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_ Abstract

.
t
!

* This thesis proposes that the reference of
pévos in early Greek involves a notion of 'wil]l'
in the sense of 'dyﬁamic power' or 'energy:, thd .
power to do ér produce something. This interpre-
tation explains the apparent semantic range of
HEvog in terms of a unified concept; it also R °
clarifies the semantic link between pévog and '
“its etymon, IE *men-.
The approach‘to Homeric psychology on which
. this interpretation of wévog depends is at variance
with both the 'imteilectualist' view of the Greek
mind propounded by E. R. Dodds and others and with
the view advanced by Bruno Snell and his féllowe%s)
who attribute to Homeric man an implicit 'process'.
theory of behaviour.

It is here argued that, on

the’ contrary, Homer's representation of his

. " characters' actions and attitudes presupposes a

" conception of individual responsibility.
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) :
Dans cette thése, nous nous proposons de

Y
ity

-

v

démontrer que le terme pévo¢ en grec archaique

I )
sous-entend (1a notion de "volonté&" dans le sens

-, 2

de "pouvoir dynamique'" ou d''énergie'', le pouvoir ‘
!

J

de faire ou de produire quelque chose-—Cette

interprétation rend compte de l'&tendue séman-

tique apparerite d6 évos en fonction d'un concept

unifié; elle clarifie de plus le lien sémantigue
qui-existe entre pévog et son €tymon, IE *men-.
L'ééude‘de la psychologie 'd'Homére dont
dépend cette interprétation ne s'accorde ni avec
la conception "intellectualiste' de. la pénsée
grecque proposéb par E. R. Dodds et d'autres,
ni avec l'opinion émise par Bruno Snell et ses |
disciples qui attribuent & 1'homme homérique
'unthhéorié behavioriste implicite du processus
de l'action. Nous soutenons ici, au contraire,
que la représentation que donne Homére des
agtions etpdes attitudes de ses personnages

présuppose une conception de la responsabilité

individuelle. i

.
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The present thesis developed out of an earlier "‘

Etuéy concerned’with‘moral values in fhg Homeric
poéms. In the course of that work ard subsequent
- tesearch, it became 1ncrea51ng1y ev1dent that the
‘gedérally accepted model of Homeric psychology,
based on the views of Bruno Snell,‘was not consis-
tent with the ion of individual resﬁéﬁéibility
. that I perceived inhthe°§om;ric representation of
" " - actions and’aétitudes. It seemed that a new model
of Homeric psychology wés needed, one that would

account for'personal‘responsibiligy for action;

an examination of the 'organs' or 'faculties'

7

N~y

responsible for Homeric mdn's psychic life resulted
in the model proposed here. \ )
The establishment of thls mpdel which attrlbutes
agency to Homeric man, made p0551b1e the 1nterpretat10n
) : - of pévog as ’will' in the sense ofxpsychic energy
(what is meant when we speak of 'willlpower’). This .
- interpretation had recommended itself to previous

-

B scholars -for the excellent reason that such a sense
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.is often patent in Homer's use of the word, but an

' poems.

. :
> \
\ .

interpretation of pévog as 'will' could not be
systematically advanced within the framework of the
accepted model ofkﬁomeric psychology, which assigns
responsibility for Homeric man's actions not to the
man himself but to somé external agency. It is hopea

that the interpretation of uévog proposed here, and

the model of Homeric psychology which makes that
interpretation possible, will be seen to be consis-
tent with the representation of action in the Homeric
" "I have developed this new model not in isolation .

bd$ within the framework of the philosophical(debate

‘on the issues of will, personal identity and action

theory, and I hav; provided in Appéndices I and II

some account of these issues. Appendix I ?ffers a ..
brief account of variqus conceﬁtiphshofujﬁill' in

order to identify the particular conccptibn involved
in'my interpretation of pévog; Appendix IT is a
discussion of the philosophical debate on per§qpal
identity and action theory. ?hese accounts méké\r

no claim éo originality; theysaré intended merely\\ Y

to provide the necessary background to the develop-

ment of my argument. "

[TV RNSAPOR Y

R -



.~ R

b4 - o 1 B 7

In Chapter II I discuss Bruno Snell's view of

Homeric psychology and present my objections to that

view; Appendix III offers an elaboration of my

objections‘;o Snell's génergl position on the absence
" of conceptg in.Homer.
. Appendixlvb on Archilochos' use of wévog in
P. Colon. 7511, provides an example of how my inter-
°'pretation can be extended and applied to the elucida-

3

tion of a recently discovered text. -

I am'indebted to a number of people for ﬁelp’
in the preparationlof this thesis, abéve all to my
supervisor, Professor Albert Schachter, who saved )
me from many infelicities of both argument and

style. Professor Michael J. Silverthorne discussed

with me the philosophical issues involved in the

ar #ﬁnt and Professor Charles R. Barton provided
ﬂ ' " assiftance with thé linguistic aspects. Professor 5

Leonard Woodbury very kindly took the time to dis-
"\ .cuss with me some of the issues involved in my
\\\account of Homeric psycholog}. T have bénefited
. from all ofnthese discussions and I am very grateful

for the helpfulr suggestions offered me. Mme. Marie-
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Statement of -the problem and proposed salution

Chaptet .I: Introduction

pévog in early Greek! occurs 1n a wide range of

contextS' it is somethlng possessed by men and women,

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

sun, wind and rivers. It is breathed into warriors;
it is loosed at death; it is released from spears.
But pévog has p?oved difficult to interpret; it.is
vériously rendered'by lexicographers and commentators
as, fo;'emample, 'strength, energy, anger, 1mpulse,

will, design, life'.? Common to all these terms is

a conception of force or power. The word uévog 1tse1f

is one of a rich complex of words denoting mental

act1V1ty, derived from Indo European *men-;? the
problem 1s to reconclyélthe étymon with the use of

!

" pévog asuphy51ca1 'force' or 'power'.

z*  The solution I propose is‘thét, while pévog is

tYpica%ly manifested in physical'activity, it is
csnceived of . as essentially a 'mental' or 'psychic'
faculty, and one which it is legitimate to deflne
rather more rlgorously than its accepteq semantic

sphere would indicate. ' In order to delineate the

‘
“
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position he%@ by uévog ih the ps&chic life of Homeric

man it will ‘be necessary to consider the subject~of |
Homeric psychology* in geﬁeral, with'particular attention
to those faculties (mental or psychic ,'organs’, as

Bruno Snéll térmed themy _which bear the main burdeg

of Homeric man's psychic activity:véog, 8ovudg, ¢pfiv/
wpévagr ' .

It is often said of the Homé}ic world-view, .as of
early Greek thought in general, that it is 'pre-dagiistic/
and by this it is meant thap Homer is innocent of the\
conception of 'mental' or 'spiritual' activity as
rahiéally distinct from and fundamentally opposed to
the 'physiéal' or 'material' world. Métaphysicél dualism
as a philosophical-position is t;aditignally ascribed .
first-to Plato, although tendencies in the direction of
a dualistic outlook may be discerﬁed in prior Greek (
thought. Nevertheless, it is Plato who first articulates
the view of mind or soul as different in kind féom‘and
imprisoned in the body, from which it is released at
death to feturn'to its proper sphere, an immaterial,
incorporeal world beyond the senses. This classic
position of mind-body dualism, the so-called 'soma-
séma’' view (body=tomb), is the fountainhead of a lang

. {
and rich tradﬁtion of dualistic thought which reached.

A
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* its apogee in the radical dualism of Descartes, whose

cogito implies that one can have knowledge only of mind.

Although Homer does not make a radical distinction v

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

~wou1d be incorrect to conclude that he makes no distinc-

tion whatever between these z\b*aspects of being. Indeed,
it may be demonstrated that the Homeric conception‘of
human activity does recognize a distinction between
'mental‘ and phy51ca1' faculties inasmuch as the
reference of certain kﬁy words qlearly pertains to one

or other of these two realms. A prime example is the

-3

uMtuc/pln contrast, which explicitly opposes*physical
and mental qualities;® as I hope to démonstrgte in
Chépter II, this_is by no means an isolated example.
AIthough mental,and spiritual act1v1ty, as represented
in Homer, or1g1nates 1n physical organs of the body, it .
is not simply identified w1th‘phy51cal processes but

is recognized to be somehow different in kind. Homeric
man, to use Cartesian language, is not concerned with

the problem)of mutual exclusiveness of res cogitans

and res extensa because he sees no incompatibility

between them; but he does not simply reduce the former
to the latter.

My thesis is that in the Homeric conception of
psychic activity pévog occupies a place alongside the °

» °, t
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other psychlc 'organs' véog, Buubdsg ‘and ¢pévag inasmuch
as pevog is itself conceived of as an 'organ par
excellence (although not in the sense of a 'location'’
for ofher organs or activities); it is in fact Eﬁé
organ in the service of the other psychie faculties,
paréiehlarly fvués. Moreover, the referenc® of ué%og
in eerly Greek is'best‘understood as-corresponding to

the later conception in the Western philosophical
ri

tradition of will as dynamic power.® This interpretation

h@e the advantége of explaining the apparent gemantic

range of uevoq in terms ef a unified concept; it also
clarifNes the semantic link between wévog and its
etymon, -IE *men-. Above all, it appears to .yield very .
satlsfactory results for an understqgglng of the use -
of pévog in early Greek. )

The'approaih to Homeric psychology on which this
interpretation of wevog depends is at variance with
both the 'intellectualis¢’ view of the Greek mind

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

advanced by Bruno Snell and his followers, who attribute
/

to Homeric man what might be called an implicit 'process'

theory of behaviour.? On the contrary, Homeric man, as
I shall attempt to demonstrate, is very much aware of

himself as an agent responsible for action and is

‘conscious of his capacity for both intellectual and

-vo}itional activity.

N -
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A survey of scholarly views of ﬁévog LN

-

-

A numbpr of scholars have remarked & volitional

‘element in the use of pévo¢ in Homer; however, there

has been no systematic effort to follow this inter- ,

pretation to its logical conclusiom or to define the

‘ particula} conception of 'will' in question. Moredver,
discussiénsléf révog are oftend affected by preconceived
notions of Homeric psychology on the part of commentators

which on occasion confljict with their own observations

v

. of the use of pévog in the Homeric texts; thus, even
when pévog is understood as 'will' this is often at

the cost of a contradiction of the entire framework

?

within which the commenmtator is working.

Hermann Frinkel, fo{zgiample,ounderstands wévog

L

as "will and purposeful energy';!%but it is not clear

‘

what role will, as traditionally conceived, would have

3

in his conception of Homeric man as "an open force

v

© field" ar "field of energy, whose lines extend into
space and timeawithsulolimit or Trestraint [so that]
external forces [may] operate igjhim without hindra?ce,
~and it i; meaningless to ask where his own force begins

and that from outside ends."!!

In his Sather lectures on The Theory of Will in

4

Classical Antiquity, Albrei?t Dihle, a proponent of

’

Ml
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t@é 'intellectualist' vifw'of Greek psychology,!?
explicitly denies to Homer a concept of will'®(he
regards the modern notion of will as having originated
witb Augustine); yet Dihle's own observations of the

functioning of pévog in the Homeric texts lead him to
. ,
remark that pévog '"comes indeed very near to._the modern

notion of will."!'*

W . \

E. R. Dodds had earlier connected pévog with '"the

sphere of volition'", citing related words "such as

-pevolvdv'to be eager' and vowevfic 'wishing il11'.?$

However, Dodds' view of Greek psychology, which Dihle
;hares, precludes a role for will;!®tonsequently, he
reduces pévog ‘to "the‘vita% energy, the 'spunk', which
is not always there at call, bq&;comes and‘gdes
mysteriously and (as-we should say) capriciously."!’
On the communication of Lévog from god to man during
a battle, Dodds remarks, "Thi§ menos is no£ prima;ily

physical strength; nor is it a permanent orﬁan of

mental life like thumos or noos. Rather it is, like

ate, a state of mind."!%®

Emmet Robbins, an unpublished dissertation

which treats pévog in the context of a discussion of

pvnuoobvn, !?objects to Dodds' view of uévog as a

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

X,
‘s
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" the gupnds in the ppéveg.'??

‘"It cannot be overemphasized that any 'mental' organ

- in early Greek thought is to a certain extent a 'physical'

P

“z .
which for-convenience we may translate 'energy'\and

3 —_— . \
name. It was thought to be more particularly with

Il
<

-~

Onians' view represents ap advance on the model

" proposed by Bruno Snell, who first éuggesfgd that fhe

\Homeg;c mentality conceived of psychic functions as

-

functions of matérial organs of the body.2?2? Snell,
howeve;, limits the psychic 'organs' to 8upbdg, Yyuyf
and v6og,2%and considers pévog to be not a psychic
o;gan but merely a fgnction of the 6updc.2"* Robbins
points out that such a view contradicts Snell's own M
model'(which Robbins accepts), '"for the function of

-

the organ 6ovpéc is properly Quvuédg: that is, the word
¢ -

8ovubés has two facets, for it is both an organ in which

an impulse is generated and also the impulse or function

genetrated in that organ."?23

\
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Robbins lists as various meanings for pévog in

.o
Homer: 'design, anger, strength, courage, life', and )
comments: "The basic cqntént of pévog appearsgto be
passionate or, to a certain extent, volitional, rather
than inteljlectual.”28 Despite this observation, however,
'Robbins maintains that "The idea of will is not so
primary to *men- [in contrast to *me-, etymon of ™=
uauudp] ...The idea‘of intention or purpose is carried
*.in the Homeric psychology chiefly by véog."?27
The volitional aspedt of pévog is accepted bye
Anne Giacomelli in a recent study which is perhapslthe
most extensive to date and certainiy the most contré- /

versial. Giacomelli observes that "pévog is not just :

v ° 3 . - //
blind energy but a dynamic force with a definite aim."*§

/

]
/

However, her principal concern is to connect pévog /
with "shooting fluid" in general and the male seed in |
| particular.?® Emphasizing-the "suddenness, forward
thrust, and fluidity" which she sées as the essential
" characteristics of pévog,?°Giacomelli regards pévoc
as an 'organ' which furnishes 'the particular vital
'energy' which is the essence, physiologically and
psychologically, of manliness. MEvog is both the-
matter and the activity of this energy. As matter

it is a fluid, as activity it is a shooting or

o
v ——— s # Aot g 11 Fune end -
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thrusting force. Beginning from the image of the

movenient of the male seed, the Greeks characterize "
as pévos that which moves as shooting fluid in .

nature, in the human body, or in the spirit."3} -

’:\\ . N " Giacomelli regards the apparent semantic range ’.

: @— of pévog in its attested’héaées as a natural sehantic
developmenf from this original situation in which '"'the
image of male seed is_at the root of pévog and its

o cognates': *2"Mévoc developed the meaning 'strength,

force, might'...because it originally designated that

w which impresses the senses and the imagination by .

running, pouring, shooting, flooding, stfeaming, by

. " dramatic fluid movement."®® Her suggestéd definition

of pévog emphagizeé the 'forward drive' which Adkins ”' 1f
_sees in the reference of the related verb pevealveiv:?* ‘ ;
"To throw the essential force of oneself féfward is

to exhibit upévog."?®

Gregory Nagy, on the other hand, connects pévog H ‘ §

with the mental activity of reminding; in a discuﬁgfon
of the Indic cognate of pévog, minas-, he observes

that both Indic minas- and archaic Greek pévog may
designate Lthe realm of cdnsciousness, of both rational
and emotional functions."’®-Vedic mdnas- Nagy under-
stands as referring to 'thought' or 'power of thought'

and notes that it is derived from the verbal root man-, - ~

(1 -

+
R
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meaning 'to have in mind'. Greek pévog Nagy interprets

o
a4

as "not 'thought' or 'power of thought' but 'power,'’
by wa§~of an original meaning 'having ‘in mind, remind-
ing' common to both Indic minas- and Greek pévog."3?’ N

(Nagy, however, is primarily concerned with demonstrating

what he sees as the synonymit& in Homeric diction of

pévog with evuég and yuxf "at the moment of death in

pafticular and of losing consciousness in general.")?3®
This brief summary of scholarly views ﬁill, it

is-hoped; give some idea of th§ wide rénge of inter-

bretatipns that have been put forward for wivog, as ‘ -

wéll as some indication why none of them has proved .

satisfactory. Thi present study attempts not only -

to prdvide an interpretation of pévo¢ that is every-.

. °

whéngicoﬁpafible with its range of usage but also to -
offer a'new model of Homeric psychology which incor-

porates pévog in the interpretation here proposed.

.
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of current schools, of thought ‘ , .
9 /’ L ® n v )

°

The'contemporary study of Homeric psythology

pe)

eceived its major impetus from BTuno Snell s Die

\

Entdeckung de¥ Geistes (referred to here in T. G.

Rosenmeyer's nglish translation, The Discovery of

the"Mind).,' In'his opening essay on Homer's view of

\

-man Snell %rgues that in the Homeric vocabulary and,

therefore, in the Homeric mentality, abstractions
are as yet undeveloped.? For example, Snell maintains
that, in contrast to later Greek, .Homer has no word '

for the abstract concept of sight, the essential

rfunction; we find .rather a group of words each

’

expressing a particular aspect of the operation of

sight: for example, 6&pxecfa. 'to have a particular

q

look in one's eyes', nantalveiuv 'to look about

inquisitively, carefully or with fear', recboceiv '23\\\\\\

see something bright'.® "It seems, then," Snell
concludes, "'as if language aims progressively to
express the essence of an act, but is at first unable
to comprehend it because it is a functiog, and as
such neither tangibly apparent nor associated with

certain unambiguous emotions. As soon, however, as

! - - \.L

L L L e




a cluster of words, each designating a specific

18

t

it is recognized and has received a name, it has come

b

into exispence."“lNot having yet received a name,
'sight' simply did 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 call 'body} Homer refers to only as 'limbs': ..

yula,, nérea. ® Thus, although Homeric man .of course

"had a body exactly like the later Greeks...he did

not know it qua body, but merely as the sum total of -
his limbs. This is another way of saying that the

. . :
Homeric Greeks did not yet have a body in the modern

©

sense of the word."’ ]

And just as, in modern terms, Homeric man did not
hgye a body, neigher did\hq have a soul. As in the
case of body and sight, so too in the sphere of
intellect and soul, there is no one word to'desiénate
the entity conceived of as(a whéle; we find instead .
aspect (or specific dspects) of man's ésycﬂic life. N
Snell selects for discussion the three words he
considers most important: yvxfi, 6vubdg and véog.8 The

entities denoted by these words Snell characterizes

as mental or psychic 'organs', each having its own

e s
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particular function.® yvuxf he takes to be the
"'organ' of life", identified with the vital breath,
an 'organ' whose iocation and function Homg; passes
over in silence; 6uubds in Homer Snell sees as "%ﬂe

génerator of motion or agitation, while noos is the

L3 ~oae

cause of ideas and images."!'?

Snell takes care to point out that these three

organs or functions are not tp be identified with

s

¢ the Platonic tripartite soul: "At first it might be
L
suspected that thymos and noos are nothing more than
the parts of £h§ soul, such as we know from Plato's

psychol?gy. But those parts presuppose a psychic

_whole of which Homer has no cognizance."!!

" Homeric man, then, lacking an integral psyche,
is (on this view) incapable of tﬂe mental activities
of reflection and decision. Instead of a"sou¥'
engaged in dialogue, we find enly a fragmented’self,
its parts in éénflict‘one with ;ﬁother: "There are
no divided féelings in Homér. .. .Homer is unab{e to
say: 'half-willing, half-unwilling'; instead he says,
'he was willing, but his thzgés was not'. ...there

is in Homer no genuine reflexion, no dialogue of the

,soul with.itself."12 Instead of a process of delibera-

" tion resulting in reasoned decision, we find a situation
»

3
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in which external influences serve as the direct

»impetus to action: "Homer doés, not know genuine

persopal decigions...The thymos and the noos. are

so y#ryalittle different from other physical organs
that they cannot very well be looked upon as a 7
geéuihe source of impulses...c<Mental and spiritual
actsdare due t; yﬁe iﬁpact of external factprs, and
man is.the open target of a great many forcés which
impiﬂgé on him,“an& penetrate his ,very core."!?,

What results from Smell's model is a Homeric
man»whouis-not a {person' oY cCoherent 'self' in that
he is incapable of personal déc;sion and of initiating
action; all actiqn originates'frbm some external
influeﬁce ('psychic intervention') or (in a variant
of Snell's view) from the prompting of some part of

.the man—;éuuéc,aﬁrop, etc.--externalized and regarded

as itself the agent.of the action.!* If there is no’*

person originating action, there can be no scope foy

will to serve as the agency by whiqh he effects that

\ -~

action,
The contemporary philosophical debate on the
issues of petrsonal identity and~action theory~i§
“concerned with the questlon of: whether or not we are
Jm@r Justlfled in postulatlng a 'self' as thaxagent

of action. Tho;e who deny the existence (or the,.
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coherence of the coocepta of a 'self' hold what is
sometimes called a 'no-agent' gpeory of action; that
is,‘they oonsidér all action to be pure acoivity,
with no §egarate agent over and abovo the activity
itself. Some among them go so far as to reduce all
activity to merewprooess; that is, all behaviour is
con51d;red to result from, as it- were, automatlc

‘processes occurrlng in response to external stimuli.

These people are sometimes sald to hold a 'process!

i
&

theory of behaviour.}!?® - . .
It is evident in the account of Homeric psychologﬁ
offered by Snell and his followers that they themselves

subscribe ‘in. general to a self-as-agent theory of

‘actlon.1‘ Although they do not dlSCUSS the problem ool

in the language of philosophical psychology, what
they remark as notewofthy and unique in the Homeric

representation of action is precisely the absence of
. a 4

such an underlying theory; their view of Homeric man

as incapable of originatiﬁg action attribut;s to him
(or at any rate to Homer) an implicit 'proce§§' theory
of behaviour. ‘ ¢

Since the generarfvaliditﬁ:;f a self-%g-agent
theory of action is'not at issue in the debate con-

cerning Homeric psychoiogy,ul will not concern myself
i . _

feegy
I b
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here with the deeper philosophical question of whether
\ )

‘a self;as-agent theory\is ;enaBle; I will address oqu
the question of whether, within, the framework of thgt
theory; Homer may be denied a conception of 2 'self’
which funétioﬁs as the agent of action., I hope(to .

* show that an implicit self-as-agent theory‘is evident
in the Hémeric representation of action, and that
notwithstanding the role of the gods in human action

(a point discussed below), Homeric man manifests a
\ (] - ﬁ

cohception ofrhimself as an agent responsible for his

own mental or psychic activity. ' K

{

-

Snell's view of the Homeric psyché as a fragmented

\\\\Egz?et’for external influences is shared by other

scholars concerned with Homéric psychology. E. R,

. - T,
f Dodds, in his study of the role of irrational forces |

\

4
in Greek society, also emphasizes the autonomy of the '

A

various psychic organs, the lack of a unified concept

- of 'soul' or 'personality' and the importance of -

1
i

'psychic intervention' in Homeric man's:mental life;?’

Dodds;, however, grants to Homeric man some awareness
T N oo
of an 'ego' which can originate action. . Although he

- b -
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denies to Homeric man the concept of 'free will',

L4

Dodds still maintains that "that does not prevent

him from dlstlngulshlng in practlcq between actlo%

. originated by the ego and those which he attribute

N

\

to psychic 1ntervent10n....And [Dodds goes on to

say] it seems a little artif@cial to deny that what
is described in passages like I1. 11.403ff. [0dysseus’
debate with J#s\foués on the battlefield] or 0d. 5.

355£f. [Odysseus' deliberations abouf’abandoning his

raft in the storm off Scheria] is in effect a reasoned

decision taken after conside agﬁon of possible alter-
natives."!® y

Hermann Frinkel, too, regards Homeric .man as an ¢

"open force field" or-"field of energy [ein offenes

Kraftfeld], whose lines extend into space and time
without 1limit or restraint" so that '"external forces

[may] operate in him without hindrance."!® As a con-

‘sequence of this interpenetration of person and external: ,

world, "our own basic antithesis between self and njt—
self does not yet exist in Homeric cofsciousness. "0\
Frinkel thus concurs with the views of Snell and

Dédds regarding the role of 'psychic intervention'

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

issue of personal decision, he, like Dodds, appears

_unwilling to adopt the extreme position advanced by

®
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* cast in the form of addresses to the 6uvuég Friankel

2
N

18,

’

Snell. ‘Although Frdnkel recognizes the lagk of a - !
+word for 'soul' in the Homeric }anguage d conse-
quently the'lack of the concept in Homeric thought,
he sées this lack as due not to "imperfect observation ¥
or undeveloped%?bwer of discrimination" but rather to |
Homeric man's perception of himself as a unitary .
being, not a clovén duality consi;ting of body ;;-
the one hand and soul on the other.?! As a consequence.
of his psychorphysical ﬁnify, all of Homéric,man's"
in&ividual organs--whether they are, in oyr te}ms,
'mental' or 'physical'--"appertain directly to the
person. Arms are as much:an organ of the man Himself,
ratherﬁthan of his body, as thymos (the ofgan of
excitement) is an organ of the man, himsglf, rather
.than of his soul."?? \
Moreover, Frinkel recégnizes.in this ﬁnifiéd
person the existence qf an 'ego' to which the "various
organs are subservient. The 'ego' can prevent an e

. Vo
organ "from achieving what it wants. Homeric .man

~ R o

cfn.'master‘ (6apdoatr) his impulse (GUpSQ or pévog) -
or 'hold #t back' (¢pnvbevv). Here also the unity of
the person is preserved."?3Furthermore, soliloquies

o

regards as '"not a real splitting of the: ego but only

K
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discursive thinking.™?*
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I would like to exﬁﬁnd on the significance of

this 'ego' which has been, somewhat tentatlvely recog-

nlzed by Dodds. and Frdnkel. A. W. H. Adklns, referring,

llke Frinkel, to the inhibition of impulses by the 'ego'

that "where there is to be restraint, the personality

~

as a whole must restrain.", Adkins points out that
when Achilles is faced with the choice of killing -
Agamemnon ot restraining his. 6uudg, '""the etor may
have debated, but Achilles himself, not his etor or
any other part of him, must control his thumos."

v

And, one might‘add when Zeus acknowledges that he\

* will give up his beloved Troy to Hera's wrath, he

draws an explicit contrast ‘between his 6uvudg, whlch
is unwilling to relinquish Troy and his self. (tyd)
which perform{\the action’ 'of its own free will'
(txdv). e

But the conception of an 'ego' or a 'whole

personality' which may ‘itself serve as the originator

of action is by no means limited  to contexts in which

it is called upon to restrain or override various

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

ficance of A amemnon's:disciaimer, Eyd 6’ obw alribg
g Y

elps, 4AAQ Ze6g, 'l am not the cause, but Zeus', in

»

* (which Adkins calls 'the whole personality'), observes

v
o
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which Agamemnan recognizes himself (that is, his e
self) as a possible aéent of the action in question,
no less than Zeus.?2®

Homeric man is open to influencef certainly, Hﬁ\f
from the gods and from his fellow men, as well as /

from his own 6vuég. But it is ultimately the man

L]

himself who perceives and ponders and plans. It is \\;b’

true that Homer sometimés réfers to these activities
as being carried out by the psychic organs considered
proximately responsible for them, e.g. 'his frop
pondered two ways' (e.g. il. 1.188-9). But a
distorted pictur; results from considering only
such‘passaggé as these and ignoring the multitude

of passages in which action is predicated of a person,
whefher explicitly named or referred to by a personal
pronoun qor even merely by the personal ending of the
vérbt Adkins, having drawn attention to the existence
of passages in which the person as a unity is said —
to initiate action, procPeds to play down their

.(,\. “
significance: "In such usages®?®it is the whole per-

sonality, even if this can be expressed only by the

personal pronoun, that inhibits impulses. This, as

we have seen, is not the most usual picture in Homer:

the parts appear more frequently than the whol€, the ,

.

