll lvavr{oll, ~ô' ~(3awll' 

69. Il. 13.287-291 

~ôl /CEV II/Ba 'l'fOV y/ }-tillos /Cal x!Ïpas ovolro. 
ft Trfp ')Iap /Cf (3MLO 'lf'OVE'liP.fIlOS ~( T1Y1ff{7JS, 

oliIC av tv allx"" t!7I'lCT8~ 'lrilTo, f3IÀoS' oVll' Èvl lI';Ttt'. 
dM&. /Cfll ~ I1'TlpllwV ~ 1I7]ôVO!l' WmOaf&f 290 

TTpOl1'lT1J'J tf].'~1I0'0 ].'fTà. 'lrpOp.aXClW dap,JlrJv. 

70 .• Il. 13.315-320 

of P.W l1Ô17v ÈÀOCllIT& Ka, ÈlTlTÛJlfVOV TTo)"lllolo, 

"E~opa ITPUlP.lafJl/, "al d p.cl.Àa KapTfpOs fl7TW. 
aZTTV 01 Èl1'lTfÎral p.dÀQ. TTfp J.tf}J.a6JT1 }-ttlXEIT(Ja, 

ICf(VIJ'JII 1I1K7]aavri }-t'vos /Cal Xftp,ds àaTTTovs 

lrij«S' lv'TTp~(1'al. OTt }J~ «VrOil' yf KpolI(lJ'J!I 

fP.f3JÀOI alBJf'EVOll oaÀàv zn/fd'O'" Bofia"w. 

3IS 

320 

: 
" 
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71. Il. 14.69-73 

oVrw ?TOU AI~ p.'u.~& Vrr'PP.fVt, 4>lÀou ~1va,. 
VwsnJJWOV~ à:lroMrTOa, à1T' ~4py~os tV~&ô' Ji}\xa,~s. 
"'Il ' ,,, 'A.. A ~ fi ?luta. p,W yap OT' 7TP0'l'PWU ~avaOL<I"IV ajJ.VVfU, 
o~a ~f vûv 8Te TOV~ plV O~S fUl/Capeucr& O,oÎcr' 
ICVMuf', ~jJ.'TfpOV ~~ ,duor "al xeîpas ltJ7'}urv. 

72. Il. 15.509-510 

~jJ.îv t o~ T,r roOO~ voos /Ca~ fJo7j,.,s àwJvwv, 
~ QÙTocrX({ILll ",litaI Xt.&p/J.~ r~ /J.bJos T~. 

73. Il. 17.634-639 

clll' l1.y~,." aVTo( 'tr'P 'cfJpa,~jJ.Eea jJ.~TIV àp{CTT7'Jv, 
~jJ.èv l11TWS TOU UfICpdV ipVUUOfJofV. ~Ôf /Ca~ aw02 
x&pf'a cfJlÀOIS h&polcr& i'fV~f'fea vOan]cravTEs, 
of ?TOV ôwp' opôwvru ilIC1JX,aaT', ovô' ln "'auw 
"EICTopos àvôpofjJôvo,o JAlvos /Ca, XfÎpa.S à41rTOVS 
11)(I/ITffTO'. àÀÀ,' f~' VllVU4 p.rÀaw'[Ilnu ?Tru/fuO,,,,. 

74 .. Od. Il. 501-503 

El rotO;'~1 lAOol/.u P.(IIVIIOt! '1Up ~s 'lra.rlpos M, 1 

1 
1 

T~ /CI n~ m~a(p., jJ.lUOf /Cal XfÎpas à&1TTqVS"; 
01 /Cf Lvov fi'ôIIlJJTa& 'UpyoulTlv "('. cl'lrD '1'IP.~S." 1 

'" c'o p. 

* * * , * * 
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The totality of a warrior's mental and physical 

'force is expressed also by the pairing of ~évoç an~ 

, . 
• r 
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75. Il. 9.705-70/6 

~, , e " A..!' • 70S ___ ---vvv P.fV 1(0ll1:ql1o,rr f: T(Tap7Top.fVOL '1'",01' rrrop 
~~--: u(rov Ka, otVOLO" Tà' yàp fL'VO~ furl Ka~ àÀJO]' 

.... " 

76. Il:. 19.160-:161 

llià wauauOm tWWX8L 80iir f1l"' VI]WW 'Axa1oirr 160 
"Crou KaL otvow' Tà )'àp J.Llvoo ÈUil lCa.l àA.KTj. 

f· 
77. Il. 6.264-265 

" /J.11 P.O! oivov ~qpf! p.eÀl4>pova., 1I"orvLa Jl~Tf:p, 
/J.)i p.' à1TO)'VlwO']1r Jllvfo~, tl.A.,,~~ Tf! À&8wr..io.I· 

78. Il. 22.281-282 

àMJ TIr àprLf7TI/f; Ital f7TlICÀ01l"Ot l7TÀfO JlV8WII, ' 
otPpa 17' V7TOafl(J'a~ p.lvfO~ tl.A./(;;~ Tf >'&OWJl«I. 

:65 

\ 
\ 

Paris does not reach the heroÙ: ideal because 

94 

) 
w~i1e he has àhX~ he lacks ~6~OÇ; Hector is saddened 

and somewhat baffled by Paris' evident lack pf will 

to accomplish the action of which he lS physicaliy 

capable: 

79. Il. 6.520-523 

To" ô' è7TaJl.('f3&p.fVO~ 7Tpoul,p"fl /CofN8aCo4or ~EkTc.op· 
.. aal/J.oIIL'. oiJlc 6.v T{~ TOL 3,II1]P. t>r lvalulJlOr d,!, 321 

lpyolJ àrLJllIO'flf /.r.ciX"fIr, l1l'd ~Lp.Of lITITL' 
àMà ~K~JV p.cOLfÎr Tf ICCÙ O~IC lOÉÀn~' 
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\ 7 
MtvO'ç is associated with breath in the formulaic 

phrase I-Ltvea. ITvetov't"e;s;,used (with minOT variations) 

of the Achaeans, the Abantes, and Odysseus and his 

supjrters as they ___ :ace the sui t~rs: 
, \ , 

80. g. 2.S36 •.. ~~3-'~41 ,,;' 

m a' Eü{3'otav lxoll f.J.~Vfa ~(rovrH "A{3run"fr. 
. \ \ 

\-
al;(J~:l1ra~ p.fp.aWTfi dpftcrffcn ------- ,', 

8wp'7/Cas: M(flJI t!,.,tCJJII à.p.rpl 

, 

\1; 
, 

Il. 3.8-9 

\ ' ot 1J' &p' !crav a"YP plvfa 1rV~(OVTfi ' AXaw{, 
\ fV t1v~ JIofp.aCrr~s àÀt:flp.w àM~Ào tll. 

\ 

8 Il. 11. 508 

\ T'ii pa '7rfp~fW'av p.lvfa 1TJ!fWV:fi • AXaw , 

1 

1 
il" 831. ' Il. 24.364-365 , 

oira~ ~ y' lôfuras plvfa 1rVf{OVTa~ • Axa,06~, 
or rot ôverp.r:v€Es: "al CÙlapa'tot fyyVS IgUti 365 

Od. 22.203 



(' 

l t is difficult to determine whether this phr~se 

refers to the phenofll.enox;. ot 'snort ing' wi th eagernes s, 

as does, for example~ a wrought-up Thorse, or, on the 
J" , 

oth~} hand, ta being'-f{~i'ëd wi~h '!-Lév,?S, as are the 
.' --- " 

~péveç of Agamemno~ in the Q~arre1 (l!. 1.103-4). 

Th~ latter interpretation might help ta make sense 

of the difficult passage at Ode 24.3l9: 

85. Ode 24.318-320 

320 

As Odysseus looks upon his fath~r mourning for 

him, his 9 U!-L6ç ~is stirred (rop CV E;'t"O is' a strong verb, , . 
canveying the sensè of 'agi ta ted', 1 thrown into 

confusion ') and springing (again, an emphatic verb) 

toward his father, he embraces and kiss,es him. This 

is clearly an intensely; emotional moment but no tears' 

are said to fall. Odysseus has already dO,ne his 
• 

weeping,', al,one and unobserved (232-4); now he gives 
, ' 

rein to ~he overpowering impulse to embr"ace his 

father Land reveal his identi ty. The ,1 ~gi tated' '9 ull6ç 

and ÔPL~Ù iJ.évoç refer to Odysseus' stronglr felt 

impulse and keen urge to implement it in a~tion. 

j 

" 
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,-
As we have seen above (no;40), Hector expresses 

reservations regarding the efficacy of' wine; it 

weIl make him forget his ~évoç: 

86. Il. 6.264-265 -, 
" ,Ii~ ILO' OWou &np€ ILfÀCrppOUa, ?rOTJlt4 lLij1'fp, 
1"71 p.' à1TO}'Vu.1a;J~ lA'UfOr, cL\ltiir Tf lI.&8tJJp.a,· 

Fear 1 as weIl ~s wi.ne; ~an make a maIl> forget 

his ~É.voç: 

87. IJ:." 22.281-282 

AUc1 T,r àpr'f1n,i ~a1 l'lfCMo'lfor ''lfÀfo p.68tJJv, 
orp~ tr' ~Oaf((7'a~ piv(or àlI.Kijt Tf M8tJJfI·cu.· 

.~ 

, .. 

Ernmet Robbins notes "the connettion tliat seems 
, 

ta be made between ~évoç and Àâ.eo~ah"19as in l!.,' ~ 

'" 6.264-265 (no. 86 abOYé) and 

o ' 

88. Il. 16.601-602 
1 

OT4J/ ~' àp.rp' abrov ltV'l'ft aOÀÀu~· ovô' ap' 'Axaw1 
clM7jr I~À&8oV'l'o, p.Éuor ~' l6vt cplpou 4WWV. 

89. Il. 15.60 

·60 

Contrarily, a man remembers ~évo\ through being 
, 

reminded of it; both Ro~hins and Nagy point out the 

etymologi.c'al and semantic connections between IJ.€.'\IOç 

o 

\ 

., 
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J 

and ~~~Y~axro (in "both,actiV[ and midd1e forms), 

adducing passages in which the two words occur 

together.,20 e . g . : 
,J • 

~ 

90. ad. '1.320-322 

OPJlLS ô' .&>s ÙJlOù'aLa l>LÉ7rraTO' Tti lJ' f/ll Ov~ 320 

Oij/Ct p.1/lOS /Ca.l OaptTOS, tnrlp.vrJtT//l Tl ~ 'lTêr.Tpor 
l-tâÀAov (T' ~ TG 'lTapOLOfv. 

91. Il."11.287-291 

lwlPfS ltTT"f, 4>D.OL, /lvrltTCltTOf ô~ Owplllos ~K1Îr. 
ofxtr' d~p :'pltTT"OS, lp.ol 3~ ",/y' ~Xos lalA)/cf 

ZfÙS Kpovl3,!s' à.U' l8vs fMUVtTt /lcflVVXas r1l"lTOtls 
lq,6 lJllA)/l ~CU'ae;;/l, tv' wlpTfpov ~Xos lifJ11tTSf." !'O 

"'.us fl7ri:lv OTpVUf p.lvos /Cal OvP.O/l ÉKatTT"ov. 

" 1 
1 

J 
1 
98, 

J 

l 

Rememberi~g is apparent1y conceive~of as an act of 

',will' . 

Robbins notes, too, the connèction between ~éYoç 

and ~aYta/~atvo~a~.21 At Il. 8.360-1, Athene complains 

that Zeus ~atY~~a~ and thwarts her ~êYoç: 

92. Il. 8:360-361 

clMà 7ran,p cWp.Of q,pftTl p.uCvtraL 01J1( àya8fia'L, 
tTx/rAJos, al~JI' J)urpt1r, J/lClJl fUJl/lA)v ù1TfptAJfûr' 

* 

. , 

* 

_______________ ~ __________ ""I" ... , ....... l ~'t.r ... ~'Z ... 
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It is,generally agreed that ~êvoç and ~gve~v 

are ,deri ved eaeh from an Indo-European root "'~-, 

99 

the two roots being formally identical but sernantically 

distinct. Pokorny, however~ has suggested that the 

two roots may in faet be one and the same. 22 His 

suggestion has not, to my knowledge, been pursued, 
• 

but it is intriguing, espeeially in viéw of the faet 

that ~êveLv in Homer does not deno;e idle waiting 

, but deterrnined remaining, directed toward sorne 

purpose; it conveys a s~nse similar to that of the 

arehaic English verb 'abide'. Moreover, ~êveLv can 

be use.,d transi ti vely, in contexts where i t lIlfans 'to 

withstand' the foe. 23 

In any case, whatever the historiea1 situation 

with respect to the etymology of ~êvoç and ~éve~v, 

there i~ evident wordplay in the Homerie texts, 

exploiting the similarities in form if not in 

meaning of the two words: 

93. Il. 5.527 (=15.622, cf. 15.406) , ~ 

. -, 

• 

. ' 

: 
1 
1 , 
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, . , ' 

.The-verba1 phrase ~êvov ~~n650v reca11s the 
. 

~Évoç ~~TI650v of 5.254 and e1sewhere, the force 

" ~the 'itaying pow~r') that enables a warrior to 

withstand the foe. 

The verb occurs with ~~n6ôov again at 17.434: 

/94. ,Il. 17.434-437 

c\M' ~r Tf anS>-,! po/vt, lpo'ITftxJv, ~ T' t7tl rlp.f3/f 
av/por lanl"11 TEOV1]OrM ~~ ')'VvaiICOS'. , . 435 
&>r ,,"Ivov àcrcfJeV..lwS' '1I'fp'f(O.ÀÀ/a Mcppov (XOVTff. 

Oii~E' ~ViO""(Jlt/ravrE "ap{,ara· .. 

(This passage has bearing on Simonides' use of 

.~êvoç; see the discussion be1ow, pp.108-9.) 

, 
~tV6LV is associated with verbs incorporating 

, reference to ~êvoç: 

<" 

95. Il. 14.374-375 

100 

,', 

96. Il. 2Z.384, Achilles proposes to test the purpose 

of the Trojans, whether they will le~ve the city now 

that Hectot is fallen, 
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~ 

These passages indieate that Homer eonseiously 
~ 

assoeiates ~êvoç and ~év~~v, regardless of whether 
. 

he eonsiders the two forms eognat,es or merely homo-

graphs. 

* * * \ * 

Mévoç in the Romerie poerns most often appears 

as a power in human beings (and go~s) although, as 

we-have seen, animaIs may have ~gvoç too. But in 

add~tion to men and animaIs', ~évoç is attrlbuted 

also to things whieh are now eonsidered, inanimate: 

natural phenomena sueh as fire, sun, wind and 

rivers and even in one instance a man-made object, 

a spear. The ascribing of psyehic power to non

human beings and especially to inanimate entities 

invoives what we regard as anthropomorphism, but 

Homer sees the work~ng of 'spirit' everywhere, in 

a wind or in a speaT just as much~as in a warrior: 

Wind: 
), 

97. Il. 5.524-,525 

àTp'p.a.~. orpp' ~11a" p.ivo, Bop/ao Kal ~Àc.lu '" 

(ax,om4v àvfJ.U»V, or Te" JJ'cpftl a'K&OfllTa 'l' 

" 

• t 

J - .... _-- -- ----'-.~, .,....".,.,.~....,'_"""_"'7,--.... 1 ........... ~ 
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98. Od. S.478.Ccf. 19.440) 

TOÙS Ilfll 6.p' OÜT' dlllp.wll ÔLâ71 Il'VOS ;,ypov àlJIT~V, 

As we have seen, in human beings ~évoç is in 

the service primarily of-the eu~6ç; in non-human 

-'agents' ~Évoç is in the service of the essential 

nature of the entity in question and therefore 

~évoç may De qualified ~y'an adjective appropriate 

to the phenomenon itself. Thus the ~tvoç of a 

chili wind i~ itself said to be 'damp'. 

Sun: 

. 99. Il. 23.190-191 (cf.!!. Apollo 371, 374) 

;;'a~o" l'll'fLx€ IIlICVr, Il~ 'lI'p~ Il'"0~ ,jEÀ{O'O 

aK,jA.f" à,1lcf>1 'lI'tpl )(poa Wfaw ~ô~ IllA.ffTaw. 
... ' 

,.) 

100. Od. 10.159'-160, 

~IeW' cl IlÈJI 'lTOT~IlIM( lean/;;Ev fI( vO}J.Oû vÀ7)S 

I!)O 

'lT'Ol'-fVOS' a~ y&p pu, lXflJ ll/lIor ~(Àfo,o. ,60 

Rivers: 

101. Il. 12.17-19 

~~ 1'01'( l'-71T'OWIITO nOO"E,MwIJ "al 'A'lI'oMw'iI 
T'E'x0s àj.taÀavlla" 'lTOTaJ.&wv Illvar daayayôvrfJ. 
oalTo, ciro' '13cUwv dplwv lU.ME 'lTpoplov/T', 

102 
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Fire: 

,"02. Il. 23.237-238 (cf. 24.792) . . 
'ttpwrov ,J.f.v Kar" 1T\IpKa;;~V rr#I.uar' al'Oo'tt' or ... ", 
.".âa:av, O'ttOCTITOV È'ttÉt1Xf '7rVpÙ~ ,uvos' -

l 

103. IL 6.182 (of the Chimaera) • 

104. Il. 17.565 . 
.dM! ·EKrll)p '7rVpOr alvov lxE' ",évos, oua' à71'oAl])'n 565 

• J 

lOS. Il. 23.177 

10~·. Od. 11. 219-221 

av )'àp tr, uapKar rf lCa1 61TTIa WfS lxovuw, 
cLUà, T'à. ,.,.lv T'f 'ttVpor ICpar(~v ",Ivar o.lOo,.,.lvow 
~aJI.ViI, t1TfC /Cl 1rpfora À(1T1I À~/C' oC[Tla. 8vJl.O~, 

" 

uo 

These forces of nature are conceived of as 

103 

.. 

