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INTRODUCTION

otiibog 6¢ mnlag kpadiny nviname pdley:

“rétAab1 O, kpadin kai kdviepov dilo mot’ ETANC,

Aot 1@ Gte pot uévog Goyerog fjobie Koxioy

io8iuovg Etdpovs: ov &’ Etdluag, Oppa ae uiTIc

édyay’ &€ avrpoio Siduevov Bavéeoba.”

ac¢ épar’, év otiBeaor kabamtduevos pilov frop

@ 08 udl’ év meioy kpadin péve tetAnvia

vwleuéaws' drop avtog Elioaeto EvBa kai évBa (Od. 20.17-24).

He struck himself on the chest and spoke to his heart and scolded it: “Bear up, my
heart. You have had worse to endure before this on that day when the irresistable
Cyclops ate up my strong companions, but you endured it until intelligence got
you out of the cave, though you expected to perish.”

So he spoke, addressing his own dear heart within him; and the heart in
great obedience endured and stood it without complaint, but the man himself was
twisting and turning.

Homeric man endures by resolutely facing death, and by cautiously fleeing from
it. He endures by standing his ground in battle, and by retreating from it; by steeling
himself to act, and by remaining passive; by daring to stand face to face with his enemy,
and by resisting the impulse to do so; and by bracing himself to suffer insults, beatings,
and humiliations, from kissing the hand of the man who slaughtered countless of his sons,
to sleeping on the ground of his own home while listening to the laughter of his servants
as they betray him. But, most importantly, Homeric man — and in this also Homeric
woman — endures by submitting to his divinely apportioned fate.! As varied as these
examples are, and despite the fact that they often stand in stark opposition to one another,

I argue that they each contain the same core of Homeric endurance: that is, Homeric man

* Unless otherwise noted, the translations of the /liad and the Odyssey by Richard Lattimore have
been used (with slight variations), and all definitions of Homeric terms have been taken from
Cunliffe’s Homeric Lexicon. All Homeric Greek text has been taken from the Loeb editions.

! While women in Homer can also endure, I will refer to the endurance of ‘Homeric man,” and
use the male pronouns, both for the sake of clarity and accuracy. As will be seen in the final
chapter, endurance is indeed a virtue that can be attributed to Homeric woman, however her
endurance is limited to one of the three types of Homeric endurance, that is, to bearing-pain
endurance.



endures (often after anguished deliberation) by choosing to check his passions either
completely or temporarily, to flee from or respond to some hardship, rather than to give
in to them and behave as they dictate. This endurance requires inner-strength and
flexibility, foresight, patience, and humility; characteristics that range from
uncharacteristic of, to profoundly alien to, the dominant ancient Greek tradition of

courage, which I will call ‘the bravery tradition.’

The paradigm of courage according to the bravery tradition is that displayed by
the Homeric warrior hero in his performance of great deeds on the battlefield. The
Homeric warrior hero unites the spiritual or psychological strength of a ferocious and
vigorous thumos, with bié, that is, great physical might.? It is through the manifestation of
this internal strength in epic physical deeds that the Homeric hero seeks his ultimate goal:
the achievement of undying k/eos. This is the tradition of courage inherited by Plato; a
tradition that Plato finds highly problematic. By comparison with the wealth of
scholarship on the bravery tradition, examination of the endurance tradition has been
understated. The objective of this thesis is to offer a thorough exposition of endurance in
Homer. For a comprehensive exposition of Homeric endurance, not only must the main -
Homeric verb for endurance, tidw, be thoroughly examined, but so too must those
passages in which endurance is dramatised, passages in which the verb rdw does not
necessarily occur. To fully appreciate the examinations of rAddw and the dramatic

depictions of endurance, they must be placed within the rich context of Homeric

psychology.

Scholarship on Homeric psychology invariably begins with a précis of Bruno
Snell’s infamous thesis in The Discovery of the Mind that Homeric man lacks a unified

sense of self and, for this reason, is incapable both of genuine deliberation and of genuine

2 I have only transliterated those Greek terms whose transliterations are well established in
English. I have left all others in the original Greek.



personal decisions.® Snell arrives at this thesis by way of the lexical method of textual
analysis, according to which, ‘if they [the Homeric Greeks] had no word for it, it follows
that as far as they were concerned it did not exist.”® Psychological activity in Homer is
denoted by a variety of terms including thumos, phrén or phrenes, étor, kér, kradié, noos,
psuche, and prapides; which I will refer to as ‘psychological entities.” Rather than having
a single, definitive word for ‘mind’ or ‘soul,” Homer employed some of these
psychological terms; the most important of which, according to Snell, are psuche,
thumos, and noos.® As Homer did not have a single, definitive word for ‘mind’ or ‘soul,’
we can conclude, contends Snell, that he had no conception of the self.” Snell argues that
the multiplicity of terms for the self reveals a fragmented conception of it, whereby
Homeric man’s psychological functions are divided among the mental organs.® These
mental organs, as Snell calls them, are understood by the Homeric mind in terms of an
analogy with physical organs, and it is this analogical basis for understanding Homeric
psychology that is most revealing of its impoverished nature.® That is to say, the Homeric
mind, according to Snell, was incapable of understanding the psychological in any way
that a physical organ could not be; and as long as a conception of the psychological
remains bounded by the physical, this conception will be a primitive one. Snell’s thesis
and the lexical method by which he arrives at it have provoked a wealth of scholarship on

Homeric psychology, from both supporters — who generally adopt a modified version of

4 Snell, B. (1953). The Discovery of the Mind in Greek Philosophy and Literature (1982 ed.).
New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 15, 19-21, & 102-3. Recent scholarship on Snell’s thesis that
Homeric man is incapable of personal decisions includes: Sharples, R. W. (1983). 'But Why Has
My Spirit Spoken with Me Thus?": Homeric Decision-Making. Greece and Rome, 30 (1), 1-7.
Williams, B. (1993). Shame and Necessity (2008 ed.). California: University of California Press,
chap. 2. Gill, C. (1996). Personality in Greek Epic, Tragedy, and Philosophy: The Self in
Dialogue. New York: Oxford University Press, 29-93. Gaskin, R. (2001). Do Homeric Heroes
Make Real Decisions? In D. L. Cairns (Ed.), Oxford Reddings in Homer's Iliad (pp. 147-169).
Oxford: Oxford University Press. For a discussion of Snell’s thesis, see also Pelliccia, H. (1995).
Mind, Body, and Speech in Homer and Pindar. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 16-27.

3 Snell: 1953 (1982 ed.), 5.

S Ibid., 8.

" Ibid,, 8.

¥ Ibid., 8.

° Ibid, 15. Onians contends that ‘at the stage of thought when these beliefs [Homeric
psychological beliefs] emerged there was difficulty in conceiving anything except material
entities. pévog is apparently not an abstraction or a mere state of something else, but conceived as
itself something, fluid or gaseous, which for convenience we may translate as “energy,” and
which was felt inwardly much as we feel what we so name’ (Onians: 1951, 51-2).



Snell’s thesis'® — and critics.!! The objective of this dissertation is not to contribute to the
profusion of scholarship defending the richness and complexity of Homeric man’s
psychology from Snell and his lexical method. It will, however, follow the course set by
Snell’s influential study. First I look at the psychological entities, focusing on Homer’s
analogical conception of them; and second, I examine the Homeric deliberation and

decision-making scenes, and the roles played by the psychological entities in them.

Scholarship regarding the psychological terms listed above is deeply divided. Not
only do scholars disagree over more complicated questions such as what the entities
denoted by the psychological terms are, and the functions of these entities, but also over
the much more basic question of how to refer to them. As noted above, Snell employs the

term ‘mental organ,” which has been found to be problematic by a number of scholars,

1 Supporters of Snell, or of his lexical method, include: Bremmer, J. N. (1983). The Early Greek
Concept of the Soul. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 3, 8, & 66-8; Dodds, E. R. (1951).
The Greeks and the Irrational. Berkeley and Los Angeles, California: University of California
Press, 15-16; Russo, J., & Simon, B. (1968). Homeric Psychology and the Oral Epic Tradition.
Journal of the History of Ideas, 29 (4), 483-498, pp. 483-4, 486-7, & 496 (for their qualifications
of Snell’s thesis see 486 n. 13, and 496); and Von Fritz, K. (1943). NOOZ and Noein in the
Homeric Poems. Classical Philology, 38 (2), 79-93, pp. 79-81 & 88.

' Critics of Snell, or of the lexical method, include: Austin, N. (1975). Archery at the Dark of the
Moon: Poetic Problems in Homer's "Odyssey”. Berkeley: University of California Press, 8-9, 82-
5; Bamouw, J. (2004). Odysseus, Hero of Practical Intelligence: Deliberation and Signs in
Homer's Odyssey. Lanham, Md: University Press of America, esp. 163-76; Caswell, C. P. (1990).
A Study of Thumos in Early Greek Epic. Leiden: Brill, 6-7; Claus, D. B. (1981). Toward the Soul:
An Inquiry into the Meaning of woyi before Plato. New Haven and London: Yale University
Press, 14 & n. 13, 59; Finkelberg, M. (1995). Patterns of Human Error in Homer. The Journal of
Hellenic Studies, 115, 15-28, pp. 15-16, & 22; Gaskin: 2001, esp. 29-93; Gill: 1996, esp. chapter
1; Halliwell, S. (1990). Traditional Greek Conceptions of Character. In C. B. R. Pelling (Ed.),
Characterization and Individuality in Greek Literature (pp. 32-59). Oxford: Clarendon Press, 34-
42; Harrison, E. L. (1960). Notes on Homeric Psychology. Phoenix, 14 (2), 63-80, pp. 79-80;
Lloyd-Jones. (1971). The Justice of Zeus. Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of
California Press, 2-3, 8-10; Padel, R. (1992). In and Out of the Mind: Greek Images of the Tragic
Self. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, esp. 44-8. Renehan, R. (1979). The
Meaning of XQMA in Homer: A Study in Methodology. California Studies in Classical
Antiquity, 12, 269-282; Sharples, R. W. (1983). 'But Why Has My Spirit Spoken with Me Thus?":
Homeric Decision-Making. Greece and Rome, 30 (1), 1-7, pp. 1-6; Schein, S. L. (Ed.). (1984).
The Mortal Hero: An Introduction to Homer's Iliad. California: University of California Press,
58-9; and Williams, B. (1993). Shame and Necessity (2008 ed.). California: University of
California Press, 21-49.



including Snell himself.'> While the term ‘mental organ’ could be seen to be an
appropriate term for more organ or vessel-like entities such as phrenes, étor, kér, and
kradie, it seems less appropriate for entities such as thumos, noos, and psuché, which
behave more like intangible forces than organs. E. R. Dodds, E. L. Harrison, R. B.
Onians, and Hayden Pelliccia adopt Snell’s ‘mental organs,” with Onians varying

slighting in his usage by deploying the term ‘organs of consciousness.’’

In rejecting
Snell’s terminology, Shirley Darcus Sullivan (née Darcus) could be seen to go to the
opposite extreme in her employment of the term ‘faculties indeterminately corporeal.”*
While this term captures the dual nature of the entities as both physical and anatomical as
well as psychological and abstract more effectively than Snell’s ‘mental organs,” her use
of the term ‘faculty’ has been rejected by scholars such as Ruth Padel on the grounds that
it is as ‘equally loaded and anachronistic’ as ‘organ,”"® and ‘removes the vivid somatic
force’ of the terms.'® Padel prefers ‘mind-words’ and ‘innard-words;”'” however neither
of these on its own conveys both the physical and psychological force of the terms. Other
suggested terminology includes David Claus’ ‘soul words,” which he divides into ‘life-
force’ words (étor, kér, menos, psuché, and thumos) and ‘thought’ words (phrenes and
noos),'® and Michael Clarke’s ‘Goudc family.”’® I shall employ the term ‘psychological
entities,” which gestures both to the physical and psychological, while remaining open-
ended, so that we might not prejudge the entities as either predominantly physical or
predominantly psychological, but allow them to reveal their multifaceted natures to us in

our investigation.

12 Gee Snell: 1953, 15, for Snell’s discussion of certain terminological difficulties encountered
when applying the term ‘organ’ to entities such as psuché, noos, and thumos.

" Dodds: 1951, 16; Onians: 1951, 23; Harrison: 1960, 63; and Pelliccia, H. (1995). Mind, Body,
and Speech in Homer and Pindar. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 15.

" Sullivan: 1988, 8-9 & 52.

13 Padel, R. (1992). In and Out of the Mind: Greek Images of the Tragic Self. Princeton, New
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 29 n.67.

' Ibid., 37 n.86.

' Ibid., 26 & 33.

'8 Claus, D. B. (1981). Toward the Soul: An Inquiry into the Meaning of wox# before Plato. New
Haven and London: Yale University Press, 11, 12, & 16.

1% Clarke, M. (1999). Flesh and Spirit in the Songs of Homer: A Study of Words and Myths.
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 53.



What exactly are these psychological entities? This present inquiry is limited to
thumos and phrenes, the psychological entities most important for Homeric bravery and
endurance. Thumos and phrenes are the locations or faculties ‘in,” ‘through,” or ‘by’
which Homeric man is brave and enduring. That is not to say, however, that thumos and
phrenes are the only psychological entities relevant to Homeric courage. The three
Homeric terms for heart — étor, kér, and kradié — are also responsible for courage in
Homer. Kradié is particularly important; it is Odysseus’ barking kradié that endures his
anger at his maid-servants in Odyssey 20 in the paradigmatic example of Homeric
endurance.?’ Kradié can also be brave or daring (cf. 6dpooc),?! as well as enduring. Efor
too can be brave (cf. dikipov, Bopooréoc), and it can also fail to be steadfast (006€
gumedov).”? When a character is urged to endure, it is the character’s kradié, or much less
frequently his kér, that is invoked.”> However, thumos is undoubtedly the psychological
entity most involved in courage* It is because of their enduring (tetAn6tt, TANTOV)
thumoi that Penelope is able to wait so long for Odysseus’ return; that Odysseus is able to
hold onto the belly of the sheep in the Cyclops’ cave; that Menelaus is able to wait for the
Old Man of the Sea on his way home from Troy; and it is because of his enduring thumos
— the enduring thumos given him by the Fates — that man endures his divine fate, even
against his will (dexalopevoc).”® As we will see in chapter two, it is only because of the
state of their phrenes that these characters are able to have enduring thumoi in the first

place.

2 xpodin 5¢ ol &vdov VAdktel (Od. 20.13); and téthab 31, kpadin ... kpadin péve teTAnvin
(20.18-23).

21 E.g., oi kpadin 0Gpooc Bére (I 21.547).

2 E.g., &apov frop (I1. 5.539, 16.209, 20.169); Bopcoréov v oi firop évi ppesiv (I 19.169);
008& pot firop Eumedov (/. 10.93-4). For more on é&tor see: Sullivan (1996). The Psychic Term
"&tor:" Its Nature and Relation to Person in Homer and the Homeric Hymns. Emerita, 64 (1), 11-
29,

3 E.g, émrMito kpadin (1. 19.220 & 23.591); émroipdre kpadin (Od. 1.353); «ijp tethdto (Od.
16.274-5);

* E.g., M £ué Gopdg aviike morvtAfpey mokepilew 0dposi (1. 7.152-3); tetAném fopd (Od.
4.447,9.435 11.181, 16.37, 23.100, 23.168, 24.163); TAnjpova Bupov (1. 5.670); Goud torunevi
(11. 10.205); oi évi ppeoi Bouodg étoipa (7. 10.232).

 ‘But when the blessed gods bring sad days upon him, against his will he must suffer it with
enduring spirit [ta @épet dexaldpevog TetAndtt Boud]’ (Od. 18.134-5).



In the first chapter, I begin an investigation into the spectrum of uses of thumos
and phrenes, a spectrum so vast, and apparently with so many contradictions, that it has
left centuries of scholars bewildered. The entities behave in turn like physical entities, or
organs, vague places within the human body in which abstract things like pieces of
information can be stored; as well as psychological functions and seats of both the
passions and the intellect. Thumos behaves sometimes like breath, and sometimes like
liquid; filling or swelling the internal organs as it boils like blood or increases like smoke.
It can be an agent that acts independently of Homeric man, commanding him and
debating with him, as well as a force that often needs to be restrained and subordinated.
Phrenes is a physical organ containing thumos and the other psychological entities. It is
an organ that can be damaged not only by spears on the battlefield, but also by passions
internal to the individual. As well as being a physical organ and location within the
human body, it is also an abstract faculty of cognition and deliberation within Homeric

man.

What is this physical, breathy agent within Homeric man, this entity with both
passionate and intellectual functions that Homer calls thumos? And what are phrenes, the
pierceable, damageable, passionate and intellectual organs in which the other
psychological entities are located? Is Homer confused, or contradictory, in his usage of
these psychological terms, employing them here to denote the anatomical and tangible,
and there to denote the abstract and metaphorical? Employing them in one passage as the
seat of passion, and in the next as the seat of the intellect? Further complicating
investigations into the psychological entities is the ambiguity of agent and function in
thumos and phrenes. That is, phrenes can denote both the thinker, and what is thought;
just as thumos can denote both that which feels, as well as that which is felt.”’ How are
we to gain an insight into Homeric psychology by analysing Homer’s psychological
vocabulary, when Homer employs the same psychological terms in ways so varied,

manifold, and often so seemingly contradictory?

77 See Claus: 1981, 16; and Sullivan: 1988, 7-8, & 30.

10



Scholars have offered a number of answers to the questions above, and
suggestions as to how we may gain insight into the Homeric understanding of psychology
by analysing the psychological entities. Some scholars have argued that Homer was
indeed confused as to the real meanings of thumos and phrenes, and as a result he used
them inconsistently throughout the epics. An influential explanation for Homer’s
confusion can be found in the chronological explanation of Homer’s psychological
terminology. According to this model — subscribed to by scholars such as Ireland and
Harrison, and potentially also Sullivan® — Homer inherited the psychological
terminology of the epics from centuries of oral tradition, and by the time he came to
employ it, the original meanings of the terms denoting psychological entities had become
clouded, and the specific functions of the entities confused.” One version of the
chronological explanation is the ‘organic model’ of understanding the psychological
entities, whereby thumos and phrenes originally denoted specific organs within the
human body, but over the centuries became imbued with abstract qualities derived from
the physical qualities originally thought to characterise the physical organs. Perhaps the
most famous proponent of this thesis is Onians who, along with P. T. Justensen, argued
that originally phrenes denoted the lungs, and thumos the breath that filled them.>® More
recent proponents of this organic identification of the entities include James Redfield and

Jeffrey Barnouw.*’

Scholars are divided over the value of attempts to discover the original meanings
of the psychological terms by way of etymology in yielding insight into what they mean

in Homer. Claus and Padel reject etymological analyses outright, whereas others such as

% Padel correctly notes that while Sullivan explicitly rejects the chronological model, she
implicitly endorses it (Padel: 1995, 37 n. 86).

% Harrison: 1960, 65; Ireland: 1975, 195; and Sullivan: 1988, 162.

% Onians: 1951, 24; and Justensen: 1928, 46 ff. Classen speculates that phrenes originally
denoted particular organs, but he opts against identifying them with particular organs in Homer
(2005: 58, & 64-5).

3 Redfield, J. M. (1975). Nature and Culture in the lliad: The Tragedy of Hector (1994 ed.).
London: Duke University Press, 173. Barnouw: 2004, 103. .

11



Harrison, Dihle, Lynch & Miles, and Onians draw upon etymology to varying degrees.*?
A. W. H. Adkins offers the most useful approach to etymological analyses, an approach
that could be characterised as a middle-ground between those who reject etymology
altogether, and those who rely too heavily upon it. While Adkins acknowledges that it is
Homeric usage of the terms rather their etymologies that reveals their meaning, he
contends that etymology can alert us to possible connections implicit in terms, to which
we would otherwise be blind.** Still others, such as Caroline Caswell, Claus, and
Sullivan, eschew many of the attempts to understand the entities mentioned above, in
favour of synchronic formulaic analyses, in which they systematically and
comprehensively divide the entities into their various functions — physical, passionate and
intellectual — and offer an account of which function predominates in each usage of that
term in Homer.>* By contrast with all of the attempts to understand the entities mentioned
above — chronological, organic, etymological, and functional — Ruth Padel offers a
literary interpretation of the entities, focusing on how the terms are used in the Homeric
epics, and how the entities behave. She contends that we can only hope to get at the
psychological assumptions implicit in Homer’s psychological terms, by looking for
patterns of imagery across the spectrum of their uses. The example that she gives is of
thumos rising and filling our phrenes.”® That is to say, in order to understand the

psychological entities, we must turn our attention to the Homeric imagination.

It is clear that scholarship on Homeric psychology, and on the psychological
entities, is rich and deeply divided. In the first chapter of this thesis I evaluate the main
schools of thought regarding thumos and phrenes. After outlining the functional analyses

of the two psychological entities offered by Caswell and Sullivan, I place Homeric

2 Claus: 1981, 7 & 13; Dihle, A. (1982). The Theory of Will in Classical Antiquity. Berkeley:
University of California Press, 177-9 n.28; Harrison: 1960, 65-6; Lynch & Miles: 4-5; Onians:
1951, 44; Padel: 1995, 37; Sullivan: 1988, 21.

* Adkins: 1970, 16.

3 Caswell: 1990; Claus: 1981; Sullivan: 1988. See also Darcus, S. M. (1977). -phron Epithets of
Thumos. Glotta, 55, 178-182; Darcus, S. M. (1979). A Person's Relation to @pijv in Homer,
Hesiod, and the Greek Lyric Poets. Glotta, 57, 159-173; Sullivan, S. D. (1980). How a Person
Relates to Ovpdg in Homer. Indogermanische Forschungen, 85, 138-150.; and Sullivan, S. D.
(1995). Psychological and Ethical Ideas: What Early Greeks Say. Leiden: Brill.

% Padel: 1995, 36.
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psychological vocabulary within the context of the history of its lengthy oral
composition, and consider the chronological and organic models of understanding thumos
and phrenes. In order to gain a comprehensive understanding of the entities, I also
consider their various suggested etymologies. I argue that, instead of limiting ourselves to
one interpretation over another, we should draw upon all of the various avenues available
to us in our investigation, remaining alive to the many possible ‘shades of meaning,’ as

Padel puts it, in Homeric psychological vocabulary.*®

I

Just as scholarship on Homeric psychology must engage with Snell’s thesis
concerning Homeric man’s primitive psychology, scholarship on the Homeric
psychological entities must respond to Thomas Jahn’s landmark thesis concemning the
functional synonymy of the psychological entities. In Zum Wortfeld Seele-Geist in der
Sprache Homers,”’ Jahn argued that, except when they refer exclusively to physical
entities, thumos and phrenes (along with ftop, kfip, and kpadin) are interchangeable,*®
and the choice of one over another in any given passage was determined by metrical
convenience rather than semantic content.® Recent proponents of this view include
Michael Clarke who, in Flesh and Spirit in the Songs of Homer, argues that while this
does not mean that thumos and phrenes are ‘semantically identical,” it does mean that

»40

they are ‘interchangeable labels for a single apparatus,”™ that were ‘switched for the sake

of metrical convenience.”*' While Clarke acknowledges that certain tendencies in usage
can be discerned, such as the connection between thumos and ‘passionate emotion,” he

argues that ‘no firm distinction’ between the two psychological entities can be drawn.*?

% Ibid., 36.

% Jahn, T. (1987). Zum Wortfeld, Seele-Geist in der Sprache Homers. Munchen: Beck.
* Ibid., pp. 182-211.

% Jahn: 1987, pp. 212-245.

“ Ibid., 64.

“ Ibid., 63.

“ Ibid., 64.
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It cannot be doubted that metrical considerations play a crucial role in
determining the choice of any word over another in any given Homeric passage. As we
will see in the first chapter of this thesis, there is such a significant degree of functional
overlap between thumos and phrenes, and they work together in such interdependent
ways, that it is often difficult to discern which entity performs which function. However,
despite the central role of metrical considerations, and despite the extensive functional
overlap between the two entities, much scholarship, particularly recent scholarship, has
challenged Jahn’s contention that thumos and phrenes are completely interchangeable
functional synonyms. The comprehensive functional analyses of thumos and phrenes by
Caswell and Sullivan reveal differences in the ways that the two terms are used. While
Sullivan hesitates to completely reject the thesis that the psychological entities are fully
interchangeable, she notes that recent scholarship has moved away from endorsing that
thesis to the ‘less severe’ thesis that though metrical considerations are crucial,
particularly in the formulaic expressions in which the psychological terms tend to appear,
the original choice of one term over another was determined by its unique
appropriateness to the context.*® Despite her hesitation, Sullivan’s functional analyses
reveal that while phrenes share emotional, intellectual and volitional functions with
thumos, the ways in which the two entities perform these functions differ from one
another, and that phrenes perform an additional moral function.* For example, Sullivan
argues that Homeric man relates differently to thumos than he does to phrenes, and that
thumos is a much more active entity, while phrenes is a much more passive entity.*’
Caswell goes further than Sullivan in her analysis, which reveals definite differences in
the ways that the two terms are used. While thumos, phrén, phrenes, noos, kér, kradie,
étor, and sometimes also stéthos, menos, and psuché are, broadly speaking, functional
synonyms, differentiation occurs side by side with functional synonymy.*® That is, only

certain terms are functionally synonymous with one another in specific contexts, and

“ Sullivan argues that, ‘In the case of phrén, it is possible to assume that, even though its position
in a line may be formulaic, its presence in the formula itself was originally conceived of as
appropriate’ (Sullivan: 1988, 11).

“ Ibid., 189-90.

“ Ibid., 148.

% Caswell: 1990, 34.
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some terms occur much more frequently in certain contexts than others, such as thumos

in the contexts of emotion and motivation.*’

More recently, C. Joachim Classen and Sebastian R. van der Mije challenge
Jahn’s thesis, arguing that thumos and phrenes are not functionally interchangeable with
respect to their intellectual, emotional, and moral functions. Van der Mije compares those
instances in which the verb meiferv (to persuade) has thumos as its object, with those in
which it has phrenes as its object, and discovers a difference between the emotional and
intellectual predispositions of the two entities as objects of persuasion.*® While Classen
contends that the psychological terms are interchangeable except when they are
anatomically localised, his analysis of the adjectives derived from thumos and phrenes
reveals a difference between the intellectual and moral functions of the two psychological
entities. In particular, Classen’s analysis reveals that phrenes are more important for
morality than thumos.*® In the second chapter of this thesis I join recent scholarship’s
rejection of Jahn’s thesis, by focusing on the different roles of thumos and phrenes in
endurance. I argue that while thumos and phrenes both participate in endurance, the ways
in which each fulfills this function is unique. I defined Homeric endurance above as the
checking of one’s passions, either completely or temporarily, to flee from, or respond to,
some hardship, rather than to give in to them and behave as they dictate. In the analysis
of the paradigmatic scenes of endurance in the third chapter, we will see that the enduring
agent is torn between (usually) two different courses of action. These courses of action
correspond to two different impulses within the agent that can be termed the passionate
impulse and the rational impulse. While I hesitate to use this terminology, as the Homeric
mind did not make the distinction between the passionate and the intellectual that we take

for granted today, it does best capture the differences between the impulses. The

“ Ibid., 50.

8 Van der Mije, S. R. (2011). neifetv ppéva(c), neibewv fupdv — A Note on Homeric Psychology.
Mnemosyne, 64, 447-454.

® Classen, C. J. (2005). Zu den homerischen Bezeichnungen fur die Trager oder Organe
seelischer und geistiger Fahigkeiten und Tatigkeiten. Emerita, 73, 57-71, pp. 68-9. The adjectives
derived from phrenes are: Gptippwv, émigpwv, Eréppwv, mepigpwv, molDppwv, cadgpwv,
kepdaiedppwv, aacigpwv, deoippwv, dppwv, dlodppwv, and yalippwv (ibid., 68-9). See also
Sullivan: 1988, 276-82. The adjectives derived from thumos are: yloxdBouog, e66vuog, éxébuvuog,
kaptepobopog, ueydbouos, OmépBopog, Bvunyepéwv, Ovuoiéwv, 6Gouopaiotis, Bvpoebipoc,
Boundrc, BouoBopog, and Bvuodaxiic (Classen: 2005, 68 n. 42).
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passionate impulse, the first of the two to arise in the agent, is that which is informed by
the passions strongest within the agent at that particular moment, and urges him to act
upon them. The rational impulse takes a little longer to arise in the agent; it is informed
by knowledge, and urges the agent to check his passionate impulse and endure, waiting
for the optimal moment to achieve his overall goal. However, that is not to say that the
passionate impulse is entirely devoid of reason, and that the rational impulse is entirely
devoid of passion. Rather, it is to say that passion is uppermost in the passionate impulse,

and reason is uppermost in the rational impulse, at the moment of deliberation.

As thumos is generally conceived of as essentially passionate, and phrenes as
essentially intellectual, it is tempting to assume that the passionate impulse can be
exclusively attributed to thumos, and the rational impulse attributed exclusively to
phrenes. On this view, thumos and phrenes would participate in endurance differently,
with phrenes in some way curbing or restraining thumos. However, I argue in chapter two
that this is a common misunderstanding of thumos and phrenes in Homer, undoubtedly
stemming from Plato’s later separation of thumos from the rational, as well as from the
failure to appreciate how inextricably bound together thought and feeling are in Homer. I
argue that both the passionate impulse and the rational passion-restraining impulse
originate in thumos, that thumos restrains itself. The question then becomes: what role
could phrenes possibly have in endurance? To answer that question, we need first to
investigate the natures of thumos and phrenes as essentially passionate and intellectual
respectively. To this end, I summarise and evaluate the three main ways in which
scholars tend to argue for the essentially passionate nature of thumos and the essentially
intellectual nature of phrenes: first, by reference to the greater frequency of thumos with
verbs of, or in contexts of, emotion; and the greater frequency of phrenes with verbs of,
or in contexts of, the intellect; second, by comparison of the ways in which the
psychological entities participate in the same emotional and intellectual functions; and
third, by analysis of the degree to which thumos and phrenes were thought of as entities

independent of, and in opposition to, Homeric man.