‘ .
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'

relation to the whole is not clear, and there is

no word for the whole, apart from the implications
1 L] £}

of the personal pronouns'"?’(my emphasis).
I would argue, against this view, that the
"implications of the personal pronouns" are of vital

-

significance for an adequate understanding of Homeric

——
2
-

psychology. For if we g?antd;haf/zhe p;aﬁbminal
reference impliéit in the ;ﬁhite verbs ihcorporates
reference to.the 'ﬁeTsen}'as the agent of the action
expressed (and in any case the point is not whether;‘
we are justified in doing so--a debate ﬁe may leave
to the philosophers--but whetheeroméYic man, like
most of the rest of u;; did sq)?®'then it is most
emphatically not the case that (as Adkins alleges)
"the parts appear more frequently than the whole';
indeed we must then take i¥nto account the innumerable
occasions on whicﬂ it is said that someone does such-
and-such. Jusz as Homer can say 'he saw', not 'his
eyFs saw' and 'he struck', not 'his hand struck', SQ(,
too does he say 'he nealized', ot 'his véog realized',
'he pondered’, 'he planned' and his characters them-

sélves can say of themselves 'l did such-and-such':

'I pondered', 'l planned', etc.
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In passages such as theée, the person as a whole, .
as a unity, is recdgnized: he is named (explicitly or
implicitly) and made ‘the subject Sf verbs degoting
mental or psychic activity and is thereby ré;ognized
as the agent, the originator, the autéa} of that
activity. Moreover, he reveals ihahis very language
an awareness of himself (&v&4) as an agent responsible
for action. It is true thaglthe Homeric language has
no one word corréspondihg'}o dur word 'soul'; but the
Homeric mentality does pos$ess the concept of a self,
a psycho-physical entity as.capable of 'mental acts'

3% The lack of a single

as he is of physical action.
term denoting a man's psychic self as opposed to his
physical self does not preclude an awareness on the |
part of Home}ic man of individual selfhood. Indeed,
the very existence of the traditions of praise and
blame poetry is proof of a EonsciousneSs 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 ty&dupog; *Athene's incisive appraisal of Odysseus:

S —oana s
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EnnTtAS toou xal dyxlvoosg xal Exfepwv,’’and Helen's
characterizatién of him as etldad¢ navrtolovg Te 86\oug
xai phbea nmoxvd;3fthe ubiquitous epithets such as
neploppwy, nenvopévog, noibpntis,?’referring to
intellectuél and moral qualifies; compliments for
skill at weaving;words and counsel®®or reproach for X

unbecoming words or actions;?®%the charge that someone

who 1is being} as we should say, 'short-sighted' 'does

v

not know to look at dnce before and behind': o668 T .

olbe voNoai ¥pa mpboow xai &niocow,*’the formulaic

phrase used in the Homeric texts to refer to what

‘contemporary moral philosophers call an 'all-things-

considered' judgment. These few examples should
indicate that the catalogue of evidence for Homeric
ma&'s assumption of pérsonal‘responsibility for hié
actions could be extended to great length. But it
is, I hope, sufficiently clear from the evidence
cited that Homeric man does in fact operate witﬁin
the framework of an implicit self-as-agent theory of
action. Whether he is justified on philosophical
grounds in doing so is, as I have remarked earlier,

another question entirely and one not at issue here.

?
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Wé must now consider in more detail Ehe disputed
question of deliberation and décision in the Homeric
poems and the related question of the role of the
gods in instigating‘action. _ '

In a stud} of Homeric scénes of delibe;ation,
focussing on the verbs usppnpreuv and Spuaivewv
and on formulaic ﬁ%rases\such as &8¢ 5& ol ppovéovie
odooaro xepéiov.ezvau and #6e 6¢ ot m‘m'& 8oudv dplorn '
¢afvsto Bouif), Christianxyoiét concluded that there
is no such thing as personal decision in Home;:."1 In
Voigt's viéw, what is involved in such passages is
something quite different from contemporary notions _,k -
of personal responsibility. : ‘ ‘

| Bruno Snell, likewise, in his discussion of
'Homer's View of Man', states explicitly that "Homer
does not know genuine personal decisions; even where
a hero is shown pondering two alternatives the inter-
vention of the gods plays the key role.""?
i The significance of the intgrvention of the gods
in human action is also stressed{fh E. R. Dodds' work
on the Homeric conception of mental 1ife;”3a work
rivalled only by Snell's writings in the impact it ’
-has had on subéequent study of Homeric psychology.

AN
Dodds emphasizes the importance in the Homeric 'shame-

culture' of projection onto external sources of
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unacceptable behaviour and impulses. Nevertheless,

he allows to Homeric man, as we noted above, some P
{

power of personal decision and of "distinguishing -~

in practice between actions ori%inated by the ego
and those which he attr%butes‘%o psychic intervention.'"™*

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

divine intervention in human affairs, on the relative . .

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

—

he calls the ”intelléctualist approach" to'the explan-
ation of behaviour, which he sees as due to the lack
of a concept of will in the Homeric mentality"S5--~has
ied subsequent commentators to assimilate his view to
that of Snell, namely, th&t mental activity originates
from outside the person.™®

| Hermann Frénkel recognizes the existence of an
'ego' in Homeric man which is capable of restraining
the various psychic organs.'’ 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 %o fréquent
and indeed often trivial intervention from without.*®
Russo and Simon, for.example, understand Frédnkel's

view as meaning '""that the Homeric self or ego is

simply not clearly conceived of or defined, either

4 ® a -

with regard to its component parts, or to those forces

a A
1
.
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. that impinge upon it from without."*? Frinkel's view N
thus implicitly denies to Homeric man an awareness of
personal re§ponsibility.

As we ﬁave seen, A. W. H. Adkins also allows to |

Homeric man a 'personality' which may override various
vimpulses.5° However, he~considers this sigﬁation not ;
typical of the Homeric conception of menfél activify;,

in common with Snell and Voigt, Adkins would deny to o
Homeric man ;ny real sense of pefsonal responéibiligy.,v P
Reiterating Voigt's view 2f impersonal constructions
such ;ls H6e 6& pot watd Bvpdv dplorn galveto Bouvlf,
Adkins claims that "there is a distinct difference
in model...betwéen '] decided' and 'it seemed hest
to me'. The latter suggests a kind of spectral
galance into wgich thé reasons on one side or the

- other are poured until at length, after due cohside;-
ation, the balance goes down by itself and action
ensues. The model 1is qu%te different from one
involving the id;a of decision."®! But, as E. L.
Harrison had already pointed out (in response to
Voigt's similarfclaim), in passages where impersonal’
constructions such as this are used, 'we know alfeady ‘ }
 £§2 is involved on each occasion: all we wish to be

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

the conclusion that through this shift of emphasis

5
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" wishes to question separately the shades of: the

the situation in some odd way does the deciding,
rather than the man himself is surely wide of. the

mark.'" 52

.\ In support of Harrison's point we may cite
0d. 11.225ff. When Odysseus in the Underworld

.
¥

women he ponders how best to proceed and announces

: hié plan of action as 'this Bovulfi appeared best to

me...' (Od. 11.230). But immediately prior to his
announcement of the gouA# he intends to carry out,
he states explicitly his own part in the process:
abtdp Eyd Bobdrevov Snag EptoLpt ExdoTmy (229). " The
significance of Odysseus' awaréeness that he himself
is responsible for the considering and planning
cannot be overemphasizgd. And even in the ensuing-
impersonal construction the standard is still pou:
"this Boulf} appeared best to me'. (The juxtaposition
of soxel and voéw at Il. 9.103-5'indicates thag‘ase
of the impersénal construction implies no abneéation

of responsibility: what seems best to Nestor is

precisely the véog which he has himself devised:

adtdp Evydv Epbw &¢ pou Soxel eivar Eprota. / ob yép -
Tug véov &\hog &pelvova Tolbe vofjoer, / oLov Eyd voiw,)”

J
Another type of formulaic passage in which personal

decision is denied on the Snell-Voigt view involves

" g A
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‘what we would call 'soliloquieé' in which a'man

speaks to his 6vuég, ponderlng alternatives. It is

clalmed that the man does not actually choose one
alternatlve oT the other but rather he is overtaken

by events originating from some .agency external to

himself while he is still in the midst of deliberating. 5?2

For example, Il. 11.403ff., Odysseus' debate with his
ovués whether to stand or flee on tﬁe battlefield,
or 0d. 5.355ff., Odysseus' debate whether to abandon
his raft in the storm off Scheria. In such passéges
the,@g;uing a;tion, following the debate, is intro-
duced with the formulaic phrase fﬁoqlo Tabe’ Hpupauve

xatd gpévd xal wxavd Bupbév... But such a phrase is

not to be taken as indiéatiﬂé an interruption of the -

process of,deliberation; it is mgrely a vivid way of
expresgﬁng the immediacx'of the e;suinglaction. And
in fact in the two passages cited Odysseus has quite
clearly alre;dy made %15 decision before the action

Y

procgeds, *in the first to stand and fight, for

better or for worse, and in the second to cling to
his raff, even against the advice of the géd@ess
Ino Leukothéa. ‘

The latter passage is clearly significant with
regardlio the question of Homeric man's dependence on

external agency for the instigating of action, But
, ) \ ,
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( | ) .
" equally interesting is the fact that this passage

o

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

. S ‘Harrison points out that in addition to many passages
in which "divine influence and human~spontane1ty stand
together as two aspects of the same thlng" (a situation

Dodds refers to as "overdetermlnatlon"),55there are

|
also ¥assages in which "spontaneity is separated from

it 1156

. It is tru ‘;ﬁat.the characters in the Homeric g
poems sometimes re%er to their own past actions as
having been determined by the intervention of a god,
e.g. 'ZLeus robbed me/him of my/his)wits'. ‘But spch
statements, when considered in their contexts, may
be seen for_what they are, namely; gxcuses for:other-
wise inexcusable beﬁaviourl_,These sta@éments constitute
a special type‘of abneéation of respbaéibility and -
we are not justified in extrapolating from this
specific situa;ion to Homeric man's general conception
of personal reeponsfﬁzlity. Harrison has a very
, . perceptive comment on this type of statement: ''the

phrases involved belong to a universal human tendency -
¢ “ of. . the 'I don't know what made me do it' type: and
they constitute a convenient method of disclaiming

gufit in the past, rather than a surrender of personal
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freedom” in the present."5’ A similar.device occurs
“ ;

in the use of the vocative aaduévus/saupovin, a term

ﬁsid only by'one chara;ter to another, neve}oby the ﬂ
poet as an 'bbjective' judgment on a character's .
,actions or nature, and inaicating that the speaker
finds (or purports to find) the behavipur of the
person so addressed incomprehensible and therefqre

to be attributed to an influence external -to the
person himself.%®We maf compare phrases of th; sort
often heard in contemporafy society: 'He wasn't
himself'wheﬁ he did that’, gi don't know what got
into'me', 'It's her mgdication, you know'. It

appears to be a natural human tendency to attribute

4 -

" to a source external to ourselves behaviour which

L3

we regard as inexplicable given our conception of
ourselves. (This situation extends on occasion to T
favourable infiuence as well, e.g. 'The solution to
the problem came to me as I awoke'.) Homeric man me
waé'simply more fortunate than we in having a pantheon
of gods ready- to hand for the purpose. .

As for those passages in which a mah pondgrs two i
alternatives and a god: intervenes to suggé?t a course
of action which the man adopts, the claim is made that

these scenes present paradigmatic instances of Homeric

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

[}
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makes a choice for him which he then blindly follows.®
However, an examination of these passages reveals

that the typical situation is one in which the god
does not in fact choose one of the alterna%ives under
debate; rather he suggests a way out of the quandary,

a course of act?on altogether different from the

" choices under debate by the person deliberating. The-
q

- person then chooses, to adopt the suggested course,

in at least one instance witﬁ'a comment on the advisa-
bility of so doing. For example, in the famous
Quarrel in Book 1 of the Iliad, Achilles ponders two
cﬁurses of,éctipn only, whether to k;ll'Agamemnon
there and'then or to forego his anger énéirely.

Athene intervenes, at Hera's instigation; not to
choose either of the alternatives Achilles is debating
but to suggest a middle course,®’not one Achilles
would normally hQVe considered, namely, to attack

Agamemnon with words. Achilles acquiesces, commenting

3

9

that it is prudent for a man to heed the suggestions

of the gods. Again, at Il. 10.503ff. Diomedes in
the Thracian ‘camp ponders whether to make off with
Rhesos' chariot or to continue his slaughter of the
Th:acians, whereupon Athene intervenes to suggest

instead a hasty retreat while time permits. Even

Zeus himself, the ¥natog pfiorwp, receives this type




’

. of advice, 11 16;431ff.: when Sarpedon-faces his
doom in the person of Patroklos, Zeus in pity for
his son debates whether to allow Qis death or to
rescue him from the battle aﬁd transport him to his
home in Lyci§: Outraged at this threat to the ‘
appéinted way, Hera proposes by way of compromise
that Zeus allow Sarpedon's death indeed but send

~ his pody to Lycia for prbpg; buriall 'Nor did the

father of men and gods fail to heed her.'

In situations of this type, the god's suggestion
represents the sudden realization that there is a way
oﬁt of an apparent quandary, that one is not in fact
pound by the choiées one has been debating. The
' . appearance of the god 'is a dramatization of this
flash of insight that seems to come to one from

!
outside.®!

-t

s . : .
In addition to those occasional passages in

"which a process of deliberation is explicitly repre-

sented, there are numerous passages in Homer in which

consideration of alternative courses of action is

N

implied.®? The following is a brief sl@rrvey taken - .

from Books 1 and=2 of the Iliad: 1.83, Calchas bids
Achilles swear that he will defend him if he speaks
out against Agamemnon; 'consider' (¢pdoai), he

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

iy
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Agamemnon, having agreed to give up Chryseis, demands h
suitable recompense foliowing her retg;n,‘§aying,

'We will Eonsider ghié matter later' (petagpacbducoda).
1.188-9, Achilles is provoked beyond bearing by

Agamemnon's insults and threats and his ﬁrop 'pondered .

two ways' (5.dvbixa ueppﬁpuéev) whether to kill

Agamemnon or to check his anger. 1.193, While

Achilles pondered (&puauve) the matter in (or perhaps .

ih accordance with) his ¢pfiv and 6uuég, Athene appeared.\

1.343, Achilles remarks on Agamemnon's shortsightedness:

'he does not at all know.to look at once before and-

behind’'. 'As mentioned above,‘szhis is the Homeric ,;;é

way of saying that Agamemnon is not making an 'all- o )
things-considered' judgment. 1.542, Hera reproaches
Zeus for always éiving judgments which he has beén.
considering (¢povéovta) ip';ecret. 1:55@,'In response
to Zeus' sharp retort, Hera profeéts that she.is notm

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

' ~ . . R o . 9
do you consider (¢piZea.) whatever you wish'. 2.3,

Zeus did not sleep but pondered (uspuﬁpu{a) xatd "\f
wgéva how to honour Achilles. 2.13-14, i%us bids the
ﬁream tell Agamemnon that the'immortals are noqlonger
divided ingcounsel (ob...Ex’ du¢ug...¢pdzov7au1:

2,23, The'Dream’reproaches Agamemnon for sleeping in

| -
the midst of crisis: 'it is not fitting for a man who

a
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is a counsellor (Bouknebpov &vSpa) to sleep the

whole,night through'.®* 2.55, Evgn Agamemnon, whose
;olution to his dilemma at 11. 10.1ff. is to go ask
Nestor, is on occa51on capabl® of planning: when he
had convened the council of elders®She 'contrlved a

cunning plan (moxwvhv &prbvero BouvAfjv)--although,

given the repercuséions of his 'cunning plan' this

"may indeed be a touch of irony on Homer's part.

Harrison, who sees Homeric man as "an independent
agent capable of spontaneous acts,"®®questions Voigt's

: -
method: "Voigt examines some three dozen passages,

leaves untouched the general pattern of Homeric

- behaviour, and comes to the conclusion that there is

no ‘notion of responsibility in Homer."®7 -It is in

this 'general paftern' that we may clearly see Homeric

, man's conceptlon of himself as a respon51b1e agent.

Moreovev, if Homer is incapable of conce1v1ng of

action originating other than through external agency
where does this leave his portrayal of the actions of
the gods? Whe}e,,for example, does the Bourfi of Zeus
come frqp? If Homeric man relies on the gods to make

his decisions, on whom does Zeus rely?%?

®
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My apprbachAto Homeric psychoioé& ié also at
variance with the so-called 'intellectualist' view

of the Greek mind, notably represented by E. R. .Dodds,
which, as M. J. O'Brien 6Bserves, has become, in one
form or other, a commonplace of scholarship.®? This
view, most recently in evideh&e in Albrecht Dihle's

“ study of The Theory of Will in Classical Antiquity,

attributes to-the Greeks in geﬁéral and to Homer -in
particular a bipartite psychology based on the inter-
~action of rational and irrational factors, reason
and emotion, with, as Dihle feﬁarks, "no room for
the conceﬁt of will."”" Yet Dihle's own observations
of Homerfc usage}oblige him to concede that pévog in
Homer '"comes. indeed very near to the modern notion-
of will."7! Faced, however, with this potentially
devastating threat tp his theory, Dihle takes refuge
in the conventional view that pévog depends for its
existence on psychic interven?ion: "uévoc.:.does

not belon; to the normal -or natural equipment of

man according to Homeric psychology. ...upévog is "
an additional gift [from the gods], prpvided only

on a spécial occasion and not suppoéed to become a
lasting part of the person in question. ...It is
somethipg numigbus which only appears where the gods

e

unpredictably interfere with human affairs, thus .

i
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disturbing the‘calculable sequence of events."’?

This view of pévogs (an extreme Ve?sion of Dodds' more
moderate view)~does ot survive a close scrutiny of
the Homeri¢ text.

E. R. Dodds had earlier seen a volitional element

'in wévoc: "The connection of menos with the sphere of

volition comes out clearly in the related words
wevouvdv, 'to be eager', and Svopevfig, 'wishing ill'.fff
However; Dodds, like Dihle, regards Homeric man as

not possessingithe concept of will;’"indeed he .
considers the absence of the concept of will to be
responsible for the "habitual 'intellectﬁa]:ism'"75 ,
thch he sees in the Homeric (and later) account of /
character and behaviour, and on which his theory is ////
based. He thus attempts to re;egate'pEQBQ to the //

realm of psychic intervention: '"The temporary posséss-

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

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

an abnormal experience. ...the act of a god."’S

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 laséing possession of an ordinary
amount of upévog, Sif this is in fact the normal

state of affairs, what would this ordinary pévog be?

e d e
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Dodds observes that ”En man [pévog] is the vital
energy, the 'spunk'."’’ But if we concede that
—uévoq is 'vital energy'_or 'spunk' and that it is
connected with the sphe:e of volition, we might as
well simply call it 'will'--or the conative agency
in man, or whatever term we prefer from the tradi-
tional vocqbularyrﬁf 'willing'. The problem now is
that we ;re in danger of contradicting the claim
that there is no concept of will in Homer.

It is of cour;e the accepted view to regard
Homer as being pre-conceptual. M. J. O'Brien, in
his effort to show that the Socratic paradoxes
(that 'virtue is knowledge' and that 'mo one does
wrong on purpose') were indee@ paradoxes, presents
a strong case for his view that '"the,supposed
in?ellectualist bias of'the Greek mind...does not
exist."”® Through a detailed study of words denoting
mental activity from Homer on, O'Brien demonstrates
that the Homeric (and later) language defies classifi-

cation by our theoretical categories; it often happens

that the same word has both intellectual and volitional

- reference, a phénomenon O'Brien finds in ordinary and

\

poetical language of all periods, in contrast to the
oy , (
pre@isiSis of philosophical terminology.’? Yet O'Brien

concurs with Dodds in’seeing the lack of a formal

g ey
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concébt of will in Homer; he would likewise deny to o !
Homer a formal concept of intellect, which he regards !
Dodds as implying.a~0 We may ask, however, what exactly;~ . 'f
it is that is being denied to Homer in this claim. |

if by a formal coﬂcept we mean a topic of theoretical

reflection, something for which an adequate definition

or account of ité essence may be given, then indeed

Homer has no formal 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 without being -able to give an adeqﬁate

definition or account of the essence of whatever

is involved in the concept.®! Concepts in this less: .

rigorous sense are unquestionably present in Homer.

Homeric descriptions of psychic activity, for

example, clearly indicate the presence of a concept

of cognition, a concept of emotion and impulse, a

concept of rational deliberation.®? Why not, then,

The issue is complicated by the variety of

o AT addu. b e o

conceptions to which the term 'will' has been

attached in the Western philosophical tradition.®?

i

Y?R ;;6 o s el

|

.
- g i adaa o n W‘: " o e e e £ s S I T SR, ATRNDY SR T TR



[ S £ g

PR

S

v ity peman s 7

/

Will may be taken to include desire, feeling, emotion, - /?
and whatéver else in human’ experience is not treated ~
as knowledge; or it may be given any one of a number
of specialized interpretations such as, for example,
the notion of 'free will'. I believe (and I hope

to demonstrate elsewhere) that many of our traditional
conceptiqns of will were present in early Greek
thought but were conceived of as distinct agéjfies

or powers and referred to b;ﬂdistinctive language.®*
Thus, as in the case of 'soul', early Greek has no- KHN\AJ,,J \
single word corresponding to our word 'will'; we ' ‘
find instead a cluster”of words, each denoting some

particular asgéct of what we designate by the one. o
word 'will'. It would appear to‘be just this cir-

cumstance that leads commentators to feel justified

in denying the concept to Homer, but in fact the

inadequacy of a single term to denote the manifold .

conceptions subsumed under 'willing' is indicated

et~

by the extensive debate regarding the nature of
the will throughout the philosophical tradition.
We are not justified in denying a concept (or

concepts) of will to Homer simply because he has
n§ single word corresponding to our (by no means

unprohlematical) word 'will'.®®

. ~_
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In this connection” Hermann Fridnkel's

" omment

pertaining to his discussion of Hesiod is worth

citing: o

I do not adhere to the doctrine that we
have no right to ascribe to a thinker a

notion for the unequivocal expression of

which he possessed and used no specific

tool.

Quite to the contrary:

it is

perfectly normal for this or that concept
to have. existed in a person's mind, in a
less definitive form, long before someone

else couched it in dry and set philosophical

phraseology.

...A realization that it is -

easy to mistranslate, foisting upon the
ancient thinker concepts é}ien to him,

must not prevent us from following up clues
where we see them clearly pointed in a ‘

definite direction.?®®

)

.

I would like to enter the same plea for the study

of Homeric psychology.
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Chapter III: Towards a new model of Hoﬁeric psychology
The model of Homeric psychology which I propese
; , “ he;e diff?rs from Snéll's 'process' theory asrwell
°§ ; X\\;' as %rom the- bipartite theory of the 'intellectualists"
in that it accounts for the initiating of action in
/ “‘ an ordered sequence of functions of the ﬁajor psychic
1 . : /;, faculties véog, 5vpds, opéves and, I suggest, wévog. -
: . &\*¢/Tﬂ%ifi first briefly discuss Homeric man's psychic
faculties (excepting pévog) and their functions,
beginning with a discussion of Vuyfj-although, as
’ipdicated below, 'the Homeric yvuyxfiy is not responsible

for any specific psychic activity, as are the four

~ P -

- L "~ faculties just mentioned. The following #iscussion
B 7
} ;

of thé Homéric véog, 6ovpbdg and ¢péveg is based on

accepted views)of these faculties already established

s e e w

in the scholarly literature; if my account offers

§

any original contribution, it lies primarily in the

. use I make of these accepted interpretations in my

proposed model of Homeric psychology.

.
.
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, As we have seen, Snell considers vyuyfj, 6uvuég

and véog the three 'organs' responsible for Homeric
' man's psychic iife. yu{f he sees as "the force which

;keeps the human being alive."! TIdentified with the

!

breath of life, it is "a semi-concrete organ which

exists.in a man as long as he lives";2it is thé )
<~ " "organ' of life."® "As fgr its location, and its

\" function, Homer passes them over in silence';*Homer

\ says only that the yuyf) "leaves ‘its owner when he

ol - is ?ying, or when he loses consciousness...the Eszche'

is risked in battle, a battle is fought for-it, one

Y

‘wishes to save his psyche, and so forthifﬁ "It -
_ .appears [Snell concludes] as if in Homeric-times the
term psyche chiefly evoked the notion of an eschato-
T logical soul.'"® .

. Subsequent studies have pointed out that the
Homeric vyuyfjy, having in fact no 'specific mental or-
emotional functions in the living man, is not to

. ‘ @ .
be grouped with 6opbdg and véog as a psychic 'organ';

"jts 'esse',!' Dodds observes, '"appears to be 'super-

‘ & a1 s .
esse' and nothing more."?

a
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In her survey of the role of‘vuxﬁ in the Homeric
poems, Shirley Darcus pﬁserves Fh@t the yuxfi is "'some-
thing within mag’that can be fought for, removed,
destroyed, or 1ost";°th;‘wuxﬁ can be risked, given
up, of won;git is loosed at death or breathed out
in a swoon; it leaves the dying man through the
mouth or through a waund. After death the Vuxf

oexisté in Hades as an eléwlov of -the person who in
life had possessed it. byring life the Yuxfiy is the
object of attention only when it is threatened or
wﬂen it ‘leaves the body at death or at the onset of

'

a swoon. !?
On the basis of Homeric\man's\apparent attitude
to his Vuyxf, it ha§ been claimed that the Vuxfy is
"the fo;ce which keeps the human being alive';!!?
"the breath-soul endowing [man] with 1ife";!2"that
whose presence ensures that the individual is alive,"!?$
7 Yet there is no evidence in Homer that a éausal

- relation exists between yuxf and 'life’'; all we can

say is that yuxfi is normally a concomitant of 'life’.

Clearly, a man's yuyxfi leaves him (or his body) forever .
when he dies. But equally clearly it leaves him

temporarily when he faints'4nd, upon recovery, it will .