,- . 

possessing 'Wil\. ~ br méans of which they accomplish 

their pU'rpose.'is conception is extended to, and 

elaborated in, the Homeric warrior's spear, in a 
" formulaic line in which Ares is said t~'~elease the 

lJ.êvoç of thee spear: 211 / 

l 
"7 
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101. Il. 13.437-444, Poseidon casts a 

.Alkathoos, so that he stands unmoving, 

avoid the spear-thrust of Idomeneus: 

dM' c;)~ Tf anlÀ'W ~ ôlv3ptov ~",'7rlrJ'/Àov 
arplJUlf: Il1'Taora tTTfi9of: p.lûov oVraCTt ôovpl 
'ipw~ 'Iôo/Awwr, tlliffv ôl 01 ap.cpl xm;)va 
xdÀ..uov, a~ 01 1Tp&uOtV à1TO xpoos tip/Cfi tM.f(JpOV· 
ô~ 1'ô1't y' avol! l1iiCTfU lpfueop.atof: 7rfpl ~ovp(. 

, ÔOUm,CTfU a~ 7rfCTWII, 30pv ô' -èv JCpaôCll brno/Yft. 
jj pa. 01 àCT7ra{poulTa /Cal oVp(axov 7rtÀlp.L(fll 
lyxtor' Iv9a ô' 17rn1" àcp(f' p.lllos O{3PLp.o'1" AprlS' 

108. Il. 1Q. 608-6.13 
Alvf(a, ô' ~1Tl MI1P'ôlI]1 Mpv X'llÀ/CtOll ~!Cfll' 
lÀ1rfTO yàp Tc6~(ITOa& Vr.aCMl'caLa '1Tpo{3&{3ClVros. 

• 

spe1l 

unable 

àAA' cS p.& livra lôwv ~Àwa1'o X&..\KfOll lyxos' ~, 6rq 

'1TpOCTITW yàp /Ca1'~~~. 1'0 ô' l'Ô'Tr&Ofll ô~pv p.alCp~1I 
otiôn IIl&tTlcLp.cpOT). i1Tl ô' ovp(axor 7rfÀfP.(XOT) 
IYXfos' IvOa ô' 17rfLT' àcp(n p.lvos of3p&p.or" Ap"1s. 

'1 109. Il. 17.525-529 

"ElCTwp ô' A,ùrop.l30llTos cLcoll1'LCTt ôovpl cpafLII/f!' s., 
, àAA' cS P.& bra l3wJI ~ÀEVa1'o X&..\/CfOll lyxos' 

1tpOCTCTW yàp /Ca1'llCV1/tt, T'à ô' lfo'TrLOfll Mpv p.a1C~1I 
'OVOt, lV&fT/((p.cp8q. l'TrI a' ooplaxos 1FfÀfP.(XOT/ 
lY>(for' IvOa al. 11T;L'!"' àcp(fL p.lvo~ Sf3PLp.os:" AfY7I~' 

1/1 , ! 

104 j' 
<; ~ 

upon 

to 



-
\ 

, 
The spear i5 c9hceive~ of as posses5~ng ~tvoç 

. 'Jt:: 

105 

which impe1s the spear to seek its target and fu1fill 

its function. When the spear fixes itself in its 

target or, failing that, in the ground, the force 

of the ~évoç causes it to quiver unti1 ~he ~évoç i5 

re1eased by Ares. 

" E1sewhere the action 'of weapons (5pears and 

arrows) is d~5cribed by verbs associated with ~évoç 

(~&ve.ctCVCl), ~(lI.~âCl), and, :tn o'ne instance, À~ÀaCo~al., 

a-verb of simi1ar meaning to the first two): 

110. Il. ~.125-126 

>..(y,~ puIr. VfV~ li~ p./y' raxOl. 'âA.ro 3' O,tTT'~ liS 
dtvP(M~, /CaO' op.lÀO/l (?TL7fT/trOa, J.KV~awlAl/l. 

l 
T 

111. Il. 11.571. .. 573-574 

1I'o.uà at /Cal IJ.ftTCT17yt1, ?T&por xpôa À~v/C~IJ f7iaVpfw. 

Iv yatT/ ttTT'avro. !'-v..aIÔJl.fVa xpo~s utra&. 

112. Il. 15.541 -543 

1 

l 
l~ 

,:1 
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The weapons are regarded as manifestï"ng will 

to carry out the ir 'work. 

* * * * * 

The use of ~êvoç in the periphrastic construction 

~epèv ~êvoç + genitive of a proper name, e.g. 

113. 

which, as Householder and Nagy observe, seems at 

first to be stylistical1y motïvated, has been explained 

by them as a reflex from a prehistoric period, dictated 

by the ~orphophonemic change known as Caland's rule: 25 

This rule is of Indo-European origin and 
1 

essentia1ly entails the following distri-

bution: suffix *-!- for adjective-root 
when it is the first constituent of a 
compound, vs. suffix *-~- replacing 
*-i- when the root forms a simplex 
adjective and is not in compound form-. 
ation. Thus *Lepo-~evo- or *Lepo-FL

would be violations of Caland's Tule, 
since Le-p~- is the non-compound 
variant; on the other hand, the 

• 

, 

, 0 

' .... " 
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~nOl0giCal reflexes of the"' morpho

logîcally predietable *is3i-(meno-) 

or *Î'sai-(wi~) would disTupt any 

overt synchronie formaI connection 

with non-compound leP9ç (i.e. *le~

or the Iike could no longer be 

pereeived as related to lep6-). 

Hence the cireumvention resulting 

'in Lepov ~6VOÇ or Lep~ tç + genitivè. 

*le~-~ev~ç would presumably have a sense 

similar to ~a~ev~ç Ce.g. Pindar, P.4.l0, 9.38~, 

corresponding in form and function ta the English" 

compound adjective 'strong-willed'.26 

The periphrastic constructions of ~êvoç. 

~nqualified + genitive 27 would appear to be 

reduced versions of the original formula Lepov 

~évoç, a reduetion made possible once the full 

formula had become firmly established in Epic 

diction. 

* ." ." * ." 
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~~voç in Hesiod and the iyric poets 

, 
The use of ~évoç in Hesiod and the lyrfè poets 

mainly echoes Homeric usage; in Hesiod we find ref, 

108 

erenees to the ~gvoç of flre and sun, the ~évoç byp6v 

of winds, the ~évoç of Zeus and Athene, the ~évoç of 

a bellowing bull, ~évoç put into horses· by a god, 

~évoç linked with x~tpeç and yuta, ~~voç fi11ing . 
~pév~ç and ~~op.2eMimnermos has'the Homerie phrase 

..... ~~ 

~évoç tat ayf]vopa eu~6v (13.1)" and op~~ù lJ.évoç 
," 

xpaot~ç (13.6). Pindar speaks of the 'resist1ess 

~~voç' of Artemis C~.3.32) and of ~évoç 'that wrestles 

with old age', inspired by a grandson's victory in the 

~ Gqmes CQ.8.70),"implying a resurgence of that spiritual 

energy referred to in the phrase r the will ta' live'. 

Simonides' poem (581) on the epitaph of Kleoboulos 
" 

o~ Midas' tomb comments on the foolishness of setting 

against the powerful forces of nature the I-Lévoç of a 

graves tone: 

114. Simonides 581 PMG 

.,.l~ K6' alV7fUfl( VÔlf' '1I'lawo~ Alv8~11 valrav IQ(of3ov>.o", 
CÙVIzoÏ$' 1rOTlJf&Oi~ é.vO.u( 'T' flapwoir; , 

àc>.lou "l'fi 4J.oy1 xpvulflS 'Tf ufl,\dvClS' 

Kal Oa).aqua/aw& 8lVfU!; a.mOma. p.fvo!; O'TdÀa~; 
d1ravra.'ydp lUT, O.'w", ~aaW' >.tOo" Sè !I 

"al f3pc$T.O& 1raÀdp.a.I. Opa.uom· p.wpoû 
,pruT6S' dB. f30,J).a.. 

/ 

.. 
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The stoné has ~évoç ta endure for aIl time. Simonides 

is not disputing the existence of the stone's ~tvoç;29 

his point is that the ~tvoç (the 'will') of a stone 

can be thwarted even by a mortaI whereas the timeless 

forces of nature exhibit a 'wiII'pthat is subject 

only to the gods. 

The unparalleled use of ~évoç in the recentIy

,discovered fragment of Arèhilochofi (~. Colon. 7?11) 

is discussed at length in Appendix V . 

. ~ 

-
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Conclu~ion 

( 

Modern Homeric scholarship has operated on 

"~acitIYraccep~ed assumptions which at times con

tradict the c~nclusions reached or the preconcep

tions held by:individua~ schola;s. 1 have tried 

to counteract· this by bringing the und."erlying , 
r.. 1 l 

-, 

assumptions fc-the fore and applying them con-, 
sciously to the argument. The_'result has been, 

1 hope, a' defini tion of j.L't voç ~nd a model of 

Homeric psychology Which are consistent with 
i 

both the text and the context. 

AmoIig the many defini'rî'ons of' will in the 

Western philosophical tradition, there is orie " 