Drawing upon the scholarship of Caswell and Sullivan, I offer a version of this

third type of argument. Comparative analysis of the frequency with which thumos and
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phrenes are governed by verbs of control, restraint, and endurance — such as éyw, and its
compounds such as dvéyw and énéyw, dopualw, éviibnui, Epnrdw, épdrw, ifyw, Tadw, and
oefialouar — reveals not only definite differences between the two entities, but also
reveals that Homeric man related to the two entities in vastly different ways. I examine
the evidence for thumos as the active and passion-restraining entity in endurance, and the
evidence for phrenes as location of the thumos’ endurance. I argue that while Homeric
man’s thumos and the thumotic passions often need to be restrained, his phrenes never
do.

The objection could be raised that the capacity required in these situations is not
endurance but self-restraint.>” Self-restraint is undoubtedly a part of endurance; however,
endurance involves the added element of undergoing significant suffering as a result of
this self-restraint. The distinction might appear to be overly-subtle, but I argue that it is,
in fact, crucial. Compare, for example, Odysseus’ self-restraint upon encountering the
nubile Nausicaa at her bath in Odyssey 6, and his self-restraint in Odyssey 20 upon
discovering his betrayal at the hands of his maid-servants. In both of these passages,
Odysseus’ deliberation is denoted by the formula for deliberation (0ppaive / pepunpilo
katd @péva kai katd Gupdv) that I will be examining in the final two chapters. Quite
apart from the fact that Odysseus’ deliberation in Book 6 fails to qualify as enduring, in
that it is more an uneasy speculation as to whether the natives are civilised or not rather
than an anguished deliberation concerning which of two impulses to act upon, Odysseus’
self-restraint in the face of numerous exposed young women does not cause him to
undergo any significant danger or suffering. By contrast, Odysseus’ self-restraint in Book
20 when faced with his maid-servants betrayal consists in the anguished deliberation of
whether to act on his passionate impulse and slaughter the servants immediately, or act
on his rational impulse and slaughter both servants and suitors when the time is best.
Crucially different is the suffering that Odysseus chooses to undergo in this second

example. By restraining his passionate impulse to kill, Odysseus chooses to suffer his

32 For literature on self-restraint, sophrosune, in Homer, see: Sheppard, J. T. (1920). The Heroic
Sophrosyne and the Form of Homer's Poetry. The Journal of Hellenic Studies, 40 (1), 47-67.
North, H. (1966). Sophrosyne: Self-Knowledge & Self-Restraint in Greek Literature. New York:
Cornell University Press. Rademaker: 2005, chapter 2.
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passions of anger, humiliation, and vengefulness rather than satisfy them. Even after he
decides to act on his rational, passion-restraining impulse, he is said to twist and turn this
way and that with the effort (EvBa xai £vBa élicoeto, Od. 20.24). Had Odysseus chosen
to act on these passions rather than restrain them, he would not have undergone this
suffering. In sum, self-restraint is necessary but not sufficient for endurance; endurance
requires the added component of significant hardship undergone as a result of this self-

restraint.

In order to illuminate exactly what role phrenes have in the endurance of thumos,
I suggest that we follow Padel into the shadowy depths of the Homeric imagination,
looking for connections and associations with which the ancient terms were imbued, in
the hope that they might yield unique insight into the psychological assumptions of the
Homeric mind. To this end, I analyse terms used both of the psychological entities and
other more tangible entities — namely, wvxivdg, dpapiokw, éunedog, and ioog — in the
attempt to unveil the way the psychological entities were imagined by the Homeric mind.
In particular, I examine two passages from the Iliad (15.615-29, & 16.210-18) which, I
argue, illustrate on the large-scale what the Homeric mind imagined to be taking place
within Homeric man’s psychological entities during endurance. This analysis sheds light
on how the positive and negative states of thumos and phrenes were conceived of in
Homer, and the effect that the state of his psychological entities had on Homeric man’s

behaviour.

I

Having examined the psychological entities that endure in Homer, and the
different roles thumos and phrenes perform in endurance, I turn in the third chapter to an
examination of Homeric endurance. For an examination of Homeric endurance to be
comprehensive, it must examine two things: first, the various dimensions of the main
Homeric verb for endurance: tiaw; and second, the dramatisation of endurance in the
decision-making scenes, in which the verb zlaw does not necessarily occur.

Comprehensive analysis of the verb zidw reveals that it denotes three different types of
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endurance in Homer, which I call: ‘resolution to act endurance,’” ‘standing-one’s-ground
endurance,” and ‘bearing-pain endurance.”®> We can begin to appreciate the often subtle
differences between these by considering the various words commonly used to describe
enduring behaviour. For example, endurance is often described with the terms:
‘prevailing upon,” or ‘bracing, ‘nerving,’” ‘inducing,” or ‘steeling’ oneself to perform
some difficult action. One of the more obvious differences between ways of enduring
becomes apparent when we compare such terms with endurance through ‘bearing,’
‘undergoing,’ or ‘submitting’ to pain, and doing so with ‘perseverance,” ‘steadfastness,’
or ‘patience.’ On the one hand we have endurance required for the performance of some
daring or brave action and manifested in the performance of that action, which I call: the
resolution to act.>* On the other hand, endurance is also manifested in the choice of
inaction over action; that is, the endurance #noft to act, but to remain passive in the face of

some hardship or insult which I call: bearing-pain endurance.>

While the difference between the endurance manifested in the resolution to act
and that manifested in bearing pain is obvious, closer scrutiny is required to discemn the
much subtler differences between bearing-pain endurance and the endurance that is
invoked when we talk about remaining ‘unflinching,” ‘staunch,’ ‘resolute,” or ‘firm-set’
in the face of some difficulty, what I will call standing-one’s-ground endurance.® Like
bearing-pain endurance, standing one’s ground can be distinguished from the resolution
to act in terms of activity and passivity: the character who endures through bearing pain,
endures not by steeling himself to perform some action, but by submitting to the pains

inflicted on him by another, or even sometimes by himself. However, standing-one’s-

%3 Barnouw makes a similar distinction between ‘taking it’ and ‘staying power’ endurance, which
corresponds to my distinction between bearing-pain and standing one’s ground endurance
(Barnouw: 2004, 85).

* tAdw denotes resolution to act endurance in the Iliad at: 1.228; 1.543; 3.306; 4.94; 5.21; 7.151,
480; 9.373; 10.307; 17.153, 733; 18.246; 19.14; 20.421; 21.150; 24.35, 505, 519, & 656; and in
the Odyssey at 2.82; 4.242, 271; 4.716; 5.178; 10.343, 384; 11.143, 376, 425, 475; 17.104, 456; &
23.150.

% tAde denotes bearing-pain endurance in the Iliad at 1.586, 382, 383, 385, 392, 395, 873;
18.433; 19.308; & 24.49; and in the Odyssey at 1.288; 2.219; 3.209; 4.242, 271, 459; 5.222;
6.190; 8.182; 11.181; 13.307; 16.275; 18.135; 19.347; 20.18, 23, 311; 23.100, 168; & 24.163.

% 14w denotes standing one’s ground endurance in the Jliad at 1.534; 2.299; 8.78; 11.317;
13.829; 15.164; 17.166, 490; 21.608; 22.136, & 251; and in the Odyssey at 14.269; & 17.438.
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ground endurance only requires one to check the impulse to flee, whereas bearing-pain
endurance requires one to check the impulse to respond in ways not limited to flight.
These two ways of enduring can also be distinguished from one another in the following
way: the enduring passivity of standing one’s ground is always linked to brave activity;
the hero remains passive in order to perform some brave action. By contrast, the passivity
of bearing-pain endurance is not necessarily linked to brave activity; the hero bears pain
when there is no other courageous response available to him. Of course, it is important to
keep in mind that resolution to act, standing one’s ground, and bearing pain are different
manifestations of the one internal disposition of endurance, and furthermore as they are
our distinctions imposed upon the epics, rather than differences explicitly recognized in

the epics themselves, some degree of semantic overlap between them is to be expected.

After offering an exposition of 7idw and showing how the three types of
endurance can be distinguished from one another grammatically, I turn to the Homeric
decision-making scenes, in which we find endurance depicted dramatically. Scholarship
on these scenes, and the deliberation at their core, is almost as vast and divided as that on
Homeric psychology. Scholars limit their investigations into the decision-making scenes
in different ways. The majority of scholarship focuses on the decision-making scenes
dramatized in the form of internal monologues on the battlefield of Odysseus at 1.
11.404-410, Menelaus at 7. 17.91-105, and Hector at 7l 22.99-130. Anne Pippin
Burmnett,”” Bemard Fenik,*® Richard Gaskin,* Christopher Gill,*® and Stuart Lawrence,"
all examine these three monologues, however each scholar analyses in addition one or
two further scenes. Burnett, Fenik, Gill, and Lawrence also examine Agenor’s

deliberation’s at JI. 21.553-570%? — with Lawrence examining Penelope’s deliberation at

7 Burnett, A. P. (1991). Signals From the Unconscious in Early Greek Poetry. -Classical
Philology, 86 (4), 275-300, pp. 277-88.

*® Fenik, B. (1978). Stylization and Variety: Four Monologues in the Iliad. In B. Fenik (Ed.),
Homer: Tradition and Invention (pp. 68-90). Leiden: Brill.

% Gaskin, R. (2001). Do Homeric Heroes Make Real Decisions? In D. L. Caims (Ed.), Oxford
Readings in Homer's lliad (pp. 147-169). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

% Gill, C. (1996). Personality in Greek Epic, Tragedy, and Philosophy: The Self in Dialogue.
New York: Oxford University Press, 69-93.

8! Lawrence, S. E. (2003). Moral Decisions in Homer. Scholia: Studies in Classical Antiquity, 12,
27-33.

5 Burnett: 1991, 280-1; Fenik: 1978, 77-81; Gill: 1996, 80-8; and Lawrence: 2003, 30 & 33.
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Od. 19.524-9 in addition to Agenor’s® — and Gaskin analyses Achilles’ deliberation at JI.
1.188-94.% One or more of three formulas are found in these decision-making scenes,
and a number of scholars limit their investigations into Homeric deliberation to one of
these formulas. First, the formula for deliberation mentioned above, ‘[h]e deliberated in
heart and mind [pepunipiée / dppatve katd epéva kol katd Bvpév],” to which this present
study is limited. Second, the formula which frequently precedes monologues, ‘[alnd
troubled, he spoke then to his own great-hearted spirit [oy8fcoc 8" &pa &ine mpdc OV
peyodropa Gupév], examined thoroughly by Stephen Scully.®® And third, the formula
that marks the point at which the character reaches his decision, ‘[y]et still, why does the
heart within me debate on these things? [GAA& ti 1 pot tadta @ilog Serékato Bupdc;],’
which has been analysed comprehensively by R. W. Sharples.®® My own inquiry overlaps
significantly with the above studies, and reference to them will be made throughout my

analysis.

Deliberation in the formula for deliberation (6ppaive / pepunpilo xatd gpéva kai
Katd 6updv) is denoted by one of two verbs: dpuaivw or uepunpilw. In the instances of
this formula in Homer, dpuaivw means ‘[t]o turn over, revolve, ponder, consider, debate,
have in contemplation, meditate;’ and pepunpilw means ‘to ponder, consider, deliberate,
meditate.” While the formula occurs thirteen times in the epics, I will only be examining
six of these instances, as I argue that endurance is only manifested in these six. The seven
instances of the formula in which endurance is not manifested in the deliberation, can be
divided into two groups. Those passages in the first group lack the interior battle requisite
for endurance (Od. 6.118, 10.151). In the passages in the second group, either the agent
does not make a choice, or the voluntariness of the choice is rendered ambiguous by the
intervention of a god (ZI. 5.671, 8.169; Od. 4.117, 4.120, 5.424). I will therefore only be

examining those instances of the formula for deliberation in which the agent experiences

6 | awrence: 2003, 32-3.

% Gaskin: 2001, 155-6 (this is a revised version of Gaskin’s paper of the same name published by
CQ in 1990). See also Rosenmeyer, T. G. (1990). Decision-Making. Apeiron: A Journal for
Ancient Philosophy and Science, 23 (4), 187-218, for a discussion of many of the decision-
making scenes mentioned above, although in significantly less detail than the studies cited above.
% Scully, S. (1984). The Language of Achilles: The Oyf1ioag Formulas. TAPA, 114, 11-27.

8 Sharples, R. W. (1983). 'But Why Has My Spirit Spoken with Me Thus?": Homeric Decision-
Making. Greece and Rome, 30 (1), 1-7. See also Pelliccia: 1995, 203-11.
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anguished internal conflict in his deliberation, and makes a choice without mortal

interruption or divine intervention.

There are six such instances in the epics: three in the lliad (Zl. 1.193, 11.411,
17.106), and three in the Odyssey (Od. 5.365, 20.10, 24.235). In brief, the relevant Iliadic
passages are: Achilles’ deliberation over whether to act on, or restrain, his passions of
achos, cholos, and thumos that urge him to slay Agamemnon (1.193); Odysseus’
deliberation concerning whether to stand his ground strongly, or to follow his fear (cf.
topPéw) and flee (11.411); and Menelaus’ deliberation whether to follow his aidos and
fight to save Patroclus’ corpse, or to return with Ajax (17.106). The Odyssean passages
each depict Odysseus’ deliberation: whether he should act on his fear and abandon his
besieged raft, or endure his fear and Poseidon’s wrath by remaining on it (5.365);
whether he should slay his maid-servants immediately as his fury impels him, or wait
until the time is best for doing so; and whether he should give in to his grief and reveal
his true identity to his father, or test him first (24.235).

In the third chapter I examine the two passages characterised by the formula for
deliberation in which standing-one’s-ground endurance is depicted: one from the Iliad
(11.411) and the other from the Odyssey (5.365). After offering an account of the
different traditions of heroism idealised in the respective epics — the bravery of the
warrior hero in the I/iad whose ultimate goal is the achievement of undying k/eos, and the
endurance of the mortal man, husband, and father in the Odyssey whose ultimate goal is
nostos — 1 examine these two passages in detail. Both passages depict the endurance of
Odysseus: first, his endurance of his fear when alone and surrounded by the enemy on the
battlefield in Iliad 11; and second, his endurance of Poseidon’s rage on the open sea in
Odyssey 5. In my examination of these passages I draw attention to the salient features of
the endurance depicted in them, and show how Odysseus’ success in standing his ground
is an external manifestation of his internal psychological disposition of endurance. By
reflecting on the state of Odysseus’ psychological entities — the thumos in his phrenes
that is always daring, and his good and well-balanced phrenes — 1 show how Odysseus’

thumos and phrenes enable him to endure in conflict with both Trojans and gods. Chapter



three draws to a close with a consideration of the actions of two more Iliadic warriors on
the battlefield. First, I examine Diomedes’ deliberation in liad 8, in which Diomedes
must resist his blood-lust and not fight Hector, though the great Trojan taunts and
humiliates him. Although the intervention of Zeus renders Diomedes’ decision
ambiguous, 1 examine this passage in order to differentiate the divine intervention
involved in Diomedes’ decision from that involved in Achilles’ decision in [liad 1 in the

final chapter.

Finally, I provide an introduction to bearing-pain endurance, and a differentiation
of it from standing one’s ground endurance, by analysing and defending Menelaus’
retreat on the battlefield in fliad 17. Patroclus has just fallen in battle, and Zeus has
turned the tide of battle in the Trojans’ favour. Menelaus is faced with the following
choice: to fight the enraged and divinely-assisted Hector for the corpse of Patroclus, who
died fighting for Menelaus, facing certain failure and possible death; or to retreat and
return with Ajax. While Menelaus has been widely criticised as cowardly for his choice
by scholars, by comparing and contrasting his behaviour with that of Odysseus and
Diomedes in fliad 11 and 8 respectively, I defend Menelaus from his critics. I argue that
Menelaus’ behaviour here is not to be evaluated in terms of bravery, or even in terms of
standing-one’s-ground endurance. Rather, by consideration of the differences in the
situations faced by Odysseus, Diomedes, and Menelaus, it is clear that Menelaus’ retreat

here constitutes bearing-pain endurance.

v

Having examined standing-one’s-ground endurance and offered an introduction to
bearing-pain endurance in chapter 3, in chapter four I turn to an in-depth examination of
bearing-pain endurance, the capacity to check the passions that urge one to react or
respond to some suffering, either in the pursuit of some goal or as a response to divine
fate. Four out of the six relevant instances of the formula for deliberation are dramatic
depictions of bearing-pain endurance (ZI. 1.193, 17.106; Od. 20.10, 24.235). It is



significant that it is only in one of these instances of the formula — at Iliad 1.193 — that
the deliberating character fails to endure. Although this is the very first instance of the
formula for deliberation in the epics, I leave my discussion of it until last due to its

uniqueness.

The paradigm of bearing-pain endurance, and the most famous example of
endurance in Homer, is that of Odysseus faced with his maidservants’ betrayal in
Odyssey 20. Odysseus has finally arrived back in Ithaca, only to discover that his servants
have betrayed him in his absence, and continue to betray him, by fraternizing with the
wicked suitors. Odysseus, sleeping on the floor of his own home disguised as a beggar,
deliberates in his thumos and phrenes conceming whether he should slay the traitorous
servants immediately, as his fury impels him, or bear the pain of this betrayal and endure
his fury, waiting until the optimal moment for exacting his revenge. I dwell on Odysseus’
endurance in this passage at length, examining the two striking metaphors used to
represent Odysseus’ impassioned and conflicted psychological state: Odysseus’ kradié as
a barking bitch, raging to fight (Od. 20.14-16); and Odysseus as a yaotép (belly or
sausage), twisting this way and that as it is being roasted over a blazing fire (Od. 20.25-
31). These metaphors make explicit the importance of the state of Odysseus’

psychological entities for his endurance in this famous passage.

The very last instance of the formula for deliberation in which bearing-pain
endurance is manifested in the Odyssey can be found in Odysseus’ reunion with his father
Laertes in Book 24 (232-40). Upon seeing his aged father after so many years, the
disguised Odysseus’ phrenes are overcome with a grief that urges him to embrace his
father at once. However, Odysseus is torn between this passionate impulse, and his
rational impulse to first question his father, and test him (cf. mewpdw). Odysseus’
treatment of his father here seems less like endurance and more like cruelty. However, by
consideration of the role that testing plays in Odyssean recognition-scenes, which are at
the core of his nostos, and of the intention behind Odysseus’ treatment of his father, I will
argue that Odysseus endures here by bearing the pain of the grief, rather than giving in to
it.
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Discussion of the instances of the formula for deliberation dramatising endurance
in the Iliad and Odyssey, has brought us full circle, returning us to the very first instance
of the formula in the epics: Achilles’ deliberation in Iliad 1 (188-97). Agamemnon has
just uttered his fatal threat to take Achilles’ prize, Briseis, and Achilles is overcome by
achos, cholos, and thumos. Achilles éfor is divided between drawing his sword to kill
Agamemnon as his passions urge, and curbing (cf. mtadw) and restraining (cf. épniw)
them. Just as Achilles is drawing his sword, Athena descends, catching Achilles by the
hair, and urging Achilles not to go through with his plan. Scholars are divided as to
whether it is Achilles or Athena who makes the decision not to slay Agamemnon here. It
could be argued that as Achilles does not attempt to kill Agamemnon, Achilles succeeds
in restraining himself. It could also be argued that it is Athena who restrains Achilles, in
effect making his decision for him. However, 1 argue that regardless of Athena’s
subsequent intervention, and regardless of the fact that Achilles does not attempt to kill
Agamemnon in this episode, comparison with divine intervention in the other decision-
making scenes reveals that this is the only instance in which the agent had made his
decision before the divinity had even arrived on the scene. With Athena’s arrival,
Achilles’ choice has changed. No longer must he choose between acting on and
restraining his passions, now he must choose between obeying and not obeying Athena. I
argue that Achilles, the paradigm of the Homeric warrior hero, lacks the capacity to
endure by bearing the pain of his passions rather than acting on them, and he lacks this

capacity to endure because of the state of his psychological entities.

Before concluding by offering a comprehensive definition of endurance in
Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey, 1 discuss the main distinguishing features of bearing-pain
endurance. First, it is the only type of endurance that can be purely passive, that is, never
united with action. Second, it is the only type of endurance that can be purely moral, that
is, never mixed with tactical considerations. Third, the only time the gods endure, that is,

when their endurance is denoted by 7idw, the gods endure by bearing pain. Fourth, while
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goddesses can also endure through the resolution to act,”’ the only endurance attributed to
mortal women in the epics is bearing-pain endurance.®® And, finally, of all the three types
of endurance, bearing pain is the kind of endurance most frequently accompanied by

references to necessity.

57 Odysseus demands that both Circe and Calypso endure by resolving to swear an oath (thaing
... opoooar) at Od. 5.178 and 10.343.

88 Women can, however, fail to endure through resolution to act endurance in the Odyssey at
4.716 (Penelope); 11.425 (Clytemnestra); 23.150 (Penelope).
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Chapter I: Thumos and Phrenes in Homer®”

Homer draws upon a rich multiplicity of terms to denote psychological activity in
Homeric man, including: thumos, phrén or phrenes, étor, kér, kradié, noos, psuché, and
prapides.” This present inquiry is limited to thumos and phrenes, which are the
psychological terms found most frequently in the Homeric epics, and the psychological
entities most important for courage in Homer.”' Scholars attempting to discover what
these two entities are in Homer find themselves squarely within one of the most extensive
and deeply-divided debates in Homeric psychology. Attempts to become acquainted with
the entities by way of the primary sources, rather than through secondary scholarship,
face a task even more vast and perplexing. The following quotations from Ruth Padel
offers the most comprehensive introduction to thumos. Thumos, explains Padel, ‘is a
liquid, like cholos, which boils in and swells the innards.”” It is ‘a thing seized, struck,
gnawed, a receptacle filled, a volatile, forceful breath or liquid, an emotion and inipulse
(passionate anger, desire), a place of emotion and inner debate (“heart,” “mind”), and a
force or cast of mind: “spirit,” “temper.”””® The phrenes are much more like physical
entities than thumos, entities in which thumos and the other psychological entities are
located. They are the centre of emotional and intellectual activity in Homeric man; and

they are vulnerable to the passions that rise up in them and fill them like volatile vapours,

% For thumos and phrenes in other ancient Greek writers see: Darcus, S. M. (1977). Daimon
Parallels the Holy Phren in Empedocles. Phronesis, 22 (3), 175-190. Sullivan: 1979. Sullivan:
1995. Sullivan, S. D. (1997). Aeschylus' Use of Psychological Terminology: Traditional and New.
Montreal: McGill-Queens University Press. Sullivan, S. D. (1999). Sophocles’ Use of
Psychological Terminology. Montreal: McGill-Queens University Press. Sullivan, S. D. (2000).
Euripides’ Use of Psychological Terminology. Montreal: McGill-Queens University Press. Green,
C. D., & Groff, P. R. (2003). Early Psychological Thought: Ancient Accounts of Mind and Soul.
Connecticut: Praeger.

™ Contemporary readers will be surprised to discover that none of these terms denotes the brain,
or an entity located in the head. For a contemporary and medical discussion of Homer on the
brain, see Walshe, T. M. (1997). Neurological Concepts in Archaic Greece: What Did Homer
Know? Journal of the History of the Neurosciences: Basic and Clinical Perspectives, 6 (1), 72-
81.

™ Jahn calculates that in Homer and the Homeric Hymns, there are a total of 816 instances of
thumos, 379 of phrén or phrenes, 118 of noos, 102 of étor, 90 of kér, 84 of psuché, 63 of kradié,
and 14 of prapides (Jahn: 1987, 6 n. 29, quoted at Pelliccia: 1995, 15).

72 Padel: 1992, 29.

7 Ibid., 29-30.
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and flow within them like liquids.”* It is perhaps even less clear now, having been
introduced to them, exactly what thumos and phrenes are. And it is manifestly clear that

an attempt to articulate exactly what they are, is a far from straight-forward task.

The present study is aimed at enriching our understanding of endurance in Homer.
As we will see in the third and fourth chapters of this thesis, endurance takes the dramatic
form in the Homeric epics of decision-making scenes. In these scenes, the deliberating
agent is torn between two impulses that correspond to two courses of action (or inaction),
which I have termed the passionate impulse and the rational impulse. The deliberating
agent endures if he is able to act on his rational impulse, checking — often only
temporarily — his passionate impulse, until the optimal time to act on it. To enrich our
understanding of endurance, in the next chapter I attempt to illuminate the different roles
played by thumos and phrenes in endurance. Before we can do that, however, we must
first answer the much more basic question: what are Homeric thumos and phrenes? In
this chapter, I examine the main schools of thought regarding the psychological entities.
First, I look at Caswell and Sullivan’s synchronic formulaic analyses of thumos and
phrenes respectively. Second, I outline the chronological explanation for functional
overlap and terminological inconsistencies in Homer’s psychological vocabulary by
placing it within the context of the epics’ lengthy oral composition. Third, I consider
Onians’ organic model, looking at passages in which phrenes are given a physical
location within the human body, and considering whether the two entities can be
identified anatomically or physiologically. Fourth, I examine the potential etymologies of
the two psychological terms, looking for hints as to how the terms may have been

understood by the Homeric mind.

(i) Synchronic Formulaic Analyses of Thumos and Phrenes

In A Study of Thumos in Early Greek Epic, Caswell distinguishes between five

functions of Homeric thumos, drawing heavily on Joachim Béhme’s monumental study

™ Ibid., 21-3.
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of thumos in Die Seele und das Ich im Homerischen Epos.” Thumos, Caswell argues, is
the principle of life, the motivating force within Homeric man, the seat of the passions,
and the faculties of cognition or intellect, and deliberation.”® Thumos is both something
that is breathed out at the moment of death, and a force that impels and commands
Homeric man to act. It is where Homeric man feels joy and grief, where he thinks and
deliberates, as well as sometimes being the very thing itself that does the feeling,
thinking, and deliberating. It is clear that while Plato will later divorce thumos entirely
from reason, conceiving of it as exclusively passionate, Homeric thumos was not only
passionate, but was also endowed with functions of a more rational or intellectual nature.
In addition to feeling passions in his thumos, it is also in, with, or by (Gva, évi, petd,
Kat@) thumos that Homeric man plans (cf. Boviedw), devises or intends (cf. pidopar),
thinks or perceives (cf. voém), knows (cf. 0ida), thinks or observes (cf. ppalm), and
considers (cf. ppové®). Furthermore, it is also in thumos that he ponders (cf. oppaivo),
debates (cf. Siaréyopar), and deliberates (cf. pepunpilw).” And sometimes, as noted

above, it is even thumos itself that is the agent of such cognition and deliberation.

In Psychological Activity in Homer: A Study of Phrén, Shirley Darcus Sullivan
discerns five functions of Homeric phrenes that overlap significantly with those of
thumos outlined above. According to Sullivan, Homeric phrenes have ‘physical,
intellectual,”® emotional, volitional, [and] moral’ functions.” The phrenes are physical
entities that enclose the liver (Od. 9.301) and the heart (Z/. 16.481), and can be pulled out
when a spear is dragged out of a soldier’s chest (/I. 16.503-505). They are the seat of
emotion, intellect and the faculty of volition; and they are associated with Homeric man’s
morality, and character. Comparison with those functions of thumos outlined by Caswell
reveals that the two psychological entities are functionally similar in more.ways than they

are different. Both entities were thought to be to at least some extent physical entities that

7 Bshme, J. (1929). Die Seele und das Ich im Homerischen Epos. Leipzig: B. G. Teubner.

7 Caswell: 1990, 11.

T Cf. Swiéyopar (I 11.407, 17.97); pfdopar (I1. 6.157, 14.253); PovAedo (Od. 9.299, 12.58);
opuaive (I 21.137, 24.680); pepunpilo (Od. 10.50, 16.237); véen (Od. 18.228); oida (.
12.228); op&Lw (Il. 16.646; Od. 17.595); opovéw (II. 8.430; Od. 2.116).

78 Under which category Sullivan subsumes the deliberative function.

7 Sullivan: 1988, 38.
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could be affected by food and drink,*® and that were lost permanently upon death.?’ Both
could also be temporarily lost: thumos is said to be gathered back into phrén when one
regains consciousness or strength after fainting®” or being wounded;* and phrenes are
thought to be absent from Homeric man when he acts foolishly, reprehensibly, or fails to

deliberate well.*

And, like thumos, phrenes also have cognitive, deliberative and
emotional functions. It is also in, by or with phrenes that Homeric man plans, recognises,
devises or intends, thinks or perceives, knows, thinks, considers, ponders, and
deliberates.®® And, just as thumos is not exclusively passionate, neither are the phrenes
exclusively intellectual. Phrenes are also said to be the seat of the passions: it is also in
his phrenes that Homeric man is angry (cf. x0Aow), feels shame (cf. aidéopar), fears (cf.

Seidoika), grieves (cf. dxoc) rejoices (cf. xaipm), and rages (cf. 6v0; pévog).*

While it is clear that thumos and phrenes perform various functions, Sullivan

wamns us that it is imperative to be mindful of the fact that by distinguishing between

% For the effect of wine on phrenes see Od. 19.122 & 21.297; for the effect of food and wine on
thumos see Il. 1.468, 602, 2.431. For the effect of food and wine on thumos and étor within
phrenes, see Odysseus’ speech at /. 19.155-172. See also /I. 11.88-89 where the phrenes of the
woodsman, whose thumos is seized by weariness, is said to long for food (4do¢ 1¢ puv iketo
Oopov, oitov 1€ yYAvkepoio mepi ppévag ipepog aiped).