. °
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have been obvious to him, as well as to any bystgndbr,
that he was not actually dead while in his yuxfj-less
swoon; that is, his yvxfi can be temporarily abgént from
a living man--although, éﬁﬁgztedly, a swooning or a b
sleeging man may not be‘thought to be 'alive' in the
.fullest sense of the word. Nevertheless, the fact
remains that while tﬁe presence of the yuvyx# may -
guarantee life its absence does not guarantee death.
(Death involves the permanent loss not only of the.
voxf) but of the 8vpéc and pévog as well.)!S

It would appear then, that what ié dependent on ’
the presénce of the yuy? is not 'lifei ipéglf‘but
rather 'consciousness', in the sense of an awareness
of oneself and oné's‘surroundings, a necessérr
condition for psychic activity. And just as con-i
sciousness is today commonly remarked ppon“only as
leaving and returning to a person, so the Homeric
Yyuxfi 1s noticed only in its absence or threatened
‘absence.. Moreover, the dependence of consciousness
upon something that is identified with the material
breath!’is, in Homeric terms, entiréiy understandable

since consciousness leaves a man when he 'breathes’

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

&
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It has been observed that wh%le yuxh figures
prdminentiy in Homeric descriptiong.of the onset of
a swoon, ;ﬁ does nét appear in descriptiogs of revival.l!®
Baﬁhe argues that vyuxfi is éxcluded from such contexts
.preciselylbecause it does not denote cénsciousness,
whereas 6uvués and pévog® regularly do. Bahme‘concludes,
therefore; thaf the Homeric yuxf)y is not a "Psyche-
seele" but a mere "Totengeist".!? Nagy iikewisk notes
that while the yuvyxfy commonly leaves the body at the

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

!

tioned as returning to the hero when he is revived.'?2®

'He claims further that. "before death, the wordigsﬁkhé
is as_a rule excluded‘from designating the realm of
consciousness, of rational and emotional functions,"
‘whereas "both thumés and ménos may designate con-
sciousness and the faculfies."21 .

In suggesting that yuyf might .best be understood
as that on which the consciousness depends, I do not
claim that it refers to "the realm of consciqgfness“«
in the sense of a“location where "rational and emotional"
activity takes place. Psychic activity in Homer takes

place in the ppéveg, which contain the véog and 8updg

and‘suriound the frop/xMp/xpa6in.2?The presence of the -
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. revival from swoons, there are two*points which would

WUXﬁ, I repeat, appears to beia necessary condition
for this psychic activity.

As for the exclusion of yuyfiy in desériptions of

appear to invalidate the conclusions of BShme and
others” based on this observation. First, Nehring, in
his analysis of Homeric descriptions of gwoons, points

out the regular occurrence in descriptions of recovery
3 { 2 /

of the verbs &pnvuto/dunv6en, signifying the revival

of the respiration.?® Implicit .in these expressions is

: the return of the yuxfi, which is identified with the

breath zl’thus, only the word yuxf is missing from
these Qormulalc descriptions, not the ¢ concept.?®
Second, it is appropriate that 6vpég and pévog should
figure prominently in recoyery from a swoon (andn
particularly so in the case of Homerlc heroes) sance
what is noteworthy about revival is not the return of
mere consciousness but the resurgence of the victim's
'spirit', his capacity for physicaltand emotional

activity; only when this capacity is no longer impaired

w e e e

is his recovery considered complete.?

—_—
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Our understanding of the Homeric concéption of

v6og we owe pringipally to Kurt von Fritz, whose

. conclusions concerning '"véog and voetv in the Homeric

Poems'" remain essentially unchallenged.?? Von Fritz
showed that véog in Homer is conceived of as exer-
cising a "kind of mental perception,'" which is to be
distinguiéﬁ;d from "purely sensualrperception" on
the one hand and from a process of reasoning on the

other.?® Its derivative verb voelv means "to realize

-[the full meaning of] a situation and to plan or to

have an intention" with regard to that situation.??

L .
""This plan [also designated véog] appears in the \

form of a vision which, so to speak, extends the

present situdtion into the future."®® That is, "where

‘'véog means planning, it is the visualization of the

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

. by which its usefulness or the necessary interdepen-

‘dence of its different parts might be demonstrated"?!

-

(my emphasis)..” Von Fritz points out that '"the same
is true of the passages in which véo¢ means 'to have

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

Pi\
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to see that the vision of the intended action is
stressed and not the process of reasoning by which
a person may arrive at his resolution. Where, on
the other hand,ﬂa person deliﬁeratqﬁ concerning his
future course of action,‘this process of delibera-
tion is never described by the word voelv buf by a - oo

number of different words, most of them derived from

»

the root ¢pev."32

Sneil, following von Fritz, sees véog‘as "the
oréén of clear images,'" "the ﬁental eye which exer-
cises an unclouded visioﬂ," and voelv as meaning "to
ﬁcq;ire a clear image of something,' pafticularly
of a situation; "it stands for a type of seeing

o

which involves not merely visual activity but the
mental gét which goes with the vision.!'33 ’
E. L. Harrison shares this view of véoc as "the
mental oféan that 'takes in' a situation as it is
presented to the senses'"; he cautions, however, that
the freqﬁent (and natural) connection of véog with
the faculty of sight '""'should not lead us to over-
emphasise the connection:zwith vision to the exclusion
of the’other senses."?"The activity designated by

ﬁosfy could presumably be connected with any one of

s oV PP ST
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the five senses; indeed, it may itself be regarded,

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

which penetrates deeper into the gaturé pf-the-objggts
perceived than the other senses."?S ) .

Harrison stresses a point made earlier by B&hme®$

and contested to some extent by vom Fritz, ®’namely,

v -

.the non-emotional nature of véog, which he Sees as

"the diréct cbnsequeﬁce of the job it doe;" of 'taking
in' a situation.*® Indeed, he claims, with Béhme,
that "there is actual antagonism in Homer‘betwgen
emotion and the véog,"*%and that,‘ﬁnlike the situa-
tionlwith Homeric man's emotions (his fupdg) "the
question of controlliné [his véog], or écting against
it, or indeed of any sort of opposition between it
and the égo, does not of course arise."*? In contrast
to von Fritz, Harrison sees no volitional element 'in
véo¢ understood as 'intent;on' or 'plan'; it is
simply [adman's] mental image of what he is about

13 %

to do.""*!?
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6uvpdg, as Harrison notes, ''plays a dominant roge"

in Homeric man's psychic life. Snell defines 6 uvpég

as "the generator of motion or agitation,'" obsetVing

that it "determines physical motjion"*2and "is custom-

"arily the abode of joy, pleasure, love, sympathy,

anger and all mental agitation'";**moreover, "occasion-
ally we also find kﬁowledge residing in it"**(albeit
knowledge of a pafticular kind, namely, knowledge
which has an explicitly emotionalgelement or basis).
Snell observes that 6vpdg may refer to (1) the organ
which serves as the seat of (e)motions;"5(2) fhe
function of that organ, in which capacity 6uvpég may
be rendered (he suggests) as 'will' or 'character’';
or (3) ﬁ’single act, each individual impulse being
termed a Oupbg.*S

. iWherqas Snell emphasizes the emotional activity
of 6vués, Bohme considers 6uvués to be respon;ible for
both rational and emotional functions.*’ He is followed
in this view by Harrison, who sees 6uuég as "the main
locus of Homeric man's deliberdtion and decision" and

considers it "quite wrong to see the key to its Homeric

N
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héage in terms of the emotional to the e§§1usion of
the rationalﬁf‘“ This view is also acceptéa by Nagy,
wﬁo«takes duubs as designating ''the realm of con-
sciousness, of rational and emotional functions'"*?
(véog, being concerned with "rational functions only,"
Nagy considers to be "a mere subcategof} of thimés
in the living Homeric hero.").3?

Howéver, as Snell intimates®!and as Harrison’

recognizes5? (although he appears unaware of the

implications), mugf:so-called '"thought' in Homer

has a pronounced em;%ional element: ''thought,"
Harrison observes, "tends to be worried thought,
angry thought, and s on.'"S? But, one may ask, is
"worried thought, angry thought,” etc., thought at
all, in the sense, that is, of a rational proce;s?

Is it not rather a being impelled to action by

desire (emotion)--desire to atcompliﬁﬁ'sohething,

'to avoid something, and so on? One's desirés may

of course come into conflict one.with another, in
which case there ensues, so to speak, a tug of war,

in which the stronger desire prevails, or a balancing

-

of the conflicting desires, from which the weightier,

a

emerges victorious. But this sort of process is to

. be entirely distinguished from rational deliberation.

1
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sHarrison uses the terms "the rational," "the rational

element," "rational. activity'" to refer to thought-
processes in general and opposes these to “éhe‘emotional."s“
It would appear to be more useful, in discussing Homeric
mental activity, to éist@nguish different types of

thought-processes: cognition conceived of as a passive

in the eupég, and (to anticipate the next section)

process and located in the véag, 'emotional thought' \\;N\

rational deliberation in the ¢péveg. Fridnkel implicitly
draws a similar distinction in understanding fuvudg as
the seat of "intimations which have no rational
éertainty and.deliberations which have an emotional
element"; gpfiv, on the other hand, "works over things
and ideas...it is the thinking, refiecting, and

knowing reason."®?
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9pfiv/opEveg

As I have just indichtéd, opfv/epéves functions
for Homeric man as the seat of rétional deliﬂeration.
The acti;ities denoted by thq,vgrbs pvooobopebw,
peppunpe o, pfidopal %Bﬂszpaﬁvg take place in the
¢pbuec.®® The ppéves are also involved in the exper-
ience of certain emotions--although whether the gpéveg
serve“as the location for these emotioqi or as the
means by which a person experiences them is a disputed
qdestion.57 In aﬁy case, as Harrison notes, there is,
on the -whole, a marked difference between emotions
associated with the ¢péva§ and those associated with
the 6vudg. For example, '"the impulsiveness of anger
and courage is much less frequently seated in [the
ppéveg): instead we find most commonly the intro-
spection of grief and of fear." Moreover there is a
"pronounced tendency for the ¢pfiv to be concerned
with things of the mind rather than of thé body.%®
Thus, whereag‘the 90@69 isncommonly the seat of
physical desire (for food, drink, etc.), the ¢péveg
ar; involved iﬁ "such feelings as the contentment of

the shepherd as he watches his flock, or the joy
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produced by the lyre, a song, or the sight of

béautiful things."®® That is, what we might term

“aesthetic pleasure is experienced 'in' or 'with' y

the ¢péveg, physical desire in the @Quuég.

’Harrison observes further that '"the irrational
imbulses of the 8uués are regularly conceivedwé§
"being in opposition to a man, so that they impel
him, and he yieldé to fhe@ or overcomes.them. But
such interaction between man and his ¢pfijv is lacking." .
In 'the use of gpfiv "the rational element is in féct
160

In thé rational sphere,’ ¢pfiv is distinguished °
from v6og by virtue of its reflective and deliberative -
capacities while véog¢ is limited to cognition and
intuitive planning.®! Harrison oBserves‘that "where
thought ﬁbout future action is involved, the ¢pfv
calﬁulates whereas...the véog visualises' (my emphasisl
and he illustrates the point by a co;trast in verbal i
usage: in such contexts voelv appears most often in
aorist forms, never in the imperfect, whereas verbs,
with ¢pfiv are regularly imperfects, seldom aorists.®?

The much disputed question of the location Qﬁ

the ppévec and their identification with a physical

i
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5
I

organ (or organs) has yet to be satisfﬁ
rééolved. The maior interpretations are diaphr;gm',
‘lungs', or, more vaguely, 'a group of organs within
the éhest fégion'." The most recent extensive treat-
ment concludes that the case must be left open: The

"range of occurrence [of gpéveg] suggests not a single

organ but a group situated within a vaguely defined P

¢

4

area éxtending from the upper chest to the mid-abdomen."®*{"

-

However, it would seem that R. B. Onians' inter-

‘pretation of gpévec as lungs®®(despite occasional

overstatement) has so much to recommend it and so
comparatively little against it--as well as beiﬁg
unquestionably the most thoroughlf)and convincingly
documented interpretation yet advanced{}that a very
strong ‘case indeéd:would be required to_justify

rejecting it. I am therefore inclined to favour

' Onians' identification of gpéveg with the lungs

(perhaps including the diaphragm also, as Onians

’

suggests).%®

¢

Finally, since the ¢péves are said to 'contain'
or 'hold' or 'surround' the other psychic organs, i
vbog, Gup.éf;, ﬁrop/x?‘]p/xpa&yn, they are generallzed

as the ‘seat of psychic activity, encompassing- the
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more specific activities of the other organs. This

_situation would account for many of the apparent

'confusions' of psychic activity, as when voelv, for

instance, properly a‘fﬁnction of the vbog is said to
take place in the gpévec.®? Given that the v&&c¢ is
itself in the gpévec such an extension is entirely
natural. - Indeed, the very féct that the ¢§évec sefve

-

as the seat of, genmeral psychic activity and that the

other psychic organs may be regarded as parts of ~

them (or’at least as located within them) bring;
tﬁem:very close ;o being the single term or concept
designating the capacity for general psychic activity
whichfSnglf looked for in Homer and: found wanting.®®
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To- conclude: VuxA appedrs to be a necessary
ccondition for psychic activity in that it determines
the presence of consciousness. véog refers to the

“faculty and function of cognition, in a limited,

* . 'passive' sense. BOuuéc is the source of emotion,
/ .

-

particularly of the more 'active' emotions, those
which serve as impetus to action, such as anger and
fear, and of physical desirey; it is thus thsisou ce
of impulse. ¢pfiv/ppéves is the seat of deliberation‘
fand-of thé_hore 'passive' emotions of -'intellectual’
or aesthetic pleasure; it is alsélused in a gene;al
way as the seat oisysychic activity, encompassing

the activities of the véog and Buvpébdg. -
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Chapter IV: pévog as 'will' in early Greek

AR

In the preceding chapter I have described

-

Homeric man's capacities for the mental activiiiés

involved in cognition,_impulse, and deliberatipn
and decision; these activities constitute the
functio;s, respectively, of the psychic faculties
véog, 0uubs and gpéveg. The sequential order of
these activitié: in the originatinngf action is
indicated below;'they form the first three stéﬁs
in a four-step analysis of the activity known as
'willing', as it has bgen treated in the Western
philosophical tradition:? A

Step 1: ‘The apprehension of a situation or state
of affairs: aﬁ activity of the Homeric véog.
Step 2: Impulses arising in response to this

o

situation: an activity of the ©6wvuég.

~

Conflicting impulses may arise, in which case we

have:

Step 3: The personal effort to resolve the conflict

of impulses in terms of somgﬂzgjleﬁfiye objective
(the process of deliberation): an activity of the

opéves, resulting in a decision or choice: Boulf,
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(Step 3 may be omitted in instances of instinctive
as opposed_to reflective choice, a distinction

N ~ 4
recognized by Avicenna but largely disregarded by h

theorists in the Western tradition.)? ’
Step 4: Controlled execution’of the decision (or
of the instinctive choiée) in volitionally directed
activity or omission of activity. -

The activity involved in Step 4 (and the
faculty of which this activity is the function) =
represents one particular cbnception of 'will'as
it has been understood by various thinkers through-
out the tradition. This specific aspect of fhe
ac;ivity of ;willing',involvegia conception of
wilI.és énergx, the power to do or prodhce some~
thing; it is that which is responsible for the
carrying out of one's choices or decisions, either
by an external process involving bodily activity
or by an internal process involving a psychic
effort to refrain from acting.* I suggest that: .
the activity involved ih Step 4 is an activity )
that waé recognized by the early Greek mentality
"and that the agency or faculty considered proxi-

mately responsible for it was pévog. Mévog, on

this view, is (in modern terms) the capacity of

‘ L e ol b v b
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the mind to act; it performs the functions to which
it is directed by the other psychic facultieés. (As

\ 3
we shall see, pévog is also intimately bound up with

o

physical processes;‘just as nowadays we link perfor-
mance to, for example, blood sugéf level or-adrenalin
prodgction.)~

I will now present a discussion of selected -
-passages in which pévog occurs in an effort to demon-.
strate that the interpretation proposed here is
applicable in eve*y instance and is, in many instances,
preferable to th; various interpretations of pévog

commonly accepted for these contexts.

1. I1. 1.188-224

‘Qs pdro Mnhelow ¥ dxos yéver', &y 8 of fjrop
orifecaw Aarlows dudsdixa peppripiley,
3 & ye ¢pdayavor S€0 dpvaadpevos mapd pnpod 190
Tobs pey dwaomiceer, 8 8 "Arpeldny dvaplloy,

e xdAov matreier epnricad re Puudy. ‘

‘fos & radd® Sppawe xard ¢ppéva xal xard Guudy,

axero 8" ¥x xoheolo pdya Elpos, Mle & "Adjm o e
olpavd@er mpd ydp e Oed Aevxdhevos "Hpn, 195
dudo opds duud Ppéovad Te xdopbm Te

orij 8 Smilbev, Lavdijs 3¢ xduns Ee [nhelwra

ol dawopévn rdv 8 d\aw off ris dparo:

Gdufnoer ¥ "Axrels, perd ¥ drpdmer’, alrixa 8 Eyvo
MaAAdd’ "Adpralny dewd 3¢ ol dove pdavfer 200
xal pw purioas drea nrepdevra mpoamida

“tlnr’ adr', alydyoio Aws Téxos, eljrovlas;

3 tva §8pw By "Ayauduvovos *Arpeldao;

&' I rou épdw, 70 32 xal TeAéeclar dlwe

fis SmepomAlpas vy’ &v more Gupdv dfoop.” 203

%
.
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Tdv & alre mporéerme Oed yhavkdmis *Abim
“ fAboy dyd matoovoa T adv péves, al xe wlinas,
otpavdBevs mpd Bé 1’ fjke Oed Aevkdhevos “Hpn ]
dpdw duds Oupd drhdouod re xnlopérn e C . e
? Gye A7y &dos, undt Elos dhxeo xepls as0
! ifroc Emeow pdv dveligor bs freral mep: :
B3¢ ydp feplw, T B¢ xal Teredeouévoy dorar
xal moré Tot Tpls rdoaa mapérrerar dyrad 3dpa
IBpios elvexa ricde ab ¥ loyeo, melfeo & Huiv.”
Tiw 8 dwapaPduevos mpocrédn wddas drds "AxtAlelse :
“ woi) pty adolrepdy ye, Ocd, Emos elpvoaacla ne
xkal pdra mwep Quud xexahwpbvore &s yap Euewor
3s xe Geols mureldnrar, pdia v Exhvor airod.” o
H xal ¢’ dpyvpén xdmy oxéOe xeipa fapelav, W
&y ¥ s xovhedv Goe péya Elos, ol dnifnoe 30
18y 'Abmyalyse 3 8 Obhvuadvde Befrixes '
ddpar’ &s alydyoio Awds perd Saluovas EN\ovs.
TIn\etdns & éfabris drapmpois éméecow
"Arpeldny mporéeane, xal of 7w Afye xdAow

-

Mévos in this passage is Commpgly translated
.'anger', byt Atyene's inferven;ion does not in‘any
way result in the checking of Achilles' anger (xai
ol nw A¥ye xbroiwo, 224) nor does she indicate any
intention of doing'sé; we are express & told that
Achilles did not act against Athene's advice (005’
antenoe / w6o¢ ‘Aénvalng, 220-1), ahd her advice
was quite specific: 'Cease fréﬁ strife and do not
draw your swﬁrd but taunt him with words' (dxi"dya
Ay’ Epuéqé, pnéd Eloog Exxeo xaugi' / GAN’ ﬁ'Tou
Eneouy Pév dvelduoov o¢ Eoetal neplelO-ll).

" This passage presents a.paradigmatic case for

the interpretation of pévog proposed here; Achilles'
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activities up to the appearance of Athene correspond

point by point to the first three steps of the schema

presented above:
1) Achilles"apprehen§ién of tbe'situafian he

realizes the import of Agamemnon's insults and:

L 3

threats.
2) Conflicting impu}égs in response: ) .
a) To kill Agamemnon there and then;
b) To restrain his anger (xéiog) and curb his
g oupdg. \
3) His effort to resolve the conflict of these
impuls;s in deliberation: & ta®6’ dppaive watd
ppéva xaf xaTd éﬁuév. It is at this point that

€

Achilles begins to draw his sword, clearly indica-

ting his imminent choice of alternative (a) To kill

Agamemﬂahu The next step would have been our Step
ﬁ: Controlléd execution ?f the decision in volition-
ally directed acti&ity, namély, kiljing Agamemnon.
And, as we have seen, it is this execution of his
(imminent) decisiongthat Atheneygomes to stop: not
.the process of deliberation, nor his impulse,
certainly not his anger, but his 'volitionally

.1

directed activity'.



2. Il. 19.34-37, 67-68

. & ¢F ' es yoply xakéaas fjpwas 'Axawois,
pijpw amoemdy "Ayapéuvovt, mapére Nadv, 35
abyra pd)’ & wékepov Bupiooeo, doew 8 Acip.”
*Qs dpa punijrace pévos ohvlapats dvijxe,

viv 8 fror ey dyd mavw xdhov, 098¢ Tl pe xp)
doxeddws alel pevéawduer &N’ dye Gaooov

a

This ﬁassage also indicates” that wévog -is not
equated with x6)og. Achilles, haviﬂg had uéQog
nolvdapoés placed in him by Thetis, calls an
assembly and announces an end of his~x6)og. -What

Achilles receives from Thetis is:the .will to act,

k]

after his long period of inactivity. ° (Cf. the
discussion of Li. 17.456 below, no. 15.5 Thg
pévog implicit {n the reference of uevsacvéu;v
in 68 'is a function of the xéiog (see the discussion

of pevealveuv below, on 0d. 21.426, no. 7). .

3, Il. 9.672-679

npéros & &&p&wcv dvaf avdpdy *Ayapéuvove

Y eln' dye 1, & moddaw’ 'Obvoed, péya ridos 'Axaidy,

i 8 e vieoow dreféuevas diiov wrip,

% dméerne, xo)&or ¥ & ¥e peyadiropa Guudy; ™ 675
Tov ¥ alre mpocéeime moAvraas dlos 'Odverels:

“*Arpeldn kidiore, Gvaf dvdpdv *Aydueuvo,

xeluds y' ovx é0éhes oBéoaar XONov, AAN Eri padoy

muwAdverar péveos, ot ¥’ dvalvera: }d¢ od ddpa.

In reply to Agamemnon's query whether xérog

stlll holds Achilles' 8uuébg, Odysseus says,n!he is

’

-
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not*willing to quench his xéMog but is filled still
more with pévog and spurns both you and your gifts'.
Mévog here is Achilles' ever-increasing determination
not to be placated, stemming from his #A\mwrog 6vuég

for which Aias reproaches him at 636-7.

4. I1. 1.101-104 | .

\\ *Hroi 8 ¥ ds elmdv xar’ &p' &eror roios &' dwéorn ,
) \\ﬁgms *Arpeidns €Opd xpelwy "Ayapépvay

;x;u'ﬂqpr péveos B péya ppéves dudl pdhawai e
wipmharr’, Sooe 3¢ of xupl Aapmerduvrs oy ,

The use 6f pévog that most nearly approaches
'anger' occurs heré\in\Agamemnon's reaétion to
Célchas' allegations that hg\is responsible for
the pestilence visited upon fhe Achaeans by gpé}lo.
However, it is ciear that Agamemnon'S‘respgésg, .
goes beyond merengnger to what we maz‘caliﬁwiilful
purpose.  He does indeed first express éngry
dissatisfaction with Calcha;,but he goes on at

once to avow his intention to be recomgéhsed forth-

with for giving up his original YépdEf The pévog

which fills his ¢péveg may thus be readily under-
stood as purpose--angry purpose indeed--but purpose
or intention nonetheless and not simply anger.S®

(Contrast the fjniov pévoé of Persephone: H. Cer. 361.)

* * * . * *
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5. TI1. 5.251-256

Tév § &' inddpa 18dv mpocégn xparepds Awopidns:

“ wf v pdBo’ dydpev’, dmel oldé o maoéuer olw.

ob ydp pot yevalov &\voxdforrt pdyeofa

oldd xaramrdorew &ri poi pévos Iumeddy dorur

dxvelo 8 Trrov dmBawéuw, AR kel afrws . 38§

dorloy &’ abrdvr Tpely ' olx 4@ TTalAds "Aiim,

. ‘ .

This is one of many passages in Homer in which -
pévog is commonly translated as 'streﬁéth' or 'might';®
however, the context here, as in similar passages,
clearly indicates a volitional reference in the use
of pévog. In the present passage, Diomedes' physical

strength is not in questi&n; what he boasts of, what,

_he is concerned 'with proving, is his steadfast will

to withstand the enemy, however formidable. And his
boast 1is justifiedﬂby his ensuing aristeia, in the
course of which he attacks and wounds both Ares and
Aphrodite, who, in her suffering, giveé him the

epithet bn&pBuuog (5.376).

Y

6. 0d. 22.226-235

“ obxér ool ¥', 'Obvaed, pévos &umedov obdé is dAci,

ofp &' dud’ ‘Erdvy Aevkaldvy elmarepely ‘
elvderes Tpdeaow dudprao vodeuts alel,

woAdobs &' &vdpas Imedves & alvf} dnioriiry,

oji & fAw BovAfi Npubpov widis ebpudyvia. 230

xds &) viv, 8re ady ye dduov xal xmijpad’ ixdves,

dvra prmeripav dhodupeas dhxipos elvai;

aNX' &ye deiipo, mémov, map’ &' lorao xal e doyow,

dppa Bfis olds'ror &v dvdpdot duopevéeaat

Mévrrwp 'AAciuldns elepyealas dmarlvew.” 338

%
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Athene spurs on Odysseus with the taunt that
he no longer hag the ptvog Epnebov éhaé kept hfﬁ?
fighting for nine years at Tréy; in his own homg:igﬁ
‘shé says, he wails (6loglpeadr) at havihg to stand .

up to the suitors. Again, it is not physical

strength that is in question but the will to fight.

]

7. 0d. 21.424-427 ,

“ Tohdpay', of ¢ 8 {elvos bt peydpoow Idyxa

fuevos, oidé i 108 oxowod fuBporov oddé Ti rdfor 435 ,
3w Ixapov ravder I pot pdvos {pmeddy dorwy’
oV &5 pe pumarijpes dryadfovres dvovrac

Odysseus attributés his sutcess in stringing
the bow to his pévog Eunedov. A
physical strength is indeed 'tHe issue here but a
comparison of this passage with Telemachos' effort
is illuminating. Telemachos was first to try the
bow (21.124ff:) 'and three times he made it.quiver,
pevealvwy to string it'. His effort to string the
bow is described by a verb that is (to Homer's
audience as to us) an obvious derivative of uévog,
pevealvewv., This verb is discussed by Adkins in

Lﬁis examination of Homer's”emotional vocabﬁlary.

He observes that we must tranélate the verb in one

context as 'to be eager', in another as 'to be ‘angry',
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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."’

In fact the apparent variety of meanings may
be reduch to a unified concept if we understand //

pevealvewy 8s 'to exercise one's pév ;'(i.e. one's

. . - . /
psychic power, one's 'will') in the dervice of o

whatever impulse holds sway in t riiculaf
situation. Thus, when we hear that (all tﬁengods
pitied [Odysseus] except Poseidon [who] pevéaivev
continually against [him] until he yeached his

native land' (0d. 1.19-21), we understand that

Poseidon continued to exercise his pévog (his will)

to Odysseus' harm and we assume that his motive is
anger although we have not yet been given an account
of it. Likewise,;when we are told that Telemachos
'three times made [the bow] quiver, pevealvev to
string it' (0d. 21.125), we understand that he is
exercising his pévog to the end‘of stringing the

bow (EmieAnbuevog 76 ye Bvud / vevpNv Evravbsiy,

126-7). * And in fact his pévog would at last have

_ brought him success had not Odysseus stopped him.

It is, then; pévog that is exercised by Telemachos

/

s e i - A A
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in his effort tp string the bow and it is his own

pévog Eunedov that Odysseus boasts of as being

Mévog in both passages

* responsible for his success.
" (explicit in the latter, implicit in the former) has

the same reference: determination or 'will-power'.