(the- co~ception of'~,ill as dynamic power) which 

can be applied to j.Lévo~in early Greek in a way 

that satisfies my criteria; this definition is 

se~ forth in the first Appendix. In the second 

Append~x, 1 discu55 the'question of agencY1 , 

which i5 normally consid~rèd a corollary of 
-

will; among the various theories of action, the 

view that attributes ~gency to the 'self' most 

closely suits the Homeric contaxt. Although 

, u 
~~~~--------- ---------'-

'r' 
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the poet do~s not himself discûss will and agency 

Cit would be odq, given the na~ure of the work, 

if,he did) , it is enough that his characters can 
., 

be' shown, in their actions and attitudes, to· 

presuppose thes~ notions. 

As l remarked in th~ I,nt.roduction, llévoç 

occurs, in early Greek, in a wide range of ~on-

texts and the word has been assigned a comparably 

wide range of meanings by commentators. Throùgh 

a discussion of representative passages, l have 

tried ta show how a common notion may be seen at 

work in aIl the occurrences (of llfvoç in Homer, 

Hesiod and the lyric poets. Sorne of these 
~ / 

passages, when considered in isolation, might 

seem to admit of a sense for ~êvoç other than 
. 

the one proposed here; this l do not dispute 

but if we-are to fnquire into,the meaning of 

a word we must _consider aIl i ts uses and look 

for a sense that fits any given cantext as weIl 

as another. ~he interpretation of ~évoç as 

psychic energy, responsible for the effecting 

of action, gives the ward a sense that appears 

\ 
to' be appropr~ate for aIl i ts mul tifarious uses. 

1 \ 1 \ 
, ' 
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The notion of psychic energy. that 1 see in 
o 

the reference of lJ.&voç corresponds, as 1 have' 

tried to show, to a conception of will that has; 
'\ 

been held by a number of theorists in the Western 

philosophical tr.adition; this conception takes 

will to be energy or dynamic p@wer, th~ power to 
" 
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do or produce so~ething. As the 'faculty' respon

sible for the effecting of action, lJ.évoç takes its' 

place alongside the 'organs' v6oç, ;8u1J.6ç and ~péveç, 

which others have seen as the organs responsible 

for Homeric man' s 'psychic. li fe. 

As 1 have' attempted ta .show in Chapter II,, 

I~ see Homeric man as assuming personal responsibi'lity 

for his actipns. 1 have therefore proposed a new 

• model of" Homeric psychology, which incorporates 

IJ.SVOç an~ accounts for the initiating ~f action in 

an ordered sequence of the functions of"these four 

psychic organs. This model differs from'th~ generally 

accepted model of Homeric psychology in that it 

attribute§ agency to Homeric man~ If this model i5 
ft 

valid, it May prove a useful tool in the search for 

~a better understanding of the mirtd of man in archaic 
't -".- ,. ...... . . 

Greece. 

, . ' 

.. 
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APpendix 1: The Concept of Will in Western' Thought 

As stated i~ the Introduction, l advance in 

this thesis an interpretation of ~êvoç in early 

Greek which corr~sponds, to a greate~ or 1esser 

degree, , tO,the later conception in the Western 

philosophical tradition of will as dynamic power. l 

In-other words, largue that ear}y Greek--and by 

extension,' early Greeks-:-anticipatêd this _lat~r 

conception of will. In arder to define the par-
< 

ticularc conception of will in question, it is 

neces>sary briefly to. consider other (somet ime's, 

overlapping) conceptions to which the term 'will' 

has als~ been applied. 

Godfrey Vesey, in a discussion of Descartes' 

posItion on mind-body dualism, notes the diffi

cu1ties involved in the application of philoso-

phical terminology: "Wi t tgens tein, in the Blue 

Book, ~emarks that 'meaning' is a philosopher's 

odd-job word. The same is undoubtedly true of 

the word 'substance'. There is not ~ concept 

of substanc'e cornrnon ta, say; Aristotle, Descartes, 

Leibniz, Locke and.JCant."2 

/1 
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, 
" Similar difficulties"arise in the treatment of 

'w~li' in Western thought, wi~h profound consequences 

for mutual understanding or misunderstanding. The 

,word 'will' and related terrninology (what may be' 

o called generally 'will~language') 3 has been .applied 

by various thinkers to various conceptions through

out the philosophical tradition. The resulting 

confusions affect not only original thought but 

also critical analysis of the positions adopted by 

previous thinkers. For instance, Michael J. O'Brien, 
i 

in an inquiry into Plato's position on the question 

of freedom qf the will, observes that "Wh,en Wilamowit:,. 

uses 'Willer to translate eu~oe~6tç, and A. E. Taylor 

declares that 'will' has nothing at aIl to do With 

eu~oe~5éç, but belongs in the Àoy~aT~x6v, the reader 

is warned that there are profound ambiguities ta be 

dvercome. But Wilamowitz evidently means by 'will' 

an abiding capaci ty to overcome t~rnpta tian, and Taylor 

means a source of rational choice, and each is a 

1egi tima te application of the modern word. ,,4 0' Brien 

adds that neither of these senses pertains to what , 
we mean by 'free will'. 

. ~ 

i 

" 
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The Conception of Will as Free 
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J 
By 'free will' is meant "that power or condition 

of an agen~which enahles him ~o act, or refuse ta 
'0 

act, and ta do sa in ways which he determines, without 

---compelling restraints from forces external to, or 

internaI ta, his own personality."s The presence of 

this power, giving risé ta spontaneoqs action ~nd 

moral choice, is the source of person41 responsibility 

in man. This c9nception is opposed to 'determinism', 
. 
the view that human action is necessitated either, 

by external fac~ors or by the.individual's own nature. 

As we have seen in Chapter II above, it is 

commonly held that Homer in particular 'and the Greeks 
. 

in general had no notion of freedam of the will, 

indeed no concept of will at all. 6 The modern con

ception of 'free will' is usually traced ta Augustine,' 

whose treatise De,libero arbitrio is the earliest 

1 systematic treatment of the subject. Augustine 

definc!s will, in terms of freedom: will is lia movement 
, 

of "the' soul, wi th no compuis ion, toward something 
, 

tha t is not to be gi ven up, or that is ta be a ttained." 8 

(I~ is to be noted tha~ for Augustine will. is not a 

.' 



'part' of the soul; it is rather the whole soul as 

freelyacting.)9 

116 

This view of will ~as held by various medieval 

thinkers down to fourteenth-century (and later) 

Scholasticism, where it found notable revresentatives 

in Duns Scotus and Willi,am of Ockham. . Through the 

intermediary of Suarezian thought, the view reached 

Descartes', who, in turn, atfirmed will as the facul ty 

of freedom: "La volonté est tellement libre de sa 
" 

nature, qU'elle ne peut jamais être cOJ'ltrainte."lO 

Variations on a conception of the will as free may 

be seen in Kan,t, Hegel, Schopenhauer an~_, the French 

existentialists. 11 

The Conception of Will as Intellectual Preference 

. 
When A. E. Taylor attributes will to Plato's 

ÀOy" CT'&TK6v, taking~ will to be' a "source of rational 

choice,"12he is relying on an entirely different 

conceRt ion which understands wil~ing as an ac~ of 

intel.lectual preference, a "cogni ti ve function of 

jud\ging. tha t one ob j ect of cons ideration is to be 

set above othe.rs. ,,13 This' intellectualist' theory 
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of will reduces the making of a personal decision to 

the problem of understanding the greater good; it is 

the view expressed in the farnous Socratic paradox 

that virtue is k~owledge. '~lato and Aristotle were
l 

very rnuch concerned with the problern of personal 

decision, discussing it in language based on ~ou~~ 

(~ooÀéO'ea L, ~o6Àll(j(.ç, ~o6~T]~a), the cognate o~ Lati~ 
~ 

voluntas, which is in turn the' etymon of English 

'volition'. Acts of 'willing' (~o6À~aLç) P1ato 

attributes to the rational part of his tripartite 

soul; ~cts of desire, below the level of reason, 

'lie outside the province of po6~T]o~ç: tHe tyrants 

of the Gorgias, for instance, whose souls are taken 

over by desire for power, 'do nothing which they 

will' (oo6èv yà.p nOHLv éh J306~OV1:'aL, 466d). 

Aristotle's position on the question of choice 

is rather more cornplex. Although his account of 

choosing does invoive a ~ognitive judgment, it aiso 

brings in the elernent of desire (see the discussion 

be10w of the conception of will as desire or appetency). 

One deliberates regarding s ev~ra1 poss i ble rneans to 

an end; one chooses by desiring the means judged best. 

Choice (npoutpeoLç) and wishing or willing (~oûÀ~aLç) 
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are thus rational desires. Aristotle in fact deçlines 

to decide the issue in favour of teason or -appeti te: . 

"chqice is either desiderative reason or ratiocinative 

desire. !tllt 

The conception of will as intellectual preference 

continued to find advocates throughout the Middle Ages 

and into the modern era, where it achieves its purest 

formulation in the thought of Spinoza', for whorn will 

is the intellectual function of affirmation or denial: 

"In the rnind there is no voli tion or affirmation and 

negation excepting that which the idea, insofar as it 

is an id~a, invol ves. . .• Corol~ary. - .The will and 

the intellect are one and the same. rt1S J. Collins 

remarks on Spinoza's intellectual reduction of volition: 

"There is [for Spinoza] no real distinction between 

acts of knowing and willing. ... Descartes had defended 

freedom by making j udgment an act of will. Spinoza 

,reduces the will ta the cognitive function of judgment, 
, 

making it subject to the same determinism governing 

aIl our cognitive operations."IG 

Proponents of an 'intellectualist' theory of will 

are always subject to the charge that they are advocates 

of deterrninism. A case in point is that of Jonathan 
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Edwarüs, an early Ameriéan theorist who conceived of 

the will as "that f'acul ty or power or principle of 

mind by which i t is capable of choosing." 1 7 Edwards 

cons idered the will to be always determined in i ts 

choice by the strongest motive 18 and on this point 

he was vigorously opposed by the Faculty Psychologists 19 

of the nineteenth century, who emphasized the active 

power of -will. 

The Conception of Will as Rational Appetite 

As we have seen, Aristotle introduces into his 

account of choicE}' the notion of des ire . This is an 

instance of the conception of will 'as "appetency or 

conation in general, whether rational or not. 1120 

M. J. 0' Brien observes tha t "the P.latonic conception 

which most nearly appr~ximates this is Eros, 'love'," 

elaborated in the Symposium and the Phaedrus. Plato's 

theory of Eros, O'Brien writes, "cannot be divorce.d 

from the ethical principle that no man wishes evil 

and aIl wish the good. Eros is this same universal 

wish, conceived as the vital energy of our consciou~ 

and unconscious lives, extended to the animal kingdom, 

... 

1 
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and tauched with passion. ,,21 That portion of Eros 
-

which pertains ta the highest part of the soul would 

thus correspond ta a conception of will as rational 

appetite. 

Aristotle, in De Anima, also posits a general 

power of desire.or appetition (~p6;~Çj in the soul. 

Wishing or willing (po~A~a~ç) he conceives of as a 

function of this one power ~hich comprises aIl 

appetitive functions bath sensory and rational: "It 

is absurd ta break up [the appetitive facul tyJ :tbr 

~o~À~a~ç is found in the calculativ~=part and desire 

and passion in the irrational; and if the soul is 

triparti te appetite will be found in aIl three parts. 1122 

V. J. Bourke points out that a conception of will 

as ~ational appetite is based on a teleolo~ical inter

pretation of the functians of the will. 23 The various 

appetitive functions in man are cons{dered to be 

directed toward ends on their corresponding levels. 

And since teleolagical metaphysics has last "îavour in 

the modern era, appetite theories of will have been 

relinquished along with it. But before its demise, 

the theory of will as rationql appetitian received 

a detailed analysis at the hands of St. Thomas Aquinas. 

St. Thomas makes a sharp distinction between cognition 

.~' ( 
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and appetition and distinguishes three types or 
o 

levels of appetition, physical, sensory and inte11-

ectual (the last being identical with vOlition). 

The hum an will he regards -as Itthe psychic power 

enabling a person to tend toward or away from some

thing apprehended intellectually as good or evil. ,,2" 

The ultimate good, the ultimate end for ·all men, 

desired for its own sake a1one, is the Perfect 

Good, or God. 

The Conception of Will as Dynamic Power 

The conception of will as dynamic power involves . 
a notion of will as energy, the power to do or produce 

something; will is 'that which is responsible for the 

effecting of onels choices or decisions, either by an 

external process involvin~ bodily activity or by an 

internaI process involving a psychic effort to refrain 

from acting. In the words of V. J. Bourke, this 

conception "identifies will wi th the soul of mind of 

man as acting. Sometimes the results of such volitional 

activity are purely immaterial; sometimes they are 

.,j 
", 
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physical. Will is thus understood as energy, activity 
t 

itself, personal dynamism or power.,,25 

Variations on a dynamic power theory of will coyer 

a wide spectrum from Augustine, who in his early work 

conceived of the human will as "a strength in the soul 

whereby ~ll of m~n 1 s act ivi t ies may be produced, ,,2 6 

to Schopenhauer and Nietzsche, who take the conception 

of will as dynamic power to its furthest limit in 

regarding will as the p6wer which produces aIl psychic 

and physical events. 27 

Bourke presents a survey of various dynamic power 

theories of will in British thought frorn the thirteenth 

to the nineteenth centuries, in German Post-Kantian 

philosophy, tn certain.modern French and Italian 

philosophers and in nineteenth and twentieth-century 

AmeriGan thought, notab11 that of William James, whose 
~ 

emphasis on ;ffort in his conception of will Bourke 

notes also in re~ent Soviet psychology.28 

Among the various dynamic power conceptions of 

will in Western thought, one of the most interesting 

and, for our presént purposes, perhaps the most reveal

ing, is that o~ the American Faculty Psychologists of 

the nineteenth century. In response to the determinism 

" 
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they saw in the 'intel1ectualist' views of Jonathan 

;E4wards, the Faculty Psychologists emphasized the 

active nature of will. They posited three powers or 

faculties in !flan: "The first was cal1ed perception, 

understanding, or the power of thought: it "was the 

knowing facul ty. The second was called sens ibili ty, 

affection, heart, or tas te: i t was the facul ty of 

feeling, of suffering agreeable or disagreeable '" 

emotions. The t,hird was named will or the power of 

volition: it was the faculty of action." 29 
, 

The active nature of the will~ in contrast to 

tl\.~ pas~ive nature of the sensibility, was em;phasized 

by Albert T: Bledsoe, a leading exponent of the view: 

"The truth is, that in feeling the mind is passive; 
, 

and i t is absurd to make a pas 5 ive impress ion the, 

acti ve c.ause of any thing. The sens ib ili ty does not 
o 

act, it m~rely suffers: The appetites and passions, 

which have alwan been ca11ed the 'active powers', the 

'moving principles,' and 50 forth, should be called 

the passive suscept-ibilities ..• the will [is] the 

active power."so 

The will manifests itself in physical activity; 

Asa Burton, the 'Father' of the school, maintained 

.. 

;' 

J 

J 
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that "the irnmedia te obj ect of volition is generally 
o 

the motion of the whole
w 

body, or sorne one of its 

members ." 31 

For the Faculty Psychologists, tnen, will is 

"the capaci ty of the mind ta act, to perform the· 

. functions to which it is d'irected by the sensibility"; 32 

it is conceived of as an 'executive_~faculty' which 

carries out the des ires', pf the agent, under the 
. - -

guidance' of the heart or facu,l ty of feeling. As 

Burton put i t: "The will is only an executive 

facui ty. l t ts no more than a. servant of the hèart, 

ta execute i ts p.leasure. The will is no primary' 

princip~e of action; its office is to obey the 

commands of t'he heart." 3 3 

* * * - * * 

, 
The role 'of !J.évoç in Homeric psychology appears 

to involve a conception of 'will' similar to the 

'dynamic power' theories described here. In other 