81 Phrenes are said to be absent from the dead at JI. 23.104. See also Od. 10.493. Thumos is lost
by a horse at death at JI. 16.468-9, and by humans slaughtered in battle at 7/. 11.334.

%2 Hecuba’s return of consciousness after fainting is described in terms of thumos being gathered
back into her phrenes (¢¢ péva Bupog ayépon) at Il. 22.475.

8 Sarpedon’s revival after being wounded in Jliad 5 is described in this way: ‘And the mist
mantled over his eyes, and the life [yvyn] left him, but he got his breath back again, and the blast
of the north wind blowing brought back to life the spirit gasped out in agony [kax®¢ kexagnota
Oopoév]’ (1. 5.696-698). Hector’s revival after being struck upon the chest with a rock by Ajax (/1.
15.249-250) is expressed in terms of gathering back his thumos (éoayeipeto Bopdv, I1. 15.240)

# For example, hearing Priam’s intention of going to Achilles’ camp, Hecuba declares that his
phrenes have departed from him (nfj 61 1ot @péveg oixovd’, Il. 24.201). See also lliad 14.141,
where Poseidon explains Achilles’ joy at the slaughter of his fellow Achaeans, saying that
Achilles’ phrenes are absent (£nei 00 oi Ev1 @péveg, 008" fiBarai, /7. 14.141).

% For cognition in phrenes, cf. BovAebo (Od. 1.444, 4.676); yiyvaokam (II. 1.333; Od. 1.420); 84w
(1. 21.61); undopon (Il 21.19; Od. 3.132); voéw (II. 9.600; Od. 1.322, 3.26); otda (JI. 2.213; Od.
11.445); opalo (Il. 20.115-116); gpovéw (Od. 14.82); oppaive (11. 10.4; Od. 3.151); pepunpilo
(1. 2.3; Od. 1.427). For cognition in both thumos and phrenes, cf. oida (Il. 6.447; Od. 15.211);
oppaive (ZI. 1.193; Od. 4.120); pepunpio (II. 5.671; Od. 4.117); voéw (Il 20.264); epalw (1.
15.163; Od. 1.294).

% For passions in phrenes, cf. aidtopon (Z. 10.237); aidog (I 13.121-122); &xoc (1. 17.83,
19.125); beidowka (/1. 9.244; Od. 4.825); 00w (II. 1.342); fuepog (ZI. 11.89); pévog (I1. 1.103; Od.
4.661); vépeowg (Z1. 13.121-122); yaipw (2. 13.609); yoroo (Od. 6.147). ydopor (. 19.127). -
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these functions we are imposing our own distinctions upon the psychological entities.®’
While we should not necessarily join Snell in conceiving of Homeric man’s
psychological state in a way that it is so different from our own that it is almost
unrecognisable — a conception sharply at odds with the sense of intimate and immediate
familiarity we experience when reading of the emotions, dilemmas, and tragedies that
befall Homeric man — nor should we go to the other extreme and underestimate the
differences between Homeric man and ourselves. We should be wary of assuming that
the Homeric mind made the same distinctions that we do. Padel argues persuasively that
the pre-fifth-century ancient Greeks did not make the sharp distinctions that we do, or at
least make them in exactly the same way that we do, between the passions and the
intellect, the concrete and the abstract, the material and the immaterial.® While we might
see inconsistencies where the same term used is here to denote a physicai organ, and
there to denote a psychological function, that is not to say that the ancient Greek mind
would necessarily have seen this as inconsistent. Padel contends that ‘[w]e should not
wish these [inconsistencies] away. They are a product of the relationship we create
between our own culture and language and the want we want to understand.’® Therefore,
when we are discussing the various functions of thumos and phrenes, particularly the
emotional and intellectual functions, we should always keep in mind that these are our
own distinctions, that thumos and phrenes were not neatly divided into five separate
faculties that functioned independently of one another. Rather, to put it crudely, thumos
functioned as a physical-emotional-intellectual-deliberative-motivational entity, and
phrenes as physical-emotional-intellectual-deliberative-volitional-moral entity, in which
one function may predominate in a specific instance, but in such a way that the other

functions are not excluded.

¥ Sullivan: 1988, 30.

88 padel: 1992, 21, 33-40. See also Onians: 1951, 50 & 52; and Padel, R. (1995). Whom Gods
Destroy: Elements of Greek and Tragic Madness. New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 167-8.
Sullivan agrees. She contends that ‘in Homer, there is a blurring of the distinctions between the
two types of activity, physical and psychological. His world, in fact, exists as one that is to a
greater or lesser degree material. The distinctions that we draw between immaterial and material,
incorporeal and corporeal, we not made’ (Sullivan: 1988, 8).

% Padel: 1992, 40.

31



(ii) The Chronological Explanation

From the above adumbration of the functions of thumos and phrenes, it would
seem that the two are so functionally similar that readers would be prompted to ask why
Homer had two psychological entities performing many of the same functions when one
alone could potentially suffice. There are four main responses to this question: first, the
chronological explanation of functional overlap and terminological confusion; second,
the organic model of the psychological entities; third, the thesis of the functional
synonymy of the psychological entities; and fourth, the argument that while the entities
function largely as functional synonyms, particularly in epic formulae, the ways in which
they perform the same functions differ significantly from one another. I will discuss the
first two questions in this chapter, and return to the discussion of the final two questions

in the following chapter.

In order to understand Homer’s apparently pleonastic psychological terminology,
it must be placed within the context of the epics’ lengthy oral history. The passages in
which thumos and phrenes appear in Homer are largely formulaic, and scholars suggest
that the terms had quite definite and distinct functions when the formulae were originally
composed, but that when Homer came to inherit these formulae many centuries later, the
specific functions of the psychological terms found in them had become obscured. This
not only explains the difficulties faced by current scholars in discerning the functions of
thumos and phrenes, but also explains the difficulties faced in discerning exactly what
meaning was ascribed to them by the ancient Greeks between Homer and the Pre-
Socratics. These difficulties are compounded by the additional linguistic evolution of
Homeric terms — phrenes in particular — that occurred between this time and that of Plato
and Aristotle.”®

% For scholarship on the psychological entities between the time of Homer and that of Aristotle,
see: Furley, D. J. (1956). The Early History of the Concept of Soul. Bulletin of the Institute of
Classical Studies, 3, 1-18. Webster, T. B. (1957). Some Psychological Terms in Greek Tragedy.
The Journal of Hellenic Studies, 77 (1), 149-154. Darcus, S. M. (1979). A Person's Relation to
¢pnv in Homer, Hesiod, and the Greek Lyric Poets. Glotta, 57, 159-173. Lynch, J. P., & Miles,
G. B. (1980). In Search of Thumos: Toward an Understanding of a Greek Psychological Term.
Prudentia, 12, 3-9. Claus: 1981, 48-56. Bremmer, J. N. (1983). The Early Greek Concept of the
Soul. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. Thalmann, W. G. (1986). Aeschylus's
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According to the chronological explanation, from their first appearance in the epic
oral tradition to Homer’s appropriation of them, the conceptions thumos and phrenes
were refashioned in three interrelated ways: first, the shift from the predominantly
physical to the indeterminately physical and additionally psychological; second, and
thoroughly intertwined with the first, the shift from the concrete to the abstract; and third,
the absorption by thumos and phrenes of some of the functions previously exclusive to
the other entity. Scholars speculate that originally thumos and phrenes were conceived of
as either entities that were exclusively physical, or exclusively psychological, and that
over time they came to be conceived of as entities both physical and psychological.”!
While scholars acknowledge that phrenes may have first been a psychological entity and
then later also a physical one,” it is generally agreed that their most likely linguistic
history is the reverse.”® Sullivan suggests that when these formulae were originally
composed, phrenes were conceived of as ‘predominantly physical,” having a specific
physical function and a determined location within the human body, and that over time
phrenes lost this predominantly physical connotation, and came to ‘indicate chiefly a

faculty indeterminately corporeal.’”® Harrison agrees, contending that he ultimately

Physiology of the Emotions. The American Journal of Philology, 107 (4), 489-511. Sullivan, S.
D. (1995). Psychological and Ethical Ideas: What Early Greeks Say. Leiden: Brill.
°! Padel offers the following concise summary of the chronological explanation: ‘Once, in a time
to which even Homer cannot carry us back, but which existed before his work, these words did
have simple original concrete meanings. But society grew up, wrote literature, thought about its
own thinking, and gave these words metaphoric abstract meanings. Concrete, literal meanings
“came first.” More sophisticated meanings grew upon them’ (Padel: 1992, 37).
%2 Ireland writes that: ‘It may be that initially [phrén] was restricted to the description of an
anatomical feature and that by slow degrees this became extended to the abstract quality of
‘mind’ and its physical location, until this latter significance came to prevail. It may be that the
process involved was quite the reverse, and that initially the word described a state of
consciousness later situated within an organ imagined to be its source’ (Ireland: 1975, 195).
% Sullivan acknowledges this possibility, but argues that it is the least likely of the two
possibilities (Sullivan: 1988, 29). See also Harrison, E. L. (1960). Notes on Homeric Psychology.
Phoenix, 14 (2), 63-80, esp. 65; and Ireland: 1975, 195. For an alternative point of view, see
Claus: 1981, 14-16.
* Sullivan: 1988, 162. Both Sullivan (ibid., 22) and Onians, in The Origins of European Thought,
contend that the phrenes regained this predominantly physical connotation by the latter half of the
fifth century, with the Hippocratic school, as well as Plato (Timaeus 70A) and Aristotle (Part of
Animals 111.10, 672 b 10), identifying the phrenes as the diaphragm (Onians, R. B. (1951). The
Origins of European Thought: About the Body, the Mind, the Soul, the World, sze and Fate
(1954 ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 23-4).
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believes that ‘all mental terminology had this sort of physical origin.”*

On this view,
thumos would also have once been some physical entity or substance — the most
influential identification being ‘breath,” which will be examined in the following section
— which came to have a psychological aspect as well, as man’s thought advanced and

became more capable of appreciating abstractions.

Accompanying this shift from the predominantly physical to the indeterminately
physical and additionally psychological, was the shift from the concrete to the abstract.
As phrenes started to take on psychological functions, those qualities that were thought to
characterise the physical phrenes became abstracted, and came also to characterise the
psychological phrenes. I will argue in the following chapter that phrenes were conceived
of as physical entities characterised — when in their ideal condition — by strength, balance,
and structural integrity. As the ancient’s conception of phrenes became less concrete and
more abstract, the qualities were similarly abstracted, and came to characterise the
psychological functions themselves. The final evolution of thumos and phrenes is the
absorption by each entity of those functions originally performed exclusively by the other
entity. On this view, as the conception of the entities became less physical and concrete,
and more psychological and abstract, thumos came to participate in some of the
intellectual and deliberative functions of the phrenes that enclosed them, and phrenes
came to participate in some of the emotional and volitional functions of the thumos that
resided within them. So, by the time we find the psychological entities in Homer they are
physical and psychological, concrete and abstract, and thoroughly interdependent entities
whose functions almost completely overlap. I will turn to an examination of the organic
model of understanding the entities, before discussing objections to both the

chronological and organic models, as these objections are on largely the same grounds.

% Harrison: 1960, 65.
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(iii) The Organic Model

Phrenes are given a physical anatomical location three times in the epics. First,
Patroclus strikes Sarpedon in battle where the heart (kfjp) is enclosed by phrenes (I
16.481). Second, Patroclus, ‘stepping heel braced to chest [ot|0eo1] dragged the spear
out of [Sarpedon’s] body, and the midriff [ppévec] came away with it so that he drew out
with the spearhead the life [yvynv] of Sarpedon’ (/I. 16.503-505). The third reference to
the physical location of phrenes is to Odysseus’ encounter with the Cyclops in Odyssey 9,
in which Odysseus considers stabbing the Cyclops in the chest (otf|00og) where phrenes
hold the liver (661 ppévec fimap &xovot, Od. 9.301). Phrenes as a physical entity, then, is
indisputably located in the chest. Within the phrenes reside the other psychological
entities: kér, noos,® étor, and, most importantly, thumos®’ 1t is for this reason that
Odysseus, in the famous scene in Odyssey 20, strikes his chest in his battle to call his
thumos to order upon discovery of his betrayal by his women servants. Both phrenes and
thumos, then, were conceived by the ancients as being located within the chest, with

thumos residing within the phrenes.

Those who subscribe to the organic model offer various candidates for phrenes,
the main contenders being: the diaphragm [or midriff],”® the lungs,” and ‘a composite of
psychic entities located generally in the chest region.”'” Onians contends that later
identification of phrenes with the diaphragm or midriff in the latter half of the fifth-

century, caused scholars both ancient and modern to assume that Homer shared this

% For a comparison of noos and phrenes see Claus: 1981, 19 ff.

7 B.g., kér (Od. 18.344-345); noos (Il. 18.419); étor (I. 8.413); and thumos (II. 8.202, 9.462,
10.232; Od. 16.73, 20.38). Thumos is also said to leave the limbs upon death (e.g., ZI. 23.880).

% Green and Groff, for example, identify phrenes as the diaphragm (Green & Groff: 2003, 6.
Sullivan notes that this has been linked to the etymological root ¢ppdcc® (to enclose) mentioned
above (Sullivan: 1988, 32 n.3).

 See Jaynes, J. (1976). The Origin of Consciousness in the Breakdown of the Bicameral Mind
(1990 ed.). New York: Mariner Books, 1976, 263-4.

1% Sullivan: 1988, 178 (see also 26-29). Furley agrees; he contends that of the various possible
candidates for the identity of phrenes, he prefers the identification of phrenes with ‘the whole
collection of organs situated roughly speaking between the intestines and the collarbone ... but
without much certainty’ (Furley: 1956, 3). See also Ireland & Steel: 1975, 193-4. For other, less
common, interpretations see Ireland & Steel: 1975, 188.
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identification. © Onians rejects this as a ‘palpably absun anachronism, and offers a
number of arguments against it, of which I will discuss three.'® First, that the midriff is
‘below the heart,” which phrenes are explicitly said to contain in the epics.'® Second,
phrenes are also said to contain humos, and Onians argues that ‘no part of the body has

less obvious claims to be the seat of the [thumos],'*

if such is in point, or indeed of the
intelligence, than the midriff or diaphragm, the pink muscular sheet dividing the organs
of the thorax from those of the abdomen.’'% Third, while ‘diaphragm’ could make sense
in Odyssey 9 (Od. 9.301), where phrenes are said to enclose the liver, it certainly would
not make sense in /liad 16, where Patroclus is said to have drawn out Sarpedon’s phrenes
after spearing him in the chest. It would not make sense because of the anatomical
impossibility that an organ as tightly strung as the diaphragm could even partially be
drawn out of the body with a spear (/. 16.503-505). Ireland agrees, offering the
additional criticism that: ‘The fact that something as insubstantial as a thin sheet of tissue
should come to occupy as important a position in the Homeric view of human anatomy as
it does is hardly likely, while the possibility of it adhering to a spear drawn from a wound

is equally doubtful.”'"’

The only identification that makes sense of all the instances of phrenes in Homer,
contends Onians, is phrenes as the lungs, and thumos as the breath that fills them; an
identification also posited by P. T. Justesen in Les principes psychologiques d’Homére.'®®
The lungs, contends Onians, makes sense in the context of all three locations of phrenes
in Homer: they are located in the chest, they enclose the heart, and pieces of them could

come out as a spear is drawn out from the chest. And, while the diaphragm most directly

! Onians: 1951, 23.

"2 Ibid., 28.

19 For Onians’ other arguments see ibid., 24-8.

1% Ibid., 28. E.g., II. 16.481.

195 1 have inserted ‘thumos’ where Onians had ‘blood-soul’ for the sake of clarity. Onians writes
that modern and post-Homeric writers assumed that ‘thumos’ meant ‘blood-soul’ for Homer
(Onians: 1951, 23).

"% Ibid., 23.

' freland: 1975, 186.

1% Onians: 1951, 24. See Justesen, P. T. (1928). Les principes psychologiques d'Homere.
Copenhagen, 46 ff. (referenced by Onians: 1951, 24 n.4).
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109 petween it and the walls of

contains the liver, ‘fitting neatly around the [diaphragm]
the thorax, especially at the back and the sides, are the lungs. With the membrane of the
diaphragm intervening, they too “hold the liver.”'"® Onians’ identification of both
thumos and phrenes is endorsed by James Redfield in Nature and Culture in the Iliad,'"'
but Ireland and Sullivan reject ‘lungs’ as a complete definition of phrenes. Ireland agrees
with Onians’ rejection of the diaphragm on anachronistic grounds, contending that the
identification stems ‘from an all too ready acceptance of the scholia which date
ultimately from the Alexandrine period,''? that mirrored ‘classical or their own

»113

contemporary usage, rather than that of Homer. However, Ireland argues that

‘[Onians’] arguments suffer from overstatement, from a desire to interpret literally many

cases better left to be understood in a figurative sense;’'"*

and Sullivan agrees with him,
contending that ‘[Onians’] sometimes assumes a physical meaning for phrenes in
passages where this is unlikely.”'® Ireland acknowledges that the lungs could be a valid
translation for those instances mentioned above in which phrenes are given a physical
location,'® but argues against a complete identification of phrenes with the lungs. Ireland
contends that such an identification is discounted by the fact that phrenes, and thumos
within them, were conceived of as the seats of the emotions, and the lungs are situated

‘too high in the thoracic cavity to be the imagined agent of many such feelings.”*"’

Two of the three main contenders for the organs corresponding to phrenes are
therefore untenable as complete identifications of phrenes. The final contender is phrenes

as ‘a composite of psychic entities located generally in the chest region;’''® the

1% Onians refers to the diaphragm as ‘the dome’ here; however, I have replaced it with
‘diaphragm’ for the sake of clarity (Onians: 1951, 26).

"% Onians: 1951, 26.

! Redfield supports this definition (Redfield: 1994, 173).

"2 Ireland: 1975, 185.

' 1bid., 186.

"™ Ibid., 188.

'3 Sullivan: 1988, 25. Sullivan further criticises Onians, saying ‘Onians also tends to skip from
Homer to later literature without due consideration of the differences that may have arisen in the
course of time’ (Sullivan: 1988, 34 n.27).

"6 11. 16.481, I1. 16.503-505, Od. 9.301.

"7 Ireland: 1975, 194.

18 Sullivan: 1988, 178. See also 26-29. Sullivan cites Harrison: 1960, 65 & Ireland and Steel:
1975, 193-194, on this. For other, less common, interpretations see Ireland: 1975, 188.
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identification endorsed by both Ireland and Sullivan. It is worthwhile, at this stage, to be
reminded of the evidence for phrenes in Homer: it is a physical entity located in the chest
that can, to some extent, be removed from the chest as a spear is drawn out of it; it is an
entity that surrounds not only the heart (kér and étor) and liver, but also noos and thumos;
and it is conceived of as the seat of the emotions, as well as of the intellectual faculties.'"
Ireland concludes from this that ‘its [phrenes’] range of occurrence suggests not a single
organ but a group situated within a vaguely defined area extending from the upper chest
to the mid abdomen.”'?® Indeed, the numerous facets of phrenes, and the subtleties and
variations in its usage and denotation, seem best explained as the result of oral
composition over many centuries discussed above, which would also offer a plausible
explanation of how one term that possibly once denoted a single organ or entity, could

come to denote a group of organs or entities.'?!

It is worthwhile turning our attention to a discussion of the potential etymologies
of phrenes, in the hope that they might illuminate our investigation into the organic
nature, or organic origin, of phrenes, as well as their functions. Sullivan offers the

following summary of potential etymologies of phrenes:

These include proposed relationships of phren with the root *bhren, meaning ‘to
surround,” or with ppdoc® meaning ‘to enclose.” In these two roots a physical
aspect of phren would be suggested. Another root proposed is that of @up-
(related to Sanskrit bhur-), with the meaning ‘to shudder’ or ‘to quiver.” Also in
this root a physical aspect of phren would be implied. Yet another root proposed
is that of g”hren-, with a meaning related to ‘care’ or ‘worry.” In this root a
psychological aspect of phren would be suggested. Rejecting all the proposals
already mentioned, P. Chantraine associates the root of phren with a series of
other nouns that are related to parts of the body. He suggests a likely parent
existing between the group of @ptv and that of pp&lw, with the latter meaning ‘to

% See Ireland: 1975, 193-4. See also: Rademaker, A. (2005). Sophrosyne and the Rhetoric of
Self-Restraint: Polysemy and Persuasive Use of an Ancient Greek Value Term. Leiden: Brill.
Rademaker does not commit to an identification of phrenes with a particular organ, but contends
that he ‘take[s] for granted here that the term gpévec is used both for an organ or location in the
chest ... and to describe the source, faculty and products of a wide range of mental processes,
including especially ... “pondering, deliberation and reflection,” and the behaviour that is the
result of such deliberation’ (Rademaker: 2005, 54 n.25).

0 Treland: 1975, 194

2! See Sullivan: 1988, 178.
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cause to understand’ or ‘to explain.’ In such a root both a physical and a
psychological aspect of phren would be implied.'*? _

The first two potential etymologies, those associating phrenes with *bhren (to surround)
and gpdoow (to enclose), are most relevant to the physical identity of phrenes. However,
they could confirm both phrenes as lungs which surround or enclose the heart, and
phrenes as a composite of entities located in the chest area, which could be seen to
surround or enclose any number of other organs or entities. Perhaps the third potential
etymology, that associating phrenes with pup- (‘to shudder’ or ‘quiver’) could support
the phrenes as lungs, as the lungs can be felt to shudder or quiver when one’s breathing is
affected. However, like the first two potential etymologies, the third is not definitive in
identifying the organic nature of phrenes. The other suggested etymologies could be seen
to be supportive of the psychological functions of phrenes, particularly the intellectual

function but also the emotional function.

While none of these etymologies has been proven either definitive, or indicative
of the specific meaning or organic identity of phrenes in Homer, they could be seen to
reflect both the physical and psychological elements of phrenes, and the range of possible
etymologies clearly parallels the broad spectrum of phrenes’ aspects and functions.'?
Although the illumination offered by the etymologies is perhaps limited, this does not
mean that inquiries into the etymology of Homeric psychological vocabulary is therefore
rendered futile. From our examination of the potential etymologies of phrenes above we
have been alerted to various possible connections and images — such as of phrenes being
entities that surround or enclose other entities — that might have existed in the Homeric
imagination for phrenes. When we venture into the Homeric imagination in the next
chapter of this thesis, we will find that a number of terms used to describe phrenes —
namely mokivdg (wise), dpapiokw (well-balanced), éuzedog (unimpaired in mind), and
ioo¢ (well-balanced) — are also used to describe the physical qualities of solidity,
firmness, soundness, fineness and density of texture, and steadfastness of more tangible

objects whose function is to surround or enclose. Even more significantly for this thesis,

12 Ibid., 21. For an extensive list of references for these etymologies, see 32 n.1-8. See also
Dihle: 1982, 178-9 n.28.
12 Sullivan: 1988, 21.
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in which I argue that the phrenes are the location of Homeric man’s internal battleground,
all of these terms except one are used to describe armour and soldiers on the battlefield,
the purposes of both of which are to surround or enclose for protective and defensive
purposes. Sullivan’s note on the root *bhren (to surround), as a result becomes
potentially highly significant. Sullivan notes that words for ‘breastplate,’ also derive from
this same root, and suggests that this is perhaps significant for the location of phrenes in
the chest region.'** As we will see in the following chapter, the Homeric imagination
conceived of phrenes as metaphorical'® psychological breastplates, protecting the other
psychological organs, and Homeric man himself, from both internal and external damage.
While my argument does not rely on the potential etymologies discussed here, I draw
attention to them here because the connections between the psychological entities and the

battlefield prove to be particularly striking.

Let us now turn out attention to Onians’ identification of thumos as the breath that
fills the phrenes. Onians supports his argument by reference to the possible etymologies
of thumos, and to the ways in which it behaves in Homer. Onians argues that it is clear
from thumos’ cognates, such as Gvuiéw, ‘burn so as to produce smoke’ (LSJ), that thumos
was ‘[e]vidently something vaporous.’'?® I will cite Harrison’s extensive discussion of

thumos’ etymology, which includes those possible etymologies discussed by Onians.

The root dhu- in Sanskrit and fv- in Greek has a primary meaning of rapid
movement, as in Skt. dhuno ‘to agitate’ and Greek 6vewv ‘to seethe,’'?” 0heAa
‘storm,” and Gviag ‘mad woman.” Association with the rapid movement of smoke
gives Skt. dhumas “smoke” and a second verb 60ewv ‘to turn into smoke,’ i.e., ‘to
burn,” specifically of sacrificial offerings; words connected with the resultant
smoke, such as Qupdv ‘to vaporise,” 600g ‘incense,” and 60pog ‘thyme,” a plant
that gives off a fragrance comparable to incense; and words in Latin such as
JSumus, subfio, and subfimentum, which show the same sort of development. It is
reasonable then to seek some connection between 6vpdg and smoke: and, since it
invariably belongs to living creatures, it is also reasonable to find that connection
in the idea of ‘breath.” This conclusion is corroborated by the development from

124 Sullivan, however, omits the ancient Greek term she is talking about here (ibid., 32 n.2).

125 Again, it is crucial to be mindful of that fact that the distinction between literal and
metaphorical is our own, and one that the Homeric mind did not necessarily share.

126 Onians: 1951, 44 & 47.

127 See Plato’s derivation of thumos from 8w at Cratylus 419e.
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the same root of Slavonic dusa ‘breath,” and by comparison with the etgmology of
xamvog, which shows a similar connection between smoke and breath.'*®

From examination of these cognates of thumos, it is clear that — regardless of whether or
not it retained this association by the time it comes to Homer — it is likely that at some
stage thumos was associated with air, whether in the form of breath, vapour, wind,
smoke, or all of the above; and not just air, but air that was dynamic, agitated, volatile,

impulsive and perhaps even emotional.

The likelihood that thumos was associated with breath, both in Homer and at an
earlier stage in its linguistic history, is increased when one examines the way in which
thumos is used in the epics, and the ways in which it behaves. Onians contends that
thumos is used in Homer in a multitude of ways that are suggestive of breath. It is said to
be breathed or gasped out upon death;'?® and to be lost upon fainting, being wounded, or
becoming breathless. It is said to be regained — or gathered back into phrenes — upon the
return of consciousness, or upon realising the non-fatal nature of one’s wound, or upon

130 While Harrison finds Onians’

catching one’s breath after physical exertion.
identification of thumos with breath by way of etymological analysis ‘reasonable,” he
argues that examination of the usage of thumos in Homer reveals that ‘by the time we
meet it [thumos in Homer] the “breath” basis is no longer evident.”**" According to

Harrison, Homeric thumos is not simply or even basically breath, but rather ‘breath as it

128 Harrison: 1960, 65-6. See also Beekes, R., & Beek, L. v. (2010). Etymological Dictionary of
Greek (Vol. ). Brill, s. v. ‘thumos:’ ‘Identical with Skt. dhimd-, Lat. fiimus, Lith. diimai [pl.],
OCS dymb “smoke”; the meaning “smoke” is preserved in — Bupid®. On the meaning of — 6pde,
see Chantraine 1933: 134. OHG foum “steam, vapor’, with an IE diphthong *ou, has been cited.
Cf. - 6000 2. DELG compares — 80® 1 “rush in, rage”, because derivation from “smoke” is judged
to be difficult.’ For other discussions of the etymology of thumos, see: Onians: 1951, 44-5.
Adkins, A. W. (1970). From the Many to the One. London: Cornell University Press, 16-17.
Lynch & Miles: 1980, 4-5. Sullivan: 1980, 138. Dihle: 1982, 177 n.28. Padel: 1992, 27. Clarke:
1999, 79-82.

12 4romveiw (l. 4.524, 13.654); divOw (Il. 16.468, 20.403); aomaipw (1l. 3.293) (Onians: 1951,
45).

%% Onians: 1951, 44-65. For fainting see Il. 22.475; for being wounded see /I. 4.152; and for
catching one’s breath see Od. 5.458.

B! Harrison: 1960, 65 & 68. According to Harrison, in Homer ‘@vudg is not basically “breath” in
any abstract sense, but the breath as it was affected in experience: in effect, then, abnormal
breathing. Homeric man, equating symptom with cause, felt this as an entity at work inside
himself whenever he panted with eagerness, choked with rage, sobbed with grief, sighs with
regret, and so on: and it became the most important of all the seats of his mental life (ibid., 66).
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was affected in experience.”’** This affected breath was energized and fast-moving. The
movement of the breathy thumos was denoted by such verbs as donaipw, used to describe
breath that was gasped or panted out in the death-struggle, as well as convulsive
movements of the limbs and the throbbing of the heart; and diofw, which can also mean
to gasp out (Hom. Lex.). Harrison’s argument for thumos as affected breath is persuasive.
However, he fails to substantiate his claim that thumos was not also the physical breath
breathed out by Homeric man. From our discussion of the many physical and
psychological facets of the entities, it is clear that the same entity could be understood by

the Homeric mind as both physiological and psychological.