8. 0d. 19.491-494

°

T ¥ alre mpovéewe eplppwr Evpirherar
“réxvov udv, moldy e émos Pyev fpros dddvrwn.
olrfa piv olov dudv pévos &umedov ol Imewxtdy,
éw ¥ s Bre Tis orepe) Mbos 7@ aldypos. .

As we have seen, the pévoc ¥unebov of Odysseus
. and Di&medes is commonly taken to refer to their
physichl strength; howéver, the pévog Eumedov of
which Eurykleia boasts cannot possibly-be’understdod ‘

v

as referring to physical strength and spdis trans-
lated by such phrases as 'firm spirit'. It is
evident from the context that by pévog Eunebov
Eurykleia means‘an unflinching resolution of which
she boasts herself to be possessed, so that Odysseusﬂ
need have no fear that she will betray him. In

other words, we 'have here a case of volitionally
directed omission of activity, a function of ;he will
no less than angry action or eager action.
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9. I1. 5.888-893 : ! SR 3
Tov & dp’ Imddpa Bdv wpodédy vedpehnyepéra Zebs: ’ j
4 i i pot, dANompdradde, mape(dpevos puripsle. . o I
Ix0ioros 3¢ pol doay Gedy ol "Olvumor éxovowr f9o S //’ 1‘
alel ydp toi &pis Te GOy wdAepol re pdxar re. b ;
_prpds rou pdvos doly ddoyero, olx dmewrdy, - . _ o g
) " *Hpys T v dyd owoud]j ddpemp’ inéeoor ] H
» i
Ig contrast to Eurykleia, whose pévog is 5
'épnesov--a positive quality--Hera -has pévog that ’
is not just firm or\steadfasf but unrestrainable, }
» N\ 2
: \
unyielding: : "
- . ) i
P 3
. ) 3
10. I1. 5.892-893 . é
pnrpds Tot pévos dariv ddaxerod, odk dmewrdy, §
*Hpps: 7 piv &yd omovdyy ddpymy’ éméecar: ;
3
Zeus' complaint is sig {ficant: he can hardly i
‘ £
restrain her with words--a means of restraint . zm
) $
applicable only to an incorporeal force. (pévog ‘
can also be roused with words’; see the discussion
. L
below, p.71.) \ “
| . v Ct
‘11. I1. 17.501-506 : i
’ !

“Axluedov, py dif pot dndmpober loyéper trmovs,

BN pdX’ dumvelovre peradpévps ob yap Eywye

*Exropa TIpapfny péveos oxioecbar dlw, .

mply ¥ &' "Axt\Afjos xalklrpixe Bjuevar trrw .
vt xaraxrelvavra, oBijoal re orixas dvdpiv 505 - 4
'"Apyelu, 4 & abrds Wi mpdroww dofy.” ) . .
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Hera's pévog cannot be restrained. Similarly,

Automedon observes that .Hector will not restrain
o - {53 4 . | !
4

« « (oxfioeodar) his pévog until he possesses the horses

\ of Achilles; that is, he will continue to exercise 4} .
] . ~his will until he has achieved his purﬁase. “ -
A . ‘ " - .

°

- . ~

v I2: I1, 10.479-481

e 77 @AX dye BY wpdgepe xparepiy pdvost o3& 7t oe xp?, ¢ :
dordueras péheoy oiv relxerw, dANG MY’ Trmouse  4Be
it ot ¥’ &vdpas tvaspe, pexfoovow ¥ duol Trmor™

The exercise of pévog is contrasted with idle

inactivity in .Odysseus' exhortation to Diomedes: .
1/) st . . ""5' . - ." o
b 'put forth xpatepdv pévog; you -ought not to stand
s [+ - ¢ ’ -
0 © idly by...' Thereupon Athene breathes pévog into

Diomedes and he begins slaying on all sides. (0

B~ =

. 13.- I1. 5.471-486 ~

. {#v8® ob Sapmddv péra velkerev “Exropa dlor
‘ “Extop, wfj &1 ot pévos olxerqs § mply Exeoxes;-
‘ « s mov drep Aady woAw éuey O’ Emiotpuy
i olos, ey yapSpolos xaciymiroiol re oolot.
&y viv off o’ dyd [déew Hay® ofdd voijoar, - S
aAAd xararTdooovos sives s dudl Adavras | ,
‘ uels 3 paxduect’, of wép v dmlxovpor Ivecper, - -
. : xal ydp dydv dnlxovpos éiw pdla rAdlev fjkw -
‘ rmAob yap Avkly, Edvly &m dunjerr,
L 8’ Boxdy re ¢y Eimoy xal mimor vidv, - 48
. . o xdd 8 krfpara ToANd, 7@ Oderas 85 & dmdevily. .
! Lt dAAR kal &s Auklovs drpive xal péuoy’ atrds -
. avdpl paxhoaclay &rap ob vl poi évfdde roloy -«
. . oldy &' ¥ Ppépoier "Axauol 7 xev Gyorev: .
SR " T0m 8 éomas, drdp odd’ dAAoirt keAedets 485 ‘ '
(\ 3 . - Aaolow pevéuer kal dpvvéuera: ¢5sz0‘¢. ‘ .
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Mévoglis opposed to standihg inactive‘in ‘
Sarpedon's rebuke of Hector: 'you stand immobile
(Kotnxag) and do not even bid ybur hosts abide and
defend their wives’. Hector is affected by the
rebuke and moves to act, urging his men to battle.
14. 0d. 1.319-322

' é'pvg ;}Zsasvo?a;:ﬂ;':';a&rzfﬂg-@‘y:?:;?1;:;1@1\6"”’,’///3’°

Ofixe pévos xal 8pgos, Iméumady ré & marpde '

paAor & 3 18 mdpotde. -

Just as the pévog molwbapoéc that Achilles
receives from Thetis (Il.°19.37) enables him to
éct once more and call the Achaeans to assembly,
s0 toé felemachos is impellé& to act by the pévog
‘and 8dpoog placed in him by‘Athenp.‘ His masterful
tone in his ensuing speeches to his mother and

to the suitors amazes everydhe—(equpﬁcac&, 1.360;

71

fabpaXov, 1.382). He calls the Achaeans to assembly

;/!Lxheir first since his father's departure) and

) (;;‘—\7/" boldly addresses the.suitors, thereby fulfilling

Athene's purpose, her expressly stated intention

in providing him with uévog (1.88-91).°
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15. I1. 17.426-458

Urnor & Alax@Bao pdyns dwdvevlev édvres
KAalov, &rel 3 mpdra mbéatny fquidyato
& xovipar wecdvros ¢’ "Exropos dvdpoddvato. ‘ AN .
7 wav Alropédwr, Awdpeos &Axiuos vids, ) -
7oA udy 8p pdoriy fofj émepalera Belvory, 430
ToAG 8 pehiyfowon wpoondda, moAAG 8’ dperfje
o 8 ofir’ &y éxl vijas éxl wAary ‘EAMferovroy P
#erérny liva odr’ &s moAeuor per’ *Ayaiovs, .
GAN dis re omfAn péver umedov, 4 1° éml HiuBe
dvépos éorixy Tefumdros ¢ yvvawds, 433
bs pévov dogaréws mepixalAéa dlgpoy Exovres,
ofde evioklupavre xaplaras ddxpva 3¢ o
Oepud xard Bhepbpur yauddis pée pupopévoiry
gwidxoto mdly Gakepl ¥ duialvero xalm
{elyhys &epimaiica mapd (vydv dudorépwber. 440
Mupopévw & Zpa 7 ye 180w Iénoe Kpovlww, ‘
xuroas 8 xdpn mporl bv pubrjoare Buudy:
“% daNd, 1 opai Sdper [InATK dvaxre
Oimrd, duels 8 dordv dyfpw r dbavdre re
%} a Svorijvoirs per’ dvdpdow Ehye Emrow; 445 -
oV ptv ydp r{ mov éorw Siupdrepoy:dvdpds
ndvrwy Sooa ve yalay & wvele Te xal pmec.
S AN ob v Suiy ye xal Sppact dadardoww
" "Exrwp Hpiapidys droxioerar ob ydp ddow, .
1 oty dAes &5 xal relxe dxet xal émevxerac alrws; 450
opdiv 8 & yetveoor Bal@ pévos 8" il Bup,
Sdpa xal Atrouddovra cadaeroy ik moAépoo
vijas &me yhagupds: & ydp oo xbdos dpéfw,
srelvew, els § xe vias doodhpovs ddlrwrras
3y r’ féhios kal éml xwépas lepdy ENGy.” 455
‘Qs elrav trwowew dvémvevew pévos 18,
T & &wd yairdwy rovlyy oPddode Sadyre
pluda ¢pépov Godv 8pua pera Tpdas xal Axaiods.

Mévog as the will to act is breathed by Zeus

into the horses of Achilles as they stand unmoving,

-like a grave-stele, mourning for Patroklos. Despite

the efforts of Automedon, with the lash and gentle

wordsiand threats, they were not willing (48erétnv)

to.go either back to the ships or into battle, until

°
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Zeus put pévog in their knees and 6vpdg. Then .
they shook the dust from their manes and swiftly

drew the chariot across the battlefield.®

&

16. I1..17.742-746 o=

o

ol 3 &s 0 fulovor kparepdy pévos eudifardvres

i\kwa’ #f dpeos xard rarmadecoay drapmdy

i} Soxdw 1t ddpv uéya mijior év 3 Te Bypds

relped® duod kapdry re xal pp omeddvreconr 745
bs ol.y duuepadre véxvw Gpépov,

It is xpaTepdv pévog that enables mules to
drag a heavy log down a rugged mountain’path, despite
‘the sweat\and toil that wears away their euﬁég.
(Frinkel sees in this simile a reference to the
"'soul's power of will", whicﬁ\enab;es a man to

{ :
overcome weariness in accomplishing his purpose.)?!?

17. I1. 23.524-525

dA\d pw alfra xlyaver dpéNdero yip pévos Hb
trmov tis "Ayauepvovéys, kaAdlrpixos Alfns 823

An increase of pévog enables horses to run
faster. As they near the finish-line of the chariot-
“faée~Meneiaos is quickly overtaking Antilochos because

the pévog of his mare suddenly increases.

-
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18. I1. 23.467-468

dvba pw exnecéew dto oty 0 dpuara Gfa,
al ¥ inpdnoay, dmel pévos {ANafe Buudy. .

Mévos out of control can make horses go astray.
When Idomeneus is unable to see Eumelos rounding - .
the-turn in the chariot race he conjectures thét
Eumelos must have been wrecked and the mares bolted
off-course 'when pévog laid.hold of their gupég.?
This is a case of the horses' 'will' overryling

tﬁat of their charioteér.

The will of immortal horses is especiélly hard

o

to hold:
19. I1. 17.475-477
“'Ax{uedoy, rls ydp rou 'AxaiGy 3Ahos dpolos 478

{rrwr d0avdror exéuey dpfjoly Te pdvos N
e uy Tdrporhos, Bedpww wiorwp drdravros,

20. Il. 7.37-40
. T ¥ abre wpocéamey Gvaf Aids vlds "AmdNwr
“*Exropos Spowper xparepdv pévos lmmoddpoto, (
3 rwé mov\Awady mpoxakéoaeras olddev olos
dvr(Buwy payévacfar & alvf Inioriiri, 4

21. I1.21.144-146 )

e #' "Axels émdpovaer, 8 & durlos dx worauoto )
o dxav Yo Bodpe uévos 3¢ ol & dpeal Biixe 145 )
§ dvfos, dmel kexdAwro daikrapévayv allydy, ‘

q

AN M
‘”A%%Q

b

J
SRR AT

—_— - s



a

o e

s

22. 1I1. 5.561-564

Ta 3 meadyr’ INnaev dpyidiror Meliyas,
Bij 8 3d mpopdyww xexopubuévos alfomt xdAk§,.
celuwy lyxelny 100 8 Srpvwev pévos "Apys, ) -
| |

7 Ppovéaw, wa xepaly ox' Alvelao dapein.
The go;;\;aﬁ§er@¢m§2\i‘p vos so that he

challenges another to 51n§\é\c9 at. In the first

passage, Athene a’ﬁ Apollo agree to rouse the
xpatepdv pévog of Hector so that he may challenge

one of the Danaans. In the second, Xanthos puts

75

Qévoq in the ¢gpéveg of Asteropaios so that he stands

forth to face Achilles. That pévog in these instances

is not 'might'(is made clear by the third passage in

which it is expressly stated that Ares roused -

Menelaos' pévog s0 that he might be vanquished at

the hands of Aeneas. When Ares rouses a man's 'might'

the latter would surely be expected to prevail. What

Ares rouses here is Menelaos' will to fight so that

he will be foolhardy enough to enter a duel with a

mightier opponent.

23, 1I1. 15.262-270 ‘ '

‘Qs edniw Eumvevare pévos udya moyudwe Aadv.
as & 8re rie arards Tmmos, dxooricas dxi ¢énm.
deaudv dnoppiffas Oely wedloiv xpoalvar, ¢,
elwbos Aoveabac dppeios morauoio, 263
xudidays ol 8 kdpn éxe, dugl 3 xafras
3 dpots dlogovrar ¢ 8 dylalpge memalbds, |

N fluga & yobva plpes perd r° fjfea xal voudy trmape

O¢ "Exrwp Aarympi wddas xal yovvar' dvdua
drpivay lymijas, ixel Geod Exhvev adlijy. 70
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The effect of Apollo's infusion of pévog

©

into the reviving Hector is‘déscribed in a simile
in which Hector's demeanour is comparéd to that-
of a well-fed, stall-bound horse‘thatbbreaks his
halter and runs stamping over'the plain with head
held high, exulting in his splendour, as he seeks
the pastures of mares. What is conveyed by the
simi;evis an iﬁpreésion not of physical strength
but of that aspect of will referred to in expres-
sions of the type 'a splrlted horse'; it is this
'spirit! (or 'spirits'), this manlfestatlon of

'will, that Apollo gives back to Hector.
[

S
% *
i Wby &
fﬁ%\
’ /”\\
]

Mévod is often associated with the verbs
p.ép.o'vu.yp.evocvdm, pevealvw, and pavpdw, which are
9

traditig;:lly translated in language based on

I —_——
7 'eagerness'. pevouvée and pevealve are transparent
tes ~~
:f\\\\derivatives of pévog;?!! paupde is a reduplicated

” o~

-
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form of *uwdw, a reflex of the Indo-European root
q*gé—, which Rokorny;gldéses as "heftigen und

kriftigen Willens sein."!? Robbins observes that, P

in contrast to *m&-, ''the idea of will is not so
primary to *men-."!® However, these two forms

may well be variant forms of a single root (*men-/
~ . *meH1-) rather than distinct roots; variation in
root-final c?nsonént is attested elsewhere in

Indo-Europeén, e.g. *gfgm-/*gueHzr, *wen-/*weHz-,

*mel-/*meH;-.1" pépova is derived from
*mg- (ude) by Cunliffe but Meillet derives this
form from *men- and glosses it as "pévog habeo.!S
" (pévog itself Meillet understands aé'refer?ing to

"impulsionem quamdam interiorem™.)!®

4
24. Il. 13.39-80 7., '\

Tpbes 3¢ phoyl loos dodAées 2 Buvéarp
_ “Exropt Tipiapldy &porov pepadres Erovro, 4
dBpopot adlayor &movro 3¢ vijas 'Axaiy
alpjoew, xrevéew 3¢ wap’ alrdfs wdvras dplorovs.
dAAd [Toocedduy yaufoxos dvvoolyaios
"Apyelovs &rpuve, Padelys ¢ &Ads IAGdlu,
eloduevos Kdryavr:s déuas xal drepéa Ppovim ‘48
Alavre mpdre mpocédn, ueuabre xal adrd: '
“ Alavre, odpd pév 1e cadaere Aady "Axaidy
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dAxfls wmoaudve, undt xpuepoto ¢dfaio. \
8\ iy yip bywy' ob delia xelpas ddnrovs \
Tpdwv, ot péya refyos ImepxaréBnoay dulgs o\
fovow yap mivras Hikvjudes *Axatol
i 0 8% alvdraroy wepdeldia wi T Tdbwpev, ‘
18’8y 8 Mooddns pMoyi elxelos fyepovede, ‘i
“Exrwp, 8s Aus elixer’ énodevéos mdis elvai \ :
opdiv 3’ Bde fedv Tis Bl ppeol wonjoerew (1] .
avrd 0 éordpevar xparepls xal dvoyéuev ENdovss
& K¢ xai éootperdy mep dwicair’ &nd wmay N
J dxvndpwy, € xal pw "ONpmos ailrds dyelper”
d "H, xal caymavly yavjoxos évvoslyaos i .
dudorépw kexdrur TAfow péveos xparepolo, . 6o
“yvia 32 Bijxev agpd, wddas xal xelpas Tmeplev.
atrds 8 ds 1 Iné dxdmrepos Gpro méreclar, ,
8s pd 7' &n’ alyl\iwos wérpns wepyuikeos dplels /
Sppioy mediow didxew Spyeoy EXAo, . —
ds &1d rév Jjife Tooedduwr dvoolyfuy. 6s
“rotw ¥ &yva mpdeber 'Oikfos Taxds Alas,
alya & &0 Alavra wpacidy Tehapdvior vidy
““ Alay, émel mis v&T Oedv, ot "OAlvpmoy Exovo,
phrrel elddpevos kéherar mapd vnuol pdyeadat, )
otd’ § ye Kdxas éorl, beompdmos oluvaris: 7
Ixvia yap perdmode moddy 408 xvqudav ‘
pet’ &uap dmidvrose dplyvoros Bt Oeol wep :
xal 8 duol avrd Guuds &l omifeaat plowos ;
HEMov ddoppirar woepllew 8¢ pdxecbat,
paypdoat 8 depfe wddes xai xelpes Imepbe.” 73
Tov 8 &mapefduevos mpoorépn Tehapdvos Alag

“ offrw viv xal duol wepl dovpare xefpes &amror .

pawdew, xal pot pévos bpope, wéple B mocaly T
{oovpal dugporépotre pevowdw 3¢ xal olos :

*Exrops Ilpiauldy dporoy pepadre pdyecar” 8o

This passage abounds with references to the

exercising of upévog, both explicit in the noun form - -

Nt e

and implicit in cognate verbal forms. It is worth
considering in some detail the contexts in which
these forms appear. ;

The Trojans are following Hector, pepalteg (40);

‘against them Poseidon urges on the two Aiantes,

T AR T ¥ e v S AT G e A B e 5% 5
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pwepalte xal abtd (46), £illing them with pévog
(péveoS xpatepolo, 60)._Aias, son ofiaileug,
femarkihg on the effect of the god's intervention,
observes paipdect &' Evepbe nébeg xb.-t xelpeg Bnepbe.
(75). Telamonian Aias 1in turn declares, obte vUv
xat_éuot‘nspi sobpaTi xelpes déntoL / uaﬁu&cuv,

xal pot pévos dpope, vEpbe 62 mooolv / Eoovuat
dpgpotépoLot’ usQouvdm 5&¢ wat olog / YExtopu Hpuaﬁtﬁn
&uotov pepadTe pdyeofar "L(77-’38’0“). ''Poseidon proceeds
'to rouse the ranks of the Achaeaﬁs, reminding them
of their former, invincible wévos (105), so that
fhey rally: otda’ 19dc @pbveov, pépaoav B8 pdxeobar
(135). . o

!

The clash of Trojan and Achaean pévog implicit

.~ in the previous passage is explicitly referred to
"y !

!\,‘

in the formulaic phrase:

25. I1. 4.447=8.61 (c£. I1. 20.374)

‘xc.
[

oty §' EBakov pwols, aiv 3’ Eyxea xal plve dvdpdiv

In the following passages, as in tlie two preceding,
putvoc and its related verbs refer to psychic energy

directed towardS‘Battle.
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Ares breathes this psychic energy into the

warriors:

]

L ‘ 26. I1. 19.156-159 (see no. 37 below for the

extended passage)

LY

riorias Grpwe mpori “IAwy vias "Axaidy

Tpwol paynoopévovs, wel obx dAlyor xpdvov dorar
Pvhoms, €ir' &y mpdrov dpjowas pdlayyes
dvdpdy, &y 8t Oeds mveioy pévos dugorépoiow,

Athene breathes it into Laertes:

s 27.°70d. 24.520

U R

i ‘Qs ¢dro, xal f’ fumvevae pe'voe‘;!ya EM: *Abivn,

It is shared by both Trojans and Achaedns:

28. Il. 18.263-264

pfgycw &y wedlo, 36u mep Tpdes xal "Axaiol
&v-péoy auddrepos pévos "Apnos daréovras,

o 29. 0d. 16.266-269
“Tow &' adre npocéeiwe oddrias dios 'Odvocels '
“ob puév rou kelvw ye moAdy xpdvor dudis Ereodov
dukdmdos xparepfis, dndre pymoripat xal Huly
- €v peydpatow duolas pévos xplmras “Apnos.

o g g yn aen

30. I1. 8.335 |
‘Ay ¥ alris Tpdeaow 'ONJpmios & pdvos oprer 333

NS S P Y S
AN 3 R e S
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It is roused or dimimished or bound by Zeus:

-

T AR g R S T T e e

1



A R e e e e v

e e e v

32.

33.

34.

35'

. =I1. 15.490-493 { | -

¢

~
[
[~ -]
et
4&

-
RS R PTIRA
g RO S P

fieia & aplyvoros Auws dvdpdo yyverat &)mj, 490 e ,
Juty dréoicw xBdos vnéprepov . .

1}6’ Srwas purify Te xal odx éﬂi)\r)a'w aywew, .

bs v Apyefwv puvibe pévos,. &ppu 3 dpyen . .

11. 14.72-73 . -

A .
7 ¢

olda d¢ vy Gre Tobs pev duds paxdpeams feotere
xvddver, fuéreper Bt pévos xai yelpas édncen.

v s ro.

It is stayed by enemy warriors but not by walls:

v .

I1. 12.165-166

ol yip ywy' ipduny Fpwas "Axaody 163
oxijoew quérepdy ye pévas xal xelpas ddnrous,

CE B gl ekt e

s

11. 8.177-178

rjmios, ot dpa &) Tdde relyea pnxavdwrro
aBNixp otdevdowpa ra 8 ob plvos &pby dpifer

\

A T rin s e e

‘It is parted from warriors by the.onset-of night:

Sk

I1. 2.386-387 \

o yip mavowhy ye peréoaerar, obd’ $faidy,
el uh ¢ Wdofioca daxpwées pdvos Swldpd.

—_—

I1. 5.124-126...133-143 - , .
N ;
“ Qapody viv, Adundes, i Tpdeocor pdyeabac
* &y ydp Toi onjfecat pévos marpdior ixa 138 '
&rpopov, oloy Exeoxe caxéomaros lrmdra Tudedse . |
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‘H pdv dp0y elmoie” dwéBn yhavedms "Abijvn, .
Tudeldns 8 ifadris lav mpopdxoiow éuixon, ‘
kal mply mep Ouud pepadss Tpderor pdyeofar 135 {
&) rére pw rpls vdoaow dAev pévos, ds e AMovra, ’ '
v pé re moysw ayp@ i’ elpowdrois dleoa ’ ’
Xpatry pév 7 atijs Inepdhpevor ovde Sapdooye
100 pév e ofévos dpow, Emera ¥ T ob mporaudve,

4\ xard orabuovs derar, ra & épina poBelrar 140

al pév r* dyxiorivar &’ dAMIApon xéxurra,

atrdp & dupeuade Sabéns dfdAAerai adAis

&5 pepadss Todeoot ulyy xparepds Aroprdns. e

an

Athene puts into ﬁiomedes' breast tﬁé pévog . :
dtpopov of his %ather Tydeus and while he had already
had pévog for fighting the Trojans (pepads Tpdeaoou
pwixeobau, 17;5), now three times as much pévog took ‘
hold of him, like a wounded lion that wreaks havoc ~

among the sheep and then leaps from the fold é&ppepadg

+ (142). With comparable pévog (8¢ pepads, 143), o i

- /, "

Diomedes resumes his aristeia. . \\\ \ .
A\

]

37.

160
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" provided by Athene that gives him the power to

‘and wine.”'’ What the Homeric phrase expresses is
s = \

- 3

oV yip dnjp wpovrav Juap ég é\wy xaradivra - ' : . 8
dxpnuos alrow buvmrftat dvre pdyesfac ; . '
el nep yip Ooup ye pevowdq moheulfew, ) Lo
d\\d re Adfpy yvia Beplverdl, 1788 xixdver 65 )

diya e xal Auds, PAdferas 3¢ re yovvar’ idvFi . .
bs 3¢ &* dvip olvoto Kkoperardpuevos xal E3wlijs °
Mpdﬂ Buuptv(eo'a't numuépios wo)tepf@, t ' .
0ap¢ra)\¢ov i ol nrop ol ¢pw{v, ol¥é T i , .
Tpw xduver, Tpiv wavras épwijras ToAépolo, 170 g :

Apparently the mere presence of uévog in the

8up6S is not necessarily sufficient for a warrior's .

1

B A T R TR IRN VT SR Ly SO

optimum performance. In the passage previously

cited, Diomedes had in his 6uvuéc pévog for fighting
S

(5.135) but it is the triple portion of pévog

erforn his aristeia. In the present passage,
P b aristela P g

¢

-
o

Odysseus advises feeding the men before battle to
provide them with the requisite pévog and aixf (161);
for although a man may have in his 6uuég pévog for

warﬁlng (6vud ve pevouvdg nokeut{euv, 164), without

food his limbs grow weary and he“is troubled by

hunger and thirst.

Mévog is here closely associated with food and .
wine; but uévog»is not identified with these substances,
as, for example, Giacomelli understands it to 'be:

[

"Diomedes and Odysseus assert that uévog is food

2, . o
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that the functioning of a man's pévog may be impaired
by the lack of sustenance for his body; the“same
observation occurs in Menelaés' comment that; had '
he been lénger becalmed on Pharo§, his supplies would.
have been exhausted and (consequently) the névog )
of his men:

>

38. 0d. 4.363-364

xal v0 xev fia wdvra karépliro xal péve avdpdv, .
e pif rls pe Bedy dhogpvparo xal p’ iAdyoe, . .

o

‘That performance--mental as well as physical--
is ultimately dependent upon physical kell—being is
simplyoan observable fact; a modefd\parallél }o the
Hometric linking of food and pévog is the recognitibn
that mental performance is affected by physical
factors such as blood-sugar level but the recognitiowf
of a relation of dependénce does not constitute a
reduction of the former to the 1atte;.

The comments of Hecuba and Hector regarding
the efficacy of wine show that pévog is not identified
with food and drink; while Hecuba observes that the
Lévog~of a weary man may be increased by wine, Hector
recognizes .that, on the contrary, his pévog may

ta

actually be impaired by wine:



o~

39. Il. 6.261

) ardpl 88 xexundre uévos péya olves dée, - -
40. I1. 6.264-265

“ w} ot olvor dewpe peAlpova, wérva pirep

uh i dmoymdons pévevs, dhxls re Addupar 265

As we have seen, a man's pévo¢ may on occasion
be increased or diminished by a god; but certain
individuals have a constant supply of exceptional

ué&oc. Eurylochos complains that Odysseu$ has

. uévog beyond other men:

ko
41. od. 12.279-80

“ Syérhids els, 'Obvoed, wépl ror pévos 0bdé 7t yia
xépveis: § pd vv oof ye oudipea wdvra rérvkray, 380

Herakles has pévog that is never worn away:
42. 0d. 11.270

P Ixev "Augirpiuvos vids uévos aldy drepris. ayo’

leus is bneppevhg:

' 43. Il. 2.116, etc.