words ~ when we look at the Homeric texts- _we see 

certain psychological phenomena covered by the use 

of the ward J.l.évoç in t'he Homeric representation of 

j) , 
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action; when we look at the account,of human action 
1 

in later Western thought we see the same sort of 
. p 

phenomena covered by the use of the word 'will' (and 
• 

-corresponding ,words in other Lfnguages), whenever by 

'will' i5 meant a conception o~the aO!t discussed . 

in this lastr'section', namely, the conception of will 

a~ dynamic power. 

fi 
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Appendix II: Personal identity and action theory 

!he philosophical problem of persona! identity 

is concerned with identifying persons through time,' 

that is, with j'udging that this person at this time 

is the same person as that at 'that time. The two 
(> 

main criteria for personal identity ~re' bodi1y 

identity and memory. The former involves physical 
... ' 

means of identifying individua1s, such as physical 

appearance, voice, and fingerprintsj the latter 

accepts as a criterion for personal identity the 

set of memories which a person has. The memory 

criterion.poses the problem of the 'self'; Godfrey 

Vesey terms this 'the unit y question', asking, '. 
What unites a person's present experiences 
with his past experiences? Is it a matter 
of their aIl being related to one and the 
same se1f-conscious self, or of their aIl 
being related to one and the same continuing 
experience which acts as a sort of background 
to them, or of their aIl being relPted to 
each other in sorne way, or what? What is 
the principle of unity?l 

Classical discussions of the problem of unit y 

are those of the British phi1osophers David Hume 

and Johp Locke. Hume rejects the notion that (in 

, . 
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Vesey'~ .... .:\'lords) ,"the unjity of exper~ences consists 
-r' 

in th~ aIl being relat~d to one and 

~elf-conscious selp';2arguing against 

the same 

the views 

of those philosophers "who imagine we are every 

moment intimately conscious of what we calI our 
Q, 

SELF," Hume ob j ects 'tha t "self or person is not 

any one impression, but that to which our several 
1 

impress ions are suppos' d"lo have a refere~e." 3 

Hume's pr~decessor, John Locke, on the other hand, 

had held that a self may ~e said to be the same 
. 1 

"as far as the same consciousness can extend to 

actions past or to come."" 

The e~su~ng debate 01 the problem of personal 
'1. identity suffers, in the 11ew of H. D. Lewis, from 

a confusion which he attempts to rectify by a 

distinction between two senses of 'identity', one 

of which he considers to be 'basic', 'primary', 

'fundamental', or 'radical', the other 'subsidiary 

or secondary'. "The consciousness of oneself as a 

unique and irreducible being," Lewis wri tes, is 

"self-identity in its most basic sense."s T~e 

other sense of identity, 'which Lewis considers 

secondary, is the familiar one, that, for example, 
...... 

the President of the United States is identical with 

the Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces . 

... 

" 
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Vesey terms Lewis' 'primary sense' 'self-identity') 

and his 'secondary sense' 'personal identity,.6 It 

\ is the lack of recognition of 'self-identity', of 

"one' s own -inner consciousness ,of the unique being 

one finds one5elf to be in any experience,."'that 

Lewis regards as the source of confusion in discuss-

ions of personal identity: 

The philosophical discussio~ of the problem 
of self- identi ty has, in 11lY opinion, been ,1 

much bedevilled by the fact that philosophers 
, 

have had this sense of their own ultimate 
indivisible identity at the back of their 
minds but, not properly grasping just how 
peculiar and irreducible it i5, they have 

'sought, with varying degrees of ingenuity, 
to account for it in terms of other senses 
of 'being the same person', such as the 
ones instanced above. 8 

. 
One knows o~e's personal identity irone knows 

who one is, for example, if the President of the 

United States knows that he is the President and 

also the Commander-in-Chief, etc. If one loses 

one's memory, one does not know one's personal , 

identity, but, according to Lewis, it is still the 

case that "1 would know myself to be myself,I!9 t hat 

i5, one would still know one's 5elf-identity: 
-,--

-----~~---... ......... --....--~_. . -- --- . _ .... - - - L 
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When l 10se my memory l am no longer 
aware of who l am--in one sens~, namely 
that l do not remember my name, where I 
live, what l have been doing,in the past, 
and 50 on. I cannat place myseff in the 
sense in which the outside observer wou1d 

place me ~n the basis af what is known 
about me. But l do aIl the same recog

nize myself as the uni~ue persan l am. 

It is particulars of my past histary and 
situation that l cannot recaver. In a 
more basic sense l have no doub~-who I 

am--I am myself, the being 1 expressly 
recognize myse1f to be in a way which is 
not possible for knowledge of any' other. IO 
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A sense of 'self' such as tha-t identified by 

Lewis is clearly crucial ta a theary of action 

which posits a 'self' as agent; it is not, however, 

sufficient in itself; in arder for an agent to be 

held accountable for his actions, and thereby ta 

be an agent praperly speaking, he must be a 'persan' 
~ 

in -the sense o,f "a being Jons-ciaus of its identi ty 

through time.,,1'l Leibniz's characterization of a 
~ , 

persan, for instance, is that which 'conserves "the 

consciousness, or the ref1ective inward feeling of 
- -

what it is: thus it is rendered liab1e ta reNard and 

punishment. ,,1 2Moreover, respons ib1e agents must be 

rational; they "must know what they are doing' and 

l 
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must be able~to give reasons for their having 
... 

chosen to act 50." 1 3 

The ernphas is on reness and rationality 

in the philosophical characterization of a person 

results in a deviation from common,usage in which 

the term is used of the corporeal .form as weIl as 

of the incorporeal t~elft; John Locke, for insta~ce, 

used 'person' to refer to a rational self and 'man' 

to ~fer to a certain physical shape.l~ A recent 

theory of 'personhood~ whièh brings philosophical 
o 

usage closer to common usage is that of P. F. 

Strawson. 1S For Strawson, persons are distinct 

from (mere) material bodies but they are not 

therefore disembodied spirits; a 'person' is a 

type of enti ty different' from and not reducible 

to these other things. Strawson suggests that 

'pers on , is a logically primi t ive concept "such 

that both predicates ascribing states of con

sc,iousness and predicates ascribing corporeal 

characteristics ... are equally applicable to a 

single individual of that single type. ff16 

* * * * - * 
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Action theory is concerned with the mov~ments 

of human beings which are pe~formed intentional1y 

by an agent, that is, with~hings which a person 

active1y does as opposed to things which happen to 

him; 17 it attempts to determine the difference 

between, for instance~ a physica1 movement of a 

person's arm (which could resu1t from a muscular 

spasm or a push from another person) ànd that 

person's 'intentional action of moving his arm. 

A c1assic formulation of the problem 1s provided 

by W.ittgenstein' s question: "What is' 1eft over if 
" 

l subtract the fact that my arm goes up from the 

fact tha t l raise my arm?" fa 

The conteJ.llporary di~cussion of ac-~ions involves 

several theories as to what makes an action inten-

tional; l shall mention five theories of contemporary 

interest and give â brief account of the first two, 

fol1owed by a discussion of the prob1em of responsi

bility.19 

1) The mental cause theory ho1ds that actions àre 

caused by mental events such as decision-making or 

deliberate choosing. 
J 

2) The theory of agency hol~s that act~ons are 

caused not by events but simply by the agent himself. 
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3) A performative theory ho1ds that to say of -an 

action that it is intention~l is not to de~cribe 

something about the action but to perform the act 

of assigning responsibi1ity ta an agent for the 

action. 

4) A teleolog-ical explanation of action appeals to 

the goal aimed at rather than to a prior cause 

such as an event or an agent. 
-------.... , 

5) Contextual accounts of action.hold that an action 

is described and evaluated with reference to sorne 
D 

set of rules, norrns, or practices. 

The mental cause theory 

The theory advocated by Descartes and supported 

by many subsequent theorists is that intentional 

actions are caused by mental events, for example, 

intention, deeision, choiee, resolve, or determination, 

or simply having certain reasons for doing the act. 

Criticism of this theory is based on the objection 

that many of our intentional actions occur without 

any apparent prior mental event, such as deliberate 

choosing or decision-making, for example, lighting 

a cigarette, scratching an itch, turning the page 

of a book. Sorne philosophers have attempted to 

~ - -- ~~ ------_ .. ;...- "'-
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counter this objection by main~aining that every 
.. 

intentional action is preceded and caused by an 

tact of/will' or 'volition', which need not be a 

- conscious decision or deliberate choice. Criticism 
, 

of the doc~rine of volitions 2 orests on the objections 

that (1) in many cases of actions, no prior volition 

can be detected; (2) knowledge of the existence and 

causâI-~ficacy of volitions rests on inference; 

and (3) if volitions are themselves acts requiring 

prior volitions in order t~~occur, we are faced 

with an infinite regress of volitions. Finally, 

there is the'criticism 21 that the_appeal to volitions 

is not causally explanatory, since the doctrine / 

claims on the one hand that the cause of an actio~ , 

" . is a prier 'volition' and on the other hand defines 

thé 'volition' as that prior mental eveRt which 

causes the action. The doctrine, it is claimed, 

thus 'explains' an action by saying it was caused 

by-what causes such an action, and this account 

/ 

hardly constitutes an informative causal explanation. 

The theory of agency 

The theory{of agency holds that the cause of 

intentional act)ons is sfrnply the agent himself, 

------.........,..---" ..... i---...--..~- .-----

/ 

/ 

/ 
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and not sorne évent, ev en an event within the agent. 22 

. , 

The theory of agency, in the·words of Richard Taylor, 

thus 

avoids the absurdities of simple indeter
minism by conceding that human behavior 
is caused, while at the same time avoiding 
the difficulties of determinism by denying 
that every chain of causes and effects is 
infinite. Sorne such causal chains, on 
this view, have beginnings, and they begin 
with agents themselves .... Deliberation 
becomes, on this view, something that is( 
not only possible but quite rational, for 
it does make sense te deliberate about , 
activity that is. truly my own and that 
depends in its outcome upon me a,s -its 
author, and not merely upon something 

, 
more or less esoteric that is supposéd 
te be intimately asseciated with me, such 
as my thoughts, volitions, choices, or 
whatnot. 23 

Taylor observes that the conception of caU5a

tion involved in the theory of agency is sa different 

from the usual phil~Phical conception of a cause 

as "an antecedent sufficient condition or set of 

conditions" that it would be preferable to use a 

\different term ta designate the raIe of the agent: 

"Instead, then, of speaking of agents as causing 

, 
- .... -.-..-...,.,...~.."...~,.. -:. ............ - ----
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!} 
their own acts, it wou1d perhaps be better to use 

another word entire1y, and say, for instance, that 

they originate them, initiate them, or simply that 

they perform them." 1 '+ \ 

The problem of responsibility 

Shaffer points out that an important motive 

for holding the theory of agency is to al10w fo~ 

the assigning of moral responsibility.15So~e 

defenders of the theory of agency, maintain tqat 

if an action either has no cause or is caused by 

events which themselves were riot caused by the 
" person who does the action, then the person is 

not responsib1e for that action. 

The same objection applies to the view that 
, 

reasons are causes of our decisions and actions; 

this view is a variation of the mental cause theory, 

which incorporates to sorne extent a teleo1ogical 

explanation of action in terms of the end, result, 

or goal aimed at. A person's reasons are constituted 

by his set of wants and beliefs; Shaffer writes, 

"To' give reasons is to show how things will be better 

for the action's having occurred. What one thinks 

of as 'things being better' will, of course, depend 

" 
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upon what onè wants; and the choice of the action 

wi1l'depend upon one's belief that the action will 

satisfy one's wants." 26.If one holds that reasons 

are causes of our decisions and actions, one must 

then confront the question 'What causes the wants 

and beliefs that constitut~ reasons?' Shaffer 
~ 

offers a twofold answer to this question: 

Either (1) the wants'and beliefs themselves, 

have no causes, arising spontaneously and 

randomly, or else (2) they themselves are 

caused by'yet other factors which, if 
traced back long enough, lie outside the 
agent's control. But in either case, it 
would appear, the agent cannot act of 

his own free will, for if (1) th~ wants 
and beliefs arise spontaneously and 
randomly (which is what it is to say 

they have no causes), then the agent is 
at the helpless mercy of these eruptions 

within him which control his behavior, or 

if (2) the wants and beliefs are caused by 
other factors outside the agent's control, 
then the agent is at the helpless mercy 

of events over which he has no control. 
In either case, since he cannot act of 
his own free will, he should never be 
held morally responsible for what he does, 
and never deserves praise or blame, credit 
or discredit for his actions. 27 

""F--

.,' 
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Defenders of a reafon-causation theory of action 

attempt ta retain moral responsibility for actions 

by holding that, while our wants and beliefs are 

caused by even ts beyond our contra 1, ou'r actions 

caused by those wants and beliefs are nevertheless 
[ 

under our control: 28 Whether or not their efforts 

are considered successful, the fact remains that 

mental cause theorists (like agency theorists, 

performative theorists, goal theorists, and con~_ 1 

textualists) are atternpting to provide' an lccount- -:: 
~ 

of human actiQn which May be said to be voluntary, 
li~1 

done of the agent ',1' '1~n free will, and for which 
l , 

the agent may theref~re be held morally r~sponsible. 

In contrast to,these theorists, sorne philosophers 

(and psychologists) deny that there is any differ~nce 

--or any important difference--between intentional 

actions and nonintentional movements. This view has 

great consequences for philo50phical psychology as 

weIl as for the application of moral concepts. If 

it is an accurate account, then there i5 no (important) 

difference between creatures with minds and mindless 

things which are merely acted upon; furthermore, if , 

human beings have rio more intentional control of 

their movernents than have plants and inanirnate 

. ,. 
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obj ects, they cannot be he1d rnorally responsible for 

thei~ actions 'and consequently can be neither pralsed 
) 

, 
nor blamed fOT what they do. 

The distinction between intentional actions and 

nonintentional movements is discussed by A. CasteIl 

in terrns of a distinction between 'activity' and 

'process' .29 CasteIl observes that, according to 

the tradi tional conception of action, "sorne human 

behavio,r is aoti vi ty performed by an agent, vol un-

tarily, for a purpose, for a reason"; 3 0the' opposing 

view CasteJl terms the 1 Process Vlew of human 

behavior' : 

One arrives at this view by stripping 
from the notion of activity its 'essential 

ingredients. Thus, activity is said to 
be performed by an agent; so this view 
denies that there is an agent who performs 

J q 

the activity. This results in a no-agent 

view. Again, activity is said ta be per
forme d, voluntarily; sô' the view denies 
that there is any free will, any essential 

difference between voluntary and involuntary. 

This results in a no-alternative view: the 

agent who performs the activity is never 
confronted with any alternative~ between 

which he chooses. Again, activity is said 

to be performed for a purpose; sa the view 
denies that there are any purposes or, if 