Padel, on the other hand, agrees with Onians that the range of usage of thumos is
suggestive of breath, but adds that the descriptions of thumos as increasing and collecting
in phrenes, as filling up a person, is also suggestive of something liquid or fluid."** Just
as emotions could be understood by Homeric man as the differences in one’s breath so
could emotion be understood as the swelling or boiling of liquid."** Perhaps Onians
would account for this by reference to his connection between thumos and the blood,
which, he suggests, heats the thumotic breath creating a vapour.'®® The connection
between blood and thumos as breath is tightened when we consider that strongly
emotional nature of thumos, and the fact that ‘breathing is affected when there is violent
emotion, and not only the breathing but the flow of blood. There is pulsation with
flushing or pallor.’*® Perhaps the tightening of the chest and the increased beating >of the
heart associated with the onset of fierce thumotic passions were imagined by the Homeric
mind as a swelling of the internal organs by volatile vapours and boiling liquids. Indeed,
the heating of the body associated with anger, and the cooling of the body associated with
fear and cowardice, could also be explained by reference to the affect of the temperature

of blood on thumos.

B2 1bid., 66.

133 padel: 1992, 28-29; see also 26, 30, & 89.
134 Ibid., 89.

135 Onians: 1951, 47.

136 Ibid., 49.
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Scholars such as Claus'’ and Padel,'*® however, take the novel and controversial
approach of rejecting all models of understanding the psychological entities mentioned
above — chronological, organic," and etymological — except for analysis of the Homeric
usage of the terms and, in Claus’ case, functional analysis. Both scholars contend that by
subscribing to the rest of the above models we are projecting our own beliefs,
distinctions, and semantic fields upon the psychological entities, and in doing so we are
limiting their potential meanings in Homer. Early scholarship on Homeric psychology
determined the path of future scholarship, limiting it by anachronistically projecting
modern distinctions between the physical, emotional, and psychological on the entities,**
and restricting it by deciding that the fact that the entities behave sometimes as physical
organs and other times as psychological forces meant that the relationship between the
entities and organs was an analogous one.'*! The arguments of both Snell and Onians,
contend Claus and Padel, were tainted by the pervasive nineteenth-century
anthropological assumption — now in disfavour — that evolutionary patterns move from
the simple to the complex, from concrete to abstract, from literal to metaphorical.'*? This
assumption is inherent in both the chronological and organic models, and it serves to
undermine them. The organic model is further undermined, argues Claus, by the fact that,
even had the entities once been conceived of as specific physical organs, there is little
evidence in Homer that these physical referents have been retained and, if they have
been, this retention is at the very best imprecise and inconsistent.'*® Etymological

analyses face the same fate as the chronological and organic models, with Claus rejecting

137 See Claus: 1981, 7, 12-4, & 16.

1% See Padel: 1992, 27 n. 60, 29 n. 66, 37 n. 86, & 36-9.

139 Classen also rejects the organic model. While he speculates that phrenes probably designated
particular organs, and acknowledges that they were sometimes given physical locations in the
human body in the epics, these locations were not consistent with one another (Classen: 2005,
58.)

140 See Bohme: 1929 (reference at Padel: 1992, 27 n.60); and Snell, B. (1931). Review of Béhme
1929. Gnomon, 7, 74-86.

"I See Snell: 1953, 15 & 19-21.

142 Claus: 1981, 14-5; & Padel: 1992, 38 & n. 88. Padel argues that “[i]t is clear that early things
are not necessarily less complex than later ones. Ancient Greek is more complex than modem, for
instance. ... The “original meanings” or “genetic” approach to Greek words or consciousness is
now part of history, to be seen in ifs context: an expression of the nineteenth century’s desire to
“explain the nearer by the farther’ (Padel: 1992, 38).

'3 See Claus: 1981, 14-5
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them on the ground that they are ‘often vague or impossible to interpret in the light of

5144

Homeric usage,”'** and Padel supporting Claus’ rejection.'*’

While Claus and Padel are right to reject attempts to understand the psychological
entities by reference to only one of the traditional models — chronological, organic, or
etymological — I suggest that Claus’ complete rejection of these models is misguided. It is
true that approaching the psychological entities from a single of these perspectives can
limit one’s appreciation of them; however, I contend that rejecting the models altogether
similarly limits one’s understanding. Etymological analyses of the entities have not
proven to be decisive, and nor have they revealed exactly how the entities were
conceived of by the Homeric mind. However, they do point to potential associations that
the entities may have had in the Homeric mind, and we should keep ourselves alive to
these associations in our investigations of the entities. It is clearly misguided, on the
grounds of our almost complete lack of evidence of how the entities were originally
understood, to say that the entities were definitely conceived of as simple organs, and
came, as man’s thought advanced, to be conceived of an complex abstractions of these
organs. However, again on the same grounds of lack of evidence, it is imprudent to reject
this possibility altogether. Padel’s approach by way of Homeric usage of the terms, and
by reference to the way in which the entities behave in Homer, is undoubtedly the best *
way of approaching the entities if we want to avoid bringing our preconceptions along
with us. Instead of rejecting the traditional models, however, I contend that we should
draw upon all of them in our understanding of these elusive and mysterious entities,
keeping alive the various possibilities that each model entails. This method would prove

particularly valuable, if we found each method pointing to the same conclusion.

The aim of this first chapter has been to ask the apparently simple question: what
are thumos and phrenes? As we have seen, there can be no simple answer to this
question. The answer ‘breath’ and ‘lungs’ entirely fails to articulate the richness and

depth of these entities, as do sterilized accounts of the two entities by exclusive reference

144 1
Ibid., 15.

15 Padel contends that Claus ‘rightly (I think)’ rejects etymological analysis of Homeric

psychological vocabulary (Padel: 1992, 37 n.86).
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to their functions. However, that does not mean that our investigation has been in vain.
One thing in particular has become apparent in our examination of the potential histories,
etymologies, and organic identities of thumos and phrenes, and our discussion of the
ways in which these two terms are used, and the way these two entities behave, in
Homer. That is, that thumos and phrenes were conceived of as having very different
physical natures. Onians’ identification of thumos as breath that fills the lungs; Padel’s
observations concerning the ways that thumos behaves in Homer in ways suggestive of
swelling vapour and boiling liquid; and the potential etymologies of thumos linking it

with smoke, incense, breath, and agita’cion,146

all agree on one thing: that thumos was an
entity conceived of by the Homeric mind as something dynamic, vaporous or fluid,
something entirely lacking in solidity. By contrast, Onians’ identification of phrenes with
lungs; Padel’s observation that phrenmes behave as fillable, damageable vessels or

2147

containers, that they are ‘the folding center, folding the heart, holding the liver;”"’ and

the potential etymologies that link phrenes with terms meaning ‘to surround’ and ‘to

enclose,”!*®

all offer a similar picture of phrenes as solid entities. Further evidence for
solidity of phrenes can be found by examining the terms briefly mentioned above
(mok1vog, dpapiokw, éumedog, and idog) used to praise phrenes as well as to denote the
density, strength, and structural integrity of things like well-built houses, walls, shields,
and ranks of soldiers on the battlefield. These terms, and what we can gain from
consideration of the connection between them and phrenes, will be examined in detail in

chapter 2.

We can then, at the very least, agree on this much: that the physical states of
thumos and phrenes were conceived of as being opposite of one another, thumos as a
vaporous or fluid, dynamic entity, and phrenes as a solid, enclosing, more static entity;
except, that is, when they are in a negative state. Criticisms of characters in the epics
often take the form of ascribing an iron-like nature to the psychological entities. In his
dying speech Hector accuses Achilles of having a thumos of iron in his phrenes (c1dnpeog

&v @peot Bopbg, 1. 22.357), for refusing to promise Hector that he would not let Hector’s

16 See pp. 40-41 above for the discussion of the potential etymologies of thumos.
17 Padel: 1992, 21.
¥ See pp. 38-9 above for the discussion of phrenes’ potential etymologies.
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corpse be savaged by dogs. In the final chapter of this thesis, I will examine the various
criticisms of Achilles’ psychological entities made by Iliadic characters, arguing that at
the heart of these criticisms is a condemnations of Achilles’ stubbornness and his single-
minded inflexibility. While ascriptions of ironness to other psychic organs such as the
étor can sometimes be positive (e.g., oWMpe1dv Vb tot fjtop, 1. 24.521)"* and at other
times negative (e.g., Od. 23.172 & II. 24.205), ascriptions of ironness to thumos are
always negative (see also Od. 5.191).

Just as solidity is only ascribed to thumos when it is in a negative condition,
solidity is only denied to phrenes when they are in a negative condition. The phrenes of
young men, for example, are said to particularly lacking in solidity. In I/iad 3 Menelaus

calls for Priam to make an oath, saying:

aiel 8” omhotépwv Avdpdv Qpéveg Nepédovar -
0ig 8’ 6 yépav peténotv, dpo Tpécon Kai dmicon
Aevooet, 6mmg Oy’ aprota pet’ apgotépoiot yévntan (Z1. 3.108-10)

Always it is that the hearts in younger men are frivolous,
but when an elder man is among them, he looks behind him
and in front, so that all comes out far better for both sides.

The phrenes of young men are so lacking in solidity that they are said to nepé@ovrau, that
is, to ‘turn with every wind’ (LSJ). We come to the core of the Homeric conception of
endurance when we inquire into the identity of these' figurative ‘winds’ that turn the
fragile or unstable phrenes about so. Cunliffe accurately and insightfully identifies them
as the individual’s ‘passion[s],’**° that is, the figurative winds of the thumotic passions.*’
When Homeric man’s phrenes lack solidity, his thoughts and actions will be at the whim
of, and controlled by, whatever passions happen to be foremost within his thumos at that

particular moment. By contrast with the young man of vulnerable phrenes is the old man

149 Achilles says to Priam: ‘Ah, unlucky, surely you have had must evil to endure in your spirit.
How could you dare to come alone to the ships of the Achaians and before my eyes, when I am
one who have killed in such numbers such brave sons of yours? The heart [fjtop] in you is iron’
(11. 24.517-21).

139 Cunliffe: 1963, 5.v. figpéfovrau.

151 See Caswell (1990, 51-63) on the connection between thumos and winds.
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whose actions result in the best (or, better) consequences because he is able to look both
‘behind him and in front.” In reading of these two men, the young man and the old, two
characters are recalled immediately to mind. First, the young and foolish Paris, the
paradigmatic example of the character blown about by his passions, of whom Helen says:
‘But this man’s heart is no steadfast thing [oUt’ dp vOv ppéveg Eunedot], nor yet will it be
so ever hereafter [oit’ ap’ onicow éccovtar] (Z1. 6.532-3).” And second, the old prophet
Tiresias, able to see both past and future; and the only character in Homeric whose

Pphrenes are said to be empedoi (ppéveg Eunedoi giot, Od. 10.493).

As we will see in our examination of the Homeric decision-making scenes in
chapters three and four, endurance is the capacity to see past, and master, one’s current
passions in the pursuit of one’s overall goal. This capacity depends upon the states of
one’s psychological entities, and the relationship between them. Thumos must be in its
proper state of warm, breathy, fluid, dynamic flexibility in order to adapt to changing
situations and circumstances, and to submit to the will of the gods. Ironness of thumos,
that is, a thumos that is inflexible, stubborn, or unyielding, leads to behaviour that is
negative on both moral and prudential grounds. More importantly, however, the phrenes
must be solid, strong, and steadfast. If they are not, Homeric man will be at the whim of
whatever passion is strongest within him at any given time. Such a character is unsteady,

unreliable, and unenduring.

I will conclude this chapter by quoting Padel’s summary of the psychological
entities — or ‘innard words,” as she called them — which, I contend, offers the best

articulation of the psychological entities. In Homer'>* and tragedy, Padel contends that:

... Dhrén, phrenes, kardie, hépar, chloé, cholos, and arguably menos refer to
physical parts and substances that behave as physical parts and substances do
behave (or as Greek mentality perceives them as behaving). Words whose
physiological reference we cannot catch, like thumos, psuche, nous, seem (to us at
least) to pull this concreteness into their own behavioral range. Menos, thumos,
psuché also sometimes act like vessels filled by breath or fluid, that beat and

132 Though Padel begins this quote by attributing the account of the psychological entities to
tragedy, it is clear from that her study of the Homeric entities that the same could be said of them
(see Padel: 1992, 12-48).
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knock and can be physically hurt by emotion. Nous never behaves as a fluid, but
often behaves like a vessel receiving emotion or sensation. Menos and cholos are
the only ones that are not occasionally treated as organs or vessels. No word has a
total monopoly over thinking or feeling. Concrete physical inner organs belong
with ideas of physical agency. Intellectual activity is inseparable from emotional
activity.'”

In our attempts to come to a more profound appreciation of Homer’s psychological
‘equipment’ (to use Padel’s term), we should not limit ourselves to thinking of them as
exclusively organic, or abstract, or even confused. Rather, we should keep an open mind,
and not reject outright the possibility that the entities are all of these things to varying
degrees; that they might be organs and vessels, substances and forces, and physical

entities with psychological functions.

'3 The quote continues thus: ‘When I speak of innards, I mean all this equipment of feeling and
thinking. The poets treat these words fluidly as organs, vessels, liquid, breath. But I am not
suggesting that tragedians “blurred” distinctions we make between mind and body, or that these
words were ambiguous, or that the psychological “overlapped” the physical in Greek thought.
These critical metaphors of blur and overlap would imply that the Greeks perceived two different
things to blur, two meanings to slip between. If the distinctions and meanings are ours, not theirs,
then there were no two things for them to blur or be ambiguous about. It is not useful to project
semantic fields of our own words, like heart, soul, mind, or spirit, or talk in terms of slippage. Our
own semantic fields, however, are what we have to work with’ (Padel: 1992, 39).
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Chapter II: The Much-Enduring Thumos

In the previous chapter we were introduced to Homer’s rich and manifold
psychological vocabulary, and to the different schools of thought regarding the
psychological entities. In the following chapters I offer a comprehensive account of
endurance by analysing Adw, the main Homeric verb for endurance, and examining the
dramatisation of endurance in the Homeric ‘deliberation’ or ‘decision-making’ scenes. In
these paradigmatic scenes of Homeric endurance, the agent is torn between two impulses,
one more passionate and the other more rational, and engages in anguished deliberation
concerning which of the two impulses to follow, and which to restrain. Homeric
deliberation in these scenes, then, is passionate as well as intellectual. I argue that
Homeric endurance consists in restraining the passionate impulse, and acting on the
rational impulse. In this chapter I join recent scholarship’s rejection of Jahn’s thesis
concerning the functional synonymy of the psychological entities, arguing that while
thumos and phrenes both participate in the deliberation and restraint that constitutes

endurance, the ways in which they perform these functions is entirely different.

As thumos is generally conceived of as essentially passionate, and phrenes as
essentially intellectual, an obvious hypothesis concerning their different roles in
endurance would be that thumos is the origin of the passionate impulse, and phrenes is
the origin of the rational impulse. On this view, endurance would consist in phrenes
restraining thumos. In order to explain why this hypothesis is mistaken, I summarise and
evaluate three ways in which scholars argue for the essentially passionate nature of
thumos and the essentially intellectual nature of phrenes; first, by reference to the greater
frequency of thumos with verbs of, or in contexts of, emotion, and the greater frequency
of phrenes with verbs of, or in contexts of, cognition; second, by comparison of the ways
in which the psychological entities participate in the same functions; and third, by
analysis of the degree to which thumos and phrenes were thought of as entities
independent of, and in opposition to, Homeric man. I offer a version of this third type of
argument, by comparative analysis of the frequency with which thumos and phrenes are
governed by verbs of control, restraint, and endurance. Finally, I suggest that in order to

gain a more profound appreciation of thumos and phrenes, and the roles they perform in
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endurance, we must venture into the Homeric imagination, looking for connections and
associations with which the ancient terms were imbued. I offer an account of how these
two entities were imagined in the Homeric mind, by analysing a number of terms -
TOKIVOG, Gpapiokw, éumedog, and icog — used both of the psychological entities are other

more tangible entities.

(i) The Passionate Thumos and the Intellectual Phrenes

Deliberation in the Homeric decision-making scenes, the dramatic form that
endurance takes in the epics, is denoted by one of two verbs: dpuaivw or uepunpito.>*
While I will leave a proper examination of these verbs for the following chapter, in which
I analyse the decision-making scenes at length, it is important to note at this point one of
the differences between the ways in which thumos and phrenes participate in deliberation
that is revealed by analysis of these two verbs. This analysis demonstrates that while both
entities can be the locations or faculties of this deliberation, of the two entities only
thumos can also be the agent of this deliberation.’®’ There are two examples of thumos
acting as the agent of deliberation, both of which are in the Odyssey. First, in Odyssey 16,
Telemachus says that Penelope’s divided thumos ponders in her phrenes (diyo Bupog évi
opeoi pepunpilel) whether to remain faithful to Odysseus, or to marry the best of the
suitors (Od. 16.73). Second, upon his return to Ithaca in Odyssey 20, Odysseus confides
to Athena that the thumos in his phrenes is pondering (6vpodg évi ppeoi pepunpilet) how
to take on the wicked suitors single-handedly (Od. 20.38). Phrenes, by contrast, only ever
function as the location or faculty of the deliberation of the individual or his rhumos."*®
However, it is clear that phrenes were thought of  as performing a crucial role in
deliberation from analysis of the frequency with which deliberation is attributed to the

two entities, either as locations or faculties. Deliberation is most frequently attributed to

13 While deliberation can be denoted by other verbs in Homer, the decision-making scenes that
will be addressed in this study are those characterised by the formula: 6ppaive / pepunpilo kard
Qpéva Kol xatd BUpov.

5 Etor (Il. 1.188-9) and ker (Od. 7.82-3; 18.345; & 23.85-6) can also be the agents of
deliberation.

1% See Sullivan: 1988, 163.
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both thumos and phrenes together; ~' it is only slightly less frequently attributed to

phrenes alone;'*® and it is significantly less frequently attributed to thumos alone.'®
Therefore, while thumos often performs a uniquely active role in deliberation, phrenes
P q p

seem to perform a role of crucial importance.

Is this the only difference in the way that thumos and phrenes participate in
deliberation, both entities acting as the location or faculty of deliberation, and only
thumos sometimes also acting as the agent of the deliberation? As noted above, in the
decision-making scenes, the deliberating agent is psychologically divided between
following his passionate and rational impulses. Could the difference in the ways in which
the two entities participate in deliberation be that thumos generates the passionate
impulse, phrenes generates the rational impulse, and the agent endures when his phrenes
succeed in restraining his thumos? The short answer is: not exactly. This is a common
misunderstanding of thumos and phrenes in Homer, undoubtedly stemming from Plato’s
later separation of thumos from the rational, as well as from the failure to appreciate how
inextricably bound together thought and feeling are in Homer. But, most importantly, this
misunderstanding stems from the fact that thumos is associated more with the passions,
and phrenes is associated more with the intellect and reason in Homer. The long answer
is somewhat more complicated. The passionate impulses can be exclusively attributed to
thumos, but the rational impulses cannot be attributed exclusively to phrenes. Rather, the
rational impulses also belong to thumos. That is not to say that phrenes have no role in

deliberation, quite the contrary, they have a pivoral role in deliberation, but it is not that

157 Fourteen times. Both thumos and phrenes are cited as the locations for deliberation as denoted
by the verb dpuaivw four times in the Hliad (Il. 1.193, 11.411, 17.106, & 18.15), and four times in
the Odyssey (Od. 4.120, 5.365, 5.424, & 6.118). Both thumos and phrenes are cited as the
locations for deliberation as denoted by the verb uspunpiCw twice in the liad (Il. 5.671, & 8.169),
and four times in the Odyssey (Od. 4.117, 10.151, 20.10, & 24.235).

18 Thirteen times. Phrenes is cited as the only location for deliberation as denoted by the verb
Jpuaive three times in the lliad (at Il. 10.4, 10.507, 16.435); and twice in the Odyssey (Od. 3.151,
& 4.843). Phrenes is cited as the only location for deliberation as denoted by the verb ugpunpifw
once in the lliad (at Ii. 2.3); and seven times in the Odyssey (at Od. 1.427, 2.94, 10.438, 11.204,
20.41,22.333, & 24.128)

19 Six times. Thumos is cited as the only location for deliberation as denoted by the verb dpuafve
three times in the Iliad (at Il. 14.20, 21.137, & 24.680); and once in the Odyssey (at Od. 2.156).
Thumos is cited as the only location for deliberation as denoted by uepunpilw twice in the
Odyssey (at Od. 10.50, & 16.237), and never in the lliad.
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of providing the rational and passion-restraining impulse. Rather, the capacity of the

thumos to restrain itself;, is determined by the phrenes that surround it.

Before elaborating on this last point, and examining the different roles of thumos
and phrenes in deliberation, it is worthwhile looking more closely at the ways in which
scholars generally justify their claims that thumos is connected more with the passions,
and that phrenes is connected more with the intellect or reason. It is unanimous that
thumos is an essentially passionate entity, and that phrenes is an essentially intellectual
entity.'® While most scholars tend to assume that this is the case, those who go further
and attempt to justify their claims generally do so in one of three ways. First, by reference
to the greater frequency of thumos with verbs of, or in contexts of, emotion; and the
greater frequency of phrenes with verbs of, or in contexts of, cognition. Second, by
comparison of the ways in which the psychological entities participate in the same
emotional and cognitive functions. And third, analysis of the degree to which thumos and
phrenes were thought of as entities independent of, and in opposition to, Homeric man.
After offering a brief summary of a number of justifications of the first type, I examine

examples of the second and third types of justifications in greater depth in order to

' K. Von Fritz claims that ‘Goudc always designates a more passionate or emotional part or
function of the soul’ (Von Fritz: 1943, 82). Clarke makes the similar claim that ‘Goudc ... is
especially connected with passionate emotion’ (Clarke: 1999, 64). While neither Von Fritz nor
Clarke offers arguments for their claims, Clarke’s omission is explained by his controversial
denial that ‘firm distinction[s]’ can be drawn between the functions of the psychological entities
(Clarke: 1999, 64; contra. Snell: 1953, 14). Snell interprets thumos as ‘the mental organ which
causes ‘(e)motion’, though he acknowledges its additional intellectual functions (Snell: 1953, 12).
Snell justifies his claim about thumos by reference to a number of passages in which thumos
fulfills a passionate function, and offers a brief examination of thumos by comparing it with other
psychological entities (ibid., 10-14).

Dodds contends that ‘It [thumos] may be defined, roughly and generally, as the organ of
feeling’ (Dodds: 1951, 16). Lynch and Miles state that, ‘As a general rule, emotions originate
from the thumos and consequently the thumos is the source. of non-rational motivation’ (Lynch &
Miles: 1980, 5). Gaskin cites Schmitt’s contention that, unlike noos, the sense in which thumos
engages in intellectual activity is restricted, and ‘given to emotionally driven distortion of facts,
whereas the noos takes a more emotionally detached view of the overall moral significance of the
agent’s situation and options’ (Gaskin: 2001, 153 n. 14). Onians states that ‘It is Boudg which is
most often mentioned when the poet is describing emotion’ (Onians: 1951, 49). For an insightful
analysis of the relation between thumos as breath and emotion see Onians: 1951, 49-53. Austin
contends that: ‘That thymos and noos represent our basic dichotomy between emotion and
intellect ... is almost universally accepted among modern scholars’ (Austin: 1983, 270 n.25). For
a comparison of the intellectual natures of noos and phrenes see Jan N. Bremmer’s The Early
Greek Concept of the Soul (1983, 61)
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illustrate how intricately bound together thumos and phrenes, and passion and intellect,
are in Homer, before drawing upon arguments by Caswell and Sullivan in order to offer

my own version of this third type of argument.

First, scholars who argue that thumos is associated more with the passions, and
phrenes with the intellect and reason, often appeal to the comparative frequency of these
psychological entities with verbs of, or in contexts of, emotion and cognition. For
example, Caswell states that ‘It is true that epnv/ppéveg is found more frequently in the
intellectual context than is updc.”'s" She contends that thumos is found twice as often as
phrenes in the context of emotion, and that of all of the occurrences of thumos in the
Iliad, eighty-five percent of these are in the context of emotion.'®* To defend his claim
that phrenes are essentially intellectual, Harrison cites Jansen’s estimation that
approximately seventy percent of the occurrences of phrenes in Homer are primarily
intellectual.'®® Claus goes further than this, analysing in detail the instances of phrenes in
lliad and Odyssey Books 1-12. Of these one hundred and forty-seven instances of
phrenes, Claus contends that ‘only twenty-five are not ambiguous with “thought”,
“thoughts”, or “wits.””'** Of these twenty-five that are not essentially intellectual, Claus
contends that nine of these are more passionate than intellectual; he describes three of
these as ‘ambiguously emotional,” and six as denoting a ‘dispassionate pleasure of the

sort that may be derived, for example, from music.”’®® I will look at another argument of

161 Caswell: 1990, 52. Webster agrees, stating that ‘... phrenes, thymos, and kradie to a large
extent overlap in Homer (although phrenes is more often used in intellectual contexts than the
other two)’ (Webster: 1957, 149).

12 Caswell contends that ‘the overall use of Gupdc is twice as extensive that [sic.] of ppfiv/ppévec
in this [emotional] context. ... And although the use of @pnv/Qpéveg is distributed fairly evenly
between contexts of cognition and emotion in the Iliad, 85 per cent of the occurences of Bupuog
are in the emotional context’ (Caswell: 1990, 34).

She further contends that thumos is the most important of the psychological entities when
it comes to the emotional function. She states that: ‘Gupdg plays the most important role in this
context [i.e., emotion] of any of its functional synonyms. Its functional synonyms
nrop/xijp/kpadin occur infrequently, and pfv/ppéveg usually appears as the location rather than
the psychological element directly affected. The fact that Bupdg is the constant factor in passages
describing a large number of emotions suggests that it itself is the neutral bearer of emotion’
(Caswell: 1990, 50).

1 Harrison: 1960, 67 n. 24. See Boehme: 1929, Die Seele und das Ich im Homerischen Epos, 42.

' Claus: 1981, 18.

165 Claus’ analysis reads: ‘It is imporant ... that of a sample of 147 instances of pp#v/ppévec (Iliad
and Odyssey 1-12) only twenty-five are not ambiguous with “thought”, “thoughts”, or “wits” as
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this type, before returning to examine these dispassionate pleasures, or passions, in more

detail "%

An illustration of just how difficult it is to argue for the essentially passionate and
intellectual natures of thumos and phrenes respectively by reference to the comparative
frequency of the two entities with emotions of passion and cognition, can be seen by
examining Harrison’s argument of this type. Harrison argues that: ‘[t]he impulsiveness of

167

anger [x0Aog] and courage [08dpcoc],”’ is much less frequently seated in it [phrenes];

instead we find most commonly the introspection of grief [mévBog, dyxoc] and of fear

[mMioow].” !

Leaving aside for the moment the fact that Harrison subtly attributes the
impulsiveness of anger and courage to thumos, and the introspection to grief and fear to
phrenes, rather than the passions themselves, it is worthwhile to take a moment to
investigate the comparative frequency of the passions themselves with the two entities.
Examination of the passages in Homer in which ydlog and 8apoog are seated in thumos
and phrenes reveals that while y61o¢ is indeed much more frequently seated in thumos

than in phrenes (seven times in thumos and only once in phrenes),'® 8épooc is, in fact,

described. Of these exceptional occurences four are anatomical (three of these are imprecise and
ambiguously emotional), four place the Ovudg or rjrop in the ppévec, one describes the return of
consciousness to the pp#v after syncope, and four are anomalous. Of the twelve remaining uses of
opv/ppéves only two are not in the singular, and of the ten other passages six describe
dispassionate pleasure of the sort that may be derived, for example, from music — a usage which
significantly distinguishes gpsjv from the “life-force” words [by which he means: Gvudg, uévog,

#top, and «fjp; which can be translated, he contends, as ‘life’ either in the sense of ¢ “life
destroyed at death” (Boudc, uévoc, 7jtop), or as the “life” component in a-privative adjectives
meaning “lifeless” (uévog, kijp)’ (Claus: 1981, 21)] when it acts as an emotional agent not readily
connected with “thoughts”. Of the 122 instances that can be regrrded as ambiguous with
“thought,” fifteen clearly tend to characterize pp#jv/ppévec as a persistent entity by the generality
of their contexts or by making gpijv/ppévec the subject of emotional states 11ke wévog and dyog,
but even these are interpretable as “thoughts” * (ibid., 18-19).

1 Note that Sullivan urges caution, contending that ‘It may seem that intellectual activity occurs
most frequently in phrenes (List III: 115 occurences) but often this is only one aspect among
others also discernable. In many cases, as we have seen, these aspects cannot be distinguished,
and attempts to do so may distort the meaning of the particular verb that is found and the
implications in meaning for phrenes themselves’ (Sullivan: 1988, 103).

167 9apaog is more properly translated as ‘boldness’ or ‘bravery.’

18 Harrison cites /7. 2.241 & 24.171 for xorog and Bapaog; 1. 1.362 for zévBog; 11. 8.124 for Gyoc;
and /1. 13.394 & 16.403 for mAjjoow (Harrison: 1960, 75).

19 yoloc is seated in the thumos seven times in the epics (six times in the Jliad at 6.326, 9.436,
9.675, 14.50, 14.306, and 16.206; and once in the Odyssey at 24.248); and only seated once in the
phrenes (atIl. 2.241).
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more frequently seated in phrenes (five times in phrenes, and only three times in
thumos)."” Similarly, examination of the passages in which 7évfoc and dyoc are
attributed to either of the two entities reveals that while zévfoc does occurs more
frequently with phrenes than with thumos (ten times in phrenes, and only once in

thumos),'” Gyoc actually occurs more frequently with thumos (ten times in thumos, and

eight times in phrenes).'”

The final verb discussed by Harrison, minoow, seems a poor
selection for his purposes. The term 7A)oow occurs in conjunction with phrenes in the
idiomatic expression: ‘to be driven out of one’s wits or mind [Ex oi 1jvioxog M
gpévac)’ from fear.'”™ That it does not occur in a comparable expression with thumos
does not mean that fear, or at least fear as denoted by mioow, is seated more often in

phrenes than in thumos.