9 ofrw wov Ad péMe Smeppevéi pidov elvay,
9

oy

5



s ’ <y 86
Kings are bneppevAg: .
_ 44. I1. 8.236, etc. - Yo
Zeb wdrep, 7 pd Ta' Wy ﬁvrquwe'wv Baci\fuwy . : -

[N

The Trojan allies are bmeppevfg:

k . -7 45, Il. 17.362

vexpol dpob Tpdwy xal Imeppevéwy dmxodpwy ’ /

’

. An increase of pévog is not always depegdent

,
Y ¥

'upon food or the breath of a god; pévog can be '

roused with words: ‘
"Apgorépn 8 Alavre xeAevridwrr’ énl wlpywr ., 365
. : . ndvrooe garijryy, péves drpvvovres Axawdy. s
‘ d\\ov pekixlois, &Ahov aTepeois dnlecar
velxeow, Sy Twa wdyyxv pdxns pebiévra [doter
° ) ‘The two Aiantes urge the men on, rousing the
pévog of some with gentle words, of others with
2 .
harsh ones.
. i . S f
47. I1. 17.423 o

1

T

‘0s dpa nis elmreane, ubvos ¥ Spoarxey ixdoTov. . :



-

“Both Achaeans and Trojans, with words of

exhortation, rouse the pévog of their men.~

In a number of passages, the efficacy of an
exhortation to battle is remarked in the narrative

by the formulaic line: .

48. T1. 5.470, etc.

‘Qs elméw Srpuve pévos xal Gupdy éxdarov. 47

dupnds here is the desire to fight‘and pévog

§

the will to accomplish that desire.

The collocation of pévog and 8uvpudg occurs in

additional passages, again denoting impulse toward
> ,

a specified action and the will to accqmplish that

action:

7

49, I1. 24.198-199 /

alvds ydp i’ alrdy ye pévos dul Guuds dvwye
ke’ lévas il vijas fow orpardy epiv *Axaiby.”

50. I1. 22.344-347 .

Tov 8 &p’ Imd8pa Bdw wpooégn modas dabs "Axels
") e, Koy, yodvwy youd{eo pndd Toxjwy 348
ol ydp mos abréy pe pévos xal Buuds dvely
- &’ dmotapviuevoy xpéa Eueva, ola fopyas,



AN
&

*

Slt _I‘_];a 200 1°74-175

s Ayi\7 Srpvve pévos kal Gupds dyfvap
avriov ENBépevar peyaXijropos Alvelao, oo

52. _O_é . 8.15
*Qs elmotic’ drpuve pévos kal Gupdy éxdaTov. 15

“ -

53, 0d, 11.562 -~

’ '
‘

dipuacor 83 péros xal dyjvopa Oupdn,™ .

The loss of pévog at death is referred to in
a number of passages. Athene links pévog and 8vubg

in her wish for Hector's death:

54. I1. 8.358-359

“xal Myp olrds ye uévos Bupdy v Méoeie,
xepaly i’ "Apyeloy pbluevos &v*marpide yaly

A é

c

]
The collocation of pévog and yvxf occurs in a

formulaic phrase in ‘death scenes:

£

55. I1. 5.296 (=8.123=8.315)

e

rod & adfe A6y Juxif Te pévos Te. ‘ ~

J

88

“o
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An abbreviated versioh of the same formula

appears at

56. Il. 17.298

rob & alfi AUOn pévos, éx &' dpa xepby

pévog is loosed aLppg”with yvla at the moment

of death:
57. Il. 6.27-28 )

.. ? |
xal pdv Tév dwéhvoe wévos kal Ppaldiua yvia g /
Muswornddys xal dn’ Spenr tefye’ éovha.

&
The ptvog of Kleoboulos is loosed by Aias
son of Oileus: o L
S 5 r
58. Il. 16.331-332 _ -

(wdy e, Pradlévra xard K\dvor: AL ol athe S
Abae pdvos, maflas Elper alxdva xwmijerri ,

v
P

Menelaos threatens-that he wfll loose the pévog

of Euphorbos:

59. Il. 17.29-30

« ds Oy 'xal ooy yd Aow pévos, €l xé pev dvra
o @d & dywy dvaxupirarra keAebw 30

~

x
£y
S



The pévog of lambs is taken away by the

sacrificial knife:

60. Il. 3.292-294

'H, xal dnd oroudyovs dovdy tdue A xaAxGr
kai Tovs pty xaréfnkey iml xOovds domalpovras,
Oupod Sevopdvovs &md yap pévos elhero xakxds.

v.
'

-
+

The pévog of @ heifer is loosed by the axe:

-

- 4

61. 0d. 3.449-450 ‘ -

L
Aacer dyxi ovdst méhexvs 3" dmékoyre Tévovras
adyeviovs, Abrey 8¢ Bods pévos 450

The fact that pévog is said to be‘ioosed-gt
death and, further, that in such contexts it is
paired with 6vpubd¢ and more especially with yuxf has
led some commentato¥s to conclude that pévog in
these contexts means 'life'.!® However, this con-
clusion is by no means required by 'the evidence,.
pévog andﬂeuuég are psychic 'organs' o faculties;
they function in a man (and, by extension, 'in an

.animal) while he is alive and they cease to function
(because they cease to exist)’ when he dies; but

they are not thereby equated with life itself.
L)

M

90

i
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The st?tus of Yyuxh is mo;e problematical (see the
d;scussion above, pp.42-46) but whatever the Voxf .
is it is not simply 'life'; it is something that
leaveskﬁ man's body when he dies. The. yux? continues
to enjo? an existence of sorts in Hades but the.

man's 'life' is finished.

B
1

MEvog is often paired with xelpeg (pévoé xal
xetlpes, pévog xal xETpag, xsfpég Te pévog Te and,,
in one instance, pévog xsupév) to denote the fotality
of a warrior's force, in both iis-mental and physical

aspects: "

62: I1. 8.450-451

ndvraws, olov éudy ye pévos xal xelpes Gamrot, 450
ok & pe rpéfrerar doot Oeol ela’ &y *ONdume.

9
63. Il. 5.506
ol 3 pévos xetpdy 10vs, pépove
64. I1. 6.500-502 v
al pdv &1 (wov ydov “Exropa ¢ Tl olxge 500

od ydp pw Ir* Epavro Ywdrpomov éx mohépoto '
ecrbai, mpoduydvra pévos xal yeipas *Axabv,

&



65.

66.

67.

68.

-

69.

70.

°

I1. 7.307-309 -

‘ ¢
W0, 6 8 & Tpdwy uadoy kler rob & dydpmeay,
os Rov (wdv e kal dprepéa mpoTidura,

Alavros mpoguydvra pévos xal Xgipas admrovs -

I1. 7.456-457 . . .

EA)os xév Tis Todro Bedv Belrete yanpa,
bs oo moM\d dgpavpdrepos xeipds Te pévos Te

I1. 12.164-166 .
" Zed wdrep, § fd vv xal ot Pproyedis érérufo N
mdyxv pd\ of yap Eywy' épduny fpwas "Axawods 163
oxioew juérepdy ye pévos xal xeipas ddwrovs,

N

Il. 13.105-106
ds Tpaes 15 mply ye pévos xal xelpas "Axaidy *~ 108

plwew odx déheaxoy dvavriov, ovd ffRaidy

I1. 13.287-291

-

o8¢ xev &vla redy ye pévos xal xeipas dvorro,

€ mep ydp ke PAelo woveduevos ¢ Tumelys,

otk &v & adxdy’ Emiade wéros Béhos o' W véTo.

&G xev 1) oTépyov 7 vyblos dvridoee 190
npdaow lepdvoio pera mpopdywy dapidiriv.

11, 13.315-320

ol pw &3ny Adwoe kal draduevoy Toléuoto, 315
“Egropa Mpiapldny, xal el pdha xaprepds éorw.

almd ol dooeirar pdhg Tep pepadre pdyeorda

elvwy mimjaarr pévos kal xetpds damrous

rias &nmpiiral, Ore pi) airds ye Kpoviwv

dupBdhot alfduevor Saddv mieoat dofjow. 320

~



71.

72.

74,

dAxf:

I1. 14.69-73

otrw mov Ad péAke u‘nepp.we’i Plov evas,

kuv;wovs' dmoréabac dn’ "Apyeos &vfdd’ Mxawds. y0
ndea piv ydp ore wpoq&pwv Aavaoicw dpvvey,

olda 3¢ viy dre Tobs piv duds paxdperas Beotoe y
xuddvet, Hpérepoy d& pévos xal xetpas Ednoev. '

P

I1. 15.509-510 .

iy & o 7is roide vdos kal pijTis duefvwr,
it alrooxediy petfar x€ipds re pévos re. $10

-
9
i

@

»

I1. 17.634-639

AN’ dyer’ abrof mep ‘dpaléueba pirw apla'n)v, ' »
Juty Smws Tov vexpdy dploroper, N0t xai abrol 635
xdppa pidois érdporas yeduefa voorijaavres,

of mou debp’ dpdwrres &xyyédar’, otd’ &ru daciy .

“Exropos avdpoddvote pévos xal xeipas ddwrovs .

Hoer®’, &N’ & uat pehalvnow reaéeala
X {

2

.0d. 11.501-503

el roudod’ Idoyes ulowwdd mep &s wa're‘pos' 3, g
rd xd Tew arifagu pévos xal xﬂpas' aam'quu o
ot relvov Budwrrar” éépyow[v T ﬂ;ms'.

The totality of a warrior's mental and physical

‘force is expressed also by the pairing of pévog anﬁ/ '



.

75. 11. 8.705-706 )
/,,vvv pey xonp.qaazrﬂe -rc‘rap‘trop.cvo; pirov rop 705
T airov xai_olvowo* 70" yap pévos dorl xal dArf .

76. IL. 19.160-161

G mdoacfal dvwxfi Bofis énl ynuoiv *Axaiobs 160
- /
mirov xal ofvow TO yip pévos &l kal dAx).

2 —————— )

77. I1. 6.264-265

“ w} pos otvov depe pehlppova, wirma pijrep,
pii o droyvidons péveos, dhxijs Te Adbwpar

s ! b

78. I1. 22.281-282

&\ 7is dpniemys kal dmlkhomos Emheo pdbwr,
Sppa o' Smodelras pdveos dhkijs re Adbwpat.

\

Paris does not reach the heroic ideal because
while he has é\xfi he lacks pévog; Hector is saddened
and somewhat baffled by Paris' evident lack of will

to accomplish the action of which he is physically

capable:
! \
79. I1. 6.520-523 .o 5

Tor & &mapeBduevos mpooédn xopvbalodos ‘Exrep!
“ Baydvl’, olx &v Tis Tot dvip, Os dvalowos €, 53t
Ipyov drynjoae pdyns, dnel dAxypds dooe
AR kv pelidis Te xal odx E0éhas
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9 .
Mévoc is associated with breath in the formulaic

phrase pévea nvelovreg,used (with minor variations)
of the Achaeans, the Abantes, and Odysseus and his
suppgrters as they face the suitors:

\ Y \
\
A\

g0. Il. 2.536.. .E\Q»S—‘SM}
Ot & EvBoiav &ov g&:ea S/‘vd‘bm’es 'Aﬁsvrer:
: \

\ alxunral pepadres dpexrfioul peAlpae
i
T

ol & & feay aryfi pvea mTvelovres\’ Axacol,
& Oupd pepadres dheféper dijrotow,

\
8 ) I1. 11.508

19 pa meplewrav pévea mvelovres "Axaiof,

I1. 24.364-365

a3t oty Bewras pdvea mvelovras *Axamols,

of Toi duspevées xal dvdpaot éyyis éqoy; 365

4. 0d. 22.203

{vfa pévos mvelovres dpéoracay, ol piv ér’ old




L]

It is difficult to determine whether this phrase

refers to the phenomenon of 'snorting' with eagerness,

as does, for examplq? alwrought—up horse, or, on the
othé} hand, to beiné“fi%féd with wévog, as are the
ppéves of Agamemnon ig the anrrel (I1. 1.103-4).
The latter interpretation might help %o make sense

of the difficult passage at Od. 24.319:

85. 0Od. 24.318-320 = °

Tod &' dplvero Oupds, dvd jvas 3¢ of oy
Spupd pévos mpolrgre Pplov marép’ eaopdibvre,
xvooe 8¢ pw mepipls dmdpevos Nt mpoatidar 310

%

As Odysseus looks upon his father mourning for
him, his 6vpég is stirred (dplvero is a strong verb,
conveying the sense of 'aéitated', '"thrown into
confusion') and springing (again, an emphatic verb)
toward his father, he embraces and kisses him. This
is cleérly an intensely emotional moment but no tears
are said to fall. Odysseus has.alfeady done his
weeping,.alone and unobserved (232-4); now he gives
rein to the overpowering impulse to embrace his
father _and reveal his identity. The ‘agitated' 6uuég
and Spuwud pwévog refer to Odysseus' strongly felt .

impulse and keen urge to implement it in a&tion.

e
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" As we have seen above (no:.40), Hector expresses
reservations regarding the efficacy of wine; it migh

well make him forget his pévog:

86. Il. 6.264-265 .

“ u} ot otvoy &erpe peNippova, wlrvea pirey,
i @ dwoyuidons péveos, EAxfis Te Adbwpas 65

Fear, as well as wine, can make a man forget

his pévog: L

87. [d.-22.281-282

B4 Tis dpriem)s xal dnlxhomos Erheo pibwy,
dppa o' tmodelras péveos dhxijs Te Adbupar.’

o1
{

£
Emmet Robbins notes ''the connection that seems

i ,

to be made between pévog and AdBopas,"!®as in I1.' ¢

6.264-265 (no. 86 above)q%nd

88. Il. 16.601-602

1 .
ordr 8 dpgd’ atrov Bures dodéet odd &' "Axatol
incis dgeAdfovro, pévos &' 16Ys dépov atrdy.

89. I1l1. 15.60
alris 8 dumvedopoe pévos, Aehddp & ddvvdwy 6o

Contrarily, a man remembers pévog through being
reminded of it; both RoBbins and Nagy point out the

etymological and semantic connections between pévog



~d

e
e
0

and pupvhoxe (in"both,actiﬁe and middle forms),
adducing passages in which the two words occur
}ogethen,2°e.g.:

4
0d. 1.320-322
opwis &' .0s dvomaia duémraror o 8 évl Oupd 320
Ofixe pévos xal Odpoos, vméumady Té & warpds
paAdoy &' 4 T wdpoifev,

90.

91. I11.711.287-291

avépes {ore, Plhor, prijoacte B Bovpidos dAxils.

olxer’ duip dpioros, duol 3t péy’ elyos Bwe

Zevs KpoiBns: aAN’ 10us ehavvere pdvuxas Trrovs

i¢fiuwr Aavady, B Snéprepor exos dpmede” 290
*Qs elmaw Srpuve pévos kal Bupdy éxdarov.

Remembering is apparently conceived- of as an act of
'will'. ’

Robbins notes, too, the connéction between pévog
and pavia/patvopar.?! At I1. 8.360-1, Athene complains

that Zeus paflvetatr and thwarts her pévog:

92. Il. 8.360-361

N aAAd mardlp olpds ¢peoi palverar ovx dyabfioy, 360
axérhios, aldv’ d\rpds, dpudy pevéwy amepwedst

-

LR Bt




: 0
It is generally agreed that pévog and péveuv

are derived each from an Indo—Européan root *men-,
the two roots being formally identical but semantically
distinct. Pokorny, however, has suggested that th;
two roots may in fact be one and the same.Z?2? His
suggestion has not, to my knowledge, been‘pursued,
but it is intfiguing, especially in vieéw of the fact
that uévs;v in Homer does not denote id}e waiting
but determined remaining, directed toward fome
purpose; it conveys a sense similar to that of the
archaic English verb 'abide'. Moreover, péveiv can
be used transitively, in contexts where it means 'to
withstand' the foe.??

In any case, whatever the historical situation
with respect to the etymology of‘uévog and péveuv,
there is evident wordplay in the Homeric texts, ‘ S
exploiting the similarities in form if not in

-

meaning of the two words:

93. Il1. 5.527 (=15.622, cf. 15.406)

ds Aaugo! Tpdas pévor Iumedov oldd péBovra, .

G

E‘K'.
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-

.The-verbal phrase pévov Eunebov recalls the
pévog EumebSov of 5.254 and elsewhere, the force
(the 'étaying power') that enables a warrior to '

withstand the foe.

3

The verb occurs with ¥unebov again at 17.434:

»

84, I1. 17.434-437

. ’ A" O re onfAn péver dumedor, 1 T éml TiuBy
- dvépos Eomiky rebumdros N yuvairds, . 435
ds pévov dogaréos mepixadréa digpov Exovres,
. otidet émaxlufravre iapriarw

-

LY

(This passage has bearing on Simonides' use of

"+ _uévog; see the discussion below, pp.108-9.)

¥
N .

+ - -
s i . H

wévewv is associated with verbs incorporating

.

reference to uévog:

95. I1. 14.374-375

foper m'lr&; dydw yyioopar, obd’ ér pnul .
“Exropa Hpiapldny pevéewy pdra mep pepadra. 375

96, 11. 22.384, Achilles proposes to test the purpose

of the Trojans, whether they will leave the city now

that Hector is fallen, )

~

A d
e uévew peudact xal *Exropos olxér’ &dvros,




e
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These passages indicate that Homer consciously "
. %

associates pévog and pévewv, regardless of whether

.

he considers the two forms cognates or merely homo-

t

L S

graphs. . . '

Mévog in the Homeric poems most often appears
as a power in human beings (and gods) although, as
we have seen, animals may have pévog too. ’But in
addition to men and animals, pévog is attributed
also to things which are now consideredﬂinaﬁimate:
natural phenomena such as fire, sun, wind and - oo
rivers and even in one instance a man-made object,
a spear. The ascribing of psychic power to non-
human beings and especiaily to inanimate entities
involves what we regard as anthropomorphism, but
Homer sees the working of 'spirit' everywhere, in
a wind or in a spear just as much.as in a warrior:
Wind: 4 : T
97, I1. 5.524-525

drpépas, Spp’ eldpat pévog Bopéao xal EAAwy -
(axpeidy dvéuwy, ol Te vépea oxidevra ' 35

fre




98. 0d. 5.478 (cf. 19.440)
robs pév &p’ olr’ dvéuwy dudn pévos dypdv dévruw,

.

As we have seen, in human beings uévog is in
the service pri&arily of-the 6uvpdc; in non-human
-'agents' pévog is in the service of the essential

nature of the éntity in question and therefore
wévog may be qualified %y~an adjective appropriate
to the pﬂenomenon itself. Thus the pévog of a

7 chill wind is itself said to be 'damp'.

3
&,

Sun:

1

©99. I1. 23.190-191 (cf. H. Apoll. 371, 374)

" doao dmeixe véxvs, py mply pévos sjeAlow 190
oxihe’’ dupl mepl xpda lveow 468 péhegow.

»

100. 0d. 10.159-160 -

fixer & ptv moraudvde xarfiey dk vouod TAns
. miduevos 8 ydp pw éxev pévos rneXlaco, 160

o
Rivers:

101. I1. 12.17-19

& rdre pyridwrro TNoceaddwy kal "And\wy o

102

reixos duaAdival, woraudy pévos eloayaydvres. . :

daror an’ "I3alwy dpéwr Ehade mpoplovery,



.

1105, I1. 23.177

103

i
HO
-
(0]
o

102, I1. 23.237-238 (cf. 24.792)

mpérov pév xark mupkabp oBéoar’ ailfom olvw
. wicay, Ondoaoy éméoye mupds pévosr - |
4 [ -

L“ . ™ - % .

103. I1. 6.182 (of the Chimaera)

beov dmomvelovoa mupds pévos alfouévoio. . ,

Ld

104, TI1. 17.565 . . " ' : -

2! “Exrwp mopds alvdy e pévos, ot &wq)\r}yﬂ 565

*3

. 3

&y 3 mupds pévos ke adipeow, Sppa véporro,

"

. at

106, 0d. 11.719-221 4 o - '//,/

ob yap & odpxas re xal doréa Wes Eyovow,
8AAE T2 pév e Tupds Kparepdy pévos allopévoin 230
dapvd, emel xe mpdra Amy Aedx’ dqréa Oupds,

These forces of nature are conceived of as

1

possessing 'will', by means of which they accomplish

~

their purpose. is conception is extended to, and
elaborated in, the Homeric warrior's spear, in a

4

0 J.,
formulaic line in which Ares is said to“telease the

pévog of the' spear:?® ,



_.p‘"—-%

107. Il1. 13.437-444, Poseidon casts a spell upon

Alkathoos, so that he stands unmoving, unable to

w2

K¢

o

avoid the spear-thrust of Idomeneus:

AN’ &s Te omjAny ) dévdpeor Iumétahov
drpépas éaradra orifos pécov ofrace dovpl
fipws "1dopueveds, ey 5¢ ol dudl xirdva
xdAxeov, 8s ol mpdofev &nd ypods Tjpxes Ghedpovs 440
3 rdre Y adov dioev épexduevos mepl Sovpl,
, dobmyoer 3¢ meady, dépv 8 & xpably imemiye,
7 pd ol domalpovca xal ofplayor meNéuilev n
Iyxeos* évfa ¥ &rar’ ddla pévos 6fpios "Apnse

—

108. Il. 16.608-613

Alvelas &' dml Mnpidvy d6pv ydAkeoy fker:

mero yip redfecdar SmaanBia wpoPiBavros.

4’ ¢ udv dvra Bdw NAedaro ydAxeov Eyxose » 619
npdoow yip xaréxwpe, 78 8’ démider Sbpy paxpdy

oldes dnoxiugln, éxl 8 olplayos mekeulydy

dyxeos &vba & Ener’ adle pévos 8Bpyos "Apys.

109. Il. 17.525-529

“Exrwp 3 Adropédovros dxdvrioce doupl dpaewd: 523
© AN’ & v dvra Bdw HAedaro ydAxeoy Eyyost

npooow yip rarécnpe, 18 8" dfombey Sdpy paxpdy

*oldet dpioxlugln, émi 8’ olplayos meeulyfn

Eyxeos &vba ¥ trew’ adle pévos EBpios "Apns.
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' The spear is géhceived,of as possessing wévog
which impels the spear to seek its target and fulfill

its function. When the spear fixes itself im its

target or, failing that; in the ground, the force

~of the pévog causes it to quiver until the pévog is

E

released by Ares.
R ) © N N

n

Elsewhere the action of weapons (spears and
arrows) is described by verbs associated with wévog
(pevealvew, paipdw, and, in one instance, Malopar,

a-verb of similar meaning to the first two):

A

110. Il. 4.125-126
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The weapons are regarded as manifesting will

to carry out their work.

]

°

The use of pévog in the periphrastic construction

s

Lepdv pévog + genitive of a proper name, e.g.

113. gd. 7.167
inel vd 3’ “fxove’ lepov pdvos *Alrwdoaro, ] . (

which, as Householder and Nagy observe, seems at

first to be stylistically motfvaied, has been explained
by them as a reflex from aﬂprehistoric period, dictated
by the morphophonemic change known as Caland's rule:?S$

This rule is of Indo-European origin and
essentially entails the following distri- Lo
bution: suffix *-i- for adjective-root

when it is the first constituent of a

compound, vs. suffix *-ro- replacing

*-i- when the root forms a simplex

adjective and is not in compound form- .

ation. Thus *lepo-pevo~ or *Lepo-Fu-

would be violations of Caland's rule, ’ -
since lte-pd- is the non-compound

variant; on the other hand, the

-



phonological reflexes of theﬁmorpho—
logically predictable *isdi-(meno-)
or *isdi-(wi~) would disTupt any
overt synchronic formal connection

with non-compound tepbg (i.e. *tec-

or the like could no longer be
perceived as related to lepd-).

Hence the circumvention tesulting

“in ltepdv pévog or teph ¢ + genitive.

*teu~pevfig would presumably have a sense
similar to Zapevfis (e.g. Pindar, P.4.10, 9.38l,
corresponding in form and function to the English
compound adjective 'strong-willed'.?®

The periphrastic constructions of pévog,
unqualified + genitive?’ would appear to be
reduced versions of the original formula tepdv
pévog, a reduction ﬁade possible once the full
formula had become firmly established in Epic

diction. !
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pwévog in Hesiod and the lyric poets .

/
A !

The use of pévoc in Hesiod and the lyritc poets
mainly echoes Homeric usage; in Hesiod we f%nd ref-
erences to the pévoc of fire and sun, the pévoc bypdv
of winds, the pévog of Zeus and Athene, the pévog of
a gellowing bull, pévog put into horsés'by a god,
p::évog linked with xetpes and vyuvta, upévog filling

ppéves and Artop.28Mimnermos has "the Homeric phrase

[ —
BaEsS

pévog n\fat dyfijvopa Ouvpbv (13.1), an;i SpLpd pévog

xpabing (13:6). ?}ndar speaks of the 'resistless
pévog' of A?temis (P.3.32) and bf pévog 'that wrestles
with old age', inspited by a grandson's victory in the
Games (0.8.70), implying a resurgence of that spiritual
energy referre? to in the phrase 'thg will to live'.

‘ Simonides' poem (581) on the epitaph of Kleobdglos
on\Midasf tomb comments on the foolishness of setting
against the powerful forces o% nature the pévog of a

gravestone:

t

114. Simonides 581 PMG

1is kev alvjoae véw mlowvos AivSov vadrav Rhedfovdov,
devaois morapois dvfesi v’ elapwois )
dedlov re Ployl ypvodas re aerdvas

xal Badaooalaoe dlvars dvrilévra pévos ordlas;
dravratydp dore Bedv foow Alov 8¢ "
xai fpdreos maddpas Bpavovr: pwpod

dwrds dde BovAa,
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The stone has uévoq"to endure for all time. Simonides
is not disputing the existence of the stohe's pévog;2?®
v bis point is that the pévog (the 'will') of a stone
| can be thwgrted even by a mortal whereas the timeless
\ " ‘forces of nature exhibit a 'will'-that is subject

only to the gods. J

The unparalleled use of uévog in the recently-
.discovered fragment of Archilochos (P. Colon. 7511).

is discussed at length in Appendix V.

w

-
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Conclusion

¢

“ |
Modern Hameric scholarship ﬁas operated on
J}acitlyraccepted assumptions which at times con-
tradict the conclusions reached or the preconcep-
tions held byréndividual scholafg. I have tried
to counteract this by bringing the underlying
assumptions fo the fore\and appl}ing them con-
sciously to the argument. The’result has been,
I hope, a definition of wfvoc and a model of
Homer%c psychology which are consistent with
both the text and the contth.

- Amorig the many definrffoﬁs of 'will in the
Western philosophical tra&itiop, there is one -
(thé“co@ception of will as dynamic powéf) which
can be applied to uévo§/in early Greek in a way
that satisfies my criteria; this definitdon is
set forth in the first Appendix. ’In the second
Appendix, I discuss the question ofﬂagency,
which is normally considereéd a corollary of
will; among the various theories of ;ction, the
view that attributes agency to the 'self' most

closely suits the Homeric context. Although

i
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the poet dégs not hiyself discuss will and agency
(it would be od@, given th; nature of the work,
if he did), it is enough that his characters can
be shown, in their actions and attitudes, to.
presuppose these notions.