.' 
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"~ 

there are, that they are operative. This 
presents a no-purpose view. Again, activity 
is said to be performed for, a reason; 50 the 
view denies that theTe are any rea~ons or, 
if there are, that they a!e operative. This 
gives you a no-reason view. These denia1s 
are rèpresentative; no doubt there are 
others. Taken as a set the y constitute "' 

, 

~he Process View of hurnan behavior. 
This Process View of human behavior is 
the resu1t if one e1aborates the tradition~l 
conception of man as a rational animal and 
then repudiates the entire notion. SI 

This 'process' view of human beh~viour i·s the 

Vi~ (imp1icitly) attributed to Homeric man by Bruno 
. 

Snell and his fo11owers. When they repre~ent Homeric 
. 
man as acting, or rather reacting, at the helpl~ss 

m~rcy of the gods, of externa1 events,' or of his 

own spontaneous and random wants and beliefs, they 
.F< 

paint a picture of behaviour that is not rational, '~ 
, 

not purposive, not voluntary, not performeQ. by an 

agent. In Chapter II of the present study 1 have 

attempted to show that" on the contrary, Homer's 

representation of his characters' actions and 
\) 

attitudes presupposes a conçeption of i~dividual q 
,:"w , 

respons ibili ty. 

1 

.. 
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Appendix III: On Bruno Snell's view of the absence 

of concepts in ~omer 

Snell's claim is that Homeric Greek has no word 

for the 'essence' of the act of seeing, the basic , 
1 

function; no word f~r the body conceived of as a 

whole; no ward for 'soul'. 1 He makes the further, 

more fundamental claim that Homer has no ward for 

'sight' for the reason that the early language is 

incapable of expressing a 'fpnction,.2 

These claims, if true, would pe very signifi-

cant for our understanding of the Homeric mentality; 

however, we must ask ourselves if they are in fact 

supported by tge text. The answer_ ta that questi~n 

suggested here is that these claims as presented 

by Snell are at best overstated on the basis of th~ 

~vidence. 1 have discussed in Chapter II above the 

problem of 'soul' in Homer and the questionable 

method of equating concepts wi~p words; 1 want 

here ta consider the specifie elaims that Homerie 

Greek bas no word for 'body', no wdrd for 'sight', 

and no capacity for expressing 'funetions', 

: \ 
'0 
~Jj 
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According to Snell, the Homeric mental i ty "made' 

no provision for the body as such. _. , 
Among the early 

\. 
expressions designating what was later renderéd as 

~ or 'bady', onlyt;he plurals yu'l:a., lJ.éÀ.€.a., etc • 

. , refer to the' phys ical nature of the body; 3 fo-r 

chros lS merely the limit of the body, and demas 

represents the frame, the structure, and occurs 

only in the accusative of specification. "" Homeric 

'/ 

a~lJ.a Snell, following Aristarchus, understands as 

restricted to 'dead body': "in Homer the word aoolJ.a. 

which subsequently came to Mean 'body' is never 

used with refere~ce to a living being; soma is the 

corpse." 5 

This view has subsequently been challenged, 

notably by H. Koller, who has demonstrated that 

in sorne passages in Homer the O'OOlJ.a is in fact alive'; 6 

as E. L. Harrison observes, the IIprecise meaning 

[of aSilJ.a] is simply 'body', the physical mass of 

which a particular man or animal is made up: aqd 

the presence or absence of life is irrelevant to 

the word' s meaning. ,,7 Harrison goes,on. ta point 

out that Snell' s view lit at the idea of 'living 

body' is lacking in Homer c epic, which concentrates 

1 
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instead on the body' s parts--the skin is washed, 

the limbs tremble, and 50 on--remains valid. oWJ,lU 

is not ~living body' any more than it is 'dead 

body' --it is simply 'body'." 8 

Thus we see that Homer does indeed have a 

ward for the body coftceived of as a unit; moreover, 

the fact that Homer i~ specifie in his references . " 

to the various parts of the~ body cannot legitimately 

be used as an argument for-his incapacity to con~ 

ceive of the body as a whole. 

Snell applies the same method to the Homeric 

representation of the act of seeingj he surveys a 

~umber of verbs used by Homer to denote th~ opera

tion of sight (ôé.pxeaea.l., na.1t't'aCvel.v, À,e-ûcnnl.v, 

~O'O'eO'ea'l., eea0'9a.1.)9 and concludes that each of them 

"der ives its special significance fr9m a mode of 

seeing; not the function of sight, but the abject 

seen, and the sentiments associated with the sight, 

. give the word its peculiar quality."lO 

It is undeniable that Homer has a rich and 

varied vocabulary for expressing different ways of 

'looking,;l!yet when the Cyclops wants a word to 

express what he has lost at the hands of Odysseus--

1 _ ..... ~ 

.l, 
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which is not the power of 'gazing' or 'glaring' or 

'glancing' or 'staring' but the power of 'seeing'-

he has a word ready to hand: 6noonf] (Od., 9.512), an 

abstract noun in -!' formed on the 6n- root, the 

root used elsewhere in Homer in finite verb forms 

to express the basic operation of sight, e.g. 

MroJta., g. 2.799, etc. 12 

Of equal interest, not on1y for Snell'i speci-

fic claim of Homer's lack of a ward for 'seeing' 

but a1so for his more genera1 claim of the 1ack 
\ 

of words denoting 'functions' in Homeric Greek, is 

the occurrence in Homer of an agent noun in -~~p, 

formed on the 6n- root: 6n~~p, with the specia1ized 

sense of 'scout' (Od. 14.261=17.430). Given the 

existence of 6n~f]p, we may infer the corresponding 

~ction noun in -~oç (*6rr~6ç), on the evidence of 

the attested pairs ~v~~f]p/~v~~6ç,136px~Œ~f]p/ 

6 pX~O"'1:f]ç /6 p XT)~ (, ç , 1 .. liyo pf]~T)ç / liyop~'t' (,ç',) 5 li xo v~ .. ~f]ç / 

dXOV-t'LŒ~ÛÇ, 16 6ctp !.Œ't"f]Ç /6ctp LŒ't"6ç. 17 
-" . , 

• ~\ l 

.e' 
Greek -~Uç nQuns are old verbal nouns u$ed in 

the Jsame way as modern Eng1ish gerunds, to name the 

action referred ta by the root: t5~~6ç (e.g. Il. Il. 

780), for examp1e, formed on the ,CH) &5'" root: 'eating'; 

1 
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tn~~6ç (Od. 21.306), formed (as l have argued else

where) 18 0n the Fen- 'root: 'speaking', etc. 19 Although 

*6n~ûç is not attested iI'l Greek, Snell [oes too fa.r 

flatly to deny that the early language i5 incapable 

of expressing the 'essence' of the act of 5eeing, 

since this is precisely what *6n~6ç would express. 
II) 

Since, then; Homeric Greek i5 capable of expre5sing 
, 

the basic operation of 5ight by hypothetical *ôn~ûç 

as weIl as attested 6noon~, Snell's claim that the 

early language is unable to express 'functions' is 

not supported by the evidence . 

.. 
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Appendix IV: IJ.êvoç·. in Homer, Hes iod and the lyric 

poets: list of pk-,ges 
; 

~~ 

Homer. lIiad: I~ 
·,(From prendergast .. G. L. A Complete Concordance 

-------~ -" . . , 
ta. the Iliad of Homer. Rev. ed. by Benedetto 

Marzullo. Hildesheim 1962) 

~ .... '. {~~ t:·} .. f 1$.>.0" 1110"',"' r 11x ...... al,.. ù3p"" 
"l",ca.. 2(/3). 536. 02/1' E~~UUI 'X"" JI. .",.:-r .. ·AfJa,rff. 

3(7). 8. 01 11 61 r.r ... ryp ,.. ,.. •• "'..,. .. 'Axcu.o1, 
11(A). 508. or.~" 1I'opIU.UT"" ,..,..,,/0""11 'Axcuo~ 
24(.). 36+- où3l ri.,' m .. ",1U' p.. ,.",loJ'TCIJ 'AXAloh, 

.. ',,, os· 1( .. ). 103 •• ~,.. .. ~. ,.. 3~ ,.i-y" ~p;"ff Ap.,,11'4Aa&N1 
6(0. 265.1'1, ",' ù.,..,....,.~, IL r c1.Wjr T' ArI.8.,,,,,"" 
9(1). 67S.1I'11'1I'ÂCÛr""","" cr. r ùcr.l,.TIU, ."If' D'à 3"pc. 
13(.). 60. ~~/I* Iffllmb 1I'Aijcr. IL ICfX&'T#P0Îo. 
17(P). SOJ. "FAT0p" np.fl/Û5-r,' ,.. trx1l"'flBœ< ;,t .. , 
22(x). lb. ~" Il ÜIro&a.laOU p.. .u.";;r 'fi "'40_. 
22(x). 3U. t.p1'1J6J) 11 'A;tIÀ.i.r, ,.. &' I/L1I'Al,crrrro Bv,.4. 

.. 

., 

.. 

i 

" 
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Homer· Iliad: 
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Homer. Odys 5 ey; Hymns: 

(From Dunbar, H. A Complete Concordan~e to 

Rev. ed. by Benedetto the Odys sey of Homer. 

Marzullo. Hildesheim 1962) 

----

* 

I~ .. .. , 

ILt-- (H. Cu.) 239. rtWrc. 41.pinrT.fllt • .",ar 1'-. t}~. 3«A3J. • 

.,.Mt 1 &~ ;:~: loir ;lJfH' .ftaI'TU, bllmSpfr", ~ a~;;, 
(.) 18S. cwt. ~ AlaTa ~JII1T·I"ur...sp*rOl /4 fi"'" 

____________ . ___ ~_-.-.-.-.-~r""'A"'. i 
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Hes iod: 

(From Minton, W. W. Concordance ta the 

Hesiodic Corpus. Leiden 1'976) 

J'évCL 
Sc. 235. '-iXIIU;oV ô' üpa tlÎl "ft· Jl. Il' qûpoaaov eWlôvtuç 

364. Irovti Il GTrti,&lV, lita liè J.lÉYo aoplC~ /lpaÇo' 

"évcoç 
Th. 688. dOap IItv Il. n).f\vto (j)~ tIC U ~t r.dcrav 
Sc. 429. ill Il. ô' èipa toi; 'lE "ù.«tVOv Tr1llrJ.otm ~-::op' 

"me; 
Th. 324. ÔIllVOV (l1rolt\1:{oooa ltIlpO; JI. a190/ID'OIO. 

492. tcapTrOÀillOlÇ li' cl p', llttt'm JL ICIIt coo11i1lla yv{a 

563. OÙ" tôiliou IItÂilJcn lt\JpOç j.I.. àl({l~OIO 

687. oM' iip' fn Zei>ç iOXI:V É,àv IL, ài.j.é ~'1.J -::oiJ 'YE 
832. taUpeu èptppOx&Cil. IL 1Ïa}.&'tou, ooam' ay.m,pou, 
853. Zti>ç ô' tu! où,," tcop&u\'EV tov !1-, EV.E:O 0' &.Âa, 

869. tIC ôé T~oç lm:' (htllrov IL irypOv CÎt\-;ev, 
896. laov fx01JO'av 1tatpi Il. "ai tTr1Ç1PO\'(l 1)o1J;'·ilv. 

Op. 414. T!"'ex; ôil i.."rr~:t IL o;':()(j TjÙ.IOIO 
62S. 1[(ivtoOtv, 6tpp' ~axlOO' àvtllCilv J.l. ir{pO' èb--::ev. 

Sc. 343. tv '(ap a(j)lV IL "'tet aro 'fÀauxillmç 'AftTl\'l1 
446. • Apt:Ç, lmaxE JI. tePlrtcpOv xai ;tdpa; àcir.t~' 

Fr. 14.4. -""-,,,,- .... -]v IL ~l9tOIO 
16.9. tliv ô(' où] MUPJu[ôQ\'oç tcpan:pèw IL IÎvnOtOIO 
33(a).27. Ij)J~ 0' 'Hpaclfjo:; C1T1J<n:1V j.I. l=o.3aj.lOl0· 

33(a}.34. -"v-v..JIŒV I(pan;pov p a .. J 
204.128. tpUx&auv lit Il. Pp6Ttov, lIl\i>Ol:otet ct tCQp!t6;. 
252.6. ydvato Xa{provQÇ "Plltl:pOV" Imto&illOtO 
294,). àKci."atov U 01 wpcrt; Oeu j.I., oÎl6Ë 01 GltVoç 

,. 
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Lyric poets: 

(From Fatouros, G. Index Verborum zur 
.-{ 

Frühgriechischen Lyrik. Heidelberg 1966) 

l'~\lOC;,'fO (10) Ba.3,54 (Sn. :]~oa mss.>; Pi.Fgm..129,1i 50.1,23;10.' 
1J.bc~ Pi.P.III 32 -,acc'l'ho~1·!i.13,1i6j Fi.O.VIII 70jFgm.52f',88jS:im$1.4-• .. 

III 

t 
" 

( 

C' 
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Appendix V: The j..L&\lOç of Archi1ochos: P. Colon. 7511: 35* 

Archilochos' use of ~~\lOç to refer to semen in 

the so-ca11ed Cologne Epode CP. Colon. 7511) is unique 

in extant Greek literature save for the apparent echo 

of Arehilochos' phrase in the Hellenistie poet 

1Jioscorides. 1 The diseovery of the Archilochos 

fragment and of the unparalleled referenee of j..Lé\loç 

therein has prompted an apparently unquestioned 

e~tension of the acce~ted semantic s~ere of j..Lévoç 

to inelude Archilochos' sexual sense. Indeed, the 

suggestion has been made by Giacomelli that the image 

of the male seed may be "at the root of j..Lévoç and çV 

i ts cognates. ,,2 Thür îs admi ttedly an extreme view 

but th~ consensus among commentators is represented 
- - "'Y. _ _ --. -

by Van Sickle' s j udgnten t tha t "the meaning whieh 

menos assumes here is a natural ext~nsion of its 

semantic range. ,,3 .Van Sickle refers to Nagy for the 

view that j..Lé\loç in Homer means "the power or essential 

* This paper was presen ted a t the annual meeting of / 
the Classical Association of Canada in Guelph, Ontario~ 
June 3, 1984. In order not to interrupt the argument, 
l have largely retained the original form, al though 
this entails sorne repeti tion of material presente~ 
e1sewhere in the thesis. (See p. 165 for the text 
of the fragment.) 
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force of the Homeric "hero, something which f1uctuates 

in him, often a mental faculty which temporarily may 

diminish, but which a god may prompt or instill";" 

and Van Sickle goes on to observe that "the range of 

.meanings which we now have ['for \-L€.voçJ, from a mental 

to a sexual manifestation, reca11s other cases of what 

Nagy terms 1 semantic ambivalence', for .instance in 

Greek mëdea meaning both 'thoughts' and 'genitals' ."5 

We must ask, however, what constitutes genuine 

, s emantic ambivalence '; what counts as a genuine 

'range of meanings'1 For instance, when, in fr: 189,.~ 
1 

Archilochos pi110ries his -victim with the taunt l1o,,-Ààç 

ôè 't'l)(P"-à.Ç t.YXÉ-"-uç t.5é~(.ù, which Davenport renders' 

'that. diner on eyeless eels,', 'are ~e to·' say that the 

word ~yxeÀl)ç exhibits 'semantic ambivalence', tha~, 

it has a 'range of meanings' from la snakelike fish' 

to 'the membrum virile'? Similarly, when James 

Michie, in a rather free renderin$ of C~tullus 80 8 

(a poem on the same theme) uses the image of asparagus 

and white sauce we know at once what he means to convey 

and that is of course because of the context. In these 

matters context is everything; we don't have to postu-

la te a 'range of meanings' for 'asparagus' which 

\ 
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includes its use here; it won't make it into our 

dictionaries, not eve~ the glossaries of slang. It 

is, 50 tO,speak, a 'nonce' slang term.. What we have 

in these instances is metaphor; and, as l have just 

implied, we May recognize a distinction between 

metaphorical usage which is common to a group o'f 

speakers (their corpus of slang terms) and, so to 

speak, ad hoc metaphorical usage, such as Michie's 

, asparagus' or (as far as we know) Arch1lochos,' 'eels'. 

Early_qreek alone provides ~ome 220 occurrences 

of ~&VOÇ; in the later period it is less frequent 

but still in us~ in both poetry and prose. In two 

of its~occurrences in extant Greek ~gvoç clearly has 

a %exual sense: it refers specifically to sernen. In 

no ot'her o,ccurience of ~gvoç (as far a~' l can deter

min'e),15 there any possib11ity of a sexual sense; 

and indeed, as l remarked earlier, the second use of 

~&VOÇ with sexual reference may be merely a self-

~~ conscious ec~o of the first. (It is worth noting, 

, 

too, that nowhere in the medical writers is ~évoç 
• 

used to refer to semen.) Givenc these figures, it 

seems reasonable to consider the poss1b11ity that 

the use of ~êvoç in the two sexual contexts 1s expli-

\) 

, 
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eitly metaphorieal, espeeially sinee sexual eontexts 

are--apparently universally--replete with metaphor. 

Dover, in his discussion of preliterate song in 
/ 

eonneetion with Arehiloehos' lang~~ge, observes that 

"sexual relationships form the context of a very high 

proportion of preliterate song, and pre~ise physical 

referenee is no~al, though the language in which 
0/
"'-/ 

such reference is made is oblique and symbolic.'" 

" Sex is of course the qui,ntessentially tabu 

subject; we talk a lot about it but we go to any 

lengths not to use the official terminology, and 

this predilection appears to know no ~ultural or 

temporal bounds. But in addition to this nega~ive 

motive for metaphorical language in sexual matters 

,there is also the important positive motive (and r 

suspec~ that this one is a good deal more important 

than tabu) that this is a language game we especiarly 

enjoy; for sorne reason we find phrases like 'eyeless 

eels' very amusing, and the more ingenuity involved 

the better we like it. Ward regards Archilochos' 

referenee to 'ee1s' as "veiling the accusation in 

discreetly metaphorical terms."lOr should think 

discretion had very little to do with it; Archilochos 

,~ 
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is interested in the joke--in the incongruous mental 

image of the membrum virile seen as 'a snakelike 

fish' (with the additional and felicitous connota

tion of edibleness). For other sexual metaphors in 

Archilochos see, for examp1e, the mushroom of 252, 

the tumors of 66 and perhaps 67, the jutting rock of 

4l~ etc., and in our own poem the gates and cornice 

and grassy gardens and the nautical metaphor of 

putting in to harbour (14-16), and perhaps eu~6ç 

as weIl, in line 2. 

Marcovich takes strong exception ta Merkelbach 

and West's suggestion of a Wortspiel in the use of 

e u~6ç in 1 ine 2, main taining that "i t does not seem 

likely---that Archilochos would put such a pun in 

the mouth of an innocent young girl whom he opposes 
" 

at length ta the licentious Neobu1e in 1ines 16-27";11 

but if there is a pun in eu~6ç here (or, more accu

rately, a double entendre), it is surely ta pe seen 

as ittadvertent on the part of the speaker. It would 

appear that this poem was intended for the titillation 

of a male audience (Archilochos' ~tÀo~, ta use 

Aristotle's term);12 t he who1e tone as weIl as the 

content seems ta me ta support such a view., And in 

- 1 
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this sort of context an inadvertent sensus obscenus, 

particularly from the lips of an 'innocent young girl~, 

would have twiee the appeal of a deliberate one. 

eu~6ç clearly has sexual reference in Hipponax fr. 10, 

and Archilochos' ehoiee of verb (te 6e ,,) eerta~nly 

favours taking eu~6ç as a sexual double entendre here. 19 

As Gregory Nagy has pointed out, in at least 

three'Indo-European languages we find words denoting 