However, as noted above, Harrison is not claiming that these passions themselves
are seated in thumos and phrenes, but rather that the ‘impulsiveness’ and ‘introspection’ -
associated with them. In this way he effectively side-steps the potential criticisms
mentioned above. However, it does leave one rather perplexed. Why make the weaker
point, that the impulisiveness and introspection of certain passions are associated with the
entities, rather than the stronger point, that the passions themselves are attributed to the
entities, choosing to substantiate the claim with impulsive passions that actually are
seated more in thumos and introspective passions that actually are seated more in
phrenes? Does Harrison’s choice of the weaker over the stronger point suggest that
passions such as these cannot be found in Homer? While these questions do not

undermine Harrison’s claim that thumos is essentially passionate, and phrenes essentially

1 gapooc is seated in the thumos three times in the epics (twice in the Iliad at 7.152-3, and
21.395; and once in the Odyssey at 1.320-321); but it is seated in the phrenes five times (three
times in the lliad at 17.573, 18.463, and 24.171); and twice in the Odyssey at 3.76 and 6.140).

! mévBoc is seated in phrenes ten times in the epics (four times in the Iliad at 1.362, 18.73, 18.88,
and 24.105; and six times in the Odyssey at 7.218, 11.195, 17.470, 18.324, 24.233, 24.423); and
only seated once in thumos (II. 22.242).

172 Gyoc is seated in phrenes eight times in the epics (five times in the Iliad at 8.124, 8.316, 17.83,
18.446, 19.125; and three times in the Odyssey at 8.541, 11.195, 17.470); but it is seated in
thumos ten times in the epics (nine times in the lliad at 2.171, 3.412, 8.147, 13.86, 14.475,
15.208, 16.52, 16.55, 24.91; and once in the Odyssey at 18.274).

' The primary meaning of 7isoow is ‘[t]o administer a blow to, strike, hit, smite, beat.” When
governed by the preposition éx, mijoow means ‘to drive out of one’s wits or one’s mind.” For
examples of the latter, see I/, 13.394 and 16.403.
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intellectual, they do reveal the surprising difficulty of substantiating these widely-shared
assumptions about the essential natures of the two entities. I suggest that this difficulty
illustrates how intricately bound together passion and thought were in the Homeric mind,
a fact that can be easily overlooked or underestimated by contemporary readers of the

epics.

Harrison’s subsequent argument takes the form of the second kind of argument
mentioned above, that is, that thumos can be seen to be essentially passionate and phrenes
essentially intellectual by reference to the different ways the entities perform the same
functions. Harrison argues that while both thumos and phrenes are associated with the
passions, those passions that are attributed to thumos are more irrational and physical in
nature, while those attributed to phrenes are more passionate and more intellectual in
nature. Harrison contends that thumos is ‘the source of irrational impulses [or passions] —

of anger, desire, fear, courage, and so on;’*

as well as of bodily desires, such as hunger
and thirst, while phrenes is only cited once as the seat of these desires.'”> Phrenes are
much more likely, argues Harrison, to be cited as the location of the sort of
‘dispassionate’ passions mentioned by Claus above. The kinds of dispassionate pleasures
Harrison is talking about include: ‘the contentment of the shepherd as he watches his
flock (/. 13.493), and the joy produced by the lyre (ZI. 9.186-9), a song (II. 1.474), or the

sight of beautiful things (Od. 5.74).”'"

While it may be indeed be the case that phrenes are more often cited as the
location of emotions such as these, compared with passions of a more physical or
irrational nature, the examples that Harrison chooses to make his point do not sufficiently

substantiate it. Indeed, the examples he cites to support his claim are particularly

1" Harrison: 1960, 71.

15 Ibid., 75. Hunger is attributed to phrenes at Il. 11.89 (citov T€ YAvkepoio mepi ppévag Tjepog
aipel). Thirst (cf. nivw) is said to effect thumos at Od. 3.342; and thumos is said to demand a
drink at 7. 4.263, 8.189.

17 Ibid., 75. Sullivan agrees with Harrison on this point, contending that in the passages in which
phrenes’ function is primarily emotional ‘in each case some understanding or grasp of a situation
also seems to be present. In this phrenes may be involved to some degree. In these passages the
emotional aspect of phrenes, then, appears closely related to the intellectual. A volitional aspect is
also often as present as is a moral one. These aspects are fused and remain undistinguished by
Homeric man himself’ (Sullivan: 1988, 78).
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unhelpful. In all but one of these examples, while the emotions under discussion are
indeed attributed to phrenes, within only a few lines these same emotions are also
attributed to thumos.'”” The sole passage in which only phrenes are mentioned is in Iliad
1, where a group of young Achaeans sing hymns to Apollo, whose phrenes were
delighted by their song (0 6¢ ppéva tépnet’ dxovav, II. 1.474). In each of the others,
however, phrenes are first said to be delighted, but only a few lines later thumos is also
said to be delighted (cf. yévou, ynbéw, and tépnw). I will cite the remaining three

passages in full to make this point, as well one additional point.

First, in lliad 9, the embassy comes upon Achilles playing the lyre and singing of

the deeds of warriors:

Now they came beside the shelters and ships of the Myrmidons and they found
Achilles delighting his heart [ppéva tepmépevov] in a lyre, clear-sounding,
splendid and carefully wrought, with a bridge of silver upon it, which he won out
of the spoils when he ruined Eétion’s city. With this he was pleasuring his heart
[Bopov Erepmev], and singing of men’s fame ... (/1. 9.185-9).

Second, in Iliad 13, the army following Aeneas, Deiphobus, Paris,-and Agenor is

compared to sheep that:

... follow the lead-ram as they leave the pasture to drink, and make proud the
heart of the shepherd [Buudg évi omfecot yeynBet], and thus also the heart of
Aeneas [yavutor ppéva] was gladdened within him as he saw the swarm of the
host following his own leadership (7. 13.492-5).

And third, in Odyssey 5, Hermes’ arrival at Calypso’s beautiful island is described in this

way:

...evena god who came into that place would have admired what he saw, the
heart delighted [1eppbein @peoiv] within him. There the courier Argeiphontes
stood and admired it. But after he had admired in all his heart [Boud] ... (Od.
5.74-6).
Each of these passages follows the same pattern: phrenes are first mentioned as being
delighted (or being gladdened, or having rejoiced), then thumos is mentioned in the past

tense as having just been affected in the same way.

77 Harrison: 1960, 75.
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Instead of establishing the claim that phrenes are associated with less passionate
and less physical passions, and thumos with more passionate and more physical passions,
Harrison has presented evidence for a somewhat different claim. That is, that apart from
the one instance in which Zeus’ phrenes alone are delighted, both thumos and phrenes are
associated with passions of an intellectual or non-physical nature. However, my main
reason for dwelling at such length upon Harrison’s argument is not that I reject the claim
that thumos is essentially passionate, and phrenes essentially intellectual. Rather, I dwelt
upon these arguments to show that substantiating one’s claims about the essentially
passionate nature of thumos and the essentially intellectual nature of phrenes is not as
simple as one might assume. The difficulty in substantiating such claims illustrates how
intricately bound together thumos and phrenes are in the performance of their functions.
Indeed, their performance of the same functions is so intricately bound together that there
is no contradiction in saying first that phrenes is affected in a certain way, and then only a
few lines later that it was thumos that was affected. This exact nature of this
interdependence will be revealed in the final section of this chapter, when we explore
how the Homeric imagination conceived of, and visualised, thumos and phrenes at the

precise moments in which Homeric man was engaging in deliberation.

Sebastiaan R. van der Mije offers a more persuasive account of the natures of
thumos and phrenes as essentially passionate and intellectual respectively, which also
takes the form of the second kind of argument mentioned above, that is, comparison of
the ways in which the two entities participate in the same functions. In “neibewv ppéva(c),
neibewv Bopdv — A Note on Homeric Psychology,” Mije takes the novel approach of

178 has thumos as its

comparing those instances in which the verb zei@erv (to persuade)
subject or object, with those in which it has phrenes as its object. Mije opposes Jahn’s
thesis that Homer’s psychological terms are functionally interchangeable, arguing that
thumos and phrenes are not interchangeable as objects of persuasion. He compares those

instances in which persuasion of the entities is successful, with those in which the

1 He also examines compounds of meifsiv, such as émmeifw and mopameifew, with the
psychological entities. He contends that these compounds behave differently weiferv from on its
own, however the difference is not great (Mije: 2011, 448-9).
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persuasion fails;'”

and concludes that by contrast with successful persuasion of phrenes,
successful persuasion of thumos presupposes an emotional predisposition within the
addressee towards, or even against, the course of action being urged. For example, Mije
argues that by addressing Menelaus’ thumos, Adrestus is able to persuade Menelaus not
to kill him (ZI. 6.51), because of Menelaus’ emotional predisposition of tenderness or
concern (cf. k16®, 55) towards ‘these men [obtag avdpdv]® (i.e., the Trojans; 57-8).'5
However, it is significant that Adrastus’ reprieve is short-lived, as Agamemnon
immediately comes on the scene and turns (cf. tpénw, 61) his brother’s phrenes by
reminding him of the reason for the war and the harsh necessities that it dictates, which
results in Menelaus leaving Adrastus to be slaughter by Agamemnon. While Menelaus
was predisposed to be merciful towards Adrastus, in Mije’s second example of successful
persuasion of thumos, Penelope is not predisposed being convinced that Odysseus has
genuinely returned. Nevertheless, Odysseus succeeds in persuading Penelope by proving
to her that it was he who constructed their marital bed (Od. 23.230). This reveals,
according to Mije, that Penelope’s emotional commitment all along has been to remain
faithful to Odysseus.

Successful persuasion of phrenes on the other hand, as can be seen in the swift
reversal of fortune of Adrastus above, consists in persuasion of one’s rational faculty. By
‘rational faculty,” Mije means ‘one’s ability to recognize and act upon what is right
and/or advantageous.’'®! Mije cites Athena’s persuasion of Pandarus, and the persuasion
of Patroclus by Achilles imagined by Hector, as examples of this. According to Mije, by
persuading Pandarus’ phrenes, Athena is able to convince him to shoot Menelaus,
appealing to what he will gain by doing so (/. 4.104)."*? Similarly, Hector imagines that
Achilles convinced Patroclus not to return before he had slain Hector in battle, by
persuading Patroclus’ phrenes (Il. 16.842). Mije contends that ‘there is no suggestion that

Patroclus had to overcome an inner reluctance, and as with Pandarus, dgpovt (‘fool’)

1 Successful persuasion of thumos occurs at Il. 6.51, & Od. 23.230; and successful persuasion of
phrenes occurs at: Il. 4.104 & 16.842. Unsuccesful persuasion of thumos occurs at II. 9.386,
9.587, 22.78; Od. 7.258, 9.500; and unsuccessful persuasion of phrenes occurs at: II. 12.173; &
0d. 142 f.

%0 Mije: 2011, 451.

18! Tbid., 450.

%2 Ibid., 450.
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suggests that nothing else than rational judgement (or the lack of it, in these cases) was

involved.”'®

Mije concludes that the difference between the persuasion of rhumos and
that of phrenes could be couched in the following way: phrenes are convinced or
persuaded, while thumos is swayed or overcome.'® Indeed, Mije is right in saying that
neither Pandarus nor Patroclus are presented as having emotional predispositions towards

particular courses of action.

The vast majority of examples, however, are of the failure to persuade thumos and
phrenes. In all of the examples of failed persuasion of thumos, the persuasion fails
because the addressee has a deeply held emotional commitment to the alternative course
of action. In three of the examples, anger prevents the individual’s thumos from being
persuaded: Achilles will not be persuaded to give up his wrath at Agamemnon (Z/. 9.386),
Odysseus will not be persuaded to restrain his anger at the Cyclops, and keep him from
provoking it (Od. 9.500);'®% and Phoenix tells the tale of Meleager who cannot be
persuaded to rescue his embattled city (Z/. 9.587). In the final two instances of failed
persuasion of thumos, Calypso cannot persuade Odysseus to remain with her and be made
immortal, because of his profound longing for nostos (Od. 7.258); and Hector will not be
persuaded to return inside the city gates, despite his parents’ entreaties (//. 22.78). The
emotional predispositions of the characters in these examples are manifestly clear. There
are only two examples of failed persuasion of phrenes: Asios cannot persuade Zeus to
assist him in some unspecified way in battle (Z/. 12.173); and Hermes failed to dissuade
Aegisthus from wooing Clytaemnestra and killing Agamemnon (Od. 1.42). While it is
clear that Aegisthus was emotionally predisposed towards the said wooing and killing, it
is less clear in the case of Zeus. The passage reads: ‘Asios did not persuade the heart of
Zeus [neiBe ppéva) whose desire it was to extend the glory to Hector ["Extopt yap ot
Bupog éBovieto kbdog opé€an]” (Z1. 12.173-4). While Mije acknowledges this reference to
an emotional commitment in Zeus’ thumos, his rejection of it on the grounds that ‘this

sympathy is far from being a deep emotional involvement,” might strike the reader as

'8 Ibid., 450.

' Ibid., 453.

18 For Odysseus’ hubris in this episode, see Friedrich, R. (1991). The Hybris of Odysseus. The
Journal of Hellenic Studies, 111, 16-28.
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somewhat ad hoc.'® If the requisite degree of emotional predisposition is profundity, it is
not clear that Menelaus’ tenderness mentioned above (in the discussion of successful
persuasion of thumos) qualifies: it is not directed towards mankind in general, which
would make it a deep-seated commitment, but towards the Trojans (obtwg avdpdv; II.
657-8); and furthermore it disappears completely after a quick word from Agamemnon.
Nevertheless, technically Adrastus does succeed in persuading Menelaus not to kill him,

as it is Agamemnon who does the actual killing.

It is clear from the above examples in which thumos fails to be persuaded, that if
Homeric man is emotionally predisposed for or against a particular course of action,
attempts to persuade him to change his mind will not be successful. What is of particular
significance for this thesis is that in all of the instances — except one — in which strong
emotion prevents an individual’s thumos from being persuaded, these emotions prevent
the individual from making what is clearly the right decision. Although Achilles’ wrath at
Agamemnon at the beginning at the Zliad is justified, by Book 9 the degree to which
Achilles is right in continuing to be wrathful is no longer clear. Hector’s failure to return
inside the gates, and Odysseus’ provocation of the Cyclops are without doubt disastrous
decisions. And Meleager’s refusal to be persuaded by his family and friends to rescue
them is shown to be wrong by his subsequent yielding to his wife’s entreaties. The only
instance in which the individual’s thumos is prevented from being persuaded by the
presence of strong emotion, and the individual as a result makes the right decision, is
when Odysseus refuses to be persuaded by Calypso to remain with her and become
immortal. Perhaps, all things considered, Odysseus would have been better off had he
chosen immortality, however, his choice of a mortal life is certainly not one that is

presented as the wrong decision in the Odyssey.

(ii) Restraint of Thumos

Having examined two of the main ways in which scholars argue for thumos as

essentially passionate and phrenes as essentially intellectual — first by reference to the

1% Mije: 2011, 450 n.3.
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relative frequency of verbs of emotion and cognition with the entities, and second by
reference to some of the different ways they participate in the same functions — I will now
examine the third, and final, argument. The third main way in which scholars argue that
thumos is essentially passionate and phrenes essentially intellectual, is by reference to the
degree to which thumos and phrenes were thought of as entities acting in harmony with,
or in opposition to, Homeric man. Drawing upon arguments by Caswell and Sullivan, I
will argue that while thumos and the thumotic passions frequently need to be restrained in

Homer, phrenes never need to be restrained.

The capacity to restrain one’s thumos is perhaps the rarest of all qualities of the
Homeric person. I use the term ‘Homeric person’ here instead of ‘Homeric man’ because
this is a capacity not only also shared by women in Homer, but also, some might argue, a
capacity most perfectly realised by women in Homer. While everyone has the capacity to
act as his or her thumos directs, only a very few have the capacity to do so in situations in
which one’s life — or something else of significant value, such as reputation — is
threatened. This is the capacity, the capacity that I call ‘bravery,” that defines the
Homeric hero, raising him above the common man. And, even fewer have both the
capacity to do as thumos directs in these challenging situations, as well as the capacity to
resist thumos’ directions in these situations, to choose not to do as thumos directs. As I

mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, it is this capacity that I call ‘endurance.’

The degree to which thumos was understood by the Greeks in antiquity as being
capable of opposing the individual can be seen by comparing the frequency with which
verbs of control and restraint qualify thumos as opposed to phrenes. Control or restraint
in Homer is denoted by a range of verbs — almost all of which also denote endurance —

including: éyw, and its compounds such as dvéyw'® and éréyw,'®® daualw, éviibnu,'®

'8 While primarily a verb of endurance, a secondary meaning of dvéyw in the active is: ‘To
restrain or check’ (e.g., II. 23.426).

18 sty occurs infrequently with thumos, but never has phrenes as its object.

18 A secondary meanings of évrifyu is: to bring one’s thumos into a specified state (e.g., II.

9.639). While évrifnu occurs frequently with zhumos, it never has phrenes as its object.
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donrim,"® épvw,'*! Iyw,'? madw,'” and oefalouar.’®* These verbs frequently have as

their direct objects thumos'®® and the thumotic passions,'*® but except for one passage in
which phrenes is the direct object of daudlw, phrenes function only as the location of
thumos or thumotic passions that are the object of restraint, that is, of thumos or the

thumotic passions.'’

Restraint as denoted by the above verbs can be broadly divided into external'”®

and internal restraint. This division can be neatly illustrated by reference to the Homeric
verb of restraint: doudlw. When it is used to qualify thumos or phrenes in Homer,
dauddw has one of two meanings: first, “To curb or restrain;” and second, ‘To overpower,
get the better of, master.” When it is used in its first sense of curbing or restraining,
daudl denotes internal self-restraint, that is, restraint imposed on a person by that same
person. When found with thumos in this first sense, daualw always denotes internal
restraint. It is this verb that Phoenix uses in Iliad 11, when he urges Achilles to ‘beat
down [his] great anger [SGpacov Gupdv péyav, Il 9.496].°"° We hear echoes of
Phoenix’s exhortation later in Iliad 18, when Achilles finally admits the necessity of

190 See also the compound xatepyrim. Note, however, that unlike oytdw, which can denote both
internal and external restraint, xarepntow only denotes external restraint (see 1. 9.465; Od. 9.31
& 19.545).

! See also the compound katepira.

92 Ayw: To cease, give over, desist; to cease or desist from; to cause to cease from something,
put restraint upon (e.g., Il. 13.424).

% mabw occurs frequently with thumotic passions such as cholos (II. 1.192, 9.260) and menos (Il.
1.207, 282), but never with thumos or phrenes.

194 Gefadopar is a form of oéBag: ‘[s]ensitiveness to the opinion of others, fear of what others may
think or say, shame’ (e.g., 6€Bag o€ Oupdv ikécbo, 71. 18.178). See Caswell (1990, 42) on this.

19 E.g., éméyw at Od. 20.266; évtifnur at II. 9.639 (od & Thaov &vOeo Bvudv); dpnriw at II. 1.192
(épnrooeié te Bopdv), and I1. 9.635 (épntieTor kpadin kai Bopdg dyfjvop); épdxw at Od. 11.105
(Bopov épukakéew xai éraipwv); and joxw at Il. 9.255-6 (ob 8¢ peyoAfropa Gupov ioyewv év
otffeocor).

1% B.g., Miyo qualifies uévog péya at Il 13.424; nado qualifies yoioc at I1. 1.192, yélov Oouaiyéa
at I1. 9.260, and pévog at 11. 1.207 & 282; and évrifnu qualifies ydiog at Il. 6.326.

157 For verbs of restraint with phrenes: cf. épnrow at I1. 9.462 (épntoet’ &v @peoi Bopdc), and 11
13.280 (093¢ oi &rpépag fodar EpnToeT’ &v Qpeci Bupoc).

1% The most obvious example of external restraint is that of the physical restraint imposed by
opposing forces on each other on the battlefield; e.g., dauddw at 71. 11.820, and 13.687; and £ye
at 7. 11.820, 13.687, and Od. 22.171.

199 Soualw is used in almost exactly the same way in Odysseus’ encounter with Ajax in Hades in
Odyssey 11, with Odysseus urging Ajax: ‘Come nearer, my lord, so you can hear what I say and
listen to my story; suppress your anger and lordly spirit [ddpacov 6¢ pévog kai dyfvopa Gopudvy’
(0Od. 11.561-62).
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restraining his cholos, and uses the same verb of restraint. Achilles declares: ‘for all our
sorrow [édoopev dyvdpevoi] [we must] beat down by force the anger deeply within us
[fopudv évi omBecor @idov Soapdoavieg avayky, Z1. 18.113]. In both instances, the
restraint referred to is the restraint of Achilles by Achilles. In Achilles’ articulation of his
own need for self-restraint, however, we are given privileged insight into the
psychological process at work with Achilles; a process that I will argue in the final
chapter is not genuinely endurance at all. Achilles talks of two passions here: sorrow and
anger. Achilles’ restraint consists of the subjection of one passion, anger, to another
passion, sorrow. It is, then, Achilles’ sorrow, rather than his rational impulse to endure,
that restrains his anger in the sense of replacing it. dauadw in this first sense of curbing or

restraining is only found with thumos, never with phrenes.

In its second sense of ‘overpowering’ or ‘mastering,” however, daudlw is found
with both thumos and phrenes. However, when used in this second sense, daualw does
not denote restraint so much as it denotes an overpowering influence of something
external to the person on that person. For example, doud{w in this second sense denotes
both the influence of dew and frost on Odysseus’ weakened thumos, and the influence of
eros on Zeus’ thumos.*® And, the only time that one of the above verbs has phrenes as its
direct object, doudlw denotes the overwhelming influence of wine on the Cyclops’
phrenes.®® 1t is clear, therefore, that this passage in which phrenes are directly qualified
by a verb of restraint does not provide a counter-example to the thesis that it is only

thumos, and never phrenes, that is restrained or controlled by Homeric man.

While this passage does not provide a counter-example to the thesis that Homeric

man must sometimes restrain or control his thumos, but never his phrenes, Sullivan’s

2 In Odyssey 5 Odysseus expresses the fear that the dew and frost will overcome his weakened,
gasping thumos (Sapdoy €€ dMynmehing kekgnota Qupdv, Od. 5.468). Whether the only other
instance of daua{w with thumos in this second sense at II. 14.316 is an example of internal or
external restraint, is somewhat more difficult to determine. In this passage, Zeus describes his lust
for Hera in the following way: ‘For never before has love for any goddness or woman so melted
about the heart inside me, broken it into submission, as now [o0 yap nd moté p’ O Oedic Epog
006¢ yuvaikog Bupov évi otfiBecot mepinpoyvbeig éddpacoev]’ (1. 14.315-17). A case could be
made for Zeus’ eros being internal to him, just as a case could be made for it being external to
him, particularly due to Hera’s use of a love charm. Which of the two is correct, however, will no
longer concern me here.

201 Sapacoduevoc ppévag oive (Od. 9.454).
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claim that Homeric phrenes too are often controlled by the individual looks, at first
glance, like it might. Sullivan contends that out of the three hundred and seventy-nine
instances of phrenes in Homer and the Homeric Hymns,*® only in eleven of these (nine
of which are in either the /liad or the Odyssey) does ‘a person exerts some control over
[his or her] phrenes.’203 However, from examination of these passages it becomes clear
that the use of the term ‘control’ to characterise the relationship between person and
phrenes is misleading, as Sullivan herself admits.*** I will give a brief summary of these
nine passages in order to demonstrate how different the individual’s relationship with his
phrenes is to that with his thumos. Sullivan cites three passages from the Illiad as
illustrating an individual’s control over his phrenes. First, at Il. 9.119 Agamemnon
explains to Nestor how he came to insult Achilles, by saying: ‘... I was mad, in the
persuasion of my heart’s evil [Gacdunv @peoi Aevyarénor mbnoac].” Second, at /7. 10.45,
Agamemnon says that Zeus’ phrenes are ‘turned from us [énei Awdg rpdneto opnyv].’
And, third, at /7. 13.394, a charioteer is said to be ‘stricken in the wits [mAfjyn @pévac].’ It
is clear from these three examples, that the relationship between Agamemnon, Zeus, and
the charioteer and their phrenes is not one characterised by control. Indeed, in the cases
of Agamemnon and the charioteer, the relationship seems more like /ack of control, than
one of control. In the five passages from the Odyssey, we find similar results. In these,
Penelope and the Phaecian women are said to have knowledge of good phrenes
(énictocbon mepikodréa kai ppévag €o0hdc, Od. 2.117, 7.111); Clytemnestra, Eumaeus,
and Amphinomos are said to use good phrenes (@peoi kéxpnt’ ayabfjor, Od. 3.266,
14.421, 16.398); and, in the final instance, Eurytion’s phrenes are said to have been made
foolish by wine (ppévag dacev oive, Od. 21.297).

It is manifestly clear from these examples that whatever relationship a person has
with his phrenes is vastly different from the relationship between him and his thumos.
‘Control,” in the sense of restraint, constraint, command, force, or domination, accurately

represents the relationship between person and rhumos. However, only if we take

22 Sullivan: 1988, 23.

2 bid., 196. Sullivan lists these passages from the Iiad: 9.119, 10.45, 13.394; and these from
the Odyssey 2.117,3.266, 7.111, 14.421, 16.398, and 21.297.

% 1bid., 196.
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‘control’ in its different sense of guidance, direction, supervision, or in the sense of
‘something being within one’s control,” could the term accurately represent the
relationship between person and phrenes. Zeus doesn’t control his phrenes by turning
them away from the Achaeans, so much as he guides or re-directs them. Nor do
Clytemnestra, Eumaeus, and Amphinomos control their ‘good phrenes’ by using them, so
much as they choose to consult them. The same could be said of the knowledge of ‘good
phrenes’ that Penelope and the Phaecian women are said to have; again the relationship is
not so much one of control, but rather of consultation. In the remaining passages, the
‘control’ of phrenes is the same as that denoted by the second meaning of daualw
discussed above, that is, that of something overpowering or overcoming phrenes. Just as
eros influences Zeus’ phrenes in the above discussion of doudlw, so here madness
influences Agamemnon’s phrenes, and fear influences the charioteer’s phrenes. And, just
as wine influences the Cyclops’ phrenes above, so too here wine influences and makes
foolish Eurytion’s phrenes. And, in all of these passages, the influence is not so much one

of control as one of overpowering.

Comprehensive analysis of the verbs of restraint with thumos and phrenes reveals
that while humos and the thumotic passions are frequently restrained, phrenes are never
restrained. Examination of the passages cited by Sullivan as examples of the relationship
that Homeric man has with his phrenes reveals that this relationship is markedly different
from the relationship he has with his thumos. These analyses reveal that the relationship
between Homeric man and his thumos can be characterised by tension, conflict, and
struggle, that ends in the person’s restraint of, or yielding to, thumos.**> Homeric man’s
relationship with his phrenes, by contrast, is characterised by more harmony and
cooperation. The ideal relationship between person and thumos is one of master and

obedient servant, or military commander and soldier. On the other hand, the ideal

25 Ibid., 118, 196. See also Sullivan: 1985, 149-50. Harrison comments on this, contending: ‘In
spite of the already mentioned blurring of the lines between the emotional and the rational in the
use of gpijv/ppéveg, there can be no doubt that the rational element is in fact dominant. General
usage indicates this as well as the development of ppéves “wisdom,” and dopowv, “foolish.” And
comparison with other mental organs points to the same conclusion. For example: the irrational
impulses of the uudc are regularly conceived of as being in opposition to a man, so that they
impel him, and he yields to them or overcomes them. But such interaction between man and his
ppiv is lacking’ (Harrison: 1960, 74).
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relationship between person and phrenes, is more like that of a partnership, or the

relationship of leader and trusted adviser.2%

At the beginning of this chapter I asked whether passionate impulses could be
attributed exclusively to thumos, and whether rational impulses could be attributed
exclusively to phrenes; and I offered the following answer: that both passionate and
rational impulses belonged to thumos, and that the role of phrenes was not to provide the
rational and passion-restraining impulse, but rather, its role is that of enabling thumos to
restrain itself, by being in a certain state. Having examined the three different ways in
which scholars argue that thumos is more passionate and that phrenes is more rational —
that is, first by reference to greater frequency of verbs of emotion with thumos and verbs
of cognition with phrenes; second, by reference to the different ways thumos and phrenes
perform the same functions; and third, by reference to the degree to which the entities
were thought of as entities independent of, and in opposition to, the individual — we can
now return to my answer. After examining the evidence for thumos as self-restraining, I

will offer an account of the role phrenes play in the self-restraint of thumos.