As T remarked in the Introduction, pévog
occurs, in early Greek, in a wide range of con-
texts and the word has been assigned a comparably
wide range of meanings by commentators. Through
a discussion of representative passages, I have
tried to show how a common notion may be seen at
work in all the occurrences ,of pévog in Homer,
Hesiod aﬂghth/lyric poets. Some of these
passages, ﬁhén considered in isolation, might
seem to admit of a sense for pévog other than -
the one proposed here; this I do not dispute
but if we-are to inquire into the meaning of
a word we must consider all its uses and look

o

for a sense that fits any given context as well
as another. The interpretation of pévog as '
psychic energy, responSible for the effecting

of action, gives the word a sense that appears

p?-be appropriate for all its multifarious uses.
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The nption of psychic energy that I see in
the reference of pévog corresponds, as I have
tried to show, to a conception of will that has/
beén held by a n&mber of theorists in the Western
philosophical tradition; this conception takes |
will to pe energy or dynamic pewer, the power to
do or produce something. As the 'faculty' respon-
sible for the effecting of acfion, uévog takes its-
placé alongside the 'organs' véog, .8vpudég and @péveg,
which others have seen as the organs responsible
for Homeric man's 'psychic life.

As 1 hdve"attempted.to_show in Chapter II,
I. see Hoﬂerié man as assuming personal responsibility
for hisnactipns. I have therefore proposed a new
model of Homeric psychology, which incorporates
wévog and accounts for the initiating of action in .
an o?dered sequénce of the functions'of"these four
psychic organs. This model differs from'the generally
accepted model of Homeric psychology in that it
attribute$ agency to Homeric man. If this model is

£

valid, it may prove a useful tool in the search for

a better understanding of the mind of man in archaic

RS
Greece.
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Aﬁpendier: The Concept of Will in Western:Thought

As stated in the Introduction, I advance }n
this thesis an ipterpretation of pévog in early -
'Greek which corréspénds, to a greater or lesser
\ degree, to the later conception in the Western

philosophical tradition of will ﬁs dynémic power.!

In-other words, I argue that ear]y Greek--and by

extension, early Greeks--anticipated this later

concepgion of will. In order to define the par-
ticular conception of will in question, it 1is
necessary briefly towéonsider other (éometimes,
overlapping) conception$ to which the term 'willx
has alse been applied.u

Godfrey Vesey, in a discussion of Descartes'
position on mind-body dualism, notes the diffi-
culties involved in the applicatiOn’of philoso-
phical terminology: "Wittgenstein, in the Blue
Book, remarks that 'meaning' is a philosopher's
odd-job word. The same is undoubtedly true of

the word 'substance'. There is not one concept

of substance common to, say, Aristotle, Descartes,

-

Leibniz, Locke and .Kant.'"?

“
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Similar‘difficulties”arise in the treatment of
'wili' in Western thought, with profound consequénces
for mutual understaﬁding or misunderstanding. The
word 'will' and related terminology (what may be
*called generally 'will}-language')3 has been.appiied
by various thinkers to various conceptions through-
out the philosophical traditioﬁ. The resulting\ ‘
confusions affect not only original thought but
also critical analysis of the positions adopted by
previous thinkers. For ihstance, Michael J. O'Brien,
in an inquiry int; Plato's positi&ﬁ on the question
., of freedom of the will, observes that '"When Wilamowitg
uses 'Wille' to translate 6uvuoeu6és, and A. E. Taylor
declares that 'will' has nothing at all to do with
BuvpoeLbég, but belongs in the }ovyuotrexdv, the reader
is warned that there are profound ambiguities to be
overcome. But Wilamowitz evidéntly means by 'will!
an abiding capacity to overcome temptation, and Taylor
means a source of rational choice, and each is a
legitimate application of the modern word.”"* O0O'Brien

adds that neither of these senses pertains to what

we mean by 'free will'. .

e
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The Conception of Will as Free

By 'free will' is meant '"that power or condition
of an agent' which enahles him to act, or refuse to
act, and to do so in ways which he determines, without

Y —

compelling restraints from forces external to, or

internal to, his own personality."®

The presence of
this power, giving rise to spontaneouys action and
moral choice, is the source of persongl responsibility
in man. This conception i§ opposed to 'determinism’,
the view that human action is necessitated either.
by external factors or by the individual's own nature.
As welhave seen in Chapter II above, it is
commonly held that Home£ in pgrticular'and the Greeks
in general had no notion of freedom of the will,
indeed no concept of will at all.® The modern con-

ception of 'free will' is usually traced to Augustine,’

whose treatise De.libero arbitrio is the earliest

systematic treatment of the subjecf. Augustine

definds will in terms of freedom: will is "a movement

of ,the soul, with no compulsion, toward something

that is not to be given up, or that is to be attained."®

(It is to be noted that for Augustine will.is not a

13



—

116

'pért' of the soul; it i; rather the whole soul as
freely acting.)?® P
This view of will was held by various medieval
thinkers down to fourteenth-century (and later)
Scholasticism, where it found ﬁotable representatives
in Duns Scotus and William of Ockham., - Through the
intermediary of Suarezian thought, the view reached
Descartes, who, 1in tu;n, affirmed will as the faculty
of freedom: "La volonté est tellement libre de sa
nature, qu'elle ne peut jamais &tre contrainte."!®
Variations on a conception of the will as free may

be seen in Kant, Hegel, Schopenhauer and‘the French

existentialists.?!? )

~

The Conception of Will as Intellectual Preference

When A. E. Taylor attributes will to Plato's
ioYucTuxév, taking.will to be a ''source of rational
choice,"*2he is relying on an entirely different
conception which understands willing as an act of
intellectual preference, a ''cognitive function 6}
jhdging‘that one object of consideration is to be

set above others."!? This 'intellectualist' theory
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of will reduces the making of a personal decision to
the problem of understanding the greéter good; it is
the view expressed in the famous Socratic paradox
that virtue is knowledge. -Plato and Aristotle wefé/
very much‘concerned with the problem of personal
decision, discussing it in language based on Boulf \Kmb
jﬁoukéceau, BobApoug, BobOAnua), the coénate of Latin
voluntas, which is in turn the etymon of English
'volition'. Acts of"willing' (Bobrnowg) Plato
attributes to the rational part of his tripartite
soul; Gcts of desire, bélow the level of reagon,
1ie outside the province of Bobinoug: the tyranté
of the Gorgias, for instance, whose souls are taken
over by desire for power, 'do nothing which they
will' (o0&&v ydp nouelv dv potrovrai, 4664d).
Aristotle's position on the‘question of choice
is rather more complex. Although his account of
choosing does involve a qognitive judgment, it also
brings in the element of desire (see the discussion
below of the conception of will as desire or appetency).
. One deliberates regérding several possible means to

an end; one chooses by desiring the means judged best.

Choice (npoaipeois) and wishing or willing (BoOinovg)
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are thus rational desires. Aristotle in fact declines
to decide the issue in favour of feason or appetite: '
""choice 1is either desiderative reason'or ratiocinative
desire."!*

The conception of will as intellectual preference
continued to find adfocates throughout the Middle Ages
and into the modern era, where it achieves its purest
formulation in the fhought of Spinoza+, for whom will
is the intellectual function of affirmation or denial:
"In the mind there is no volition or affi?mation and
negation excepting that which the idea, insofar as it ,
is an idea, involves. ...Corollary. - The will and
the intellect are one and the same."!® J. Collins
remarks on Spinoza's intellectual reduction of volition:
"There is [for Spinoza] no real distinction between
acts of knowing and willing. ...Descértes had defended
freedom by making judgment an act of will. Spinoza
. reduces the will to the cognitive function of judgment,
makiﬁg it subject to the same determinism governing
all our cognitive operations.!®

Proponents of an 'intellectualist' theory of will

are always subject to the charge that they are advocates

of determinism. A case in point is that of Jonathan
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Edwards, an early American theorist who conceived of
the will as "that faculty or power or principle of
mind by which it is capable of choosing."!?7 Edwards
considered the will to be always determined in its
choice by the strongest motive!®and on this point

he was vigorously opposed by the Faculty Psychologists!?
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 desire. This is an

v

instance of the conception of will as '"'appetency or

conation in general, whether rational or not."??

M. J. O'Brien observes that 'the Platonic conception
which most nearly appréximates this is Eros, 'love',"
elaborated in the ézmposium and the Phaedrus. Plato's
theory of Eros, 0'Brien writes, 'cannot be divorced
from the ethical principle that no man wishes evil
and all wish the good. Eros is this same universal
wish, conceived as the vital energy of our conscious

and unconscious lives, extended to the animal kingdom,
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and touched with passion."?! That portion of Eros
which pertains to the higheét part of the soul would
thus correspond to a conception of will as rational
appetite.

Aristotle, in De Anima, also posits a general
power of desire.or appetition (dpsiugjcin the soul.
Wishing or willing (BodAnoig) he conceives of as a
function of this one power which comprises all
appétitive functions bbth sensory and rational: "It
is absurd to break up [the appetitive faculty]for
pobinoig is found in the calculative—part and desire
and passion in the irrational; and if the soul is
tripartite appetite will be found in all three parts.'??

V. J. Bourke points out that a conception of will
as rational appetite is based on a teleological inter-
pretation of the functions of the will.?? The various
appetitive functions in man are considered to be
directed toward ends on3their corresponding levels.
And since teleological metaphysics has 1ost'favour’in ‘
the modern era, appetiie theories of will have been
relinquished along with it. But before its demise,
the theory of will as rational appetition 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

levels of appetition, physical, sensory and intell-
ectual (the last being identical with volition).

The human will he regards -as ''the psychic power , ¢
enabling a person to tend toward or away from some-

thing apprehended intellectually as good or"evil."z“

The ultimate good, the ultimate end for -all men,

desired for its own sake alone, is the Perfect

Good, or God.

The Conception of Will as Dynamic Power

The'conceptiqn 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 one's choices or decisions, either by an
external process involvin@ bodily activity or by an
internal process involvin;(a psychic effort to refrain
from acting. In the words of V. J. Bourke, thism
conception "identifies will with the soul oY mind of

man as acting. Sometimes the results of such volitional

activity are purely immaterial; sometimes they are
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physical. Will is thus understood as energy, activity
itself, personal dynamism or power.'"?%

Variations on a dynamic power theory of will cover
a wide spectrum from Augustine, who in his early work
conceived of the human will as 'a strength in the soul
whereby all of man's activities may be produced,"?®
to Schopenhauer and Nietzsche, who take the conception
of will as dynamic power to its furthest limit in
regarding will as the p%wer which produces all psychic
and physical events.?”

Bourke presents a survey of various dynamic power
theories of will in British thought from the thirteenth
to the nineteenth centuries, in German Post-Kantian
philosophy, in certain modern French and Italian
philosophers and in nineteenth and twentieth-century
Amerigan thought, notably that of William James, whose
emphasis on §ffort in his conception of will Bourke
notes also in recent Soviet psychology.?8

Among the various dynamic power conégptions of
will in Western thought, one of the most interesting
and, for our presént purposes, perhaps the most reveal-

ing, is that of the American Faculty Psychologists of

the nineteenth century. In response to the determinism
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they saw in the 'intellectualist' views of Jonathan
Edwards, the Faculty Psychologists emphasized the
active nature of will. They posited three powers or
faculties in mah: "The first was called perception,
understanding, or the power of thought: it was the
knowing faculty. The second was called sensibility,
affection, heart, or taste: it was the faculty of
feeling, of suffering agreeable or disagreeable -
emotions. The third was named will or the power of
volition: it was the faculty of action."fg

The active nature of>the will, in contrast to
tﬂf pasgive nature of the sensibility, was emphasized
by Albert T. Bledsoe, a leading exponent of the view:
"The truth is, that in feeling the mind is passive;
and it is absurd to make a passive impressioﬁ the
active cause of any thing. The sensibility does not
act, it mferely suffers. The appetites and passions,
which have always been called the 'active powers', the
'moving principles,' and so forth, should be called
the paséive susceptibilities,..the will [is] the

active power.”30

~

The will manifests itself in physical activity;

Asa Burton, the 'Father' of the school, maintained

b -
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that '""the immediate object of volition is generally

the motion of the whole body, or some one of its

members ."¥!? e !

For the Faculty Psychologists, then, will is "
"the capacity of the mind to act, to perform the-
- functions to which it is directed by the sensibility";52 Y/
it is conceived of as an 'executive faculty' which '
carries out the desires of the agent, Jnder the
guidance:of the heart gr faculty of feeling. As
Burton Put it: "The will is only an executive
faculty. It is no more than a servant of the héart, .
to execufe its pleasure. The will is no primary”’

principle of action; its office is to obey the

commands of the heart,"33

The role -of pévog in Homeric‘pSYEhology appears 1 
to involve a conception of 'will' similar to the R -
"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 word pévog¢ in the Homeric representation of
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action; when we look at the account.of human action
in later Western thought we see the same sort of

- (4
phenomena covered by the use of the word 'will' (and

-corresponding words in other Linguages), whenever by

'will' is meant a conception o che sort discussed
in this last section, namely, the conception of will

as dynamic power.

o
v,
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Appendix II: Personal identity and action theory

The philosophical problem of personal identity
is concerned with identifying persons through time,’
that is, with judging that this person at this time
is the same person as that at 'that time. The two
main criteria for personal identity gre‘bodily
identity and memory. The former involves physical
means of identifying individuals, such as physical
appearance, voice, and fingerprints; 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 unity question', g;king,

Wha£ unites a person's present experiences

with his past experiences? Is it a matter

of their all being related to one and the

same self-conscious self, or of their all

being related to one and the same continuing

experience which acts as a sort of background

to them, or of their all being related to

each other in some way, or what? What is

the principle of unity?!?

Classical discussions of the problem of unity
are those of the British philosophers David Hume

and John Locke. Hume rejects the notion that (in

ﬂ"
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Vesey's words) 'the unity of experiences consists
in thiiﬁfall being related to Bne and the same
self-conscious selfﬂ;zarguing against the views
of those philosophers "who imagine we are every
moment intimﬁfely conscious of what we call our
SELF," Hume objects'that "self or person is not
an& one impression, but that to which our several
impressions are suppos'd*}o have a reference.'"3
Hume's predecessor, John Locke, on the otﬁ;r hand,
had held that a self may be said to be the same
"as far as the same conscibusness can extend to
actions past or to come.'"

The eﬂsuing debate p% the problem of personal
identity suffers, in the ?ﬁew 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," Lewils writes, is
"self-identity in its most basic sense."® The
other sense of identity, which Lewis considers

secondary, is the familiar one, that, for example,

the President of the Unitea“States is identical with

the Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces.

i wmn < Snan v et (RN
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Vesey terms Lewis' 'primary sense' 'self-identity’,
and his 'secondary sense' 'personal identity'.® It
is the lack of recogni£ion of"gglg-identity', of
"one's own inner consciousness of the unique being
one finds oneself to be in any experience,''’that
Lewis regards as the source of confusion in discuss-
ions of personal identity:

The philosophical discussion of the problem
of self-identity has, in my opinion, been -
much bedevilled by the fact that phllosophers
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 is, théy 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.®

One knows 5ne'scpersonal identity if one knows
who one is, for example, if the President of the
United States knows that he ig the President and
also the Commander-in-Chief, etc. If one loses
one's memory, one does not know o?e's personal \
identity, but, according to Lewis, it is still the
case that "I would know myself to be myself,"%that

is, one would still know one's self-identity:
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When I lose my memory I am no lonéer
aware of who I am--in one sense, namely
that I do not remember my name, where I
live, what I have been doing . in the past,
and so on. I cannot place myséif in the
sense in which the outside observer wohld
place me on the basis of what is known
about me. But I do all the same recog-
nize myself as the unique person I am.

It is particulars of my past history and
situation that I cannot recover. In a
more basic sense I have no doubt-who I
am--I am myself, the being I expressly
recognize myself to be in a way which is
not possible for knowledge of any other.!®

A sense of 'self' such as that identified by
Lewis is clearly crucial to a theory of action
which posits a 'self' as agent; it is not, however,
sufficient in itself; in order for an agent to be
held accountable for his actions, and thereby to
be an agent properly qu&}ing, he must be a 'person'
in fhe sense of "a being gonscious of its identity
through time."'! Leibniz's characterization of a

3 '
person, for instance, is that which conserves "the

consciousness, or the reflective inward feeling of

what it is: thus it is rendered liable to reward and
punishment.'!2Moreover, responsible agents must be

rational; they "must know what they are doing and
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must be ablePto give reasons for gheir having

chosen to act so.'!3

The emphasis on self-awadreness and rationality
in the philosophical characterization of a person
results in a deviation from commoﬁ\usage in which
the termpis used of the corporeal .form as well as
of the incorporeal 'self'; John Locke, for instancet
used 'person' to refer to a rational self and 'man'
to #€fer to a certain physical shape.!* A recent
theory of 'personhood' which brings philosophical
usage éloser to common usagecis that of P. F.
Strawson.'® For Strawson, persons are distinct °
from (mere) material bodies but they are not
therefore disembodied spirits; a 'person' is a
type of entity different from and not reducible
to these other things. Strawson suggests thap
'person' is a logically primitive concept "such
that both predicates ascribing states of con-
sciousness and predicates ascribing corporeal

characteristics...are equally applicable to a

single individual of that single type."!S

N
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Action theory is concerned with the movements

of human beings which are pe;formed'intentionally
by an agent, that is, with‘tﬁings which a person
actively does as opposed to things which happen to
him;*7it attempts to determine the difference
between, for instance, a physical movement of a
person's arm (which could result from a muscular
spasm or a push from another person) and that
person's intentional action of moving his arm.

A classic formulation of the problem is provided
by Wi;tgenstein's question: '"What is left over if
I subtract the fact that my arm goes up from the
fact that I raise my arm?"!®

N

The contemporary discussion of Qc{ions invﬁlves
several theories as to what.makes an ;ction inten-
tional; I shall mention five theories of contemporary
interest and give a brief account of the first two,
followed by a discussion of the problem of responsi-
bility.?!®
1) The mental cause theory holds that actions dre
caused by mental events such as decision-making or
deliberate choésing.

-
2) The theory of agency holds that actions are

caused not by events but simply by the agent himself.
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3) A performative theory holds that to say of -an
action that it is intentionel is not to describe
something about the action but to perform the act
of assigning responsibility to an agent for the
action.

4) A teleological 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 actionuhnldbthat an action

is described and evaluated with reference to some

set of rules, norms, or practices.

The mental cause theory

The theory advocated by Descartes and sﬁpported
by many subsequent theorists is that intentional
actions are caused by mental events, for'example,
intention} decision, choice, resolvé, or determination,v
or simply having certain reasons for doing the act.
Criticism of this theory is based on the objection
that many of our intentional ﬁctions occur without
any apparent prior mental event, such as deliberate
choosing or decision-making, for example, lighting
a cigarétte, scratching an itch, turning the page

of a book. Some philosophers have attempted to
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counter this objection by maintaining that every

"intentional action is preceded and caused by an

'act of ‘'will' or 'volition', which need not be a

" conscious decision or deliberate choice. Criticism

of the doctrine of volitions?®rests on the objections
that (1) in many cases of actions, no prior volitioﬁ
can be detected; (2) knowledge of the existence and
causal efficacy of volitions rests on inference;

and (3) if volitions are themselves acts requiring

prior volitions in order togoccur, we are faced ,

with an infinite regress of volitions. Finally, //
there is the ‘criticism®'that the appeal to volitions

/
is not causally explanatory, since the doctrine /

claims on the one hand that the cause of an actipé/
is a prior 'volition' and on the other hand defines
thé 'volition' as that prior mental event 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 theorygof agency holds that the cause of

intentional actjons is simply the agent himself,

<3
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and not some event, even an event within the agent. 2?2
The theory of agency, in,the-wordé 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. Some 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 to deliberate about ,
activity that 1is. truly my own and that
depends in its outcome upon me as -its
author, and ﬁot merely upon something

more or less esoteric that is supposéd

to be intimately associated with me, such
as my thoughts, volitions, choices, or
whatnot.2® '

Taylor observes that the conception of causa-
tion involved in the theory of agency is so different
from the usual phil6ggfhical conception of a cause : -
as "an antecedent sufficient condition or set of
conditions” that it would be preferable to use a
zdifferent term to designate the role of the agent:

"Instead, then, of speaking of agents as causing
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¢ .
their own acts, it would perhaps be better to use

another word entirely, and say, for instance, that
they originate them, initiate them, or simply that

they perform them."2?" \

The problem of responsibility

Shaffer points out that an importantlmotive
for holding the theory of agency is to allow for
the assigning of moral responsibility.?%Some
defenders of the theory of agency,maintaiﬂ that
if an action either has no cause or is caused by
events which themselves were not caused by the
person who does the ﬁction, then the person is
nét responsible for that action. .

The same objection applies to the view that
reasons afe causes of our decisions and actions;
this view is a variation of the mental cause theory,
which incorporates to some extent a teleological
explanation of action in terms of the end, result,
or goal aimed at. A person's reaséns are constituted
by his set of wants and beliefs; Shaffer writes,
"To-give reasons is to show how things will bé better

for the action's having occurred. What one thinks

of as 'things being better' will, of course, depend

Sm b gy i f ot Tao b s b o
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upon what one wants; and the choice of the action
will depend upon one's belief that the action will
satisfy one's wants.'"28If one holds that reasonms
are causes of our decisions and actions, one must
then cornfront the question 'What causes the wants
and beliefs that constitueé reasons?' Shaffer

of fers 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 e~
agent's control. But in either case, it
would appear, the agent cannot act of
. his own free will, for if (1) t@p~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.?2’
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Defenders of a rea?on—causation theory of actign
attempt to retain moral responsibility for action
by holding that, while our wants and beliefs are .
caused by events beyond our cont;ol, our actions
caused by those wants and beliefs are'qeverthelqss
under our control.2?® Whether or not their efforts
are considered successful, the fact remains that
mental cause theorists (like agency theorists, o
performative theorists, goal theorists, and cony 7
textualists) are atteﬁpting to provide-an ccount\V

of human action which may be said to be voluntarz

done of the agent’ % #wn free will, and for wh1ch

the agent may therefgre be held morally respon51ble

In contrast to,These theorists, some philosophers
(and psychologists) deny that there is any difference
--or any important difference~-between intentional
actions and nonintentional movements. This view has
great consequences for philosophical psychology as
well as for the application of moral concepts. If
it is an accurate account, then there is no (important)
difference between créatures~with minds and mindless
things which are merely acted upon; furthermore, if

human beings have no more intentional control of

their movements than have plants and inanimate
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objects, they cannot be held morally responsible for

their actions;and consequently can be neither praised

v

nor blamed fof what they do.
The distinction between intentional actigns ;nd
: nonintentional movements is discussed by A. Castell
in terms of a distinction between 'activity' and
< 'process'.?? Castell observes that, according to
the traditional conception of action, 'some human
behavior is activity performed by an agent, volun-
tariiy, for a purpose, for a reason';3?%the opposing
view éastell terms the 'Process View 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
the acti%ity. This results in a no-agent
view. Again, activity is said to be per-
. formed voluntarily; so 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 alternatives between
which he chooses. Again, activity is said
to be performed for a purpose; so 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 beuperformed for a reason; so the
view denies that there are any reasons or,

-y~*’/ ’ if there are, that they are operative. This

gives you a no-reason view. These denials
are reépresentative; no doubt there are S
others. Taken as a set they constitute

" the Process View of human behavior. ...
This Process View of human behavior is
the result if one elaborates the traditional
conception of man as a rational animal and

then repudiates the entire notion.?3!

y:  This 'process' view of human behaviour is the

k1
-

vié% (implicitly) attributed to Homeric man by Bruno
Snell and his followers. When they reprebent Homeric

man as acting, or rather reacting, at the helpl®

ss
mercy of the gods, of external events, or of his
own spontaneous and random wants and beliefs, they
paint a picture of behaviour that is not rational, '~
not purposive, not voluntary, not performeh by an
agent. In Chapter II of the present study I have
attempted to show that, on the contrary, Homer's
representation of his characters' actions and

: astitudes presupposes a conception of ipdividual‘ﬁ

«

responsibility.

'
] ° \
n
'



ERN

140

‘Appendix IIT: On Bruno Snell's view of the absence

of concepts in Homer

.o
~

Snell's claim is that Homeric Greek has no word
fér the '§ssence' of the act of seeing, the basic
function; no word for the body conceived of as a
whole; no word for 'soul'.! He makes the further,
more fundamental cla;m that Homer has no word for

'sight' for the reason that the early language is

incapable of expressing a 'function'.’ !

These claims, if true, would be very signifi-
cant for our understanding.;f the Homeric mentality;
however, we must ask ourselves if they are in fact
supported by the text. The answer to that question

suggested here is that these claims as presented

by Snell are at best overstated on the basis of the

wgvidence. I have discussed in Chapter II above the

problem of 'soul' in Homer and the questionable
method of equating concepts with words; I want
here to consider the specific claims that Hsmeric
Greek has no word for 'body', no wérd for 'sight',

and no capacity for expressing 'functions'.

)
73
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According to Snell, the Homeric mentality "made
no provision for the body as such. Among the early
' - \ C
expressions designating what was later rendered as

soma or 'body', on1§?z%e pluréls yula, pélea, etc.

. refer to the 'physical nature of the body;? for

chros is merely the limit of the body, and demas
represénts the frame, the strucfure, and occurs
only in the accusative of specification.'* Homeric
opa Snell, following Aristarchus, understands as
restricted to 'dead body': "in Homer the word ofipc
which subsequently came to mean 'body' 1is never
used with reference to a living being; soma is the
corpse."®

This view has subsequently been challengea,
notably by H. Koller, who has demonstrated that
in some passages in Homer the oBpac is in fact alive;®
as E. L. Harrison observes, the "'precise meaning
[of oBpa] is simply 'body', the physical mass of
which a particular man or animal is made up: aq&

the presence or absence of life is irrelevant to

the word's meaning."’ Harrison goes on, to point

out that Snell's view ''that the idea of 'living

body' is lacking in Homerjic epic, which concentrates



instead on the body's parts--the skin is washed,
the liﬁbs tremble, and so on--remains valid. o@ua
is not 'living body' any more than it is 'dead
'body'--it is simply 'body'."®

Thus we see that Homer does indeed have a
word for the body coniceived of as a unit; moreover,
the fact that Homer is specific in his references
to the various ﬁarts of the, body cannot legitimately
be used as an arguméng for-his incapacity to con-
ceive of the body as a whole.

Snell applies the same method to fﬁe Homeric
represenfation of the act of seeing; he surveys a
number of verbs used by Homer to denote the opera-
tion of sight (&6épxeocfav, nanvtalverv, Aedooeuv,
Sccaced;, 8edodar) Yand concludes that each of them
"derives its special significance from a mode of
seeing; not the function of sight, but the object

seen, and the sentiments associated with the sight,

nlo -

¢ -

.give the word its peculiar quality.