mental concepts used with sexual reference, specifi-

ca1ly with reference to the male, genitalia: Greek 

~~5ea, Hittite i~tanza, Latin mentula, a diminutive 

of ~.l~ In eu~6ç, too, we find a word denoting a 

psychic faculty and funetion being used with sexual 

referenee. In Homeric ~syehology eu~6ç is the 'organ' 

of impulse, often spoken of as being 'roused' by sorne 

word o~ event, or of 'urging' a man to sorne aetion. 15 

This kind of language fairly invites the use of eu~6ç 

as a sexual double entendre, partieularly when there 

is so obvious a parallel to be drawn between a generie 

'organ' of impulse and a specifie organ of (sexual) 

impulse. 16 

Given this situation with eu~6ç, there are 

severa'l Homerie contexts which would favour the use 

L 
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of ~êvoç as weIl as a sexual double entendre (whether 

current or ad hoc). First, in,a number of passages 

~êvoç is said to be in the eu~6ç.17 Once eu~6ç cornes 

to be used for penis, the extension ta ~évoç is 

obvious enough. 

l have argued in this thesis that in the Homeric 

poems ~évoç refers to mental or psychic power ot force~ 

a conception corresponding to the later conception in 

the Western philosophical tradition of will as dynamic 

power. However, this P?ychic force is typically mani

fested through physical activity; when this force is 

diminished, the 1 will to act ion 1 is lost. 'Por examp1e, 

the horses of Achilles, mourni~g for Patroklos Cl!. 17. 
1 

426ff.) stand unmoving, 1ike a grave-stele; despite 

the efforts of Au~omedon, ~ith the lash and gentle 

words and threats, they ~ not willing (~~e~é~~v) to 

go either back to the ships or into battle, until Zeus 

put ~évoç in their knees and eo~6ç. Then they shook 

the dust from their manes and swiftly drew the ch~riot 

across the batt1efield. The word denoting such a 

psychic force could readily lend itself to metaphorical 

use with reference ta semen (and aiso blood, as in 
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Sophoc1es' 'Ajax 1413, ~O"av ~évoç) since it is"'an 

observable fact tha t ,a man depri ve'd of his 'vi"t:a1 

fluids' (and the Greeks did not rnake our precise 

distinctions arnong the various bodi1y fluids) loses 

the 'will to action'. This is not to say that ~é.voç 

is identified with these fluids; it is linked to 

them, so that Hecuba can urge wine"on Hector to 

increase his ~é.voç and Hector can dec1ine for fear 

of i~pairing his ~évoç (!l. 6.261-265), but it is 

not reduced to them. Eve~ today we link various 

types of performance ta blood-sugar lever or adrenalin 

production or, indeed, a1coho1 consumption, but we 

po not (at least Most of us do not) reduce perfor-

Mance to these substances; as for the specifically 

sexual 1ink, it May be observed, now as then, that 

a gelding loses not only his sexual capacity, but 

that indefinable something we calI 'spirit'. 
, 

In Homer, ~'voç is paired wit~ eo~6ç as an agency 

whi,ch may impel a man to action, e.g. g. 22.346-7, 

Achilles in blind rage says to the dying Hector, 

Cit yap 11roÇ aO't6v IJ.E. lJ.Ê.\loç xa~ eo~àç 6.vdT') / ~IJ.' ' 

d11o'talJ.v6~svov xpéa lô~êva~, '~euld that lJ.évoç and 

eUIJ.6ç might impel me to carve yeur flesh and eat it 

." 
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raw'. Again, lJ.évoç togeth~lr with eUiJ.6ç, may he 

roused by words or events, e. g'. Od. 8.15, "Qç et noüa' 

" &S't'pov e; , lJ.évoç xu t e UiJ.ov !;xcÎ.a-rou, Athene in the guise 
1 

of a 'h~~~d rouses the IJ.&VOÇ B;,nd e u.iJ.6 ç of the Phaeacians. 

Fina11~, the Homeric usage'of most re1evance for our , 

topic i~\the formulaic line in which IJ.boç is said ta 

be re1eased from-a spear: lyxe:.oç· ~vau 5' ~ne,,-rJ· d.q>tel. 

IJ. év 0 ç ~ ~ P L ~9 5, JI A P Tl ç, ll. . 13 . 4 4 4, 16. 613, 1 7 • 5 2 9. • . ( l t. 

is significant that ~he same verb is used: dq>tT)iJ.L, 

Tmperfect in Homer, ~orist in Archilochos.) 

The sexua1 imagery of weapons is perhaps the 

most universally attested subspecies of sexual meta-

phor; we may trace it from the thunderbolt of Zeus to 

the Homeric warrior's spear to the modern army jingle: 

'This is a rifle, this is a gun; This is for shootin' , 
... 

this is for fun.' Thomas Gould, in his discussion of 

the sexua1 imagery of weapo~s in Oedipus Tyrannus, 

draws attention to Il-iad 22, "where the actions of 

Achilles, pursuing Hector and th en tnrusting his spe~r 

through Hector's soft flesh, are depicted in distinctly . ' 

sexual ter~." 18 ..In fact, Homer is ri fe wi th references 

to quivering spears fixed in entrails loosing limbs 
" ,Ce.g. Il. 17.524) and such like. War itself is spoken 

-. 
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, 

of in the language of Iove--an interesting reversaI 

of the apparently univers~l equating of sex and death, 

from the French le petit ~ ta Dioscorides' phrase 

â.9a.va't"oç yéyova., '1 became a g'od' l,Lthe standard 

phrase for the death of a king in the Hittite annals. 

And the first time we encounter Homer's formulaic line 

in I1iad 13 it is in a context in which the sexual 

overtones are very marked. Alkathoos is slain by 

Idomeneus with a spear-thrust to the breast; the 

spear pierces his armor, he fal1s on his b.ack and 

. 

the spear is fixed in his he art which, still 'beating, 

causes th~ butt-end of the spear to quiver--until 

at last Ares releases its ~évoç Cl!. 13.434-44). 

Th~ ~êvoç of the spear is seen as the force that 

impels the spear to seek and plunge into its target, 

whereupon the ~évoç of the spear is re1eased and the 

spear cornes to rest; i~ the sexual sphere, it is the 

semen that is regarded as~the direct physical cause 

of the erection of the penis. We, with our more 

sophisticated knowledge of anatomic'al processes, know 

that the physical cause is actually the distention with 

b100d of the erecti1e tissue; the, ancients had on1y 

,~pinion--false as it turns out--but what more natural 

1 
t 



", 

( 

161 

than the belief that the physica1 cause is not blood 

but the sernen itseIf, si~ce it is foilowing the 

ejaculation of the semen that the erectile tissue 

becomes flaccid once again. The sernen, then, like 

the ~évoç of the spear, is considered responsible for , 

the penis's seeking and transfixing the object of its 

desire, whereupon the sernen, like the ~évoç of the 

spear, is released into its target and the penis, like . 
the spear, withdrawn, having dissipated its impelling 

force. 

Of;course, in the Archilochos f~agment the spear 

faiis somewhat short of its desired target. The 

precise location f~r theoreleasing of the ~évoç and 

the precise nature of the prior activit~ have occa-
, 

sioned a good deai of debate, the phrase~~~ç èn~Àoa~v 

in particular having proved difficult for commentators. 

At the appr'opriate moment the girl' s véov Xp6a. is 

reve~led and characterized as ~~~ç tn~Àua~v. Marcovich 

translates, 'the harbinger pf her prime',20 and West 

suggests 'das Aufkommen', which Van SickIè renders 

"'the 'on-coming' of her lllaturity as a woman."21 ~an 
, . 

Sickle himself has a rather 1engthy discussion, dealing~~ 

with the function of -aLÇ nouns and possible magical 

'J 
1 
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associations, and offers what he calls a "literaI" 

. transl'a tion: 'chfLTIn of womanhood'. 22 Segal; on the 

Qther h~nd, takes the phrase to mean the 'approach to 

her womanhoQd'; understanding ~~~ç as an objective 

genitive, with the explicit1y sexua1 sense of pubes. 23 

This concrete sense for the phrase seems best, since' 

the narrator of the poem is interested only in things 

v eminent1y physical; his attenti?n has shifted pro

gressively from the gi~l's neck2~to her breasts;25 

now he focuses attention on her lower be11y, contenting 
'\ 

himself Wf th the 'approach,' to her 'womanhood'; as 

D~gani discreetIy 'puts it, he deposits semen ante 

ianuam. 26 

There remains the problem of the missing epithet 

of ~évoç. Merkelbach, Degani and Page, aIl working 

independently, found an epigram of Dioscorides which 
)' 

mentions pouring out the À8UXOV ~gvoç at the climax 
L 

of lovemaking. 27 Since Dioscorides elsewhere refers 
i 

explicit1y to Archilochos 28 it seems a reasonable 

conjectur~ that he might have taken this striking 

phrase ~rom our epode, and this supplement appears 

to have gained generaI acceptance. There have been 

other suggestions: West's aep~èv ~évoç,29which 
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Parmenides uses of the.stars, and Van Sickle's To6~àv.30 

This last proposaI seems to me somewhat weak poetically 

and based on a rather weak argument. Looking for what 

he calis "less subj ective criteria" Van Sickle surveys 

the attributes of ~êvoç in what we have left of archaic 

Greek poetry and concludes that "the largest single 

group of attributes comprises personai adjectives,"S1 

while on the other hand ~êvoç is never ~ssigned a 

cOlour, and he takes this as an argument against 

colour here despite his own recognition that the very, 

use of ~évoç, here is u;tlique: "nowhere else in archaic 

li terature do es menos have an expressly sexual sense. ~,,3 2 

If the noun has a reference not found elsewhere in 

archaic literature, why should it not have an attribute 

unique in archaic literature? 

Indeed, the view of ~évoç as e~itIy metaphor

ical favours Àeuxov as i~s epithet. In a metaphoricai 

context the adjective is not merely descriptive; it 

functions as a kind of semantic marker. It serves to 

emphasize the concrete nature of the actual referent, 

thereby heightening the effect of the conceit involved 

in the metaphor itself. A similar effect may be seen 

in the phrase 'blind eels'. In the context in which 

.. 

l 
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Arehilochos uses it, the word 'eels' standing alone, 

without its epithet, would be fIat and without effect; 

it takes its effect from its attribute, which serves 

to mark the word in its metaphorical use. 3l Further

more, the us~ of a colour term as the attribute of 

~êvoç is singularly appropriate both to the specifie 

nature of the sexual encounter and to the overall 

context of the episode. Throughout the seduçtion 

itself, the audience has been encouraged to visualize 

the course of events; at the culmination of the 

narrator's progress, the audience i5 offered an 

actual view of the result5: the glaneing brightness 

of the semen eontrasting with the tawny hair of the 

-- - --------- il? 
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Archi1ochos. J P. Colon. 7511 

éText'" printed by Marcovich 1975) 

, 
" ••• rr&p.'lT1%JI à1roCX&f'EVOC' tCOII Bi 'T~",[1]COV woOd Il.] 

«l ~' ~JI J1T«I)'*tU Kal CE Ovp.6C 10&." 
1C'J'&II Iv ~pofT'pov, 7j vVv pol·/ 41r{p[n clOEV,] 

ICcxÀ~ T'Pf'''" 'lTapOlvoc' 80KJW 81 po'[v] 
S Etaoe dp.wp.ov lx.'v· n}1I &} a, 'IT(l;7}[ca, ~1À'l1v."] 

Toccriir' i~wvr,' ,",II cS' lyclJV'rIXp.f,[ft&P.1]II·] 

" 'A~,po(ôojjc O&yet:rEp. Je9>.iic TE "al [c~poJlOe] 
, • - ~ ,,., ':r.~ ] 

)'V""'KOC, 7]1' V1IV Y71 Ket:r ropWECC EU", 

[T]lp.pd, ,Ele, 8E7jc 1TO""a1 vlo",v àvo[P&Clv] 
10 'lTaptf [E] Td OEiov ](Pfjp.«' TWV T,e &pKICf:["] " 

[T]aiiTa 8' if ~CVX("1c. M' tÏv p.E>.avOij(& p.o, yJvvc,] 
[l]yw Tr /Cal a) a)v OEW& poV>'a$COf'E[V.] 

['lTJt:lcOJLIX' wC lU /CÉ},ECU; 7TO.uOV JL' È[1TOTpvvr, S' épwc] 
[Op]'YKOÜ T' ;"fpOE Kal m'Mwv ai7rop[8aVEU'.] 

15 i) fJLN T' JL/ycuPf!, "'lÀ"J' 'X'lCltJ ~p le !l'07][popovc] 
["M'lTovc. Td &} vûv yvéùO,' NroPoV>.T)[v po~ cLv] 

[ !'1\\ __ ' l " '~I t'[' 1\ ] 
IX JIV'U' «V'1Jp EXETltJ. auu 7'lE'lTE&p" 0 "1 1TEllfII. 

[~J8oc S' CÎ1rEPPtft]Kf! 1Tap8ml'wII 
[ ]

' l " , , ~ , , '[" ] H 'Il' xap'c. "1 7Tp'" f7T'T}V' KOPOV yap OV~ l1pvlCaHEv. 
20 [arPlc Bi p.hp' 14rrJvf! P.1X'Vé~fÇ rwr1' 

[Je] lC&paH&e (1) d-rr~f' po~ TOVr' Èrk'ir' ~p[af OEWV,] 
[.3Jvwc Jyw yvvaÜCtx T[O]'~V lxwv 

[Yfl}roC' XapJL' ;cop.«'. 7TO.\ÀdV ct ,BovÀplPcu. t/>&Â7]'] 
[ 

'] • , W, Il _C t'\' 
cv II-EV "lap Otl1' U1I"&CTOC OvrC O&1T'.'91l • 

. 2S [~ S]( p.&À.' detrr'fJ'fI, 7ToMoûc Tf 7TO,€tTa[, ~t.\oVC·] 

[&!»O&X' O1rCIJC p.~ -rvtPM. K&>.mlf'Epex 
[C'lTJp~& 17Tft~f'EJIOC TIk: (JC1T~p ~ lC[tkuV T'KW."] 

['TOC ]aûT' ÈcpwVfVV' 1TapOlvDv 8' ~V avOE[ C&II] 

['"1.\]fO&e-CC& >.1xpt11' llC),lVa, p.a>.OaKij' ~[/f'I%cl 
30 [xÀaa1"'1' KaÀ~ac, aùx"" cXyK&À.7]&(' lxw[v] 

[B(~et:r, 1TIjl:Y[C]{lA'WJc TWC ~C'J'E VEPp[.3C -u-.J 
[p.at]Wv Te" xEpdv ~1Tlwc J4rr1r/J&JL7JV, 

[~ S' V;]'4nJy~ iJ vÉov, ~P1Jc Èm]>.ypv1 'XP&~' 
f/brav T]~ ~wlI-,œ ~aÀJv ,à~atPW~EV~C, , .• 

35 [ÀroK]OV -acf>ijKIX f'EVOC ç«J!8T]c E7Tlt/Jav[wv TP'X&C.] 

\ 
\ 
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NOTES Ta CHAPTER l 

t. By 'early Greek' l mean the Iliad and Odyssey, 

the- Homeric, Hymns, Hesiod and the lyric poets down , 
ta Pindar and Bacchylides. (There does not seem to 
be any epigraphical evidence of moment.) Any study 
of early Greek must of course be'based in the first 

instance on Homer; thus the present Jhesis is 
concerned first and foremost with the Homeric 

poems, with Hesiod and the lyric poets considered 

primari1y in terms of their faithfulness to or 
divergence from the Homeric model .. 

2. E. g. Robbins 1968:137: 'design, anger, strength, 
courage, 1ife'; Franke1 1975:77: 'energy, will'; . 
Autenrieth: 'impulse', will, spirit, might, courage, 
martial fury, rage; Cunliffe: 'passion, spirit, 

fury, rage, distraction, frenzy, courage, stoutness, 
might, vigour, power, strength, the animating 

principle, the' vital spirit, the souI, 1ife'; , 
L5J 9

: 'might, force, strength, fierceness, spirit, 

force, life, passion, int~nt, purpose'; Chantraine 
DELG, sv ~é~ova: 'l'intention, la volonté, la 
passion, l'ardeur au combat, la force qui anime 
les membres'; Frisk: 'Geist, Mut, Wut, Kraft, Drang'. 

3. Pokorny 1959:726-728; cf.,Mei11et 1942. ~évoç 

is the reflex of an ~-stem neuter noun (*me~es-) 

formed directly from the verbal ~oot. 

\ 



\ 

o 
c? 

" 

, 0 

l . 
1 , 

167 

, NOTES TO CHAPTER l ... 

4. Russo and Simon f968:483 define 'Homeric 

psy,chology' as "the modes of repr~senting mental 

. states, both ordinary and unusua1, in the Homeric 

poems." '1 wou1d prefer to substitute 'activi~' 
for their 'states'. 

- 5. Snell 1953:15; cf. Onians 1954:23-65. 

6. Most notab1y' at Il. 23.315. 

7. Robbins 1968: 135 suggests "that tJ.évoç is as 

much an organ as the e uIJ.6ç .or the tox~ and that it 

deserves to be promoted to join the trinity of 

organs that Snell posits as going to mak~ up psychic 

or mental li fe. " Rob b ins' interpretation of !-Lê voç, 

however, differs from that proposed here; see 

bel OW, pp. 6 -; 8 • 

8. See App_endix l for a discussion o~ous 

, 
/, 

'conceptions to which the word 'will' has ,been 

attached in the Western philosophical tradition. 

9. Il The views of Snell and Dodds are discussed in 

Chapter 1. 

10 • Fr lin k e 1 19 7 5 : 78 n 8 • 

..-

11. Frapkel 1975: 80. "An open force field" is the 

translation offered by Russo and Simon 1968:485 of 

Frankel's term ein offenes Kraftf~ld. 

1 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER l 

12. The 'intellectualist' view is discussed in' 
Chapter II, pp."35-40., 

13.' Dihle 1982:27. 

14. Dih1e 1982:34. 

15. Dôdds 1951:8-9.- ..... 

. 
16:"" Dodds 1951: 26nl0S, 

17. Dodds 1951:9. 

18. Dodds 1951:8. 

19. Rob~in5 1968. 

20. Robbins 1968:174n18; 178n2(. 

21. Onians 1954:52. 

22. Snell 1953:9-22 pass im, esp. 15. 

" 23. Snell 1953:8. 

24. Robbins 1968:133. 

25. Robbins 1968:133-134. 

26. Robbins 1968:137. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER l 

27. Robbins 1968:137-38. 
bel OW, pp. 47- 49 .) . 

(On v60ç as 'p~rpose' see 

28. Giacome11i ,1980: 16. ,,. 
f 

, 
29. Giacome11 i 1980: 4. 

<~ 30. Giacome11i 1980:6. 

31. Giacorne11i 1980:4. ~ 

32. Giacorne11 i 1980: 9. 

, 
33. Giacomelli 1980:4. 

34. Adkins 1970:41. 

35. Giaco~el1i 1980:9. 

36. Nagy 1980:161, cf. 162. 

37. Nagy 1980:181-82; cf. Nagy 1974:266-69. The 
connection between 'reminding' and 'power' is 
apparent1y the exerting of influence upon the one 

reminded. 

38. Nagy 1980:183. See also the convenient summar-y 
of views of lJ.é'Voç in Schmitt 1967:10~-23. 

r .. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER II 

.. 
ç' 

1. Bruno Snell, Die Entdeckung des Geistes (Hamburg 

1948; Eng1ish translation by T. G. Rosenmeyer: The 

Discovery of the Mind, Cambridge, Mass. 1953). Snel1's 

book was c1ose1y fOl1owed, in time and influence, by 

E. R. Dodds' The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley 

1951). Important contributions had been made pre

vious1y by Joachim Bahme, Die Seele und das Ich im 

Homerischen Epos (Berlin 1929); Christian Voigt, .. 
Uberlegung und Entscheidung (Berlin 1933); Kurt von 

Fri tz, "Nom: and NOE 1 N in the Homeric Poems," Class ica1 

Phi101ogy 38 (1943) 79-93; and Snell himse1f, in h,is 

ear1ier work, anticipating his later synthesis: 

"Ais chylos und d~s Hande1n im Drarna," Phi lologus 

Suppl. 20 (1928); trDas Bewusstsein von eigenen 

Entscheidungen in frühen Gr iechen tum," Philologus 

85 (1930) 141ff.; and his review of Bahme in Gnomon 

7 (1931) 74-86. See also his 1ater Scenes from 