Like Platonic thumos, Homeric thumos often needs to be restrained; however,
unlike Platonic thumos, Homeric thumos is not restrained by some entity external to it.
Rather, in Homer, thumos restrains thumos. Thumos both impels the individual to act on
his passions, and, when this impulse conflicts with another more rational impulse, thumos
restrains itself so that the individual may act on this latter impulse. One piece of evidence
for this is that out of the ten passages in which the term Jdiya, that is, ‘divided,’ appears in
the epics, this division is attributed to thumos four times,”®’ and exclusively to phrenes
only once.”® It is thumos that is divided, torn between its passionate impulse and its
rational impulse. However, the main piece of evidence for the self-restraining thumos can
be found in Odyssey 9, where Odysseus speaks of a érepog Guuds (Od. 9.302), that is,

‘another’ or a ‘second’ thumos in his narration of one of the most famous scenes of

26 For the relationship between Homeric man and his thumos and phrenes see Darcus: 1979, esp.
163 & 166.

27 Division is attributed to thumos at Il. 20.32 (Sixa Gopdv Exovtec), and at Od. 19.524 (Sixa
Bopog opdpetar £vBo kai EvOa). It is attributed to thumos in phrenes twice at Il. 21.386 (dixa 6¢
o@v évi ppect Bopog dnto), and Od. 16.73 (Sixa Buudg évi ppeci pepunpiler). -

2% 0d. 22.333 (5ixa 8¢ Qpeci pepunpilev).
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Homeric endurance: Odysseus’ entrapment in, and escape from, the Cyclops’ cave.?”
Odysseus and his men are trapped in the cave of a Cyclops, that has just slaughtered,
dismembered, and devoured a number of Odysseus’ companions; and in so doing the
thumoi of Odysseus and his men were overwhelmed with helplessness (aunyovin 6’&xe
Bvpoév), causing them to cry out aloud to Zeus (Od. 9.287-95). Deliberating in his great-
hearted thumos (peyodnropa Bupév), Odysseus takes his sword from beside his thigh and
moves in closer in order to stab the Cyclops (9.299-302). This is Odysseus’ first impulse;
it is informed by the passions foremost within his thumos at that particular moment:
despair, anger, revenge, and fear. However, just as he was about to plunge in the sword,
Odysseus explains that, £tepog ¢ ue Gouods Epvkev, which Lattimore translates as: ‘but the
second thought stayed me,” but could be translated more literally as: ‘another thumos
restrained me.” This heteros thumos is the realization of a certain piece of information:
that the boulder blocking the cave’s exit is too heavy for Odysseus and his men to move,
and that if they are to have any chance of escape, they will have to wait until the Cyclops

moves it.

In this passage we can see two different impulses: the first is Odysseus’
passionate impulse to stab the Cyclops, and the second is his rational impulse to stay his
hand and check his passionate impulse, which is informed by his knowledge that only the
Cyclops can move the heavy boulder blocking the cave’s exit. These two impulses
correlate to two of Odysseus’ goals. His passionate impulse correlates with the goal of
exacting revenge on the Cyclops; and his rational impulse correlates with the goal of self-
preservation. What is crucial to note, is that thumos is the origin of both of these
impulses. Barnouw succinctly explains the self-restraining capacity of thumos in this
way:

All too often enduring, like checking, is misunderstood as a matter of suppressing
thumos, as if that were an inferior faculty capable only of immediate, potentially
rash responses. But endurance in Homer cannot be understood as a matter of

2 For literature on this scene, see: Schein, S. L. (1970). Odysseus and Polyphemus in the
Odyssey. Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies, 11, 73-83. Cook: 1995, 50-2, 61-3. Pelliccia
1995, 277-81. Barnouw: 2004, 75-6, & 99-119.
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holding one’s thumos in or back or down, for it is thumos that endures, just as it

checks and holds back.?'
Odysseus endures here, not by suppressing (in the sense of permanently silencing or
extinguishing) his thumos, but by choosing one of the two impulses of his thumos,
according to which offers a better chance for achieving his goals at that particular time.
While acting upon his first impulse would enable him to achieve his goal of exacting
revenge on the Cyclops, it would also lead the deaths of himself and his men. His second
impulse, by contrast, not only offers the only chance Odysseus and his men have of
survival, and hence achieving his overall goal of nostos, it also leaves open the possibility
of exacting revenge some time in the future. However, at this particular moment, it is the
choice that demands the greatest internal strength from Odysseus. As we will see in the
following chapters on the Homeric decision-making scenes, the agent in each of these
scenes is faced with the same choice: yielding to the passions that are strongest within

him at that particular moment, or restraining them as the means to a greater end.

(iii) Thumos and Phrenes in the Homeric Imagination

It is indisputable, then, that Homeric thumos is both the source of Homeric man’s
passionate impulses, as well as of his rational, and passion-restraining, impulses.
However, if thumos restrains itself, then what is the role of phrenes in thumos’ self-
restraint? To answer this question, we must venture into the depths of the Homeric
imagination, and look for connections between terms, and patterns of imagery. We can
try to get at how the Homeric imagination conceived of, or visualised, phrenes, by
examining the words used to describe phrenes in the epics, and the patterns of imagery
that they entail. The terms that are most revealing of how the ancients imagined phrenes
are: mokIvog, Gpapiokw, &umedoc,”" and fooc. Each of these terms has both an abstract
and a literal meaning, and, when the term is used to qualify phrenes, translators generally

choose to render it using the abstract meaning. Before examining the terms themselves, it

219 Barnouw: 2004, 15.
21 gee Sullivan: 1988, 51-2, & 56.
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is worthwhile considering a number of ways in which we could interpret the twofold
meaning of these terms. Those who subscribe to the chronological explanation and the
organic model will argue that both literal and abstract meanings are relevant to phrenes.
Whether the literal meaning is merely an echo of an earlier organic conception of the
entity, and is therefore perhaps to inform, but not replace the abstract meaning, or
whether it is appropriate also the Homeric conception of the entity, is a somewhat more
contentious question. Those who reject chronology and anatomical identifications of the
entities in favour of a purely functional conception, will obviously prioritise the abstract
meaning over the literal, most likely discarding the literal meaning altogether. I suggest,
by contrast, that we should prioritise neither the abstract nor the literal meaning, but
allow for the possibility that both abstract and literal meanings are implied when these
terms are used to qualify phrenes. That the abstract meaning has not overtaken the literal
meaning, as the physical qualities ascribed to phrenes became abstracted, but rather the
literal meaning inheres in the abstract one. Furthermore, an in-depth analysis of these
terms when used to qualify both phrenes and other more tangible entities, reveal striking

patterns of imagery that should not be ignored.

When describing phrenes, mvxivég is translated abstractly as ‘wisdom,’
‘shrewdness,” (Il. 14.294, trans., Murray)z‘2 and ‘astuteness;’?!> however, its primary
meaning is one of literal structural integrity. When qualifying more tangible entities,

mwokivos denotes closeness in texture, density, and thickness; and it has the secondary

2 Homer. (1925). Hliad: Books 13-24 (1999 ed., Vol. II). (G. P. Goold, Ed., & A. T. Murray,
Trans.) Cambridge & London: Harvard University Press, .

213 Interestingly, the term zvkivdg is only ever used attributed to phrenes in Homer to describe the
phrenes of gods. Zeus is said to have moxivdc phrenas at Il. 14.294, and again in the Homeric
Hymns in the ‘Hymn to Aphrodite’ at 38. Aphrodite is also said to have wvkivdg phrenas in this
same hymn at 243. The closest other characters come is having moxiva medea, that is, ‘Counsels,
arts, plans, devices, schemes,’ in their phrenes (mukiva ppeoi uide” Exovteg, 1. 24.282, 674; and
0Od. 19.353).

In his translation of the Homeric Hymns, Martin West deviates from the common
translation of mvkivdg phrenas as wise, by rendering it as ‘subtle’ and ‘intricate’ respectively,
evoking something more of its structural integrity than the more common translations mentioned
above (Homeric Hymns; Homeric Apocrypha; Lives of Homer. (2003). (M. L. West, Trans.)
Cambridge, Massachusetts; London, England: Harvard University Press) Perhaps we could
surmise something about moxvég from its exclusive reference to divine phrenes; namely, that the
wisdom borne of structual integrity is characteristic of the most perfect phrenes. See Sullivan
(1988: 192) on Zeus’ phrenes.
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meaning, for references to construction, of ‘closely constructed or made, well fitted
together, without breaks or interstices, affording good shelter, protection or security.’
Onians noticed that Homer uses the term mvkivdg to denote ‘things close together or of
close texture, e.g. a thicket, the twigs and branches of a tree or the stones of a wall.’*'* He
suggests that, as the contexts in which zvk1vdg is used tell us that it is considered to be a
word of praise — indeed are all the terms mentioned above are terms of praise — when it is
used to describe phrenes it could perhaps evoke something of ‘fineness and complexity’
that the ancients ascribed to phrenes.*'® Of course, Onians identified phrenes as the lungs,
and the fineness and density of texture denoted by mvxivdg certainly ‘fits admirably the
multitude of branching passages and veins within each lung and the intricate tracery, [of]
the polygonal lobules of the outside.’®'S However, I suggest that we can draw upon
Onians’ connection between the structural integrity of houses and phrenes that are
qualified by the term mvxivdg, without subscribing to his anatomical identification of

phrenes as the lungs.

Ascribing these literal qualities of structural integrity, and complexity to phrenes
on this basis might seem to some to be stretching the analogy. However, it gains
plausibility when we consider that dpapiokw, the second term used to qualify phrenes
and more tangible entities, also denotes structural integrity. In fact, translations of
apopiokw are even more evocative of this structural integrity than the translations of
mokivog when applied to phrenes. These translations include: ‘well-balanced,” ‘sound,’
‘fitting’ [that is, ‘fitting’ in the physical, not normative, sense of the word], and ‘well-
constructed’ (LSJ).”*"" Like mvkivdg, the primary meaning of dpapiokw is one of
structural integrity: ‘to fit together.” The adjectives éumedog, and iooc are also used to

218

describe the positive condition of phrenes.”® When qualifying phrenes, icog means

‘intelligence’ or ‘wits, well balanced, sound, sane,” and &umedog means ‘unimpaired in

24 Onians: 1951, 28. For examples of such usage see II. 18.320 (thicket); Od. 5.471 (twigs or tree
branches); 1. 16.212 (stones).

21 Ibid., 28.

>'8 Ibid., 28.

AT E g, obte T Ainv GAxipoc €v mokepm ofite ppesiv fiow dpnpag (Od. 10.552-553). See also
évaioog.

218 For Eunedoc see Il. 6.352; and Od. 18.215. For éioog see Od. 11.337, 14.178, and 18.249.
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mind,” as well as ‘well balanced.” Good balance is shared by the abstract and literal
meanings of both terms, with foog having the additional literal meanings of equality and
evenness, and éumedoc meaning ‘steadfast,” ‘firm-set,” ‘steady,” ‘secure,” and ‘without

intermission or break, continuously’ when meant in its literal sense.

We come to a closer understanding of how the Homeric mind understood
phrenes, when we consider that each of these terms, except for éumedog, was used
extensively to describe soldiers and their armour on the battlefield. éioag a form of the
adjective iooc describes the proper state of phrenes,””® as well as the optimal state of the

220 is a shield

soldier’s shield. The well-balanced shield (doniba ndvtoo’ éiony, Il. 3.347)
that the soldier can hide under for protection (b1’ donidr ndvroc” éiony, 1. 13.405); and it
is a shield that is so strong (domid’ évi kpatep), /1. 3.349) that it cannot be penetrated by

221 As noted above, while the term mvkivoc can be used to denote

the enemy’s spear.
things that are ‘close in texture, dense, [and] thick’ such as clouds (mwvxwvov vépoc, 11
5.751) and thickets (v Aoyun mokwij, Od. 19.439), it, along with dpapiokw, is a term
primarily used to denote strength and impenetrability bome of structural integrity.
Walls,?*? houses,?®® and ranks of infantry®** are all zvkivaf and dpypac, because, though
they are all made of a multiplicity of individual parts, these parts are fitted together so
closely — as closely as a soldier’s hand and the spear or axe grasped tightly within it*®* —
and without any breaks or interstices, that a unified whole is created.”?® This unified

whole has a strength and impenetrability lacking in its individual parts. This strength and

219 gee ppévag Evdov éicac at Od. 11.337, 14.178, and 18.249.

29 See also 1. 5.300, and 11.61.

221 “The first of the two Alexandros let go his spear far-shadowing and struck the shield of Atreus’
son on its perfect circle [doniSo wévtoc’ éionv] nor did the bronze point break its way through
[008” Eppnéev xarkdc], but the spearhead bent back in the strong shield [aveyvapeOn 8¢ oi aiyun
aomid’ évi kpatepfi]’ (/. 3.346-9).

22 E.g., Il. 16.212-213 (10iyov avip apépy mokwoiot AiBoiot); and 1. 7.339 (mdrag €0 dpapuiag).
Walls are also described as Epnedog at Il. 12.12 (1eix0¢ ... Epnedov).

2B E.g., Il 10.267 (nokivov S6pov).

2 E.g., II. 4281 (moxwoi pérayyec); for foot-soldiers see I1. 16.211 (otixeg &pdev); for soldiers
in rank see /1. 15.618 (ropyndov apnpdteg).

25 B.g., spears (yyoc ... mahdumew épipey; Il 3.338); and axes (méhexvv ... dppevov év
naraunoy Od. 5.234).

26 Gpapioka is also used to denote the closeness of shields of soldiers in rank on the battlefield to
express the closeness of the solidiers themselves (01 8’ énei dAAMAovG &papov Tuktijot Bosooy; 1.
12.105). And mokivdg is also used to describe shields themselves (doniba pivoicwv mokiviy, 11
13.804).
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impenetrability is primarily defensive and protective: walls and houses are closely
constructed of stones or other building materials, in order to defend those within from
external forces, such as the natural elements, as well as from enemy attack. Shields are
strong and impenetrable to protect the soldier from the enemy’s spear. Soldiers are
packed tightly together on the battlefield to better defend themselves against the
oncoming enemy; an army divided is an army conquered. However, this strength and
impenetrability is not only to keep things out, but can also be to keep things in. Circe

0:**7 and Telemachus

chooses a mokivoig pig-sty to confine Odysseus’ men in Odyssey 1
is advised to choose for his journey vessels made of animal-hide that are wvkivoioty,
because they hold their contents tightly within them.””® These examples of mvkivdg to

denote containment, will be returned to shortly.

In the dearth of explicit evidence for exactly how the Homeric imagination
conceived of thumos and phrenes as physical entities, as well as the relationship between
the two entities, we must turn to poetic metaphor, as indeed it is only fitting to do in the
examination of epic poetry. I argue that the closest we can come to an appreciation of the
relationship between thumos and phrenes, and their roles in Homeric man’s endurance, is
through metaphor. We saw above that there was some connection in the Homeric
imagination between the ideal condition of phrenes and structural integrity, particularly
the structural integrity of defensive formations such as ranks of soldiers on the battlefield.
There are two passages in the [liad in which we see two of the terms discussed above
(mvxvég and Gpapiokw) used to denote structural integrity on the battlefield. In these two
passages, the activity of thumos and phrenes is explicitly compared with the activity of
soldiers on the battlefield. I contend that we can see in these passages an image of how
the Homeric mind visualised thumos and phrenes, as well as an image of how they

imagined the relationship between the two psychological entities.

First, I will quote a passage from Iliad 15 which, though lengthy, offers a perfect
illustration on the large-scale, of what the Homeric mind imagined as taking place on the

small-scale, within the individual’s thumos and phrenes, during times of external

227 Circe’s pig-sty (mvkivovg kevbudvag, Od. 10.283).
228 Telemachus’ animal-hide vessel (éppactv év mukvoioty, Od. 2.291).
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hardship and internal conflict. Zeus has decided to honour and glorify Hector in /liad 15,

and he drives Hector on towards the Achaean army:

Kal p’ €Berev piiEon otixag avdpdv nepntilov,

7 &1 mhelotov Spihov Spa kai Tevye” dploTa -

GAL’ 008" B¢ SHvaro piifat pdAa ep peveaivay -

{oyov yap mopymdov dpnpotec, fTe TéTPN

NAiParog peydin, mohiiig arog Eyyig éodoa,

1] 1€ péver Myéwv avénmv Aaynpd kéievba

KOMOTA TE TPOPOEVTA, TG TE TPOCEPEVYETAL AVTTV

®¢ Aavool Tpdoag pévov Eunedov 006E péRovto (1. 15.615-22).

And now he [Hector] was probing the ranks of men, and trying to smash them,
and made for where there were most men together, and the best armour. But even
so he could not break them, for all his fury, for they closed into a wall and held
him, like some towering huge sea-cliff that lies close along the grey salt water
and stands up against the screaming winds and their sudden directions and against
the waves that grow to bigness and burst up against it. So the Danaans stood
steady against the Trojans, nor gave way.

The Achaean soldiers are tightly packed together (apnpdq), creating an impenetrable line
of defence. Hector tries to divide them, but, despite his fury (peveaivav), cannot. The
Achaeans stand steadfastly (pévov &umedov) against his fury, holding him back or
restraining him ({oov), just as a well-constructed wall (Tupyndov apnpdteg), or a great
sea cliff remains, despite the winds (dvépwv) that scream about it and the great waves
(idpatd, kopo) that pound it. The Achaeans are strong and impenetrable in their unity,

weathering Hector’s onslaught like an enduring cliff.

However, the Achaeans’ endurance soon begins to waver in the face of the

Hector’s increasing fierceness:

avTap 6 Aapmndpevog Topi navrodev EvBop’ Opikm,

év &’ &nec’ g Ote kDpa Bofj év wii néomot

Aafpov Vol VEQEWY AVEROTPEPES - 1] OE T€ Tho

vy HrexpOodn, dvéporo 8¢ detvog g

ioti éuPpépetar, tpopéovot 8¢ 1€ ppéva vadtat

de1d16tec - TVTOOV yap VmEk Bavdrolo pépoviat

¢ €daileto Bupdg évi ombeoov Ayaudv (Il 15.623-629).
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But he [Hector], lit about with flame on all sides, charged on their numbers and
descended upon them as descends on a fast ship the battering wave storm-bred
from beneath the clouds, and the ship goes utterly hidden under the foam, and the
dangerous blast of the hurricane thunders against the sail, and the hearts of the
seamen are shaken with fear, as they are carried only a little way out of death’s
reach. So the heart in the breast of each Achaean was troubled.

Hector, fire-like, charges upon the Achaeans with the violence and fury (cf. AGBpoc) of
the storm-bred wave, like a dangerous and terrifying (cf. 6e1vdc) hurricane blast. This is
explicitly related to the psychological entities of the sailors of the metaphor in the final
lines. The phrenes of the seamen tremble (cf. Tpopéw) with fear (cf. ded161eC), as the
destructive force of the wind and waves is reaches its most fearsome, and their vessel is
submerged. And the thumoi in the Achaeans breasts are not merely ‘troubled,” as
Lattimore translates dailw, but are divided, torn or rent in two, as the destructive force of

Hector descends upon them.

Just like Hector himself, whose thumos will very soon be similarly troubled and
divided as he awaits the on-set of Achilles, and who stands his ground for as long as he
can before failing to endure and fleeing,”*® the Achaeans stand their ground temporarily
before fleeing from Hector in ‘unearthly terror [Oconecimg pdfndev]” (II. 15.637) as
cattle from a ‘a lion of destructive mind [Aéwv 0Aob@pwv]’ (Trans., Murray; II.
15.630).%° Both Hector’s thumos in Iliad 22, and the thumoi of the Achaeans in this
passage, are divided between standing their ground, and fleeing. That is to say, two
impulses divide their thumoi: the impulse to flee as their terror urges them, and the
impulse to stand their ground, which they know is the right and courageous thing to do.
The first impulse is what I have called the passionate impulse, which is informed
primarily by fear in this passage; and the second impulse is what I have called the rational
impulse, here informed primarily by knowledge of the heroic code, which I will discuss
in greater detail in the following chapter. While the Achaeans manage to follow their
second impulse, the rational impulse to remain and stand their ground, the fearful
passions in their thumoi beat violently against the phrenes that enclose them, like the

wind and waves that pound against the great cliff. Just as the cliff resists the destructive

2 See 11, 22.90 ff. for Hector.
0 Murray, Trans.
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force of the wind and the waves and remains unchanged, so too are the phrenes
unchanged by the potentially destructive thumotic passions. However, as the ferocity of
Hector’s onslaught increases, the metaphor changes from that of natural elements versus
a rock cliff, to that of natural elements versus first a ship (vni), and finally to that of
natural elements versus the ship’s sail (ioti®). The increase in Hector’s ferocity is
expressed through an intensification of the natural elements to states of ferocity. What
were once ‘screaming winds’ and great waves, are now a ‘battering wave storm-bred’ and
‘the dangerous blast of the hurricane.” As Hector’s ferocity intensifies, the capacity of the
soldiers to remain steadfast declines, from being initially as impenetrable and as
impervious to the wind and waves as a great sea cliff, to the wind and storm-tossed ship,
and, finally, to the ship’s flimsy sail, blown about by every wind. This gradual demotion
from the impenetrability of the great cliff to the weak and porous ship’s sail, parallels the
gradually undermining effect on phrenes of the fierce thumotic passions. And, just as the
boat — or more specifically its sail — can no longer resist the destructive wind and waves,
neither can the phrenes maintain its proper state of cliff-like strength and impenetrability,
without which the thumos cannot resist its destructive passions, and the soldiers yield to

their passionate impulse to flee.

I will quote one final passage from the Iliad in which we see the same terms used
to qualify phrenes — nokivég and dpapiokw — also used to denote the structural integrity
of soldiers on the battlefield. In the passages above, we saw a metaphor for the
relationship between thumos and phrenes. 1 suggest that in this passage we see a
metaphor for how the Homeric mind imagined the physical nature of the phrenes
themselves at the very moment that the thumotic passions are aroused. We are in /liad 16,

and Achilles has just given a rousing, encouraging speech to his army:

“Qc einmv dtpuve pévog Kai Bupdv EKGoTov.

pdddov 8¢ atiyeg apbev, énel Paciijog dkovoay.

¢ 8’ dte ToiyOV AVip Apdpy muKivoiot Aiboiot

ddparog vymroio, Piag avépwv dresivav,

¢ Gpapov kOpLBEG Te Kal domideg dppardecoar.

domic ap’ domid’ Epelde, kOPLG KOPLY, AvEPR O Gviip -
yavov 8’ inndropot kdpuheg Aapumpoict paroict
VELOVTWV MG Tukvol Epéstacav aAiniotot (I1. 16.210-17).
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So he spoke, and stirred the spirit and strength in each man, and their ranks, as
they listened to the king, pulled closer together. And as a man builds solid a wall
with stones set close together for the rampart of a high house keeping out the
force of the winds, so close together were the helms and shields massive in the
middle. For shield leaned on shield, helmet on helmet, man against man, and the
horse-hair crests along the horns of the shining helmets touched as they bent their
heads, so dense were they formed on each other.

It is as the thumotic passions of menos and thumos are stirred (cf. otpdvo, 1. 16.210)
within the soldiers, that the ranks of soldiers pull closer (cf. dpapiokw) together. I suggest
that here we could see a metaphor for the proper state of phrenes when the thumotic

passions increase within it !

What exactly do we mean, however, when we say that phrenes cannot maintain
their proper state when the thumotic passions are too violent, or when they are yielded to?
Caswell argues that the role of phrenes is to contain the thumos: ‘The relationship of
Oopdg to epnv/epéveg is that of content to container. It is in light of this relationship that
we can better appreciate why Ovpudc must be flexible and @pnv/Qpéveg close-knit, and
why also the physical impairment of ppyv/ppévec results in the lack of intelligence.’?*
This hypothesis is certainly attractive. It would explain why phrenes that lost structural
integrity, that ceased to be close-knit, would lose their strength and thereby fail to hold
the breathy thumos within them. However, the two passages Caswell cites as evidence for
her claim, do not sufficiently support it. First, Caswell cites Phoenix’s recollection of his
failure, as a young man, to restrain himself in his father’s house. Phoenix says: ‘But now
no more could the heart in my breast be ruled entirely [oUkétt ndunav épntdet’ év ppeoci
Ovpdg] to range still among these halls when my father was angered’ (/I 9.462-3).
Phoenix cannot restrain himself, so his kinsmen must restrain him instead (cf.
Katepnmow, 465). Second, Caswell cites the depiction of the coward (dedg aviip, 17
13.278), whose ‘heart inside him has no control to make him sit steady [000¢€ o1 dtpépoag

foBar épnroet’ &v ppeoi Bopdc]’ (280). However, in both instances the verb is not one of

B! For the thumotic passions as increasing, see Achilles’ speech in Jliad 18, in which he says
speaks of ‘gall [x6Aog], which makes a man grow angry for all his great mind [moAd@povd], that
gall of anger that swarms like smoke inside of a man’s heart [avép@v év otfifvooiv aéEeton ote
kamvoc] and becomes a sweeter thing to him than the dripping of honey (/. 18.108-110).

P2 Caswell: 1990, 52.
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containment, but rather is the verb of restraint we encountered above: épnrow. No
mention is made of containment in the definitions of onrdw listed for in either Cunliffe’s

Homeric Lexicon™® or the LSJ.**

It is unclear why, when there are no grammatical differences between these
instances of pyrdw and other instances of the verb, that it should denote containment
here, and not elsewhere.”® Certainly, thumos is located in phrenes in both of these
passages, and it is thumos that fails to be restrained in both. However, it is not clear that
the reason why thumos fails to be restrained is that the phrenes fail to contain the thumos
within them. Perhaps Caswell is relying on a parallel between Phoenix’s refusal to be
contained by his father’s house, and his thumos’ refusal to be contained within the
phrenes; however, even such a parallel would be insufficient for a justification of her
thesis. Sullivan rejects Caswell’s theory of containment on the grounds that it too broad a
generalisation, arguing that while thumos is most frequently located within the phrenes, it

236

can also be located in other parts of the body,”” and it is not the case that these are

instances of a failure of containment of thumos by phrenes.

The theory of containment of thumos by phrenes would be better defended by the
two instances mentioned above in which the term mvxivdc is used to denote the structural
integrity required to keep something in, rather than the structural integrity to keep
something out. zvkivdg has the secondary meanings of ‘[l]etting nothing escape from
within, holding its contents tight, well-fenced.” The two examples of this are both from
the Odyssey. As mentioned in above, the pig-sty that Circe uses to confine Odysseus’
men in is 7okivodg, because it allows the men, or rather, the temporary pigs, no chance of

escape.””’ Similarly, the animal-hide vessels that Athena advises Telemachus to pack his

B3 ¢onriw: (1) To hold back, hold in check, check, restrain, curb. (2) To get under control, bring
back to discipline. (3) In mid. (a) To check oneself, come to a stand, stop. (b) To hold back from
going, remain in a specified place. Cunliffe cites both of Caswell’s examples (1. 9.462 & 13.280)
of containment as examples meaning number (1).

B4 gonriow: (1) Restrain, check; (2).to keep away from; (3) prevent (LSJ).

23 Caswell: 1990, 43.

36 Qullivan, S. D. (1993). Review: A Study of Thumos in Early Greek Epic by Caroline Caswell.
Phoenix, 47 (3), 264-6, p. 266.

27 rokvong kevBpdvag (Od. 10.283).
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provisions in before leaving Ithaca in Odyssey 2, are also mvkivoioiv, because they hold
their contents tightly within them.”® Nonetheless, the vast majority of uses of mvxvéc
denote strength through structural integrity for the purpose, not of containment, but rather
for the purposes of defence and protection, most especially defence on the battlefield.
This suggests that the primary function of phrenes, the metaphorical psychological
fortress, is defensive. Phrenes defend the individual in two ways. First, by guarding the
psychological entities within them from external forces. And second, by protecting the
psychological entities, including themselves, from the destructive influence of the

internal forces of the extreme passions.

Homeric man, as Sullivan contends, is a nexus of internal and external forces, and
the boundaries between which are not clearly demarcated.”® I contend that the phrenes
are at the heart of this nexus between the internal and external, that they are the point of
communication and inspiration between gods and man, the point where that which
originates within man, and that which originates outside of him, merge, becoming one in
a way that is altogether foreign to Homer’s contemporary audience. Phrenes are not
merely the nexus between inside and out, but they are Homeric man’s psychological
fortress, protecting him from both external, as well as internal, destructive forces. It is
starting to become even clearer then, why it is of such paramount importance that
Homeric man’s phrenes are in their strong, tightly-knit, steadfast condition. The stronger
Homeric man’s phrenes, the greater is his protection from destructive forces. By external
destructive forces, I mean those that originate outside Homeric man’s phrenes. These
include: wine, which holds (cf. €pyopat, Od. 18.331) and overcomes or weighs down (cf.
Bapéw, Od. 19.122) phrenes; até, which strikes phrenes (60w, Od. 21.301); and the

0 remove (cf. aipéo, sEupém),®* destroy (cf.

244

gods, who may harm (cf. frantow),

242

dMow),* and who — along with mortals®® — deceive one’s phrenes.

28 sepupacy &v mokwoiow (Od. 2.291).

B9 Sullivan: 1988, 81. Sullivan here echoes Snell’s famous claim that in Homer, ‘Mental and
spiritual acts are due to the impact of external factors, and man is the open target of a great many
forces which impinge on him, and penetrate his very core’ (Snell: 1953 (1982 ed.), 20).

0 11.15.724; Od. 14.178, cf. 23.14.

#111.6.234,9.377, 18.311, 19.137.

#211.7.360, 12.234.
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When Homeric characters charge one another with having phrenes that are, or
have been, intoxicated, harmed, removed, destroyed, or deceived, they are referring
primarily to the destruction of that individual’s decision-making capacity. Here we see
the final function of phrenes: the moral function.”*® Both Achilles (/. 9.377) and
Agamemnon (/. 19.137), for example, cite removal of phrenes (ppévag efheto / €E€AeT0)
as the cause of Agamemnon’s fatal decision to take Briseis from Achilles. It is similarly
Athena’s removal of the Trojans’ phrenes (ppévag eiketo) that causes them to foolishly
assent to Hector’s plan to remain outside the city walls and fight Achilles, rather than
retreat inside and await the optimal time for fighting (//. 18.254-84). This latter plan was

suggested by ‘the careful [menvopévoc]*®

Polydamas who — just like the old man used as
a foil to the young men of unstable phrenes (Mepébovta, 1. 3.108) discussed in the
previous chapter — is the only one amongst them who ‘looked before and behind him

[6pa mpdoom Kai dmicow]’ (1. 18.249-50).%

Hector has a history of failing to see the
wisdom in Polydamas’ advice; in Iliad 12, upon hearing Polydamas’ suggestion that they
remain rather than fight (ZI. 12.216), Hector claimed that the gods must have destroyed
Polydamas’ phrenes (ppévag dAeoav, 11, 12.234).2* In all of these examples, destruction
of phrenes most undermines the character’s decision-making capacity, and destruction is

manifest in the character’s words and deeds.