It is undeniable that Homer has a rich and +
varied vocabulary for expressing different ways of
'looking'; '!yet when the Cyclops wants a word to \'

express what he has lost at the hands of Odysseus-- \
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which is not the power of 'gazing' or 'gléring' or
'glancing' or 'staring' but the power of 'seeing'--
- he has a word ready to hand: dnwnf(0d. 9.512), an
abstract noun in ~3, formed on the 4n- root, the
root used elsewhere in Homer in finite verb forms
to express the basic operation of sight, e.g.
Sdena, I1. 2.799, etc.?i?

Of equal interest, not only for Snell's speci-
fic claim of Homer's lack of a word for 'se;ing'
but also for his more general claim of the lack
of words denoting 'functions' in Homeric Greek; is
the occurrence in Homer of an agent noun in -<tnp,
f&rmed on the én- root: éntfp, with the specialized
sense of 'scout' (0d. 14.261=17.430). Given the
existence of 4ntfip, we may infer the corresponding
action noun in -tvg (*éntb6g), on the evidence of
the attested pairs pvnotfip/pvnotdc, ¥ dpxnothp/
dpxnoths/dpxnotdeg,  *dyopfitng /dyopnT6g,} SdnovTLoThg/
dxovPuothc, t® dapraths/dapLotts.t? | o

Greek -tuvg nouns are old verbal nouns used in
the ssame way as modern English gerundg, to name the
action referred to by the root: &8ntbég (e.g. Il. 11.

780), for example, formed on the (H)eb6~ root: 'eating';
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o
tnntoc (0d. 21.306), formed (as I have argued else-
where)!®%on the Fen- Toot: 'speaking', etc.!?Although
*6nt6g is not attested in Greek, Snell goes too far :
flatly to deny that the early language is incapable

of expressing the 'essence' of the act of seeing,

since this is precisely what *énvtb6¢ would express.

Since, then, Homeric Greek is capable OE expressing

the basic ope}ation of sight by hypothetical *&ntoég

as well as attested dnwnfj, Snell's claim that the

early language is unable to express 'functions' is

not supported by the evidence.

nbr o st
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Appendix IV: pévoc-in Homer, Hesiod and the 1lyric »

poets: list of é%és?ges
/

H
o
e

Homer. Iliad: .

dance

-(From Prendergast, G. L. A Complete Concor

P 4

to, the Iliad of Homer. Rev. ed. by Benedetto

Marzullo. Hildesheim 1962)
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(From Dunbar, H. A Complete Concordance to
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Hesiod: ) .

(From Minton, W. W. Concordance to the

Hesiodic Corpus. Leiden 1976)
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Lyric poets:

(From Fatouros, G. Index Verborum zur

A

Frithgriechischen Lyrik. Heidelberg 1966)
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Appendix V: The pévog of Archilochos: P. Colon. 7511:35*
Archilochos' use of ptvog to refer to semen in

the so-called Cologne Epode (P. Colon. 7511) is unique

in extant Greek literature save for the apparent echo

of Archilochos' phrase in the Hellenistic poet

Dioscorides.? The discovery of the Archilochos

fragment and of the unparalleled reference of pévog

therein has prompted an apparently unquestioned

extension of the accepted semantic sphere of pévog

| the

to include Archilochos' sexual sense. Indeed,

suggestion has been made by Giacomelli that the image’
qf the male seed may be '"at the root of pévog and OV
its cognates."? This s admittedly an extreme view

but the consensus among commentators is repfeggnggd_

by Van Sickle's judgmnent that 'the meaning which

menos assumes here is a natural extension of its

semantic range."? .Van Sickle refers to Nagy for the .

view that pévog in Homer means 'the power or essential

* This paper was presented at the annual meeting of ~
the Classical Association of Canada in Guelph, Ontario,
June 3, 1984. In order not to interrupt the argument,
I have largely retained the original form, although
this entails some repetition of material presented
elsewhere in the thesis. (See p. 165 for the text

of the fragment.)
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force of the Homeric ‘hero, something which fluctuates
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 pévog], from a mental

to a sexual manifestation, recalls other cases of what
Nagy terms 'semantic ambivalénce', for,instaﬁce in
Greek médea meaning both 'thoughts' and 'géﬁitals'."5
We must ask, however, what constitutes genuine
'semantic ambivalence'; what counts as a genuine
'range of meanings'? For instance, wﬁen; in fr.” 189,%
Archilochos pilloriés his «wictim with the taunt noxxdé
6& Tupldg Eyyérvs £B8EEw, which DaVenporturender§
'that. diner on eyeless eelsf,’are we to: say thgt the
word Eyyelvg exhibits 'seméhtic ambivalence', that

it has a 'range of meanings' from 'a snakelike fish'

to 'the membrum virile'? Similarly, when James

Michie, in a rather free rendering of Catullus 80°

(a poem on the s;me theme) uses the imaée of asparagus
and whgte sauce we know at once what he means to convey
and that is of course because of tle context. In these
matters context is everything; we don't have to postﬁ—

late a 'range of meanings' for 'asparagus' which

4,
Al
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includes its use hére; it won't make it into our
dictionaries, not even the gi?ssaries of slaﬁg. It
is, so to speak, a 'non?e' slang term. What we have
in these instances 1is métaphor; and, as I have just
implie@, we may recognize a distinction between
metaphorical usage which is common to a group of

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) Archilochos' 'eels'.

Early Greek alone provides some 220 occurrences
of pévog; in the later period it is less frequent
but still in use in both poetry and prose. ‘In two
of i£s¢occurrences in extant Greek pévog clearly has
a %sexual sense: it refers specifically to semen. In
no other qcéurfénce of pévog (as far aéll can deter-
mine) is there any possibility of a sexual sense;
and iqdeed, as I remarked earlief, the second use of
pévos with sexual reference may be merely a ;elf-
conscious echo of the fi?st. }It is worth noting,
too, that nowh%re in the medical writers is pévog
used to refer to semen.) Given these figures, it
seems reasonable to consider the possibility that

the use of pévog in the two sexual contexts is expli-

—
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citly metaphorical, especially since sexual contexts
are--apparently universally--replete with metaphor.
Dover, in his discussion of preliterate song in
connection with Archilochos' language, observes that
""'sexual relationships form the context of a very high
proportioﬁ of preliterate song, and presise physical
reference is normal, though the language in which

g
3 - - \\—'/ 3
such reference is made is oblique and symbolic."?

Sex is of course the quintessentigily 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 .cultural or
temporal béunds. But in addition to this negative
motive for metaphorical language in sexual matters
-there is also the important positive motive (and I
suspect that this one is a good deal more important
than tabu) that'this is a language game we especially
enjoy; for some reason we find phrases like 'eyeless
eéls' very amusing, and the more ingenuity involved‘
the better we like it. Ward regards Ar;hilochos'
reference to 'eels' as 'veiling the accusation in

discreetly metaphorical terms."'°I should think

discretion had very little to do with it; Archilochos

»
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is interested in the joke~-in the incongruous mental

f

image of the membrum virile seen as 'a snakelike

fish' (with the additional and felicitous connota-
tion of edibleness). For other sexual metgphoré in
Archilochos see, for example, the mﬁshroom of 252,
the tumors of 66 and perhaps 67, the jutting rock of
41, etc., and in our own poem the gates and cornice
and grassy gardené and the nautical metaphor of
putting in to harbour (14-16), and perhaps 8ouég

as well, in line 2.

Marcovich takes strong exception to Merkelbach
and West's suggestion of a Wortspiel in the use of
fvpuds in line 2, maintaining that "it does not seem
likely---that Archilochos would put such a pun in
the mouth.gf an innocent young girl whom he opposes
at length to the licentious Neobule in lines 16-27' ;11
but if there is a pun in 6vpés here (or, more accu-
rately, a double entendre), it is surely to be seen
as inadvertent on the part of the speaker. It would
appear that this poem was intended for the titillation
of a male audience (Archilochos' ¢ilo., to use
Aristotle's term);'2the whole tone as well as the

content seems to me to support such a view.. And in

a
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this sort of context an inadvertent sensus obscenus, é?

particularly from the lips of an 'innocent young girl?®,
would have twice the appeal of a deliberate one.
8vubg clearly has sexual reference in Hipponax fr. 10,

and Archilochos' choice of verb (1806e.) certainly

favours taking 6uvpbégc as a sexual double entendre here.!?®

As Gregory Nagy has pointed out, in at least
three Indo-European languages we find words denoting
mental concepts used with sexual reference, specifi-
cally with reference to the male genitalia: Greek

phdea, Hittite iStanza, Latin mentula, a diminutive

of mens.!* In eupég, too, we find a word denoting a
psychic faculty and function being used with sexual
reference. In Homeric psychology 8uvuég is the ‘orgén'
of impulse, often spoken of as being"roused' by some

word or event, or of 'urging' a man to some action.!®

" This kind of language fairly invites the use of 8upég

as a sexual double entendre, particularly when there
is so obvious a parallel to be drawn between a generic
'organ' of impulse and a specific organ of (sexual)
impulse.16

Given this situation with 6uvpbdg, there are

several Homeric contexts which would favour the use

n
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of wévog as well as a sexual double entendre (whether
current or ad hoc). First, in.a number of passages
wivog is said to be in the 6vpds.'” Once oupbds comes
to be used for penis, the extension to pévog is
obvious enough.

I have argued in this thesis that in the Homeric
poems pévog refers to mental or psychic powér qf force,
a conception corresponding to the later conception in
the Western philosophical tradition of will as dynamic
power. However, this psychic force is typically mani-
fested through physical activity; when this force is
diminished, the 'will to action' is lost. For example,
the horses of Achillgs, mourning for Patroklos (Il. 17.
426ff.) stand unmoving, like a'grave-stele; despite
the efforts of Automedon, with the lash and gentle

words and threats, they were not willing (h8erézmv) to

go either back to the ships of into battle, until Zeus
put pévos in their knees and 6vpdg. Then they shook
the dust from their manes and swiftly drew the chariot
across the battlefield. The word denoting such a
psychic force could readily lend itself to metaphorical

use with reference to semen (and also blood, as in
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Sophocles' ‘Ajax 1413, uélav pévog) since it ismank

observable fact that a man deprived of his 'vital:

fluids' (and the Greeks did not make our precise

distinctions among the various bodily fluids) 1oses.

the 'will to action'. This is not to say that pévog

is identified with these fluids; it is linked to

them, so that Hecuba can urge wine on Hector to

increase his pévoc and Hector can decline for fear

of impairing his pévog (Il. 6.261-265), but it is

not reduced to them. Even today we link various

types of performance to blood-sugar 1evqi or adrenalin

production or, indeed, alcohol consumption, but we

do not (at least most of us do not) }educe perfor-

m;nce to these substances; ;s fpr the specifically

sexu;; link, it may be observed, now as then, that

a gelding loses not only his sexual capacity, but j&'

that indefinable s;mething we call 'spirit'. :
In Homer, pévog is paired witﬂ"eupéq as an agency ‘

which may impel a man to action, e.g. Il. 22.346-7,

Achilles in blind rage says to the dying Heétor,

al vép nwg adtbdv pe pévog wal 6vudg &veln / &p’\

dnotapvépevov xpéa E6pévau, 'Would that pévog and

goué¢ might impel me to carve your flesh and eat it

-

L



. ‘ ' o : 159

—_—
raw'. Again, pévog together with 6vuég, may be
roused by words or events, e.g. 0d. 8.15, “Q¢ eilnoBo’
- Btpuve pévog xal @uvudv Exdotov, Athene in the guise
of ajhé%&ld rouses the pévog and 6uvubg of the Phaeacians.
Finalle the Homeric usage’of most relevance for our \
topic i;xthe formulaic line in which pévog is said to
be released from-a sbear: Eyxeog: Evea &’ Enewt’- dolen
wévog Gﬁpugqg\'Apnq, I1. 13.444, 16.613, 17.529. (It
is significant that sthe same verb is useq: dolnue,
imperfect in Homer, aorist in Archilochos.)

The sexual imagery of weapons is perhaps the
most univérsally attested subspecies of sexual meta-

phor; we may trace it from the thunderbolt of Zeus to

T
4

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 sexual imagery of weapons in 6edipus Tyrannus,

draws attention to Iliiﬂ 22, "where the actions of
Achilles, pursuing Hector and then thrusting his spear
thrgugh Hector's soft flesh, aré depicted in distinctly
sexual terﬂg."1°~jn fact, Homer is rife with references
to quivering spear§ fixed in entrails loosing limbs

(e.g. I1l. 17.524) and such like. War itself is spoken
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of in the 1anguagé/of love--an interesting reversal

of the apparently universal equating of sex and death,
from the French le petit mort to Dioscorides' phrase
40évatos yvéyova, 'I became a god'!2-the standard
phrase for the death of a king in the Hittite annals.
And the first time we encounter Homer's formulaic line
in Iliad 13 it is in a context in which the sexual
overtones are very marked. Aikathoos is slain by‘

]

Idomeneus with a spear-thrust to the breast; the

spear pilerces hi§ armor, he falls on his back and '

the spear is fixed in his heart which, still ‘beating,
causes the butt-end of the spedr to quiver--until |
at last Ares releases its uévog (I1. 13.434-44).

The HEVOQ of the spear is seen as the force th;t
impels the spear to seek and plunge into its target,
whereupon the pévog of the spear is released and the
spear comes to rest; in fhe 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 anatomical processes, know
that the physical cause is actually the distention with
blood of the erectile tissue; the ancients had only

,opinion--false as it turns out--but what more natural

A

¢
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than the belief that the ph;sical cause is not blood
but the semen itself, since it is following the
ejaculation of the semen that the erectile tissué
becomes flaccid once again. The semen, then, like

the pévog of the spear, is considered responsible for
the penis's seeking and transfixing the object of its
desire, whereupon the semen, like the pévog of the
spear, is released into its target and the penis, like
the spear, wiﬁhd}awn, having dissipa;ed its‘impeiling
force.

O0f.course, in the Archilochos fragment the spear
falls somewhat short of its desired target. The
precise location for the.releasing of the uévog“ah
the precise nature of the prior activitx have occa-
sioned a good deal of debate, the phrase—ﬁpng{;nﬁXocuv
in particular having proved difficult for commentators.
At the appropriate moment the girl's véov xpba is
revealed and characterized as #png &nAluvowv. Marcovich
translates, 'the harbinger of her prime',?%and West

suggests 'das Aufkommen', which Van Sickle renders

"'the on-coming' of her maturity as a woman,"?2! ﬁan
Sickle himself has a rather lengtﬁy discussioﬁ, dealing -~

with the function of -ou¢ nouns and possible magical

-
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associations, and offers what he calls a "literal"
_translation: 'charm of womanhood' . 22 Segal, on the
other hand, takes the phrase to mean the 'approach to i
ﬁer womanhood', understanding #Bn¢ as an objective '
genitive, with the explicitly sexual sense of pubes.?? y
This concrete sense for the phrase seems best, since:
the narrator of the poem is interested only in things
eminently ph&sical; his attention has shifted pro-
gressively from the girl's neck**to her breasts;2®
now he focuses attention on her lower belly, contenting
himselfyhgth the 'approach' to her 'womanhood'; as
Degani discreetly puts it, he deposits semen ante
ianuam, %°

There remains the problem of the missing_epithet
of pévog. Merkelbach, Dégani and Page, all working
independentiy, found an epigram of Dioscorides which
mentions pouring out the Aeuvxdv pévog at the climax
of lovemaking.?? Since Dioscorides elsewhere refers
explicitly to Aféhilochoszait seems a reasonable
conjecture that he might have taken this striking
phrase from our epode, and this supplement appears
to have gained general acceptance. Thére have been

other suggestions: West's 8¢pudv wévog,?’which

b
a
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Parmenides uses of the stars, and Van Sickle's todpdv.??
This last prppésal seems to me somewhat weak poetically
and based on a rather weak argument. Looking for what
he calls "less subjective criteria" Van Sickle surveys
the attributes of pévog in what we have left of archaic

Greek poetry and concludes that 'the largest single

-

group of attributes comprises personal adjectives,'?®!

while on the other hand pévos is never %assigned a
colour, and he takes this as an argument against

colour here despite his own recognition that the very,

use of pévog here is unique: ''nowhere else in archaic

literature does menos have an expressly sexual sense."??

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 jiew of pévog as e;plisitly metaphor- .
ical favours Xeuqu as its epithet. In a metaphorical -
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

©
°
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Archilochos uses it, the word 'eels' standing alone,
‘ without its epithet, would be flat and without effect;
it takes its effect from its attribute, which serves '
to mark the word in its metaphorical ﬁse.’a Further-
more, the use of a colour term as the attribute of
pévog is singularly appropriate bothlto the specific
nature of the sexual encounter and to the overall
- context of the episode. Throughout the seduction
itself, the audience has been encouraged to visualize
the course of events; at the culmination of the
narrator's progress, the audience is offered an
actual view of the results: the glancing brightness

of the semen contrasting with the tawny hair of the

Hpnc 2
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Archilochos. ! P. Colon. 7511

10
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35

(Text” printed by Marcovich 1975)
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NOTES TO CHAPTER I

T, <%y 'early Greek' I mean the Iliad and'Odyssey,
the- Homeric Hymns, Hesiod and the lyric poets down

to Pindar and Bacchylides. (There does not seemqto
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 thesis is
concerned first and foremost with the Homeric
poems, with Hesiod and the lyric poets considefed
primarily in terms of their faithfulness to or
divergence from the Homeric model.

2. E. g. Robbins 1968:137: ‘'design, anger, strength,
courage, life'; Frankel 1975:77: 'energy, will';
Autenrieth: 'impulse', will, spirit, miéht, courage,
martial fury, rage; Cunliffe: 'passion, spirit,

fury; rage, distraction, frenzy, courage, stoutness,
might, vigour, power, strength, the animating
principle, the vital spirit,\the soul, life';

LSJ®: 'might, force, strength, fierceness, spirit,
force, life, passion, intent, purpose'; Chantraine
DELG, sv pépova: 'l'intention, la volonté, la

passion, 1l'ardeur au combat, 1la force qui anime

les membres'; Frisk: 'Geist, Mut, Wut, Kraft, Drang'. '’

3. Pokorny 1959:726-728; cf. Meillet 1942. pévog
is the reflex of an s-stem neuter noun (*menes-)
formed directly from the verbal root.
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4. Russo and Simon 1968:483 define 'Homeric
psychology' as '"the modes of representing mental
states, both ordinary and unusual, in the Homeric
poems." I would prefer to substitute 'activié}'
for their 'states'. )

- 5. Snell 1953:15; cf£. Onians 1954:23-65.

6. Most notably'at I1. 23.315.

7. Robbins 1968:135 suggests "that pévos is as
much an organ as the 8ovués or the Yyuyxf and that it
deserves to be promoted to join the trinity of
organs that Snell posits as going to make up psychic
or mental life.'" Robbins' interpretation of pévog,
however, differs from that proposed here; see '

[
2

below, pp. 6-=8.

8. See Appendix I for a discussion of various

* conceptions to which the word 'will' has ,been

attached in the Western philosophical tradition.

9. , The views of Snell and Dodds are discussed in
Chapter I.

10. Frankgl 1975:78n8.

4

11. Frﬁpke1'1975:80. "An open force field" is the
translation offered by Russo and Simon 1968:485 of
Frinkel's term ein offenes Kraftfeld.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER I
12. The 'intellectualist' view is discussed in
Chapter II, pp. 35-40.
13.' Dihle 1982:27.
14. Dihle 1982:34.

15. Dodds 1951:8-9. . . . !

17. Dodds 1951:9. s
18. Dodds 1951:8. . -
19. Robbins 1968.

20. Robbins 1968:174n18; 178n24.

21. Onians 1954:52.
22. Snell 1953:9-22 passim, esp. 15.

23. Snell 1953:8.

24. Robbins 1968:133.

25. Robbins 1968:133-134.

26. Robbins 1968:137.

IOEPEN
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\ NOTES TO CHAPTER I

T

27. Robbins 1968:137-38. (On v6oS as 'purpose’ see

below, pp. 47-49.)" ) T
28. Giacomelli.1980:16. C ,
g
29. Giacomelli 1980:4.
30. Giacomelli 1980:6. ) L

31. Giacomelli 1980:4. "7
32. Giacomelli 1980:9.

33. Giacomelli 1980:4.

N
~

34. Adkins 1970:41.
35. Giacomelli 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
apparently the exerting of influence upon the one

reminded.

38. Nagy 1980:183. See also the convenient summary
of views of pévog in Schmitt 1967:103-23.
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> ¢
L

1. Bruno Sneil, Die Entdeckung des Geistes (Hamburg
1948; English translation by T. G. Rosenmeyer: The
Discovery of the Mind, Cambridge, Mass. 1953). Snell's
book was closely followed, in time and influence, by

E. R. Dodds' The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley
1951). Important contributions had been made pre-

viously by Joachim B8hme, Die Seele und das Ich im
Homerischen Epos (Berlin 1929); Christian Voigt,
ﬁberlegung und Entscheidung (Berlin 1933); Kurt von
Fritz, "NOOZ and NOEIN in the Homeric Poems,' (Classical
Philology 38 (1943) 79-93; and Snell himself, in his
earlier work, anticipating his later synthesis:
"Aischylos und das Handeln im Drama,”" Philologus
Suppl. 20 (1928); "Das Bewusstsein von eigenen
Entscheidungen in frithen Griechentum," Philologus

85 (1930) 141ff.; and his review of BGhme in Gnomon
7 (1931) 74-86. See also his later Scenes from
Greek Drama (Berkeley 1964.) Subsequent works of
major importance include R. B. Onians, Origins of
Egrqpean Thought (Cambridge 1951); E. L. Harrison;\\
"Notes on Homeric Psychology," Phoenix 14 (1960) \\
63-80; Albin Lesky, Gottliche und menschliche ‘
Motivation im Homerischen Epos (Heidelberg 1961);
Hermann Fridnkel, Dichtung und Philosophie des

frihen Griechentums, 2nd ed. (Munchen 196Z; English
translation by Moses Hadas and James Willis: Early
Greek Poetry and Philosophy, Oxford 1975); A. W, H.
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Adkins, From the Many to the One (London 1970).
See also Russo aﬁd Simon 1968, Darcus, especially
1972:12-1}8, 1979A, 19798, 1980, and Robbins I1968;
for addi{ional references see the Bibliography at
the end of this thesis. -

A

2. See Appendix III for a discussion of Snell's
general position on the lack of abstract concepts
in Homer. :

3

g
3. Snell 1953:1-35.

4, Snell 1953:7.

~

5. Snell 1953:5: “"if they had no word for it, it
follows that as far as they were concerned it did

NS

not exist."
6. Snell 1953:6.
7. Snell 1953:8.

8. Snell 1953:8. -

r

9. Snell 1953:9-22, esp. 14-15.

10. Snell 1953:9.

11.. Snell 1953:14.
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12. Snell 1953:19.

13. Snell 1953:20; cf. Snell 1930 and Voigt 1933
Eagiim and esp. 103:.'"man still possesses no con-’
sciousness of personal freedom and of deciding for
himself." Hugh Lloyd-Jones (1971:168n38) observes
. that "A particularly paradoxical result of Snell's
belief may be seen in his Scenes from Greek Drama
(1964), 1f., where he argues tbgt in choosing to
avenge Patroclus and die youngﬁAchillés did not
really make a choice, or a decision. Such an
opinion is inconsistent with a proper understanding
of an important, and by no means difficult, factor
in the plot of the Iliad." Cf. Pearson 19Q2:208n3;
Pearson observes that if Snell's thesis is accepted,
"it means that no judgment of man's moral worth is
possible 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 radically
behavioristic view proposed by Snell; they allow
action to originate within the person 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 philoso-
phical issues of personal identity and action theory.
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16. When Snell says, for example, "Homer does not
know genuine persongl decisions,' (1953:20) this
implies that 'modern' man does. Similarly, when
"he says that for Homeric man "mental énd spiritual
acts are due to the impact of external factors"
(20), .the implication again is that 'modern' man
is'responsible for his mental acts.

}7. Dodds .1951 passim.
18: Dodds 1951:20n31.
19. Friankel 1975:80.
20. Frénkel 1975:80.
21. Frdnkel 1975:76.
22. Frdnkel 1975:77.
23. Frinkel 1975:79.
24. Frinkel }975:78.
25. Adkins 1970:22.
26. Adkins 1970:22. Cf. Harrison 1960:78:p"h0wever

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 ability to do so.”
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27. Il. 4.43. For other instances.of Homeric man ‘
controlling his Ovpég see Il. 9.255, 18.113, 19.66,
Od. 11.105; he may also on occasion yield to his
opds, e.g. I1. 9.109.

K{ .
28. Il. 19.86-87; Dodds 1951:20n31.

29. Sc. I1. 19.65.

30. Adkins 1970:22.

31. Bertrand Russell and others have held that our
concept of a 'self' based on pronominal reference is
at best a grammatical fiction, at worst a grammatical
mistake (see Appendix II); but Homeric man did not
engage in philosophical speculation on these matters.

32. Hugh Lloyd-Jones (1971:168n42) quotes.G. Devereux
on the significance of the first-person pronoun: '"once
Odysseus says 'I,' this establishes at least a general

sense of psychic coherence.”

33. It is sometimes claimed, on the basis of Il. 1.
3-4, where a0tb6g refers to the physical body in
contrast to the yuyd, that the body is generally
identified with the 'self' (e.g. Nagy 1980:162;
,Renehan 1980:106 ). But attés in this passage serves
merely to designate the unmarked member of a contrasted
pair: the heroes' yuxal were sent to Hades, but 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 6vpég did this, but adrdsthat (cf. Zeus'
contrasting of 6uvpéc and tvyd, I1. 4.43); or 'his
tongue did this, but atTég that'.

34, ,0d. 8.320.

35. 0d. 13.332. - -

.36. 1l. 3.202.

37. mneplopwv, O0d. 1.329, etc.; nenvupévos, Il. 3.148,

0d. 1.213, etc.; moAOLUMTLS, I1.1.311, etc.

I -

38. E.g. Il. 3.212-224.

39. E.g. O0d. 8.165ff., I1. 2.243ff., 23.566ff.

pREm—

40. E.g. I1.1.343.

41, Voigt 1933 passim, esp. 103.
42. Snell 1953:20. ‘

43. Dodds 1951:Chpt. l.~

;14. Dodds 1951:20n31.

45. Dodds 1951:7 and 20n31.

iy
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NOTES TO CHAPTER II

46: E.g. Russo and Simon 1968:484~85.

47. Frinkel 1975:79.

-

48. Frinkel 1975:80.
49. Russo and Simon 1968:485.
50. Adkins 1970:22.
51. Aékins 1970:24.

52. Harrison 1960:79-80.

Q ;
53. Voigt 1933:esp. 103; Snell 1930:141f£f.

54. Cf. Dodds 1951:20n31. Odysseus' statément that
he knows it is better to stand and die than to flee

is not a case of reducing decision to knowledge and
thereby foregoing the act of decision; it is rather

a way of expressing an all-things-consideréd judgment,
Odysseus judges that it would be good to flee in

order to save his life; that is a judgment simpliciter
(i.e. not an all-things-considered~judgmentj. On the
other hand, he reminds himself that, according to the
heroic code by which he lives, it is better to die and
preserve one's xAéogthan to live aqd preserve one's
life; that is an all-things-considered judgment and

it ‘wins out over his immediate impulse. A similar
judgment leads to Achilles' choice of death and x\éog
despite his eloquent statement to the contrary in

the Embassy scene.
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a

55. Dodds 1951;7. Lloyd-Jones (1971:10) observes
that "when a human action, whether right or wrong,

is put down to the action of a god, that does not
mean that the human actor is not held to be res-
ponsible'for his decisions. ...the divinely \
motivated act can also be fully motivated in

human terms; the part played by the god can always
be subtracted without making nonsense of the action."