Greek Drama (Berkeley 1964.) Subsequent works of 

maj or importance inc1ude R. B. Onians, Origins of , ~~ 

European Though t (Cambridge 1951); E. 1. Harrison ;>" 
, ~ 

"Notes on Homeric Psychology," Phoenix 14 (1960) \ 

63-80; Albin Lesky, Gottliche und mensch1iche 

Motivation im Homerischen Epos (Heidelberg 1961); 

Hermann Frankel, Dichtung und Philosophie des 

frühen Griechen tums, Znd ~d. (Munchen 1962; Eng1ish 

translation by Moses Hadas and James Willis: Early 

Greek Poetry and Philosophy, Oxford 1975); A. W. H. 

1 
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.. ( . NOTES TO ClIAPTER II 

Adkins, ~ the. Many to the One (London 1970). ' 
See also Russo and Simon 1968, Darcus, especially 
1972:l2-1}8, 1979A, 1979B, 1980, and Robbins 1968; 
for addiiional references see the Bibliography at 

the end of this thesis. 

2. See Appendix III for a discussion of Snell' s 
general position on the lack of abstract concepts 

in Homer. 
~ 
tJ 

3. Snell 1953:1-5. 

4. Snell 1953:7. 

5. Snell 1953: 5: '''if th~y had no word for i t, i t 
fol1ows that as far as they were con~erned it did 

not exist." 

6. Snell 1953:6. 

, 
7. Snell 1953:8. 

8. Snell 1953:8. 

9. Snell 1953:9-22, esp. 14-15. 

10. Snell 1953:9. 

11. ' Snell 1953:14. 

'\ 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER II 

12. Snell 1953:19. 

13. Snell 1953:20; cf. Snell 1930 and Voigt 1933 
,-

l?!frS1m a!ld esp. 103:. "man still ~ossesses no con-
sciousness of personal freedom and of deciding for 

himself." Hugh Lloyd-Jones (1971:l68n38) observes 
_. that liA particularly pRt"adoxical result of Snell's 

belief may be seen in his Scenes from Greek Drama 

(1964), 'If., where he argues that in choosing to 
r-' 

avenge Patroclus and die young~AchillèS did,not 
rè~lly make a choice, or a dbclsion. Such an 
opinion i5 inconsistent with a proper understanding 
of an important, and by no means difficult, factor 

in the plot of the Iliad." Cf. Pearson 1962: 208n3; . \ 

Pearson observes that if Snell's thesis is accepted, 
"it means that no judgment of man's moral worth is 
passible in the language of Homer, that no Homeric 

character is better than another, but only luckier 

or more cunning." 

14. Adkins and others do not accept the radical1y' 

behavioristic view proposed by Snell; they allow 
~ction to originate within the pers on but they 
deny agency to the person himself. (Adkins' view 
is discussed below, pp. 19- 21 and 26-27.) 

15. See Appendix II for a discussion of the philo~o-
~ 

phical issues of personal identity and action theory. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER II 

16. When Snell says, for example, "Homer does not 
« 

know genuine persona1 decisions," "(1953': 20) this 
implies that 'modern' man does. Similarl~,c when 

-he says that for Homeric man "mental ~nd spiritual 
acts are due to the impact of external factors" 
(20), ,the implication aga in is that 'mo,dern' man 
is responsib1e for his mental acts. 

~7. Dodds,195l passim. 

18. Dodds 1951:20n3l. 

19. Frankel 1975:80. 

-
20 • Fran k e 1 19 7 5 : 80 . 

21. Franke1 1975:76. 

22. Frankel 1975:77. 

( 

23. frankel 1975:79. 

24. Frankel 1975:78. 

2? Adkins 1970:22. 

26. Adkins 1970:22. Cf. Harrison 1960:78: "however 
wide open he may be to [external] influences, Homeric 

man is not at the mercy of them. He frequently rec
ognizes the need to control them, and he frequently 
displays the ab i1i ty to do so." 

'. 

.. 
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NOTES TcyJCHAPTER II 

27. Il-. 4.43. For other instances-of Homeric man 
--"-

controlling his eu~6ç see g. 9.255,18.113, 19.66, 
Ode 11.105; he milY a1so on occasion yie1d to his 
e l) 116 ç, e. g. .!l. 9 • 109 . 

" 
,\ . 

28. Il. 19.86-87; Dodds 1951:20n31. 

29. Sc. Il. 19.65. 

30. Adkins 1970:22. 

31. Bertrand Russell and others have held that OU! 

concept of a 'self' based on pronominal reference is 
at best a grammatical fiction, at worst a grammatic~l 
mistake (see Appendix II); but Homeric man did not 
engage in philosophical speculation on these matters. 

32. Hugh Lloyd-Jones (1971:168n42) quote$,G. Devereux 
on the s ignificance of the f~rst-persQn pronoun: "once 
Odysseus says 'l,' this establishes at least a general 
sense of psychic coherence." 

33. It is sometimes claimed, on the basis of IL ,1. 

3-4, where ao~6ç refers to the physica1 body in 
contrast ta the tuxij, that the body is generally 
identified with the 'self' Ce.g. Nagy 1980:162; 

,Reriëhan'1980:1.06). But ao-r6ç in this passage serves . -
mere1y to designate the unmarked member of a contrasted 

pair: the heroes' tuxat were sent taJHades, bu~ they 

-- -,-, - '-- ----------
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.~ 

. themselves (i. e. the rest of them) were made prey 

for dogs. We might equally well expect to find 

'his 9lllJ.6ç did this, but ab't"6çthat (cf. Zeus' 

contrasting of e Ull6ç and !yro, g. 4.43); or 'his 

tongue did this, but-a.ô"t'6ç that'. 

34. .Od. 8.320. 

35. Ode 13.332. 

_ 36. Il. 3.202. 

. .. 

37. neptcpprov, Ode 1.329, etc.; n&nVlllJ,&VOÇ, Il.3.148, 

Ode 1.213, etc.; nOÀ6IJ.Tl't't.ç) Il. 1.311, etc. 

38. E.g. Il. 3.212-224. 

39. E.g. Ode S. 165ff. , Il. 2.243ff., 23.566f(. 
.,--

40. E.g. Il. '1. 343. 

41. Voigt 1933 pass im, esp. 103. 

" 
42. Snell 1953:20. 

43. Dodds 1951: Chpt. 1. 

1 

44. Dodds 1951: 2011,31. 

4S. Dodds 1951: 7 and 20n31. 
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46. E.g. Russo and Simon 1968: 484-85. 
" 

47. Franke1 1975:79. 

48. Franke1 1975:80. 

49. Russo and Simon 1968: 485. 

50. Adkins 1970:22. 

51- Adkins 1970: 24. 

st. Harrison 1960:79-80. 

(/ 

53. Voigt 1933: esp. 103; Snell 193'0:141ff. 

54. Cf. Dodds 1951:20n31. Odysseus ' s.tatement that 
he knaws i t is better ta stand and die than to flee 

is not a case of reducing decision ta knowledge and 
, 

thereby foregoing the act of decision; it is rather 
a way of expressing an a1l-things-considered judgment. 
Odyssel,ls j udges that i t would be good to flee in 

order to s~ve his life; th~t is a judgment simpliciter 
(i.e. not an all-things-considered·judgment). On the 
other hand, he reminds himself that, according to the 
heroic code by which he lives, i t is bet ter to die and 
preserve one's xÀéoçthan to live and preserve one's 

life;' tha t is an a11- things- considered j udgment and 

it 'wins out over his immediate impulse. A similar 
judgment leads to Achilles' choice of death and xÀéoç 
despite his eloquent statement to the contrary ln 

the Embassy scene. 

III 
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55. Dodds 1951; 7. Lloyd-Jones (1971: 10) observes 
that "when a human a~tion, whether right or wrong, 

is put down to the action of a god, that does not 

mean that the human actor is not he1d to be res

ponsib1e for his deçisions. . .. the divinely \ 
motivated act can aIse be fully motivated in 
human terms; the part played by the god can ~lways 

be subtracted without making nonsense of the action." 

56. Harrison 1960:78 and n88; he cites Ode 3.26, 

4.712, ,7.263, 16.356. A striking instance of human 
will set against the will of the gods is Il. 12.8-9: 

the Danaans' defensive wall 'was built against the 
will of the immortal gods': gerov 5' è.é.xT)'t'1. 't'&'t'ux't'o 1 1 

â9avâ.'t'oov. 

57. Harrison 1960:78-9. 

58. Teffetel1er Dale 1979:26n25. 

59. E.g. Snell 1953:20. On this view, Horneric m&n, 
denied the benefit of external intervention, weuld 

remain forever in the lamentable predicament of 

Buridan's Ass, that unfortunate creature poised 
~ 

midway between two equally luscious piles of hay 

and unab1e to make a choice. 

60. She does not command, she suggests, adding at xe . 

n t9T)a. 1.. 

, , > 
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. NOTES TO CHAPTER ,II. 
61.. This observation is not intende.d to reduce the 

gods to mere dramatic devices. The raIe of the gods 

in Homer is extremely comp1ex. and it is -far beyond 

the scope of the present study to attempt an account 
\ 

of it. 

62. Dekiberation, it might be c1aimed, is undoubted 

in Homer; what is 1acking is the notion of decision. 

This would presumably be Voigt' s view and j, t has been 

suggested to m~ by P!oof~ssor 1. Woodbury i_n _ conversation. 

But is it coherent to attribute to a given mentality 

.the conception of a deliberative process and at the 

same time deny to it a conception of the outcome of 

that process, ,namely, decision? 

63. P.23. 

64. Stevens 1933: 109-10 notes that bath Libanius and 

Eustathius consider Homer's 1ine to be an instance of 

the proverbial association of counsel and night. 

Agamemnon's neg1igent somnolence of course contrasts 

with Zeus' wakefu1 deliberation. 

65. Indeed, why does the council of eIders exist 

if not for the express purpose of making decisions 

for future action? 

66. Harrison 1960:78. 

67. Harrison 1960: 80. On Homeric man' s capaci ty for 

decision-making ~ee also Sharples 1983 and O'Brien 

1967: 21 On8. 

or , 
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~' 

68. Professor Woodbury, in conversation, has pointed 

out that this is merely one instance of a general 

prob1em in the Greek notion of the gods, another being 

that the gods are made to offer prayers, libations, 

etc. 

69. Dodds 1951:16-17 and 26n105; cf. Franke1 1975: 

82. For a cri tica1 dis cuss ion of the Tin tellec tualis t 1 
1 

view of the Greek mind,'see O'Brien 1967:Chpt. 1: 
0 

"The Paradoxes and Greek 'Intellectualism' ," esp. 

23n3 and 42n4~. 

70. Dihle 1982:27. 

71. Dih1e 1982:34. 

72 . Dihle 1982: 34-5. 

73. Dodds 1951:8-9. 

74. Dodds 1951:20n31 and 26n105. 
" 

75. Dodds 1951:17 and 26nl0S. 

76. Dodds 1951:9. 

77. Dodds 1951:9. 

78. OfBrien 1967: 53. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER II 

79. 0' Briet;l 1967: 49- 53. 

80. O'Brien 1967:53n74.' O'Brien presumably means to 

deny to Homer only formaI concepts in the s'trict sense, 

not concepts in the less rigorous sense discussed b~low; 

cf. his percept,:!-ve obj ection to the claim that P1ato 

lacks the concept of 'fre@ will', quoted in note 85 

below. 

8L Wit'i:tgenstein '1953: esp. sections 71 and 75, cf. 

Wittgenstein 1974:120. John Sear~e (in discussion) 

makes a s imilar distinction in terms of 'applying' 

and 'explicating' a concept. 
Ci 

82. On the concep~s implici t in Homeric descriptions 

of psychic activity, see the discussion in Chapter 

II l be10w of the funet ions of v6oç,e u~ôç and <PP h eç . 

See Appendix l for a discuss ion of various 

conceptipns of 'will' in Western t?ought. 

84. For example, the notion of 'free will' is implicit 

in the use of the adj ective tIl.ch; the conception of 

will a~ intellectual preference or choice is, conveyed 

in language based on' f30lJÀT); etc. 

85. Indeed sbme commentators main tain that the concept 
, ' 

of will is lacking even i~ Aristotle, despite his pro-

found concern wi th the ethi cal problem termed akras ia, 

,', 

\ " 

.... 
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which is "typically designated in contemporary . 
discussions' 'weakness of the will'.; .cf. Walsh ~9~ 

173-81. O'Brien 1967:217, ,in his discussion of 

Plato 1 5 thought on these i,s,sues, offers a useful 

ca~eat on confusing words.with concepts. He 

observes tha t there is "no Platonic term equi valent 

to the modern term 'will""; but, he points out',~ 
'''what we real"Iy want to know is how,PHi1;o' conceived 

of'those phenomena whfch we cover by th~ term ~n 

ques tian. . .. No Platonic word d~Jlote8 indi vidual 

responsibility conceived as a faculty,. which is 

what we mean by the 'free will'. Yet Plata 

evidently believed in such tesponsib~.li ty." 

,. 
86. Frank"~l 1975:xi. (One could wish' that Frankel 

had applied this sound pr,inciple , to his' study 0f\ 
·Homeric psychology.) Cf. Hugh ~loyd-Jones' comment' 

on ,the danger of restricting investigation to 
• ,p 

terminology (1971:2-3): 

U • 

One of the most darnaging sources of errOT 
about early Greek morality has been the 
assumptiqn that in arder to study the 
motal notions found in a work of art or 
in a society it is enough to list and 
analyse the words indicating moral ~ 
concepts which occur in it. The scrutiny 
of such words is certainly an important 
part of such an investigation; but the 
investigation will not be cornple"te until 
the study of moral terminology has been 
supplemented by a study of the actions 

.performed in the book or the society in 
question and the attitudes shown toward 
~hem by those who h~ve performed and 
those who have described thern." 

-, 
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Elsewhere (26). he remarks that "It may b!e ha~ ': 

name an equivalent of 'dut y' .or 'loyalty', ilY"Homeric 
/ 

Greek, but if the word is lacking the th:tng is not." 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER III 

'. • 
1'. Snell 1953:8. 

2. Snell 1953:9. 

, , 
3. Snell" 19S"3: 15.· 

4. Snell 195,3:9., 
.v-' 

·l C"....\,.:) 

5. ·Sne11 19S3:8. 
, ' . 

6. Snell 1953:9. 
. 

0 

7 •. Dodds 1951:138; cf. Harrison 1960:1'5: "1jr°XT] in 

Homer ean 'searee1y be eal1ed a mental organ"; Dareus 
1979:30-32: "In Homer \jrl.Jxf) does not function as a 

psyehic organ in man"; Adkins 1970: 14-15. In the 

lyric poets tI.JX~ begins to function as a psyehic 
organ, taking over the appetitive funetions of ~he 
Hamerie eo~6ç, a usage it retained down ta the time 
of Plata, who bestowed upon it a new raIe as the 
seat of reason. Cf. Darcus 1979: 34-34; Dodds 1951: 

138-39; Burnet 1916; Webster 1957; Fur1ey 1956. • 

,8. Darcus 1979: 31. 

9. Darcus 1979:33. 

, 
10. Cf. Darcus 1979 passim. 
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e, 13. Adkins 1970:15; cf. also Warden 1971:95: "t~XT] 

... means nothing more than that which is lost to 
man a t death, i. e. life." Rohde 1 5 view of the 
Homeric ~ux~ as a 'double' in man (Rohde 1925) 
has been superseded.by subsequent studies. 

, , ,1 

14. Nehring 1947:108 points out that -the c1assic 
terms for 'syncope' or" swoon' are À. (e') "no~ux ta. 
and À. (e) I.notuxe1:v. 

15. Cf. Nagy 1980. 

16. Theorists-~philosophers, psycho1ogists, etc.-
\, 

excepted. 

17. Cf. Nagy 1980:164; Bohme 1929:22 and 124; 
Schnaufer 1970:198-201. 

18. - Bohme 1929:111, 124; Nagy 1980:163, Schnaufer 
1970:194-95. 

. 
19. Bàhme 1929:111,124; cf. Onians 1954:103 and n4. 

20., Nagy 1980:163. Nagy maintains, however (165), 
that "the avoidance of the word psukh~ in descriptions 
of a hero's reviva1 from a swoon wou1d be motivated 

" 
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'1 

by a need to keep this theme distinct, from the 
theme of a hero' s revival from death,." this revi val 
fnvolving the eventual reintegration of o/uX~ and 
body. '0 

2l. Nagy 1980: 162-63. , 
'. 

~ {!o.-

22. See the discussiôn of cppév&ç .below. 

2~. Nehring 1947:108, • 116. 

24. Cf. N'ehring 1947:108. 

~2S. Nagy 1980:164 and n28 takes the verbs ~~n~u~o/ 
d~nv6e~ ta refer to the regaining of the eu~6ç and 
~évoç but Nehring's distinction between the eo~6ç 

-and the respiration (116-17) wou1d appear to be 
supported by the texte 

26. ~f. Nehring' 5 discussion of descriptions of 
partial recovery (1947: 113-18): "the behavior of 
the e \)~6ç is depicted as a per,s ist4ng symptorn of 
tn,e syncope itse1f" (113). 

27. Von Fritz 1943. Even Douglas Eyame, who 
proposes, a derivation that connects v60ç with 
v~o~a~ and proposes an original rnean~ng of a 
return frorn death and darkness ta 1ife and 1ight, 

/ 

imp1ies that, despite the apparent semantic 

,H 

.1 , ; 
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divergence, his conclusions are not essentia11y 

at variance wi th those of v9-n Fritz (Frame 1978: 
/' 

30n271· ' 

28. von Fr i t ~ 1943: 90 • 

29. von Fritz 1943:85. 

30. von Fritz 1943:86. 

:51. von Fritz 1943:90. 

32. von Fritz 1943:90n8.3. 

33. Snell 1953:13. As early as 1931 Snell had( 

o~served thàt "Das voetv ist ein 'Sehen,' abercein 

"geistiges' Sehen" (Snell 1931: 77) . 

34. Harrison 1960:72. 

/' 

35. Harrison 1960:90. 

36. BBhme 1929:52. 

37. vcm Fritz 1943:83-4. 
> , 

38. Harrison 1960:75. 
d 

39. Harrison 1960:73. 

40. Harrison 1960: 74. 
.. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER III 

41. Harrison ·1960: 74; ,cf. 72n5l and von Fritz 1943: 

82 (but cf. also 86). On v60ç generally cf. Bohme 

1929: 75; Adkins 1~70:20; Franke1 1975:78; Darcus 

1980; Warden 19Z1. 

42. Snell 1953:9. 

43. Snell 19~3:13. (We may note here th~t the organ 

variously termed 1i't',op/x.~p /xpa ô L'l'} shareso' many of the 

emotional functions of the au~6ç.) 

44. Snell 1953:13. 

, 

45. Cf. Nehring 1947 for an' account' of the role of 'il 

the a u~6ç (" a principle 9i mot ion and impulse," 121) . 
in Homerie descrip tiol1s of swoons. 

1· 

46. Snell 195~:14. ,1 

47. Bohme 
. il 

see especia11y 72n1 for list 1929: 69-74\; a , 
of pq,ssages in which h~ __ ~,ees 9 u\-L6ç as responsible for 

ration~1 functions. 

48. Harrison 1960; 71. 

(' 

4r-~Na'g/1980:l62. Cf. Onians 19S4:i3 and 4,4ff.; 

Onians understands a u\-L6ç as the 'breath-soul', c10sely 
""'" 

connected wi th the blood. Cf. Harr ison 1960: 66. 

50 . Nagy 1 980 : 16 5 . 