3 E.g., Hector taunts the fatally wounded Patroclus, asking him whether Achilles persuaded
Patroclus’ foolish phrenes with his words (ppévag dopovi neibe, 17, 16.842).

24 E.g., Athena deceives the phrenes of the foolish Panadarus by persuading him (@pévog Gppov
neidev) shoot Menelaus and thereby break the truce (/l. 4.104). See also Od. 13.327, where
Odysseus suspects Athena of deceiving him with her words (éndg @pévag fymeponedong). See
Sullivan: 1988, 144-150.

5 See Classen: 2005 on this.

6 For scholarship on memvouévog, see: Heath, J. (2001). TIEIINYMENOZ: Growing into an
Epithet. Mnemosyne, 54 (2), 129-57.

#7 <So spoke Hector, and the Trojans thundered to hear him; fools [vijmio1], since Pallas Athena
had taken away the wits from them [@pévag eiketo]. They gave their applause to Hector in his
counsel of evil, but none to Polydamas, who had spoken good sense before them’ (/. 18.310-14).
Polydamas, who was superior to Hector in words, advised temporary retreat inside the city walls
until the best was optimal for fighting Achilles. Hector, however, who was superior to Polydamas
in deeds, rejected Polydamas’ advice in favour of immediate action (//. 18.252). Hector later
realises his fatal folly in not following Polydamas’ counsel.

2 The only other example of damaged phrenes is in Illiad 7, where Paris objects to Antenor’s
suggestion that they return Helen to Menelaus and Agamemnon (/. 7.350-1), saying that a god
must have destroyed his phrenes (ppévag drecav, I1. 7.360).
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However, an individual’s phrenes are not only vulnerable to being damaged by
external forces, but can also be damaged by forces internal to the individual. I will use the
example of Agamemnon’s phrenes mentioned above to illustrate the destructive effect of
excessive thumotic passions on phrenes. When Agamemnon makes the fatal decision to
take Briseis from Achilles in /liad 1, his phrenes are described as having been filled and
blackened by menos (péveog 8¢ péya ppévec apgi péhonvon wipmhave’, 1. 1.103-104).24
Agamemnon will later blame his poor decision on Zeus’ removal of his phrenes,”° as we
saw in the preceding paragraph. But he will also blame it on yielding to the excessive
thumotic passions in his phrenes, specifically yielding to the blinding and fierce aré that
the gods sent to overcome his phrenes (@peoiv EuParov Gypiov atnyv, 1. 19.88). The
excessive thumotic passions in Agamemnon’s phrenes have damaged (¢dw, 7. 9.119)
them, and rendered them destructive (0Aodg, /I 1.342), and weak or wretched
(Aevyahéog, 11 9.119).°' Agamemnon’s decision-making capacity has been undermined
because, as Achilles insightfully explains, by raging in his destructive phrenes (dlotfjot
@peoi Bvel) Agamemnon has lost the capacity to ‘look behind and before him’ (7. 1.342-
343).2°2 1t is this ability to ‘look behind and before’ oneself that is central to Homeric
endurance. To be fully in control of his actions, Homeric man needs to be able to abstract
himself from the present, and from the passions that are uppermost within him in the
present, and have the presence of mind to consider both past and future in his decision-

making. 2%

%9 At II. 1.103-4 Agamemnon’s phrenes ‘filled within filled black to the brim with anger from
beneath [péveog 8¢ péya @péveg apel pélavar wipmhove']).” At Il 19.88 Agamemnon blames the
gods for this: ‘... yet I am not responsible but Zeus is, and Destiny, and Erinys with mist-walking
who in assembly caught by heart in the savage delusion [ppeciv Euparov Gyptov Gmv] on that
day I stripped from him the prize of Achilleus’ (/. 19.86-89).

0 This is seconded by Achilles at II. 9.377 where he says that ‘Zeus of the counsels has taken his
gAgamemnon’s] wits away from him [€x ydp oi @pévog iketo unrieta Zevg].’

5! The line at 7. 9.119 reads: §AA’ énel Gooaunv @peoi Aevyorénot mOfooc. This is the very
opposite of what phrenes in their proper state are supposed to be. Phrenes are meant to be
protective and defensive, not destructive.

2 Achilles says: 008¢ Tt 016€ voijoat pa mpéoom Kai dnicow (1. 1.343).

3 For other passages in which excessive thumotic passions in phrenes undermine an individual’s
decision-making capacity, leading to reprehensible behaviour, see 1. 8.360 (Zeus), 24.114
(Achilles), and 24.135 (Achilles).
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Phrenes, then, are vulnerable to external forces, such as divine interference, and
internal forces, such as excessive thumotic passions. Internal and external forces merge in
Homeric man’s phrenes, as we saw clearly in Agamemnon’s seizure of Briseis, in which
his passions both originate in his phrenes, and are put there by the gods. The stronger
Homeric man’s phrenes, the less vulnerable he is to being deceived by gods or other
people, and the greater the capacity for the thumos within him to restrain his thumotic
passions. The presence of excessive thumotic passions in phrenes, particularly when they
are yielded to rather than restrained or controlled, damages the phrenes in some
fundamental way. This damage is not necessarily permanent, however, as it is possible

for the phrenes of good men to be healed (dxeotai tot epéveg EcOAMY, 11, 13.115).

The proper physical states of phrenes and thumos are thus the opposite of one
another. In its proper physical state, phrenes are firm, rigid, and unbending; while thumos
in its proper state is the opposite of this, that is, flexible, malleable, yielding, and
bendable. It is only when it is in a negative state that thumos is attributed strength, such
as when it is ascribed the solidity of iron.”** When in their negative states, phrenes and
thumos undermine the individual’s decision-making capacity, and result in behaviour
both prudentially and morally reprehensible. We saw this above in the example of
Agamemnon’s phrenes, and, after examining a number of the Homeric decision-making
scenes in the next chapter, I will look at Achilles’ phrenes and thumos in the final chapter
of this thesis, and examine the roles they play in his actions and decision-making. What is
required for good actions and decision-making, is some ideal tension or balance between

one strong, solid, and close-knit entity, and the other hot,>*

vaporous, energetic entity.
From a consideration of these qualities of phrenes and thumos, and from the fact that
thumos is located within phrenes, it is understandable that the relationship between them
be seen as one of containment of thumos by phrenes. One can imagine that when in their
proper states, the energy-filled breath of thumos cannot break beyond the bounds of the

strong, dense, closely-knit phrenes; but that when phrenes lack this strength and tensility,

34 sienpeog év ppeai Bupde (J1. 22.357).

Thumos and phrenes are often objects of the verb /aivw, translations of which include ‘To
gladden, rejoice, cheer, comfort, placate,” (e.g., Bupdg iGvOn, Il 23.597-8; petd @peci Bupdg
iavon, 11. 23.600). However /aivw also has a primary meaning of ‘To warm, heat.’
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they no longer able to contain the excesses of thumos, which then burst forth from the
widening gaps in the weakening phrenes. However, the role of phrenes is more passive
than this. Rather than phrenes restraining thumos by actively containing it, it seems that
the active thumos draws on the strength and steadfastness of the surrounding phrenes in

order to restrain itself.
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Chapter III — Endurance in the Decision-Making Scenes

Hpaxiéa Aiog vidv deioopal, ov uéy’ apirotov
yetvar’ énxtyBovioov Onpnic évi kalAiyopoiaty
Alxunun piyOeioo kelovepéi Kpoviwvi -
0¢ mpiv uév kotd yaiav dbéoparov noé Odiacooy
mialouevog mounijotv bn’ Ebpvobijog avaxtog
T0AA0 pév avtog Epelev drdobaia, worle &’ Gvérln -
Vv 8’ 1jon kata kal.ov £60¢ vigpdeviog Oldumov
vaigl tepmouevog kai Exel kaAiiopvpov "Hpny.
xaipe aval A10g vié - §idov J apetnv 1€ xai 67 fov.

Of Heracles the son of Zeus I will sing, far the finest of men on earth, born
in Thebes of the beautiful dances to Alcmena in union with the dark-cloud son of
Kronos. Formerly he roamed the vastness of land and sea at the behest of King
Eurystheus, causing much suffering himself and enduring much; but now in the
fair abode of snowy Olympus he lives in pleasure and has fair-ankled Hebe as his
wife.

1 salute you, lord, son of Zeus: grant me status and fortune.

Homeric Hymn to Heracles the Lionhear”®

(i) Endurance and Deliberation

In the previous chapter I briefly defined Homeric endurance as the voluntary
suffering of some significant hardship, in a way that is contrary to one’s most immediate
passions, and doing so either as a means to achieving some further end, or as the only

virtuous choice one has in the face of divine fate.”*” I gave a number of examples of ways

6 Homer. (2003). Homeric Hymns; Homeric Apocrypha; Lives of Homer. (M. L. West, Trans.)
Cambridge, Mass. & London: Harvard University Press.

7 Scholarship on endurance in Homer includes: Whitman, C. H. (1958). Homer & the Heroic
Tradition. Cambridge Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 175-8. Lloyd-Jones. (1971). The
Justice of Zeus. Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of California Press, 28-30. Frinkel,
H. (1975). Early Greek Poetry and Philosophy. (M. Hadas, & J. Willis, Trans.) Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 87-93. Brooks, C. (1977). The Heroic Impulse in the "Odyssey". The Classical World,
70 (7), 455-456. Flaumenhaft, M. J. (1982). The Undercover Hero: Odysseus from Dark to
Daylight. Interpretation, 10 (1), 9-41. Schmid, W. T. (1985). The Socratic Conception of
Courage. History of Philosophy Quarterly, 2 (2), 113-29, pp. 113-4. Pucci, P. (1987).-Odysseus
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in which Homeric man endures, such as through action and inaction; through standing his
ground in battle and retreating; through steeling himself to fight, as well as submitting to,
his enemy; and, most importantly, through submitting to his divinely apportioned fate.
Despite the differences between these examples, and despite the fact that they often stand
in stark opposition to one another, I argued that they are all examples of endurance
because they all share the same core of Homeric endurance. Having examined thumos
and phrenes, the psychological entities involved in Homeric endurance, we can now
make our definition of this core of Homeric endurance more precise. Homeric endurance
lies in the battle to subjugate one’s passionate impulse to one’s rational and passion-
restraining impulse, choosing to suffer, rather than avoid, some significant hardship. By
‘significant hardship’ I mean something that threatens what is most valuable to the agent,
such as his life or reputation. In the previous chapter, we saw that thumos is the source of
both the passionate and rational impulses, and it endures by choosing to suffer by
restraining, rather than satisfying, its passionate impulse. We also saw that thumos’
capacity to endure is determined by the state of the phrenes that enclose it. Strong,
steadfast, and structurally sound phrenes enable thumos to endure. Endurance, then, is the
realization of the internal disposition of psychological, and ambiguously physical,
strength and integrity, enabled by a harmonious relationship between rthumos and

phrenes.

The most famous instances of endurance in Homer, those of Odysseus in /liad 11
and Odpyssey 20, are paradigms of standing one’s ground endurance and bearing pain

endurance respectively. I will offer a brief summary of these before returning to examine

Polutropos. Intertextual Readings in the Odyssey and the Iliad. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
Williams: 1993, 38-41. Schmid, W. T. (1992). On Manly Courage: A Study of Plato's Laches.
Carbondale & Edwardsville: Southern Illinois University Press, 112-4. Beye, C. R. (1993).
Ancient Epic Poetry: Homer, Apollonius, Virgil. London: Cornell University Press, 193-4. Alvis,
J. (1995). Divine Purpose and Heroic Response in Homer and Virgil. Maryland: Rowman &
Littlefield, 85-135. Cook, E. F. (1995). The Odyssey in Athens: Myths of Cultural Origins. New
York: Cornell University Press, esp. pp. 49-65. Finkelberg, M. (1995). Odysseus and the Genus
'Hero'. Greece & Rome, 42 (1), 1 - 14. Cook, E. (1999). "Active" and "Passive" Heroics in the
"Odyssey". The Classical World, 93 (2), 149-167. Dova, S. (2000). Who is pakdratog in the
"Odyssey?". Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, 100, 53-65. Barnouw, J. (2004). Odysseus,
Hero of Practical Intelligence: Deliberation and Signs in Homer's Odyssey. Lanham, Md:
University Press of America, esp. pp. 85-98.
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them in greater detail in the relevant sections. In lliad 11, Odysseus finds himself alone
on the battlefield surrounded by advancing Trojans. His thumos is divided between his
fearful impulse that urges him to flee, and his rational impulse that reminds him that it is
only the coward that flees. Just like every warrior hero in the lliad, Odysseus’ overall
goal in the [liad is the achievement of undying kleos, that is, fame. In order to endure in
this episode, Odysseus must restrain his fearful impulse, enduring rather than acting on
his fear, in the pursuit of his goal. This is the paradigm of standing one’s ground
endurance: all the warrior needs to do in order to stand his ground on the battlefield is to
resist the passionate impulse to flee. However, standing one’s ground is not limited to the
battlefield, as we will in Odyssey 5, when Odysseus stands his ground on his besieged
raft, resisting his fearful impulse to abandon it. In Odyssey 20, we see the paradigmatic
example of bearing-pain endurance. Having finally returned home to Ithaca, Odysseus
discovers that his maidservants have betrayed him by fraternizing with the wicked
suitors. His thumos is divided between the menos that urges him to fight and kill the
servants immediately, and the knowledge that if he were to yield to his passionate
impulse, his opportunity to revenge himself on both his servants and the suitors would be
lost forever. Odysseus must restrain his passionate impulse, and endure, rather than
satisfy, his menos in the pursuit of his overall goal. In the Odyssey, Odysseus’ overall
goal is different from that in the lliad. The achievement of kleos has been replaced by
nostos, that is, home-coming. This is the paradigm of bearing-pain endurance: in order to
endure, the Homeric character voluntarily submits to a certain hardship, checking the

impulse to respond.

In these paradigmatic examples of Homeric endurance, endurance takes the
dramatic form of what have come to be called the ‘decision-making scenes.” Odysseus’
decision-making in both of these passages is characterised by what I will call ‘the
formula for deliberation:> one of two verbs of deliberation — dpuaivw or uepunpila®® —
in conjunction with the phrase xara Gvudv xai xara gpéva. In the instances of this
formula in Homer, dpuafvew means to ‘turn over, revolve, ponder, consider, debate, have

in contemplation, meditate;” and uepunpilw means ‘to ponder, consider, deliberate,

60 See Pucci (1987, 69-75) on the ugpunpiCew deliberation scenes.
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meditate.” As we saw in the previous chapter, while both thumos and phrenes have a
deliberative function, phrenes is most particularly associated with deliberation in Homer.
Evidence for this can be seen in by comparing the frequency with which dpuaivew and
uepunpilw occur with thumos and phrenes. uepunpiCeo is found most frequently with

phrenes alone as the location of the deliberation;*®’

2

then with both thumos and phrenes as
the locations of the deliberation;”* and least frequently with zhumos only at the
location,?®* and with thumos in phrenes as the agent of the deliberation.”®* dpuaive is
found most frequently with both thumos and phrenes as the locations of the
deliberation;*®® then with phrenes alone as the location of the deliberation;*® and least
frequently with thumos alone at the location.”®’ I will examine a number of the decision-

making scenes characterised by this formula,®®

analysing each in terms of its
manifestation of either standing one’s ground endurance, or bearing-pain endurance, and
using it as a focal point for my discussion of that dimension of endurance. However,
before examining the scenes, I will offer an analysis of the main Homeric verb of

endurance in Homer: tidw.

(ii) TAdw: Daring and Enduring

As 1 stated above, which of the three types of Homeric endurance a specific
instance of the verb 7Adw denotes, can be determined grammatically. Although the noun
form of tldw, tAinuoaitvy, does not occur in Homer, I will use it for the sake of clarity,

when the sentence requires a noun rather than a verb. Bearing-pain endurance and the

261 Eight times, at: II. 2.3; and Od. 1.427; 2.94; 10.438; 11.204; 20.41; 22.333; 24.128.

22 Six times, at: 1. 5.671; 8.169; and Od. 4.117; 10.151; 20.10; 24.235.

2% Twice, at: Od. 10.50; 16.237.

% Twice, at: Od. 16.73; 20.38. fjrop (év otheoowv) also functions as the agent of deliberation
once, at: 71. 1.189-9.

265 Eight times, at: 1. 1.193; 11.411; 17.106; 18.15; and Od. 4.120; 5.365; 5.424; 6.118.

66 Phrenes is the location of the deliberation six times in the epics. It appears alone as the
location at: 7I. 10.4; 10.507; 16.435; and Od. 3.151; 4.843, and it appears as the location of the
deliberation of kér once, at Od. 18.345. Kér appears alone as the agent of the deliberation twice at
Od. 7.82-3; and 23.85-6.

257 Four times, at: II. 14.20; 21.137; 24.680; and Od. 2.156.

288 Iliad (I1. 1.193, 11.411, 17.106), and three in the Odyssey (Od. 5.365, 20.10, 24.235).

87



resolution to act endurance correspond to Liddell and Scott’s two main definitions of
tdw. Its primary meaning is to ‘suffer [or] undergo hardship, disgrace etc,” which
corresponds to bearing-pain endurance.”® Tldew in this first sense is found in Homer in
its absolute foﬁn, and commonly in the imperative. It can be translated as ‘hold out,

5270

endure, be patient, [and] submit.”*"" The secondary meaning of 7idw is: ‘to dare or

venture’ to do something in a way that is ‘contrary to one’s feelings,” or to ‘have the
courage, hardihood, effrontery, cruelty, or the grace, charity, patience, to do anything.”?”"
T7.6w according to this secondary definition is found governing the infinitive of a verb of
action; however it can also be found independently of the verb in its participle form.?”
While Liddell and Scott distinguish between two main dimensions of endurance, I
distinguish between three, dividing this secondary meaning of 7Adw, ‘to dare or venture,’
into two: to dare or venture fo act, which corresponds to resolution to act endurance, and
to dare or venture not fo act, which corresponds to standing one’s ground endurance.
These two ways of enduring can be distinguished from one another grammatically. When
tAdw governs a verb of action — such as &pyouar (to come or go),>” xarépyoua (to

descend),?™ Owproow (arm for battle), or Adyoc et (to go on an ambush),?” — it denotes

2% TAdw denotes bearing-pain endurance in the /liad at 1.586, 382, 383, 385, 392, 395, 873,
18.433; 19.308; & 24.49; and in the Odyssey at 1.288; 2.219; 3.209; 4.242, 271, 459; 5.222;
6.190; 8.182; 11.181; 13.307; 16.275; 18.135; 19.347; 20.18, 23, 311; 23.100, 168; & 24.163.

20 1,87 cites the following examples from the Iliad: 1.586; 2.299; 5.385; 5.392; 11.317; 18.433
(submission to); and 19.308. And these examples from the Odyssey: 1.288; 2.219; 4.447; 13.307;
20.18; and 20.23.

711 1,87 cites the following examples from the Iliad: 1.228; 5.383; 7.480; 21.150; 24.35, 505 and
519. And these examples from the Odyssey: 5.362; and 20.311 (in participle form).

272 For example at II. 5.383; Od. 5.362.

B E.g., thain é\0épev (1. 10.307-308); &tAng éAOépev (Il 24.519); and tAain éA0épev (I1.
24.565).

24 | g., ETANG Katebépev (Od. 11.475).

5 Achilles rebukes Agamemnon in this way: ‘Never once have you taken courage your heart
[tétAnkag Oopd] to arm [BwpnyOiivan] with your people for battle, or go into ambuscade [A6xovs’
1évat] with the best of the Achaians’ (/. 1.226-8).
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the resolution to act.>’® When tAdw governs a verb of inaction — such as uéve (remain or

wait),%”” or iotju1 (make a stand or stand firm)?’®

— it denotes standing one’s ground.
T/éw, then, can mean both daring and enduring. When 7idw denotes the
resolution to act, it is generally translated as ‘daring,” or ‘bravery.” Contemporary readers
might be struck by the unification in Homeric endurance of what we generally see as two
sets of related oppositions. We tend to oppose bravery and endurance, understanding
each, to a certain extent, in opposition to each other. We further oppose activity and
passivity, and understand bravery as essentially active, and endurance as essentially
passive. The Homeric conception of endurance, however, is much broader and more
dynamic than contemporary conceptions of it. It includes endurance through remaining
passive in the face of some suffering; however, unlike contemporary conceptions of
endurance, it is not limited to such passivity, but extends also to the endurance required
to perform some difficult action. Pierre Chantraine’s exposition of the etymology of tidw
in the Dictionnaire étymologique reveals that this unification of daring and enduring can
be found in its root 7Aa- or wAy-. Pietro Pucci cites Chantraine’s contention that ‘the root
tla- tle- means, “to take upon oneself,” whence, on the one hand, “to put up with [endure,
support]” and on the other, “to take responsibility for.”’**® The former, Pucci argues, has
connotations of ‘enduring’ and ‘suffering,” while the latter has connotations of
‘resolving,’ ‘daring,’ and ‘feeling confident.’®®' We can see here in Chantraine’s
exposition of 7idw the element of voluntariness that I stated above was essential to
Homeric endurance. Homeric man endures by izoluntarily taking something upon

himself; and he does this either through activity or passivity.

216 124w denotes resolution to act endurance in the liad at: 1.228; 1.543; 3.306; 4.94; 5.21; 7.151,
480; 9.373; 10.307; 17.153, 733; 18.246; 19.14; 20.421; 21.150; 24.35, 505, 519, & 656; and in
the Odyssey at 2.82; 4.242,271; 4.716; 5.178; 10.343, 384; 11.143, 376, 425, 475; 17.104, 456; &
23.150.

2" Standing one’s ground endurance is denoted by tidw governing the verb yéve in the Iiad at
1.534;2.299; 8.78; 11.317; 13.829; 15.164; 21.608; 22.136, 251; and in the Odyssey at 14.269.

7’8 Standing one’s ground endurance is denoted by tidw governing the verb iotyu: at 1. 17.166
(ovk étdracoag omiuevar); Il. 17.490 (tAaiev évavrifiov otdvieg paxéoacbar); and Od. 17.438
(Et\n otijvaw).

0 Pycci: 1987, 46.

1 1bid., 46 (see also pp. 45-57).
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However, even when tldw denotes resolution to act endurance, crucial
differences can be discerned between this action and typically brave action. As noted
above resolution to act endurance is denoted by 7Adw governing a verb of action. The
verbs I listed above as examples — &pyouas, Bwpiicow, xatépyouas, and Adyoc elur —
denote actions that are typically thought of as brave. However, these are rare forms of
resolution to act endurance. Out of fourteen instances of rAdw denoting the resolution to
act in the Odyssey, none denote action indistinguishable from brave action. And, out of
the eighteen instances in the Iliad, however, only four denote action that is
indistinguishable from bravery: arming oneself in battle, or going on an ambush; daring
to shoot an arrow; and daring to stand up to an enemy in battle.?®* Comprehensive
analysis of tAdw reveals that resolution to act endurance is the internal strength required
to do a range of difficult things, particularly off the battlefield. Resolution to act

2% somewhere that one’s life is

;294 to

endurance is the courage to go (Epyopat, Katépyopat)
threatened. It is the courage required to look (6pd®, idéc0at) someone in the eyes
speak (elmov) the truth to them;?® to reach out and touch the face of your sons’ killer. I
suggest that both bravery and endurance is required to perform these actions; that it takes
both the bravery of the dynamic thumotic passions, as well as the internal steadfastness of

endurance.

In ““Active’ and ‘Passive’ Heroics in the ‘Odyssey,”” Erwin Cook addresses this
opposition between active and passive heroism, arguing that they are two dimensions of
the Homeric hero.”® He cites the passage from the Homeric Hymn to Heracles, quoted at
the beginning of this chapter, as succinctly articulating this twofold-heroism of the

Homeric hero. In this hymn, Heracles is described as a hero who ‘did many reckless

22 11, 1.226-8 (oBte Bopnydivon ... obte Adyovs’ iévan ... téTAnkac opd); 4.94 (Thaing ...
g¢mnpoéuev); 17.733 (Ethn ... dnprdaocdor); 21.150 (Ethng avriog EABEW).

2 11 10.307 (thain EA0épev); Il 11.475 (BTAnG ... katebépev); 24.519 (BTANG ... EAOEpEY), 565
(thain ... é\0&pev).

P4 1. 3.306 (thfjoop’... 6pacdon); I1. 9.373 (tethain idéodar); 1. 19.14 (BThn ... slowdéew); Od.
11.143 (EtAn éodvta id€lv 0088 mpoTipvOncachay).

5 11 1.543 (téthnkog eineiv); Od. 11.143 (see fn. 295); Od. 17.104-6 (Ethng ... einépev). For
tidw and different verbs of speech, see Od. 2.82 (£t ... queiyacOar); & Od. 11.376 (thaing ...
pudncacay).

% Cook, E. (1999). "Active" and "Passive" Heroics in the "Odyssey". The Classical World, 93
(2), 149-167.
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things [dtdobola], and endured [avérAn] many’®” Cook contends that the ‘traditional
hero thus emerges as a “Man of Pain,” in both an active and passive sense.’>>® The heroic
Man of Pain is called on to use the warrior’s i to actively inflict pain for the benefit of
his community,*®® but he must also use the trickster’s pfjric to passively endure pain.*®
The typical lliadic warrior excels in the former, but not in the latter. Odysseus excels in
both because he is able to act unhesitatingly on his fin, but he is also able to use ‘the
trickster’s pfjtic to restrain the hero’s pin.”**! For example, when Odysseus endures in the
Cyclops’ cave by temporarily restraining his impulse to kill the Cyclops, Odysseus is the
passive hero. However, when the time is right for acting on his impulse, Odysseus the
active hero exacts his revenge and blinds the Cyclops. Odysseus’ ability to act in this way
makes him a unique hero in the Iliad, the typical Iliadic warrior’s psyche, by contrast, is
typified by his inability to do the same. For example, had it been Achilles, always the
active hero, who was stuck in the Cyclops’ cave, it is highly doubtful that he would have
been able to restrain his impulse to kill the Cyclops.

It is tempting to follow Cook in articulating the difference between bravery and
endurance as the difference between the active and the passive. On this view, bravery
would be the active form of courage, manifested in deeds; and endurance would be the
passive form of courage, manifested in passivity. I hesitate to characterise endurance as
passive because, although endurance may appear passive from the perspective of an
onlooker, as we saw in the first and second chapters, thumos and phrenes are far from
passive during the individual’s struggle to endure. Rather, the struggle to subjugate one
thumotic impulse to another is very much an active one, requiring great strength on the
part of the phrenes and great flexibility on the part of the thumos. This internal battle is
given physical form in Odyssey 20 with two startling metaphors that I will discuss in
detail in the following chapter. Odysseus’ kradié is a barking dog that he struggles to
bring into submission, striking himself on the chest and reproaching his bitch-like heart.

7 Tbid., 149.
8 Ibid.
2 Ibid.
30 1bid., 154.
01 Ibid.
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In his effort to subdue his kradie, Odysseus twists this way and that (éAicoeto €vBa Kai
gvba, Od. 20.17-24), like a yaotép (a belly or sausage) that a man turns about while he is
roasting, the belly being just as eager that it be cooked quickly (uéda 8" dxa MAaieton
ontnBfjvar) as the man roasting it (Od. 20.25-28).

However, keeping in mind the internal activity involved in remaining externally
passive, the distinction between active and passive heroism as corresponding with
bravery and endurance is useful in illuminating the role of endurance in the action of the
epics. As we will see in the decision-making scenes to be analysed below, active and
bpassive heroism are separated and united in various ways in Homeric endurance.
Endurance through resolution to act, is obviously the most active of the three types of
Homeric endurance. Standing one’s ground endurance could be differentiated from
bearing-pain endurance in terms of the relationship between active and passive heroism
in them. Standing one’s ground endurance necessarily unites active and passive heroism,
with the enduring character remaining passive as the enemy approaches, so that he may
launch into action, fighting the enemy bravely, once it arrives. Bearing-pain endurance
can unite active and passive heroism, but the union is not necessary. For example,
Odysseus remains passive when confronted with the maidservants’ betrayal in Odyssey
20, so that he may actively slaughter both them and the suitors when the time is right.
However, the active and passive need not be united in this way in bearing-pain
endurance. For example, the only way in which mortal women may endure in Homer,
and the main way in which goddesses endure, is through bearing-pain endurance.
Penelope bears the pain of Odysseus’ absence, and bears the pain of her indecision
regarding whether to continue to wait for Odysseus, or to marry the best of the suitors;
but she does not endure as a second option, waiting until the moment is right to act, but
she endures in the only way available to her. This is the endurance of both gods and
mankind of their divine fate. They do not passively endure, reluctantly waiting until the
time is right to actively fight Zeus, but they endure as they only virtuous way of
responding to their divinely apportioned lot. This discussion will be returned to in the
final chapter.
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Having examined in depth the psychological entities involved in endurance, we
can now understand why Homeric bravery and endurance were so closely related to one
another, so closely, in fact, that they could be denoted by the same terms. [That is not to
say, however, that it is up to the whim of the translator whether she translates a specific
instance of 2w as bravery or as endurance. As I will discuss shortly, which of the three
types of endurance a specific instance of 7ldw denotes, can be determined
grammatically.] I will briefly outline the differences between bravery and endurance — or
between the resolution to act and both bearing-pain and standing one’s ground endurance

— here, returning to the discussion towards the end of this chapter.