56. Harrison 1960:78 and n88; he cites 0d. 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': 0edv &6’ déxnri tétuxTo /‘

&0avétawv.
57. Harrison 1960:78-9. o
58, Teffeteller Dale 1979:26n25.

59. E.g. Snell 1953:20. On this view, Homeric man,
denied the benefit of external intervention, would N
remain forever in the lamentable predicament of

Buridan's Ass, that unfortunate creature poised

midway between two equally luscious piles gf hay

and unable to make a choice.

60. She does not command, she suggests, adding ot xe

niénau.
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61. This observation isgnot intended to reduce the
gods to mere dramatic devices. The role of the gods
in Homer is extremeiy complex. and it is ‘far beyond
the scope of the present study to attempt an account
of 1it.

62. Dekiberation, it might be claimed, is undoubted
in Homer; what is lacking is the notion of decision.
This would presumably be Voigt's view and it has been

suggested to me by Professor L. Woodbury in 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 both Libanius and
Eustathius consider Homer's line to be an instance of
the proverbial association of counsel and night.
Agamemnon's negligent somnolence of course contrasts
with Zeus' wakeful deliberation.

65. Indeed, why does the council of elders exist
if not for the express purpose of making decisions

for future action?
66. Harrison 1960:78. 4

67. Harrison 1960:80. On Homeric man's capacity for
decision-making 'see also Sharples 1983 and O'Brien
1967:210n8.

£
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68. Profess;:‘Woodbury, in conversation, has pointed
out that this is merely one instance of a general
problem in the Greek notion of the gods, another being
that the gods are made to offer prayer§, libationms,

etc.

69. Dodds 1951:16-17 and 26nl105; cf. Frankel 1975:
82, For a critical discussion of the "intellectualist'
view of the Greek mind,’ see O'Brien 1967 : Chpt. 1:
"The Paradoxes and Greek 'Intellectualism’,"” esp.
23n3 and 42n449.

70. Dihle 1982:27.

71. Dihle 1982:34.

72. Dihle 1982:34-5.

73. Dodds 1951:8-9.

74. Dodds 1951:20n31 and 26nl05.

75. Dodds 1951:17 and 26nl10S5S. 0

76. Dodds 1951:9.

77. Dodds 1951:9.

78. O'Brien 1967:53.

ey b et e

~
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79. O0'Brien 1967:49-53,

80. O'Brien 1967:53n74. O'Brien presumably means to
deny to Homer only formal concepts in the strict sense,
not concepts in the less rigorous sense discussed below;

" ¢f. his perceptive objection to the claim that Plato

lacks the concept of 'fre€& will', quoted in note 85
below.
81. Wittgenstein 1953: esp. sections 71 and 75, cf.
Wittgenstein 1974:120. John Searle (in discussion)
makes a similar distinction in terms of ‘'applying'
and 'explicating' a concept.

G
82. On the concepts implicit in Homeric descriptions
of psychic activity, see the discussion in Chapter
III below of the functions of véog, duvndg and ¢péveg.

8%. See Appendix I for a discussion of various

conceptions of 'will' in Western thought.

84. For example, the notion of 'free will' is implicit
in the use of the adjective Exdv; the conception of
will as intellectual preference or choice is conveyed

‘in language based on ' Boulfy; etc.

85. Indeed sbme commentators maintain that the concept

of will is lacking even in Aristotle, despite his pro-
found concern with the ethical problem termed akrasia,

b3
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~

which is typically de;ignated in éontemporary
discussions' 'weakness of the w111'; cf. Walsh 19@3\
173-81. O'Brien 1967:217, in his discussion of
Plato's thought on these issues, offers a useful
caveat on confusing words.with concepts.l He ’
observes that there is "no Platonic term equivalent
to the modern term 'will'"; but, he points out,

'what we really want to know is how P1léto' conceived

of those phenomena which we cover by the termt in
question. ...No Platonic word denotes individual
responsibility conceived as a faéulty,_which is
what we mean by the 'free will'. Yet Plato N
evidently believed in such Tespbnsibility."

»

»

86. Frdnkel 1975:xi. (One could wish that Frankell

had applied this sound pr1nc1p1e to his' study of’\\

.Homeric psychology.) Cf. Hugh Lloyd -Jones' comment’

on:the danger of restricting investigation to

'terminology (1971:;2-3): .

One of the most damaging sources of error

about early Greek morality has been the

assumption that in order to study the
- moral 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 compléeéte 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
them by those who have performed and
6 those who have described them."
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NOTES TO CHAPTER III ’
»

1. Snell 1953:8. )
2. Snell 1953:9. .
3. Snell 1953:15..
4. Snell 1953:9. . . ' '
5. -Snell 1953:8.
6. Snell 1953:9. ° .
7. Dodds 1951:138; cf. Harrison 1960:75: "yuxh in
Homer can -scarcely be called a mental organ"; Darcus

183

1979:30-32: "In Homer yuyxf does not function as a

psychic organ in man"; Adkins 1970:14-15. In the

lyric poets yuvxf begins to function as a psychic

organ, taking over the appetitive functions of the
Homeric ouvudg, a usage 1it retained down to the timé
of Plato, who bestowed upon it a new role as the “
seat of reason. Cf. Darcus 1979:34-34; Dodds 1951:

T Y poreton

- o n e e e PR ARG Sy GO A

138-39; Burnet 1916; Webster 1957; Furley 1956.

8.

10.

Darcus 1979: 31.

Ccf. DarcusX1979 passim.

Ty

Q. Darcus 1979:33.
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.

11. Snell 1953:8.

t

12, Darcus 1979:31.

13. Adkins 1970:15; cf. also Warden 1971:95: 'yux#

...means nothing more than that which is lost to

man at death, i.e. life." Rohde's view of the

Homeric yuyfi as a ‘'double' in man (Rohde 1925)

has been superseded.by subsequent studies.
.. ./

14, Nehring 1947:108 points out that the classic

terms for 'syncope' or 'swoon' are x(aﬁunowuxta

and A(e)novuyeiv.

15. Cf£f. Nagy 1980.

16. Theorists-*philoiophers, psychologists, etc.--
excepted. ) '
17. Cf.ﬂNagy 1980:164; BoOhme 1929:22 and 124;
Schnaufer 1970:198-201.
18. BOhme 1929:111, 124; Nagy 1980:163, Schnaufer .
1970:194-95.

19. Bbhme 1929:111, 124; cf. Onians 1954:103 and n4.

20.. Nagy 1980:163. Nagy maintains, however (165),
that "the avoidance of the word psiikhe in descriptions
of a hero's revival from a swoon would be motivated

v
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by a need toakeep this theme distinct- from the
theme of a hero's revival from death," this revival
Iinvolving the eventual reintegration of yuyxf and
body. ‘ ) "

21. Nagy 1980:162-63.
22. See the discu§sf6n of gpéveg below.

23. Nehring 1947:108, 116.

24, Cf. Nehring 1947:108. S

»25. Nagy 1980:164 and n28 takes the verbs &pnvuro/

dpunv66mn to refer to the regaining of the 6vuég and
wévogs but Nehring's distinction between the 6uubdg -
and the resplratlon (116-17) would appear to be
supported by the text.

26. Cf. Nehring's discussion of descriptions of
partial recovery (1947:113-18): "the behavior of
the 6vpds is depicted as a per51s%§ng symptom of

the syncope itself" (113).

27. Von Fritz 1943. Even Douglas Efame, who
proposes_a derivation that connects véos with
véopat and proposes an original meaning of a
return from death and darkness to life and 1igh§,'
implies that, despite the apparent semantic

v 1T fuaa®
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divergence, his conclusions are not essentially
at variance with those of von Fritz (Frame 1978:
30n27). " - '
28. von Fritz 1943:90.
29. von Fritz 1943:8S5.

30. von Fritz 1943:86.
1. von Fritz 1943:90.

32. wvon fritz 1943:90n83.

33. Snell 1953:13. As early as 1931 Snell had.
observed that "Das voelv ist ein 'Sehen,' aber-ein

\ “"geistiges' Sehen'" (Snell 1931:77).

34, Harrison 1960:72. !

35. Harrison 1960:90. .

36. BGhme 1929:52.

37. voh Fritz 1943:83-4,
_ \

38, Harrison 1960:73.

_39. Harrison 1960:73.

40. Harrison 1960:74.

-
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41. Harrison 1960:74; cf., 72n51 and von Fritz 1943:

82 (but cf. also 86). On véog generally cf. BShme
1929:75; Adkins 1970:20; Fridnkel 1975:78; Darcus
1980; Warden 1971.

42. Snell 1953:9.

43, Snell 1933:13. (We may note here that the organ
variously termed Hrop/xMp/xpadin shares ' many of the"“
emotional functions of the 6vudg.)

44, Snell 1953:13.

~

45. Cf. Nehring 1947 for an account of the role of*
the 6vpés ("a principle of motion and impulse," 121)
in Homeric descriptions'of swoons.

1

_ 4‘
46. Snell 1953:14.

i i
47. BOhme 1929:69-7&; see especially 72nl for a list
of passages in which he sees 8uvuég as responsible for
rational functions.

48, Harrison 1960:71.
49, Nagy 1980:162. Cf. Onians 1954:75 and 44ff.;

Onians understands fvubdg as the 'breath-soul', closely
connected with the blood. Cf. Harrison 1960:66.

50. Nagy 1980:165.
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51.

52.

53.
54,
-55.
56.
57:
58,
SQC

60.
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61.

momentary insight, the flash of 'vision'" (véog) and -
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t

Snell 1953:13.
11 .

Harrison 1960:67, 71.

% . : ', L
Harrison 1960:71. L . _ z }
k ' e

Harrison 1960:67, 71.
l‘i’~' PO

" Frankel 1975:78. . .

Cf. Darcus 1979:161.

¢

cf. Darcus 1971:161& -

Harrison 1960:75.

‘Harrison 1960:75. N

Harrison 1960:74,

Cf. Furley's distinc¢tion (1956:8) between ''the

"prolonged deliberation, calculation or 'pondering"

(opfiv) .

62.

63.

Harrison 1960:75.

The ancient interpretation‘of ¢pfiv in Homer as

'diaphragm' has recently been reaffirmed by Snell

1977; this is unquestionably its use in the fifth-

LA < P
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' century medical writers. For Homeric gpéveg as
'lungs' see Onians 1954: 23ff., for ¢péveg as impre-
cisely defined oTgans of the cheést see Ireland and
Steel 1975, followed by Darcus 1979 .
) ) .-

64. Ireland and Steel‘l%]S:iQS.

‘e

65. Onians 1054:23£f. * :
66. Onians 1954:24n5. The identification of lungs

and diaphragm as a unit would be facilitated by their
actual physical’connection and, perhaps more signifi-"
cantly, by the external appearance of the diaphragm

as it--like the lungs--expands and contracts with ' L
the breath. The inclusion of the dlaphragm as a part ‘ o
of the ¢péve¢ or ¢pfiv (the use of the grammatically
singular collective noun[presents no difficulty) ‘
would account not ohly for the later interpretation

REF s
PR

of ¢pfjv as diaphragm but also for what would other-
wise be an occasional problematical passage in Homer.

bk
S

67. Cf. Darcus 1979:161 and nl3.

68. A circumstance that renders all the more puzzling
Snell's omission of ¢pévs§ from his discussion of
psychic 'organs' (Snell 1953:8-22).

-~

.
’
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1. In pfbvidiﬁg a systematic account of Homeric

psychology, I do not mean to imply that Homer or

'Homeric man' was necessarily aware of functioning

within the framework of such a system. The situation °
a (¢ 1s somewhat analogous to the description of a

B language; the linguist concerned with describing a

. language discerns a system of rules operating within

‘ the language whereas the ordinary native speaker \

is notoriously unaware of the set of rules which

6perate on his every utterance. My claim is that

Homeric man acts within the framework of the system

here described, not that he exhibits a reflective

awareness of it as a system.

. h 2. The following analysis of 'wilkiﬁg' is based on
B "“ . Bourke 1964:235. ‘ \

< 3. See A. M. Goichon, Lexique de la langue philoso-
phique d'Ibn Sina (Paris 1938), p. 146 (on sensory. and
intellectual will) and p. 115 (on the two kinds of
choice). Bourke (1964:60) observes that the distinc-
tions recognized 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 tradition; however, something similar to

« Avicenna's distinction seems to be involved in con-

temporary discussions ofuchoi&e as opposed to decision;
. see the article (with bibliography} by Andrew Oldenquist,
rentitled '"Choosing, Deciding, and Doing," in The

0
' .
/ .
" 2>
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NOTES TO'CHAPTER IV ’ -

»
2

3 . e : .
Encyclopedia 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-
making or deliberate choosing (Shaffer 1968:82-84).

4. See Appendix I for an account of the conception
of will as dynamic power.

5. See Robbins 1968:180n38 for a possible connection
‘between pévog and pHvig.

\“

6. E.g. I11.'5.2, 125, 470, 513, 563; 6.27, 261;
7.38; 8.335, 358; 10.366, .482, etc.

7. Adkins 1970:41\\
§. Dodds seems to miss the point and the connection
with the Iliadic assembly (no. 2 above) when he takes
pévog here as "thé mgzgi\sourage which will enable the
boy to face the overbearing suitors' and dismisses its
use by the poet of the 'Telemachy' as '"literary adapta-
tion." ' . \

\ |
9. Austin 1975:106 recognizes ‘the volitional aspect
of pévog in this passage: 'when Zeus breathes menos
into Achilleus' horses to make them leave the corpse
of Pattoklos it is not strength he gives them.
The menos they receive from Zeus makes them willing
to move. Menos here is a redirection of their will,
a channeling of their energy into movement.’ . Cf.
Austin 1973/74:244: "In a word like menos the idea
of mental orientation and of a governing principle

emerges clearly."

f

N
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‘ : ﬂ NOFES TO CHAPTER IV

10, Fr'é.nke:--l 1975:78.

11, Cf. Chantraine DELG sV pipova. See the
discussion of peveaivew above, pp. 66-68; cf.76-79,

12. Pokorny 1959:704.
13. Robbins 1968:137.
14. Cf. Benveniste 1935:147ff,; Lane 1939:199.

15. Meillet 1942:38. Cf. Chantraine DELG sv uépova.

[]

L 16. Meillet 1942:46.
17. Giacomelli 1980:7.
18. E.g. Robbins 1968:137; cf. Cunliffe, LSJ®, etc.

19. Robbins 1968:145. Robbins remarks (183n39) that
"\46 ecbar does not mean 'to forget', but rather, as
the middle of \fiSw, 'to be unaware of'."

20, Robbirhs 1968:143-48; Nagy 1974:266-68. Nagy
points out that at 0d. 1.89, "wév-o¢ is actually

being infused by Mév-tns" ('he who reminds') and
that later Athene encourages first Telemachos (0d.
2.268) and then Odysseus (0d. 22.226) by reminding
them of their pévog, while in the form of Mév-Tawp.
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&;TES TO CHAPTER IV |
J o

21.. Robbins 1968:139-41, 144. pYvug, too, may

belong to the same group; cf. Robbins 180n38,

22. Pokorny 1959:729.

Pl

23, E.g. Il. 3.52; 5.527.

pe— ¥

24, Cf. the discussion below, in Appendix V, of
the pévog of a spear in relation to the sexual

o

imagery of weapons.
25. Cf. Watkins 1971:64-65 and nl3.

26. Similarly, the adjectival forms ebtpevfic and
Bvopevfic convey respectively the senses of 'good-
willed' and 'ill-willed'; that is, they refer to
the exercising of will that is favorable or unfav-
orable from the point of view of the object toward
whom it is directed.

27. E.g. 0d. 7.178, pévos ’Arxivédouo, etc.

28, Fire: Th. 324, 563; sun: Op. 414; winds: Th.g69,
Pp. 625; Zeus: Th. 687, 853; Athene: Th. 896; bull:
Th. 832; horses: Sc. 343; xelpes: Sc. 446; Y’vuta: Th.
492; @péveg: Th. 688; Arop: Sc. 429, Dindorf.

! ‘ -}

29, 'Contra Giacomelli 1980:10.

Ly -
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NOTES TO APPENDIX I

1. It is convenient to refer to "the later concep-
tion" although.there is of course no single theory;

variations on this conception will be discussed below.

» b
v

2. Vesey 1965:12.
3. Cf. Bourke 19%4:8 and passim.
4. O'Brien 1967:212.

5. Bburke 1964:79.

6. E.g. Dodds 1951:20n31; Dihle 1982:27.

7. E.g. Dihle 1082:123-144.

3
8. Retractlones I, 15,3: "Quae voluntas uthue,
sicut definita est, animi motus fuit, nullo cogente,
ad aliquid vel non amittendum vel adipiscendum."

9. Cf. Bourke 1964:82 and 96nl5.

10. Descartes, Les Passions de 1'&me, I: art. 41

(ed. Adam-Tannery, Paris 1994; t. IX); quoted in
Bourke 1964:99n54.

11. See Bourke 1964:90-94{
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NOTES TO APPENDIX I
: —

4

12, O'Brieng1967:212; Taylor 1937:38.
13. Bourke 1964:29.

14. NE VI. 2, 1139b3: 6. A dpentinds volg 4
npoatpeois A SpeEug SuavonTuxd.

15. Ethics I}:zirop. 49; quoted in Bourke 1964339,
16. Collins 1954:234-5,

17. Jonathan Edwards, Freedom of the Will, edited
by Paul Ramsey (New Haven 1957; originally published
1754), p. 137. '

i

18. Edwards 141.

19. See below, pp.122-4 for an account of Faculty
Psychology.

20. O'Brien 1967:219.

21. O'Brien 1967:224-5..

)

22. De Anima 9.432b4-7: xal &vonov 6% [vd dpextixdv]
uaondv' Ev te T Novyiotund ydp h PobAnous yivetaw,
wal &v T A6y f Enwbupla xal o fuudsi el 68 Tpla

h yoxfl, tv txdotp Eotar Spekig.

23. Bourke 1964:55, 71.
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NOTES TO APPENDIX I

?

24. Bourke 1964:64; he cites S. T. I-IT 1,5,c; 7,c;
8,c.

25. Bourke 1964:120.
L

26. Bourke 1964:105; he quotes‘Ahgustine, De diversis
quaestionibus, q. VIII and De quantitate animae, 21, etc.

27. Bourke 1964:110-11; he quotes A. Schopenhauer,
The World Eé Will and Idea, trans. Haldane -and Kemp
(London 1907-1909), vol. I.143, and F. Nietzsche,
Jenseits von Gut ‘und B6se, Ch. 367

28. Bourke 1964:103-121.

"
r

29, Bourﬁg 1964:112,

30. A. T. Bledsoe, An Examination of President - >

Edwards' Inquiry into the Freedom of the Will
(Philadelphia 1845), pp. 101-2.

31. Asa Burton, Essays on Some of the First Principles
of Metaphysicks, Ethicks, and Theology (Portland 1824),
p- 85. ‘ . ’

32. Bourke 1964:113.

33. Burton 91.
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NOTES TO APPENDIX II f

1. Vesey 1974:7.

2. Vesey 1974:14.

. 3. D. Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, edited by

L. A. Selby-Bigge (Oxford 1888), p. 251.

4. J. Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding,
edited by A. S. PringleQPattison (Oxford 1924), Bk II.
Ch. 27, para. 10.

5. Lewi; 1989;234.
6. Vesey 1974:34.

7. . Lewis 1969:243.
8. L;wis 1969:237.
9. . Lewis 1969:244.
10. Lewis 1969:235.

11. Danto 1967:111.

12. Quoted by Danto 1967:111. & ’

13. Danto 1967:111.
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NOTES .TO 'APPENDIX II .

14. Locke, Bk II, Ch. 27, para. 9.
15. .Strawson 1959:87-116 and passim.

16. Strawson 1959:102. Interestingly, Strawson's

psychophysical -'person' bears a close resemblance

to -(what appears to be) the Homeric conception;

et PP. 18-22 above:

17. The latter category applies also to the
behaviour of plants and inanimate objects.

18, Wittgenstein 1953:sec. 621.

19. The folldwing~account is based on Shaffer 1968:
80~106. See also Davis 1979.

120, Notably by Gilbert Ryle 1949: Chpt. III, sec. 2.

21. E.g. A. I. Melden 1961:Chpt. 5.

22, See Taylor 1983:48-50 and Taylor 1966, esp.
Chpt. 8 also Chisholm 1964.

23. Taylor 1983:49.
24. Taylor 1983:49.

25. Shaffer 1968:86.
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' . NOTES TO APPENDIX II

26, Shaffer 1968:96.
27. Shaffér 1968:106.
28. Shaffer 1968:106-110. .
29, Castell 1965:21 and ngéig.

30. Castell 1965:7.

31. Caste}l 1965:7-8.
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‘ ~ NOTES TO APPENDIX III

‘1., Snell 1953:1-8ff.

“2. Snell 1953:7: "It seems, then, as if language
aims progressively to express the essence of an act,

' but is at first unable to comprehend it because it
is a function, and as such neither tangibly apparent
nor associated with certain unambiguous emotions."
3. Of Homer's use of Yut& and péiea Snell observes:
"HeTe we have plurals where -our linguistic tradition
would lead us to expect the singular. Instead of
'body' Homer sa&s '"limbs'." But these words are

not 'plurals' properly speaking; they are 'collec-
tives' or, perhaps better, 'mass-nouns', such as
English 'skin' and 'flesh'. On Greek mass-nouns
in -a see my article, with references cited therein,
on abtd vd Yoa, Phaedo 74cl, forthcoming in The
American Journal of Philology.

4. Snell 1953:6.
’5. Snell 1953:5; cf..16-17.
6. Koller 1958:280ff. \
:7. Harrison 1960:64. ~

8. Harrison 1960:64. Moreover, if o@pa in Homer had
meant only 'corpse', Archilochos' use of the word in
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NOTES TO APPENDIX III

the so-called Cologne Epode (P. Colon. 7511:34)
‘'would be very shocking indeéd; the narrator of
Archilochos' poem reaches the climax of.his erotic
progress while oBpa »aldv &upeagdpevog, 'caressing
[the girl's] beautiful ofpa all round'. (Harrisqn
comments (64n8) that Koller's connection of olpa
"with oilveofat ('to plunder': cf. nive>ndpa) is
attractive, since it is precisely the physical
mass of his quarry that is the objective of- the
hungry hunter." In a sexual context such as that
of Archilochos' poem, this sense for olipa would
lend additional force to the use of the word.)

On offua see also Austin 1973/1974:252-53. o

9. Snell 1953:1-4, ; ‘ : .
10. Snell 1953:3-4.

11. As indeed have most languages, modern Engliéh

not excepted.

k4

12. We find also a word that expresses the depriving
of the basic operation of sight: dlawtlg, Od. 9.503.

13. 0d. 1.91, etc./0d. 2.199, etc.
14, I1. 18.494/I1. 16.617, etc./0d. 1.152, etc. -

-

15. I1. 1.248, etc./0d. 8.168.
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16. I1. 16.328, etc./Il. 23.622.

202

. NOTES TO APPENDIX III

{

17. 0d. 19.179/I1. 14.216, etc.

18. Teffeteller Dale 1982.
19, Unlike the infinitive, which. shows the s}ntax

of a verb in governing an object in the same case as
its finite counterpart (commonly the accusative), '
-Tv¢ nouns' regularly govern an objective genitive,
e.g. 4¢6aipo?d &rawtbv, 0d. 9.503. These forms are
more common in early-than in later Greek, where their
function is taken over by the articular infinitive;
Homer has 17 on a conservative count and after Homer
th;y are rare outside the grammarians. Interestingly,
the reverse situation is fouﬁd in Sanskrit; where

-tus nouns are incorporated into the infinitive
system. In Vedic, -tus forms are in competition

with a number of alternative forms, whereas later

they become productive, eventually ousting their
rivals to become the only infinitive form in use

in Classical Sanskrit (see Jeffers-1972:17). A
detailed analysis of -tvg nouns is not feasible

in the present work; I hope to provide such an

N

analysis in a future study.
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1. A.P. 5.55=Gow-Page l4é$ff:

“ 6. Textual references are to West 1971.
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NOTES TO APPENDIX V

2. Giacomelli 1980:9.

. ‘ //
3. Van Sickle 1975A:148. =
/"

4. Van Sickle 1975A:148; Nagy 1974:266-67.

5.  Van Sickle 1975A:148.

7. Carmina Archilochi: The Fragments of Archilochos,

-translated from the Greek by Guy Davenport. (Berkeley

1963), Fr. 209. On this fragment see also Gerber 1973,

8. The Poems of Catullus, translated by James Michie.
(London 1969).

9, Dover 1964:202.

10. Ward 1973:129. ' )

11. Marcovich 1975:7; Merkelbéch/West 1974:103.‘

2

12, Pol. H7.1324al.

13. Cf. Merkelbach/West 1974:103.
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NOTES TO APPENDIX V

14. Nagy 1974:265.

15. E.g. I1. 5.470, 0d. 8.15; Il. 7.74, 24.198.

0

16. E.g. Il. 11.403. i :

¢

17. E.g. I1. 16.529,.0d. 1321. Cf. H. viii.l4

. 18. Sophocles, OedigUs the King, translated by.

Thomas Gould (Englewood: Cliffs, N.J. 1970), p. 143,

%

note on line 12565.
19. A.P.5.55=Gow-Page 1483ff.
20. Marcovich 1975;7.

&

21. Merkelbach/Weslt '1974:110; Van Sickle 1975A: 146.

22. Van Sickle 1975A:145-6.

~

* 23. Segal "in conyersation", Van Sickle 1975A:146.

It is possible the ¢nfiAvowy ought to be taken as
implying a larger context of sexual metaphor, namely,

the approach or acgcess road to the gates of a fortified
. city. A common image in ancient erotic poetry likens

sexual intercourse to the taking of a fortified city
(and the image of;a battering-ram at the gates is
obvious eriough). . This would of course recall 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.

" 26. Degani 1974:121.

27. Merkelbach/West 1974:97f.; Merkelbach 1975:220f.
Degani 1974:113f., 1975:229f.; Page 1974:154.
Dioscoride’s A.P. 5.55.7=1489 Gow;Page. i

28. A. P. 7.351.
29. Merkelbach/West 1974:111. -
30. Van Sickle 1975A:150.

31. Van Sickle 1975A:150. B
{
32. Van Sickle 1975A:148.

33. What is interestiﬂg about this type of metaphorical
complex is that the metaphorical referent does not,
from an ontological point of view, instantiate the
universal denoted by the attribute whereas the literal
referent does; that is, uévog is not white but semen

is; eels are not eyeless but penises are. So that
while the adjective is literallz true of the actual
referent it is only metaphorically true of the
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NOTES TO APPENDIX V

metaphorical referent. The two parts of the complex
thus have different .functions with respect to the
actual referent: while the adjective has literal
application to the actual referent the noun of
course does not; that is, this stuff is white but
it is not pévog; these things are eyeless but they
are not eels. \%

34. Ejaculation is apparently»aéhieve& through
masturbation, accompanied by the fondling of the
girl's oBpa xaXév in general and her pubes in
particular,
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