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NOTE~ TO CHAPTER III 
, 

# 

, 

5I. Snell 195;~: 13. 
~ 

52. Harrison 1960:67, 71. 
l' 

It\ 
5'3. Harrison ira: 7l. , ' 

54. Harrison 1960:67, 71. 
1 i , 

~ 
. , 

; 
" 55. . Franke1 1975:78. 

' , 

56. Cf., Darcus 19,·79 : 161. 

• 
57. Cf. Da,Z:cus 1971: 161é 

Q' 

58. Harrison 19.60:75. . , 

59'. Harrison 1960:75. \ 

60. Harrison 1960: 74. 

61. Cf. Furley' s distinction (1956: B) between "the 

momen tary insight, the flash of 'vision'" (v6~ç) and 

"prolong'ed de1iberation, ca1cu1ation or 'pondering" 

(cpp1jv) • 

62. Harrison 1960:75. 

63. Thè ancient interpretation of C9P~\I in Homer as 

'diaphragm' has recently been reaffirmed by Snell 

1977; this is unquestionab1y i ts use in the fifth-

o ' 
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, - , 

, century medical writers. For Homeric q>pÉ.ve<; as 
~ ... .... i 

'lungs' s,ee Onians 19 S4: 23ff.; for <l'pb eç as impre-
, 1 

cisely defined organs of the chèst see Ireland and .... . 
Steel 1975, fo1lowed by Darcus 1979'. 

) 

64. Ireland and stee::" lyS: 195. 
'", 

Mi,. Oiiians 19S4:23ff. . 
4) 

• . 

66. Onians 1954: 24n·S. The identification of lung~ 
and diaphragm as a unit would be facilitated by th'ei r 

actua1 phys ical" connection and, perhaps more s ignifi-:' 

cantly, by the external appearance of the diaphragm 

as i t- -like the lungs-- expands anp. contracts wi th 
- )~ , 

the breath. The inclusion of the diaphragm as a pàrt 

of the ~p€.v eÇ or q>p"v (the use of the grammatically 
1 

singu1ar collective noun presents no difficulty) 

would account not only for the later interp~eta tion 

of <pp1}v as diaphragm but also for what would other

wise be an occasional problematical passage in Homer. " 
, 1 

67, Cf. Darcus 1979:161 and n13. 

68. A circumstance that renders aIl the more puzzling 

Snell' s omission of cpp€.veç from his discu5<Sion of 

psychic 'organs' (Snell 1953: 8-22) . , 

,cr , 
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NOTES TO CH)\PTER IV 

. 
1. In providirig a sIstematic account df Homeric 
psycho1ogy, 1 do ~ot mean to imply that Homer or 
~Homeric man' was necessarily aware of functioning 
within the framework of such a system. The situatIon 

( is somewhat analogous to the description of a 

'language; thè linguist concerned wi th des~;:ll5i:ng a 
language discerns a system of rules operating within 

: the language whereas the ordinary native ~peaker 
is notoriously unaware of the set of rules which 
operate on his every utterance. 'My claim is that 

. . 

: , 

Homeric man acts within the framework of the system 
heFe described; not that he exhibits a reflective 
awareness of it as· a system. 

2. The following analys is of 
Bourke 1964: 235. 

'wil\itrg ' 
\ 

\ 

is based on 

3. See A. M. ,Goichon, Lexique de la\, langue philoso-
phique d'Ibn Sina (Paris 1938), p. 1:~6 (on sensory. and 
intel1ectual will) and p. 115 (on the two kinds of 
choice). Bourke (1964:60) observes that the distinc-
tions recdgnized by Avicenna "were not, influential in 
the generaL development of Western thinking on will". 
This is true of discussions of 'willing' throughout 
most of the tradit~on; however, something similar to 
Av3..cenna' s distinction seems to bel involved in con
temporary discussions of choièe as opposed to decision; 

, see the article (with bibliography) by Andrew Oldenquist, 
'entitled "Choosing, Deciding, and Doing," in The 
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NOTES TO 'CHAPTER IV 

Encyc10pedia of Philosophy (London 1967), vol. 2~ pp. 

96-104, and Shaffer's brief but-lucid account of 

intentional action which is not preceded by decision

makirig or de1iberate choosing (Shaffer 1968: 82-84) . 

4. See Appendix l for an account of the, conception 

of will as dynamic power. 

5. See Robbins 1968:180n38 for a possible connection . . 
between !-J.é\loç and I-L~\ll.ç. ' 

\ 
6. E.g. g.\5 .. 2, 125, 470,513, 563; 6.27,261; 

7.38; 8.'335,358; 10.366, .482, etc. 

7. Adkins 1970: 41\ 
l' 

8. Dodds seems ta "miss the point and the c.oimection 

with the I1iadic assemb1y (no. 2 above) when he takes 

Ilévoç heore as "th~ mora~\courage which will enab1e the 

boy to face the overbearirig sui tors" and .dismisses i ts 

use by the poet of the 'Telemachy' as "literary adapta
\ 
\ tion. " 

\ , 

9. Austin 1975: 106 recognizes \~he volitional aspect 

of !J.boç in this passéj.ge: "when 'Zeus breathes menos 

into Achilleus' horses ta ma~e them leave the corpse 

of Pattoklos it is not strength he gives them. 

The menas they recei ve from Zeus makes them willing 

to MOYe. Menos here is a redirection of their will, 

a channel ing of their energy into movement. Il - Cf. 
Austin 1973/74: 244: "In a word 1ike menas the idea 

of mental orientation and of a g~verning princip1e 

emerges clearly." 

1 ____ ,,_--..... '---P'" .... ~- _~ --- ~_._~-
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NOTES TO CHAPTER IV 
J 

'< 

10. Frankel 1975': 78. 

11. Cf. Chantraine DELG sv J..Lé""ova. See the , 
discussion af !!eventvro above, pp. 66-68; cf.76-79. 

12. Pokorny 1959:704. 

13. Robbins 1968: 1'37. 

14. Cf. Benveniste 1935:147ff.; Lane 1939:199. 

15. Meil1et 1942: 38. Cf. Chantraine DELG sv IJ. élJ.o va. • 

16. Mei11et 1942: 46. 

17. Giacamelli 1980:7. 

18. E. g; Rabbins 1968: 13 7; cf. Cunliffe, LSJ 9
, etc. 

19. Robbins 1968: 145. Robbins remarks (183n39) inat 

"Àâ.e e crea. L does nat mean 'to farget', but rather, as 

the middle af À.1)9ro, 'ta be unaware of'." 

20. Robbirfts 1968:143-48; Nagy 1974:266-68. Nagy 

points out that at ad. 1.89, "lJ.°év-oç is actual1y 

being infused by Mév-'t"T)ç" (' he who reminds') and ' 

that 1ater Athene encourages first;, Te1emachos (ad. 

2.268) and then Odysseus (Od. 22.226) by reminding 

them of. their lJ.êvoç, while in the form of Mév-'t"rop. 

L 
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21., Robbins 1968: 139- 41, 144. j.LfJv LÇ, too, may 

belong ta the same group; cf. Rabbins l80n38 . 

22. Pokarny 1959:729. 

23. E.g. g. 3.52; 5.527. 

24. Cf. the discussion be1aw, in Appendix V, of 

the !J.êvaç of a spear in relation to, the sexual 

imagery af weapons. 
--~.--

25. Cf. Watkins 1971: 64-65 and n13. 

26. Similarly, thé adje,ctiva1 forms d'!J.E;VT)Ç and 

Ô\)O'tJ.E;VT)Ç convey respectively the senses' of 'good

willed' and 'ill-willed'; tha t is, they'refer to 

the efCercis ing a f will that is favorable or uilf'av

orab1e fram the point, of view af the obj ect toward 

whom i t is direct'ed. 

27. E.g. Ode 7.178'tJ.évoç 'AÀ.XLV6oLO, etc. 

28. Pire: Th. 324, 563; sun: QE. 414; winds: Th.86~, 

.2E,. 625; Zeus: Th. 687, 853; Athene: Th. 896; bull: 

Th. 832; horses: Sc. 343; XE;Lpeç: Sc.' 446;' î"ULa: Th. 

492; <ppéveç: Th. 688; i)1:0P: Sc. 429, Dindorf. 

29. Contra Giacomèlli 1980: 10. 
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NOTES TO APPENDIX l 

1. It is convenient to refer to "the 1ater concep
tion" al though . there is of course no single theory-; 
variations on this conception will be discussed below. 

Z. Vesey 1965: 1'2 .. 

. 
3. Cf. B·ourke 1964:8 and passim. 

4. 0' Brien 1967:212. 

5. B,ourke 1964:79. 

6. E.g. Dodds 1951:20n31; Dih~e 1982:27 • 

. 
1. &.g. Dih1e 1982:123-144. 

8. Retractiones l, 15,3: "Quae vo1untas utique, 
.., l 

sicut definita est, animi motus fuit, nulle cogente, 
ad a1iquid ve1 non amitt~ndum vel adipiscendum." 

9. Cf. Bourke 1964:82 and 96n1S. 

10. Descartes, Les Passions de l'âme, I. art. 41 
(ed. Adam-Tannery, Paris 1904, t. IX); quoted in 
Bourke 1964:99n54. 

11. See Bourke 1964:90-94~ 

'~ ... ' ... . 
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12. O'Brien~1967:212; Taylor 1937:38. 

13. Bourke 1964:29. , 

14. NE V"I. 2, 1139b3:' ~I.Ô ~ 6p&X't"l.xoç vonÇ t] 

npoatpea\ç ~ ~P&~LÇ ôLavo~~Lx~. 

15. 

16. 

Ethics I~ :èropo 49; quoted in Bourke 1964": 39 0 

Collins 1954:234-5. 

17. Jonathan Edwards~ Freedôm of tbe !!!l, edited 
by Paul Ramsey (New Haven 1957; origina11y yub1ished 
1754), p. ,137. 

18. Edwards 141. 

19. See be1ow, pp.121-4 for an account of Facu1ty , 
Psycho1ogy. 

20. O'Brien 1967:219. 

21. 0' Brien 1967: 224-5., 

22. De Anima 9.432b4-7: xat !~onov ô~ [~è 6p&X~LXOV] 

ôl.aanav· ~v 'ré ~~ 

xat tv ~~ d~6y~ ~ 

~ tux~, tv ~xa~~ 

~OYL~I.X~ yàp ~ ~o6~nal.ç 

t n LaU IJ. taxa t 6 a u 1J.6 <;./ &t , , 

~O"t'aL ~P&~LÇ. 1 

23. Bourke 1964:55, 71. 
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NOTES TO APPENDIX l 

24. Bourke 1964:64; he cites S. T. 1-11 1,5,c; 7,c; 

25. Bourke 1964:120. 
l~ 
y 
~ 

~ '"'It'" 

26. Bourke 1964:105; he quotes ~ugustine, De diversis 
quaestionibus, q. VIII and De quantitate animae, 21, etc. 

. , 

27. Bourke 1964:110-11; he quotes A. Schopenhauer, 
Thè Wor1d as Will and Idea, transe Ha1dane -and Kemp 
(London 1907-1909), vol. 1.143, and F. Nietzsche, 
Jensei ts ~ Gut 'und Bose, Ch. 36;7 

28. Bourke 1964:103-121. 

29. 
t; 

Bourk1 1964: 112. 
"r 

30. A. T. Bledsoe, An Examination ~ President . 
Edwards' Inquiry into the Freedom of the Will 
(Philadelphia 1845), pp. 101-2. 

31. Asa Burton, 
of Metaphysicks, 
p. 85. 

Essars ~ Some of the First PrinGiples 
Ethicks, and Theologr (Portland 1824), 

32. Bourke 1964:113. 

33. Burton 91. 
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NOTES TO APPENDIX II 
/ 

.' 
l. V~sey 1974:7. 

2. .vesey 1974 :'14. 

3. D. Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, edited by 
L. A. Se1by-Bigge (~xfoTd 1888), p. 251. 

4. J. Locke, ~ Essay Concerning Human Understanding, 
. 

edited by A. S. Pring1e-Pattison (Oxford 1924), Bk II. 
Ch. 27, para. 10. 

'. 

5 . Lewis 1969 :.234. 

6. Vesey 1974:34. 

7. , Lewis 1969:243. 
," 

, 

8. Lewis 1969:237. 

9. , Lewis 1969:244. 

10. Lewis 1969:235. 
',f' 

Il. Danto 1967:11l. 

12. Quoted by Danto 1967:111. 

. 
13. Danto· 1967: Ill. 
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NOTES ,TO 'AP~ENDIX II . 

14. Locke, Bk II, Ch. 27, para. 9. 

15 .. Strawson 1959:87-116 and passim. 

.16. Strawson 1959:102. Interesting1y, Strawson's 
psychophys ical ., person' bears a close resemb1ance 

to ·(what appears to be) the Homeric conception; 
, ' 

cf. pp. 18-22 above~ 

17. The latter category app1ies a1so ta the 
behav10ur of plants and inanimate objec~s. 

18. Wittgenstein 1953:sec. 621. 

19. The fo11owing account is based on Shaf~er 1968: 
80-106. See a1so Davis 1979. 

·20. Notably by Gilbert Ryle 1949: Chpt. III,- sec. 2. 

21. E.g. A. l. Melden 1961:Chpt. 5. 

22. See Taylor 1983:48-50 an~ Taylor 1966, esp. 
Chpt. 8; aiso Chisholm 1964. 

t3. T~y10.r 1983: 49 . 

24. TayloT 1983:49. 

25. Shaffer 1968:86. 
, " 
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\ 26. Shaffer 1968:96. 
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t 

t 27. Shaffer 1968:106. 

t 
i 28. Shaffer 1968:106-110. 
ï 
1 
1 
t 29. CasteIl 1965:21 and passim. 
~ . -
t 30. CasteIl /' 

1965:7. 
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31. CasteIl 1965:7-8. 
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NOTES TO APPENDIX III 

1. Snell 1953:l-8ff. 

-200 

~ 2. Snell 1953: 7: "It, seems, then, as if language 
aims progressive1y'to express the essence of an act, 
but is at first unable to compr~hend it because it 
is a function, and as such neither tangib1y apparent 
o 

nor associated wi th certain unambiguous emotions." 

3. Of Homer's use of yuta and ~êÀga Snell observes: 
"Here we have plurals where -our linguistic tradition 
would 1ead us to expect the singular. Instead of 

~ 

'body' Homer says 'limbs'." But these words are 
not 'plurals' properly speaking; they are 'collec-
tives' or, perhaps better, 'mass-nouns', such as 
English 'skin' and 'f1esh'. On Greek mass-nouns 

, 

in -a see my article, with re~erences cited therein, 
on ab~a ~a taa, Phaedo 7~cl, forthcoming in The 
American Journal of Philology. 

4'-. Snell 1953:6. 

5. Snell 1953:5; cf. 16-17. 

6. ~oller 1958:280ff. \ 
7. Harrison 1960:64. 

8. Harrison 1960:64. Moreover, if aoojJ.a in Homer had 
meant only 'corpse', Archilochos' use of the word in 

" 

i 
. i 



( 

f:', 

;' 

( , 

/ 

/ 
i 
" 

NOTES Ta APPENDIX III 

the so-ca1led Cologne Epode. (~. Colon. 7511:34) 
'wou1d be very shocking indeed; the narrator of 
Archilochos' poem reaches the climax of his erotic 
progress wnile aw~a xaÀèv â~~a~~~~voç, 'caressing 
[the girl' sJ beautiful (Jw~a aIl round'. (HarrisQn 
cornrnents (64n8) that Ko11er's connection of a~~a 
"with aLVeGl'ea.L ('to plunder': cf. llLv(j»1tW~a) is 
attractive, since it is precisely the physical 
mass of his ~uarry that is the objective o~ the 
hungry hunter." In a sexual context ~ch as that 
of Archilochos' poem, this sense for (Jw~a wou1d 
lend additiona1 force to the use of the word.) 

, 
On crw~a see a1so Austin 1973/1974~252-53. 0 

"' 
-

9. S~el1 1953:1-4. 

". 

10. Snell 1953:3"'4. 

Il. As indeed have most languages, modern English 
not excepted. .' . 

": 

12. We find also a word that expresses the depriving 
of the basic operation of sight: âÀa.(j)~6ç,Od. 9.503. 

13. Ode 1.91, etc.IOd. 2.199, etc. 

14. Il. 1B.494IQ. 16.617, etc.IOd. 1.15~;etc. 

15. Il. 1.248, etc.IOd. 8.168. 
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NOTES TO APPENDIX III 

16. Il. 16.32.8, etc. Ill. 23.622. 

17. Ode 19'.179/11. 1.4.216, etc. 

'18. Teffeteller Dale 1982. 

19. Unlike the infinitive, which. shows the syntax 
, , of a verb in governing an obj ect in the same case as 

its finite counterpart (~ommonly the accusative), 
-'t'oç nouns' regu1arly gov~rn an 'ob j ecti ve geni t ive, 
e.g. 6~ea\~o~ ~\~w't'6v, ~. 9.503. These forms are 
more common in ear1y-than in Iater Greek, where their 
function is taken over by the articular infinitive; 
Homer has 17 on a conservative count and after Homer 
they are rare outside the grammarians. InterestingIy, 

"-

the reverse situation is fo~nd in Sanskrit, where 
-tus nouns are incorporated in~o the infinitive 
system. In Vedic, -tus for,ms 'are, in competition 
with a number of alternative forms, whereas Iater 
they beçome productive, eventual1y ousting their 
rivaIs to become the only infinitive form in use 
in Classicai Sanskrit (see Jeffers'1972:17). A 
detailed ana1ysis of -'t'uç nouns is not feasible 

. in the present work; 1 hope to provide such an 
ana1ysis in a future stud~. 
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'6. Textual'"references are to West 1971. 

7. Ca'rmina Archi1ochi: The Fragments of Archi1ochos, 
·trans1ated from the Greek by Guy Davenport; (Berkeley 
1963), Fr. 209. On this fragment see also Gerber 1973. 

's. The Poems of Catu11us, translated by James Michie. 
(Londo'n 1969). 

9. Dover 1964:202. 

/ 

10. Ward 1973:129. 

, 
Il. Marcovich 1975:7; Merke1baeh/West 1974:103. 

12. Pol. H7.l324a1. 

13. Cf. Merke1bach/West 1974:103. 
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NOTES TO APPENDIX V 
'( 

14. Nagy 1974:,265. 

15: E. g. Il. 5.470, Ode 8.15; 'Il. 7.74" 24.198. 

16. E. g. Il. 11.403. -

17. E. g. Il. 16.529,.Od. 132l. Cf. H. viii .14, 

, 18. Sophoc1es, Oed us lli King, transla ted by, 

Thomas Gou1d (~ng1e ~od·C1iffs, N.J. 1~70), p. 143, 
.~ 

no te on 1 ine 12 S 5 • t 

19. A.P.5.55=Gow-P ge 1483ff. 

Z'O. Marcovich 19·75 7. 

21. Merkelbach/West'1974:110; Van Sick1e 1975A:146. 

22. Van Sick1e 19 SA:145-6. 

23. Segal "in con ersatien", Van Sickle 1975A:146. , 
lt is possible t~ tn~~ocr~v ought te be taken as 
~mp1ying a larger ent~xt of sexual metaphor, namely, 
the approach or ac ess road to the gates of a fortified 
city. A common im,age in ancient erotic poetry likens 

i ' 

sexual intercourse to the taking of a fortified ci~y 
1 

(and the image of :a battering-ram at the gates is 
obvious eriough). "This would of course reca11 the 

{ . 
gates and cornic~ of line 14. 
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NOTES TO APPENDIX V ~ 

, 
24. Van Sickle'1975A:143. 

25. Merkelbach/West 1974:110. 

2 6 • De g an i 19 7 4 : 12 1. 

1 

27. Merkelbach/West 1974:97f.; Merke1bach 1975:220f.; 
, . 

Degani 1974:113f., 1975:229f.; Page 1974:154. 
". 

Dioscoridès A.P. 5.55.7=1489 Gow-Page. - - , 

28 • A. P. 7.351. 

29. Merke1bach/West 1974:111. ,. 

30. Van Sickle 1975A:150. 

31. Van Sickle 1975A:150. 
( 

32. Van Sick1e 197 5A: 14 B.C 

33. What lS interesting about this type of metaEhorical 

complex is that the metaphorical referent does not, 

from an ontological point of view, instantiate the 
uni versaI denoted by the a ttribute whereas the literaI 
referent does; that is, ~évoç is not white but semen 
is; eels are not eyeless but penises are. SA that 
whi1e the adjective is literaily true of the actua1 

referent it is on1y metaphorically true of the 
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NOTES TO APPENDI4 V 

metaphorical referent. The two parts of the complex , 
thus have different "functions wi th respect to the 
actual referent: while the adjective has literaI 

application to the actual referent the noun of 
course does not; that is, this stuff is white but 

it is not ~évoç; these things ~ eyeless but they 

are not eels. \( 
'ï 

34: Ejaculation is apparently· aèhieved through 
masturbation, accompanied by the fondling of the 
girl's aro~~ xa~6v in general and her pubes in 

particular. 
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