Bravery and endurance are two different responses to the same thumotic passions.
The bravery of the Homeric hero consists first, in having a thumos in its proper state, that
is, a flexible thumos that can be filled, stirred, and aroused by thumotic passions such as
alke,* menos, cholos, tharsos, eagerness (cf. pevowaw), and thumos (that is, ‘thumos’
when it denotes a passion rather than an entity or a location for a passion). Second, the
hero’s bravery consists in the internal disposition to respond immediately and without
hesitation to these thumotic passions that urge him to act in situations to pursue or defend
those things that are most important to him. And third, the Homeric hero’s internal
disposition must be matched by his external qualities: he must have great strength and
fighting prowess in order to effectively act on his thumotic passions and achieve the end
to which they impel him. The Homeric hero’s endurance also consists in each of these,
but has one further prerequisite. The enduring hero must also have a great and flexible
thumos, the capacity to respond bravely and without hesitation to his thumotic passions,
as well as the strength and prowess to achieve his ends (that is, unless this enduring hero
is an old man, or a woman, but this will be discussed more fully later in this thesis).
However, he must also have the capacity not to act as his thumos urges him, and to
endure the pain of not acting on his passions. For this he requires not only thumos in its

proper state, but also phrenes in their proper state. Another way of putting this is: in order

302 alkn: ‘Prowess in defense or offence, mettle, courage, spirit; showing of fight, resistance;
prowess displayed in action, deeds of prowess, fighting.’
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to be enduring, you must first be brave; but being brave doesn’t mean that you are

enduring. Bravery is necessary but not sufficient for endurance.

(iii) oppaive / peppnpilo katd péva kai katd Bopdv:

The Decision-Making Scenes

While the formula for deliberation occurs thirteen times in the epics, only in six of
these is endurance manifested in the deliberation. In the remaining seven instances of the
formula, the deliberation fails to demand endurance for one of two reasons. Either the
deliberation lacks the interior battle requisite for endurance (Od. 6.118, 10.151), or
mortal interruption or divine intervention prevents the agent from making a decision or
renders the voluntariness of the decision ambiguous (ZI. 5.671, 8.169; Od. 4.117, 4.120,
5.424). Those of the former group are passages in which Odysseus has recently arrived
on foreign land, and his deliberation concerns either what the natives are like, or what he
should do. First, in Odyssey 6, Odysseus is awakened by the cries of Nausicaaa and her
handmaidens as they play by the river. Odysseus ponders in his thumos and phrenes
(Gppove xatd Epéva kai kord Bopdv, Od. 6.118) whether the natives are violent and
inhospitable or godly and hospitable.*” While Odysseus’ deliberation certainly concerns
something significant, that is, whether or not his life is in danger, it does not demand
endurance because he is not torn between conflicting impulses, but rather considers
various potential states of affairs. Internal division, which is often also denoted by terms
such as diya and diavdiya, both on their own and in conjunction with uepunpilw, is
central to Homeric endurance. I will dwell upon this internal division in greater depth
after completing the summary of those decision-making scenes in which endurance is not

manifested. In the second example, Odysseus has just arrived on Circe’s island in

3% The passage reads: ‘Now the princess threw the ball toward one handmaiden, and missed the
girl, and the ball went into the swirling water, and the all cried aloud, and noble Odysseus
wakened and sat up and began pondering in his heart and spirit [@ppatve katd @péva xai xatd
Oopdv]: “Ah me, what are the people whose land I have come to this time, and are they violent
and savage, and without justice, or hospitable to strangers, with a godly mind? ... But come now,
I myself shall see what I can discover. So speaking, great Odysseus came from under his thicket
... (0d. 6.115-28).
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Odyssey 10, and he ponders in his thumos and phrenes (peppipiéa katd péva Kai Kot
Oopov, Od. 10.151) whether to investigate himself, but decides that it would be better to
return to his ship, have dinner with his companions, aﬁd then send them to investigate.**
Unlike in the first example, in which Odysseus’ deliberation concems two potential states
of affairs, in the second example, Odysseus’ deliberation concerns two potential courses
of action. However, in neither of these examples is the deliberation characterised by an
interior battle. Rather, in the first example, it is a passionate deliberation concerning the
hospitality of the natives; and in the second example it is a dispassionate weighing of

alternative courses of action.

Similarly excluded from consideration are those of the latter group, that is, those
instances of the formula for deliberation in which the character is prevented from making
a choice by mortal interruption, or whose choice is rendered ambiguously voluntary as a
result of divine intervention. There are four instances of the formula for deliberation
within this group. In Odyssey 4, noticing that Telemachus weeps at the mention of
Odysseus’ name, Menelaus ponders in his thumos and phrenes (peppipiée xatd Qpéva
kol katd Goudv, Od. 4.117) whether to wait for Telemachus to name Odysseus as his
father, or ask him outright. As he was pondering in his thumos and phrenes (Gppoive
Kot ppéva Kol Katd vpov, Od. 4.120), Helen enters and remarks on the likeness of their
guest to Telemachus before Menelaus has had a chance to choose between the two

305

courses of action.” In the last three instances of the formula for deliberation, a god

3% Odysseus says: ‘Then I pondered deeply in my heart and my spirit [pepufipiéa & Enerta katd
opéva kal katd Gupdv], whether, since I had seen the fire and smoke, to investigate; but in the
division of my heart this way seemed best to me, to go back first to the fast ship and the beach of
the sea, and give my companions some dinner, then send them forward to investigate’ (Od.
10.151-155).

305 <(Menelaus] spoke, and stirred in the other [Telemachus] the longing to weep for his father,
and the tears fell from his eyes to the ground when he heard his father’s name, holding with both
hands the robe that was stained purple up before his eyes. And Menelaus perceived it, and now he
pondered two ways within, in mind and spirit [peppuipi&e ... katd @péva kol katd Qvudv]
whether he would leave it to him to name his father, or whether he should speak first and ask and
inquire about everything. While he as pondering these things in his heart and his spirit [dppatve
Koath @péva kol katd Ovpdv], Helen came out of her fragrant high-roofed bedchamber’ (Od.
4.113-21). Helen says to Menelaus: ‘My heart tells me to speak, for I think I never saw such a
likeness, neither in man nor woman, and wonder takes me as I look on him, as this man has a
likeness to the son of great-hearted Odysseus, Telemachus ...” (Od. 4.140-4).
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inspires or influences the character’s choice of one course of action over another. In
Odyssey 5, as the shipwrecked Odysseus is deliberating in his thumos and phrenes
(dppouve kot epéva kai katd Bopdv, Od. 5.424), debating whether he should swim to
the shore of jagged rock or continue swimming in the hope that he will find a more
hospitable shore, Athena inspires him to hold fast to a rock until the wave passed.’® In
lliad 5, as he is deliberating in his thumos and phrenes (peppnpite xatd epéva Kai xatd
Bupdv, 11. 5.671) whether to fight Sarpedon or kill some Lykians, Athena turns or directs
Odysseus’ thumos (cf. tpénw) towards the latter option (/7. 5.676).>” And in Iliad 8,
Diomedes deliberates in this thumos and phrenes whether to fight Hector, or to refrain
from fighting Hector, however Zeus warns Diomedes against doing so with thunder and

bolts of lightening (1pic pév pepunpi&e xatd @péva kai katd Gopdv, 11. 8.169).

While I do not want to argue that these are not instances of voluntary choices on the part
of Odysseus, that divine intervention in an individual’s action or decision-making
completely negates the autonomy or responsibility of that individual, a proper
justification of my position would be extensive and lies beyond the scope of this thesis.>*
So I will leave these passages to one side, as instances of ambiguously voluntary choices,
noting only that these are the only three instances of the formula in which a god
influences the agent’s choice in this way. There are two other instances of the formula for
deliberation in which a god intervenes (Achilles in //iad 1, and Odysseus in Odyssey 5),
but I will argue in my analyses of these passages that the intervention is crucially
different, and does not detract from, or render ambiguous, the voluntariness of the agent’s
choice. Although Zeus’ intervention in Diomedes’ deliberation in fliad 8 does render

Diomedes’ decision ambiguous, I will examine this episode in the section on endurance

306 “Now as he was pondering this in his heart and spirit [(pponve xaté ppéva koi katd Bopév],
meanwhile a great wave carried him against the rough rock face, and there his skin would have
been taken off, his bones crushed together, had not the gray-eyed Athena sent him an inkling, and
he frantically caught hold with both hands on the rock face, and clung to it, groaning until the
§reat wave went over’ (Od. 5.424-429).

97 Odysseus ‘pondered two ways within, in mind and in spirit [peppnipiée ... xatd @péva xoi
katd Gopdv],” torn between pursuing and fighting Sarpedon, or killing a number of Lykians.
Athena steers Odysseus’ anger towards the Lykians, ‘as it was not the destiny of great-hearted
Odysseus to kill with sharp bronze the strong son of Zeus’ (/. 5.671-76).

3% See Dodds: 1951, chapter 1; Williams: 1993 (2008 ed.), chapter 3; and Gaskin: 2001, esp. 154-
7.
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on the battlefield for two reasons: first, in order to draw out certain significant similarities
and differences between this episode and other instances of deliberation on the
battlefield; and second, by contrasting Zeus’ intervention in Diomedes’ deliberation with
Athena’s intervention in Achilles deliberation in /liad 1, I will argue that Achilles is the
only character who, after deliberation denoted by the formula for deliberation, chooses to
follow his passionate impulse and act, rather than obey his rational and passion-
restraining impulse and endure. I will, therefore, only be examining those instances of the
formula for deliberation in which the agent experiences anguished internal conflict in his
deliberation, and makes a choice without mortal interruption or divine intervention. There
are six such instances in the epics: three in the fliad (Zl. 1.193, 11.411, 17.106), and three
in the Odyssey (Od. 5.365, 20.10, 24.235). Although Achilles’ deliberation is the first
instance of the formula for deliberation in the epics, I will leave my discussion of it until

last due to its uniqueness.

Before launching into the analysis of standing one’s ground endurance, I will
briefly discuss the element of internal division that is central to endurance in Homer. In
the previous chapter we saw how the Homeric mind imagined thumos and phrenes when
the thumotic passions were aroused, and how it imagined the relationship between the
two entities during times of external adversity and internal conflict. Drawing upon this
previous discussion, I would now like to reflect upon a metaphor for Homeric man’s
divided and conflicted psychological state during anxious deliberation. In his analysis of
the a particular type of speech in Homer, speech that is said to be xeprouéw, that is ‘heart-
cutting,” Michael Clarke offers the following metaphor as depicting Nestor’s internal

division:>®

G &" 8te mopPUPY TEAAYOG PEYO KORATL KOOD,

0aodpevov Myémv avépmv Aanymnpd kéievba,

adtog, 008" dpa e TPoKVAIvEETAL 0VS” £TéPWOE

wpiv TIveL kekpipévoy KataPrpevar &k Adg odpov,

G 0 yépwv dppatve dailopevog Katd Bopdv

S1yBadt’, 1 ned’ dprov ot Aavadv TaxLVTOAWY,

e pet’ Atpeidny Ayopépvova, oyéva Aadv (7. 14.16-22).

3% Clarke: 2001, 335.
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As when the open sea is deeply stirred to the ground-swell but stays in one place
and waits the rapid onset of tearing gusts, nor rolls its surf onward in either
direction until from Zeus the wind is driven down to decide it; so the aged man
pondered, his mind caught between two courses, whether to go among the throng
of fast-mounted Danaans or go in search of Atreus’ son Agamemnon, shepherd of
the people.

In this passage the swelling ocean and the tearing gusts of wind are explicitly said to

depict Nestor’s internal conflict. Nestor has just seen the Achaeans in retreat, with the

Trojans behind them, and he is divided between entering battle himself and going to find

Agamemnon.

At the end of the previous chapter we looked at the flame-like Hector charging
upon ranks of Achaeans in Iliad 15, and I argued that this passage offered us an image of
how the Homeric imagination visualised the aroused thumotic passions, as swift

310 and the effect that

screaming winds (Myéwv avépmv Aoynpd) and waves (Koparta),
they had on phrenes. As Hector’s fury increased, the capacity of the Achaeans to
withstand it decreased. Initially their endurance was compared to a great sea-cliff
weathering wind and waves. However, as Hector’s fierceness intensified, the metaphor
changed from wind and waves versus a sea-cliff, to storm-bred waves and terrifying
hurricane blasts versus the flimsy sail of a boat. As the fearful thumotic passion of the
Achaeans grew stronger, the capacity of their phrenes to maintain their proper condition
was undermined, until they fled from Hector in terror. In this passage, Nestor’s
psychological state is also compared to the great sea (nélayog péya) and swelling waves
(opatt koE®); waves that are awaiting the same swift screaming thumotic winds
(Myéwv avépwov Aawynpa). However in this passage we see a crucial difference. Nestor’s
thumotic waves are dramatically suspended in this passage, wavering momentarily
between swell and break. This is the internal strength at the heart of Homeric endurance,
the internal strength required to suspend the force of one’s passionate impulses, even just
for a second, in order to deliberate over the morally or prudentially better course of

action. It is because Nestor has this internal strength that his thumotic waves do not crash

against, and submerge his phrenes, as they did to the Achaeans in Iliad 15. Rather, they

210 See pp. 74-6 above.

98



await a odpog, ‘a fair wind, [or] a favourable breeze’ from Zeus to guide them in one

direction or another.

As we will see in the examination of the decision-making scenes in the next
section of this chapter, internal psychological division is central to endurance. In each of
the scenes, the agent is torn between at least two courses of action. Different impulses
divide his thumos: one impulse being more passionate, and the other being more rational.
The agent endures if he is able to follow whichever impulse costs him the most, in the

short-term at least, to follow.

(iv) Standing One’s Ground Endurance

I will commence my examination of endurance in the decision-making scenes by
looking first at standing-one’s-ground endurance. Despite the fact that the //iad and the
Odyssey glorify different heroic traditions, I have chosen to analyse all the scenes in
which a particular kind of endurance is manifested together, rather than look at the Iliadic
and Odyssean scenes separately, in order to most clearly illuminate the endurance within
them.>"! First, I offer an outline of Iliadic heroism, and examine standing one’s ground
endurance in the Iliad. Second, I analyse standing one’s ground endurance in the
Odyssey, differentiating Odyssean from Iliadic heroism. Finally, I offer an introduction to

bearing-pain endurance, which will be developed in the following chapter.

1 Scholarship on the different traditions of heroism in the lliad and the Odyssey includes:
Whitman: 1958, 175-8. Lloyd-Jones: 1971, 28-31. Frankel: 1975, 87-89. Nagy, G. (1979). The
Best of the Achaeans: Concepts of the Hero in Archaic Greek Poetry (Rev. 1999 ed.). Baltimore:
The Johns Hopkins University Press, 43-58. Rutherford, R. B. (1986). The Philosophy of the
Odyssey. The Journal of Hellenic Studies, 106, 145-162. Cook: 1995, 28-32. Pucci: 1987, 45 ff.
Dova, S. (2000). Who is paxdroatog in the "Odyssey?." Harvard Studies in Classical Philology,
100, 53-65. Marks, J. (2005). The Ongoing Neikos: Thersites, Odysseus, and Achilleus. The
American Journal of Philology, 126 (1), 1-31. Gainsford, P. (2008). Achilles' Views on Death:
Succession and the Odyssey. Classical Bulletin, 84 (2), 7-26.
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The deliberation of warriors on the battlefield is characterised by the conflict
between acting in accordance with heroic morality, articulated by the heroic warrior code,
and acting out of self-interest aimed at self-preservation. A succinct articulation of the

heroic code can be found in Sarpedon’s speech in /liad 12. Sarpedon asks Glaucus:

“I'hodke, T 1) 51 véd TeTipipeca pdhoto,

£0p7 1€ Kpéaotv te 10& mAeiolg demdeoowy

év Avxin, mavreg 0¢ Beovg (¢ eicopodwot;

kol tépevog vepduecto péya Zdavloto nap’ Sybag,
KOOV QuTOALG Kai dpodpng mupopdpoto.

16 vV yp1} Avkiotot péta TpdTototy €dvrag
£otapev N6¢ pdymg xavoteipng avrifoiijoar,
dopa Tic M3’ €lny Avkinv ToKo BOPNKTLOY -

‘00 pav axhegeg Avkiny Kata KoipavEOLoLY
npétepor Pactriiec, £dovoi te miova pijia

otvov T’ EEontov peAmdéa - GAN dpa ko ic
£€c0An, énel Avkiotot péta mpdToiot pdyovrat.’

® méEmoV, £i pév yap TOAEpOV TEPL TOVSE PUYSVTE
aiei o1 péAdopev aympom 17 aBavaTo e

£€00ea0’, oUTE KeEV AOTOG évi TPDOTOIoL pooiuny
olte ke o€ oTéAAoy pdynv &g kudidverpay -

viv & Eunng yap Kiipeg Epeotdoty Bavaroto
popia, G ovk ot QUYETV Bpotov ovd’ dmakvEan,
iopev, Né o £0x0g OpéEopevy, ié Tig Muiv”’ (1. 12.310-328).

Glaucus, why is it you and I are honoured before others with pride of place, the
choice meats and the filled wine cups in Lykia, and all men look on us as if we
were immortals, and we are appointed a great piece of land by the banks of
Xanthos, good land, orchard and vineyard, and ploughland for the planting of
wheat? Therefore it is our duty in the forefront of the Lykians to take our stand,
and bear our part of the blazing of battle, so that a man of the close-armoured
Lykians may say of us: “Indeed, these are no ignoble men who are lords of Lykia,
these kings of ours, who feed upon the fat sheep appointed and drink the exquisite
sweet wine, since indeed there is strength of valour in them, since they fight in the
forefront of the Lykians.” Man, supposing you and I, escaping this battle would
be able to live on forever, ageless, immortal, so neither would I myself go on
fighting in the foremost nor would I urge you into the fighting where men win
glory. But now, seeing that the spirits of death stand close about us in their
thousands, no man can turn aside nor escape, let us go and win glory for
ourselves, or yield it to others.

In this passage, Sarpedon articulates the privileges and burdens of being a hero. The hero
uses his great valorous strength (ic €50An) and fighting prowess on the battlefield, and is
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honoured (cf. Tipdw) above all for doing so. If there were any way for the hero to achieve
immortality off the battlefield, Sarpedon tells us that he would unhesitatingly choose it.
However, the closest a Homeric hero can come to achieving immortality is by winning
kleos, undying fame, for himself (and his father); and he wins this kleos by heroic deeds
on the battlefield.>'* It is because this is the only way to win kleos, and glory — denoted
here by the term efyoc and elsewhere by the term kudos — that the hero must (cf. xp1)

take his place among the foremost in battle.

In seeking to achieve kleos on the battlefield, the hero seeks a form of
immortality, in the form of songs sung of his great exploits after his death. Achilles
chooses death in battle over a long life, in order to achieve this undying kleos (kAedg
Gobitov, I 9.413). While the hero is alive, he is evaluated by the members of his
community, for whom he fights, in terms of timé. In “Values, Goals, and Emotions in the
Iliad,” A. W. H. Adkins contends that the acquisition of timé is the heroic warrior’s

B313 such as those

primary goal. Timé, Adkins explains, is ‘status-conferring goods,
material advantages noted by Sarpedon above: choice meat, filled wine cups, great pieces
of land, orchards, vineyards, and ploughlands.®' It is timé that is at the heart of Achilles’
quarrel with Agamemnon. In that dispute we see how the Homeric hero’s values, goals
and emotions can conflict. The hero’s values derive from the heroic code, which is
constituted by the following maxims: the agathos (good) warrior must fight bravely;
defeat is aischron — shameful;>"’ the warrior hero must take his place in the forefront of
battle (/1. 12.315-16); the hero must stand his ground strongly if he is to be best in battle
(Zl. 11.409-10); only the coward flees (ZI. 11.408); and death over dishonour (Z/. 22.104-

10).

312 As James Redfield notes, kleos can be won by sacking a city (Od. 9.264); retrieving the corpse
of an important warrior (. 17.16); or by stealing the armour belonging to the warrior the hero has
just slaughtered (/. 17.131), or by stealing famous horses (. 5.273). But it can also be won off in
battlefield in games (Od. 8.147-148) (Redfield: 1994, 32).

313 Adkins, A. W. H. (1982). Values, Goals, and Emotions in the Iliad. Classical Philology, 77
(4), 292-236, p. 2917.

*! For a selection of scholarship on this vast area of inquiry, see: Long, A. A. (1970). Morals and
Values in Homer. The Journal of Hellenic Studies, 90, 121-139; Gagarin, M. (1987). Morality in
Homer. Classical Philology, 82 (4), 285-306; and Finkelberg, M. (1998). Timé and Aret€ in
Homer. The Classical Quarterly, 48 (1), 14-28.

1 Adkins: 1982, 292.
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The Achaean hero’s goals in the Iliad are first, his personal goal of winning timé
for himself, and second, his shared goal of defeating Troy. Achilles’ goals of winning
timé and defeating Troy clearly conflict with one another in his dispute with
Agamemnon. Achilles’ emotions add a further dimension to this conflict. The hero has an
abundance of strong emotions in his thumos, such as aidos (fear of disgrace), alke
(valour), cholos (rage), menos (fury, spirit, might, or strength), tharsos (daring), and
thumos (anger); emotions that he is able to act unhesitatingly, and successfully, upon with
his bié (strength, or might). However, the hero’s powerful emotions are a two-edged
sword, while they may impel the hero to act bravely, they may also impel him not to act
bravely, when, for example, they are caused by a threat to that hero’s timé. By taking his
prize Briseis, Agamemnon has reduced Achilles’ 7imé, causing Achilles éyog aivov (bitter
sorrow), and rousing his cholos. Even when Achilles finally admits that he should return
to the battlefield, he admits that it is the overwhelming nature of his cholos that prevents

him from doing so.

We are given privileged access to the internal machinations of the Homeric hero,
and his questioning of the heroic code, in the Homeric monologues. As Stephen Scully in
“The Language of Achilles: The Oyffcag Formulas™ contends: ‘The themes expressed in
soliloquy — fear of death, the terror of facing impending assault alone, the vacillation
between the desire for personal escape and the commitment to social responsibility — are
private thoughts in the Homeric world and unsuitable for public utterance.”'’ The
deliberating monologues of Odysseus and Menelaus that I will examine below, are both
characterised by the formula for deliberation (oppaive / pepunpil® katd Gvpdy kai kaTd
epéva), and the ‘0xbMoag formula,” that is: ‘Deeply troubled, he spoke to his own great-
hearted thumos [éxfnoac & &pa eine mpdg dv peyodfropa Bupdv].” Scully cites Adkins’
interpretation of the term 6xfMoog in “Threatening, Abusing and Feeling Angry in the
Homeric Poems,” as denoting the tension between the societal obligations of the hero,

and his concern for his personal welfare, which results in the hero’s ‘distress, frustration

317 Scully: 1984, 18.
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and anger.”'® In the monologues of Odysseus and Menelaus we see ‘a momentary
weakening, or questioning, of heroic temper,”'® by these heroes, as they endeavours to
confirm their adherence to the heroic value - it is only the coward that flees - in their
deeds.

Sharples and Lawrence call those considerations that concern the character’s
adherence to the heroic code, and decisions to act in accordance with it, ‘moral;’*?° and
Lawrence calls the considerations of self-preservation, ‘tactical.”*?' The deliberation of
Homeric characters lies at various points on the spectrum between the moral and the
tactical, from the purely tactical to the purely moral. Lawrence cites Achilles’
deliberation at 7/. 1.188-221, mentioned briefly above, as an example of a purely tactical
(or ‘prudential’ as Adkins terms it)*** consideration, as there Achilles debates whether or
not to slay Agamemnon, without recourse to the heroic code.’”* An example of purely
moral deliberation, contends Lawrence, can be found in Penelope’s deliberation in
Odyssey 19. Penelope’s thumos is divided (diya Bvpdg, Od. 19.524) between remaining
(Hévo, Od. 19.525) and staying faithful to Odysseus, or leaving and marrying the best of
the suitors.”>* The deliberation of warriors on the battlefield in the Jliad lies between the
purely tactical and the purely moral, in the combination of tactical and moral

considerations.

8 Ibid., 14. Adkins, A. W. H. (1969). Threatening, Abusing, and Feeling Angry in the Homeric
Poems. The Journal of Hellenic Studies, 89, 7-21, p.15.

319 Scully: 1984, 15.

320 1 awrence: 2003, 30; Sharples: 1983, 2.

2 1bid., 30.

32 Adkins: 1982, 296.

32 Lawrence: 2003, 28 n.3. Lawrence also cites Odysseus’ deliberation at Od. 20.1-30, between
killing the traitorous maid-servants immediately, and waiting until the optimal time for doing so,
as an example of purely tactical deliberation (ibid.,).

3 Ibid., 32. Penelope says: ‘... my mind is divided and starts one way, then another [¢poi Sixa
Ovpog ophetal Evla kai EvBa]. Shall I stay here [péve] by my son and keep all in order, my
property, my serving maids, and my great high-roofed house, keep faith with my husband’s bed
and regard the voice of the people, or go away at last with the best of all those Achaians who
court me here in the palace, with endless gifts to win me?’ (Od. 19.524-9).
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(iv) Standing One’s Ground Endurance

The paradigm of endurance in the /liad is the warrior hero standing his ground on
the battlefield.**> The most famous example of this is Odysseus’ internal monologue in

Iliad 11, when he finds himself alone on the battlefield surrounded by Trojans.

Oid0n &’ Vdvoehg SovPKAVTOC, 0VOE TIG QDTG
Apyeiov napéuetvey, énel poPog EMAafe ndvrag,.
dyfMoag 8’ apa eine Tpdg dv peyaritopo. Boudy -

“0 pot éyd, ti Tdbw; péya pev kakov ai ke PEPopat
TANBOV TapPrioag - To ¢ piyov ai kev AAO®

podvog » Tog & dAlovg Aavaovg £pdfinoe Kpoviav.
aAAG Ti 1) pot taidta @ikog SiehéEato Bupdc;

o180 yaip &ttt kakoi pév moixovtar moAépoto,

0G 0€ X’ aprotednot paym &vt, 1OV 6 pdho xped
éotduevar kpatep®de, 1§ T EPAnT 1 T EBar’ dAhov.”
"Hog 6 1000’ dppatve katd péva kai katd Bupdy ... . (/. 11.401-11)

Now Odysseus the spear-famed was left alone, nor did any of the Argives stay
beside him, since fear had taken them all. And troubled, he spoke then to his own
great-hearted spirit: “Ah me, what will become of me? It will be a great evil if I
run, fearing their multitude, yet deadlier still if I am caught alone; and Kronos’
son drove to flight the rest of the Danaans. Yet still, why does the heart within me
debate on these things? Since I know that it is the cowards who walk out of the
fighting, but if he is to win honour in battle, he must by all means stand his
ground strongly, whether he be struck or strike down another. While he was
pondering these things in his heart and his spirit ... .

Odysseus’ choice is simple: to follow his fearful impulse to flee (péBopat), or to obey his
rational impulse to stand his ground strongly (£otduevar kpatepdc). Odysseus’
passionate impulse to flee is informed by his fear (Toppricag) at being so vastly
outnumbered. In this passage, contends Adkins, ‘we are faced with the stark realities of
Homeric apet). The dyafdc must be successful in defending the group with which he is
identified; ... and this is interpreted as entailing, among other things, that one must never

retreat: there is no question of discretion being the better part of valour.”*?® Odysseus’

32 In the Odyssey, the two instances of tdw denoting standing firmly on the battlefield occur in
Odysseus’ recollections from the Trojan War of soldiers lacked the tinuoctvy to remain and fight
in battle (Od. 14.269; 17.438).

326 Adkins: 1969, 15.

104



rational impulse is informed by his knowledge (cf. 0ida) of this heroic code, in the form
of the precept: it is only the coward (cf. kakof) that flees. Odysseus is vexed or perplexed
in spirit (cf. 0x0éw), and his deliberation (cf. dppatvem) is anguished because the two most
important things to him in the /liad - his heroic honour and his life — are under threat, and
depend entirely on the choice that he makes. In order to endure and act in accordance
with the heroic code, Odysseus must resist his passionate impulse to flee, and remain
where he is. The essence of standing one’s ground endurance lies in the choice of
inaction over action. When a warrior is conflicted by fear between fleeing and standing

his ground, standing his ground is always the virtuous choice.

Of the three different types of Homeric endurance, standing one’s ground
endurance is most frequently denoted by a verb of inaction, either in conjunction with
7Adw, or on its own. In the above passage, Odysseus’ endurance is not denoted by ridw
but rather by the verb of inaction foryuz, which in passages such as these means to ‘stand
firm, show a bold front.”*?’ Standing one’s ground can also be denoted by the verb uévw
(to ‘remain,” ‘wait,” ‘await the attack of, ‘stand up to,” ‘to await the foe, stand firm,’
‘stand one’s ground’); which occurs both in, and not in, conjunction with the verb 7idw.
It can also be denoted by one of its compounds, such as: dmouévew (‘remain where one is,
stay behind,” ‘to await the onset of (an attacking foe), stand up to (him),” or ‘to await the
foe, stand firm, stand one’s ground’); and mapauévw (to “remain with (a person), keep
(him) company,” or ‘to stand by in the fight’). In the above passage, Odysseus’
endurance, even before he has made his decision to remain, or begun his deliberation, is
highlighted by the failure of his fellow soldiers to stay beside him (008¢ napépetvev) out
of fear (p6Boc). Another compound of uévew, émuévw, does not denote standing one’s
ground in Homer, but rather, it denotes remaining or waiting when one is eager to do

otherwise.>?

Emuéve, then, denotes bearing-pain endurance; bearing the pain of one’s
eagerness to leave, or of one’s eagerness to fight (in Achilles’ case), rather than acting on

them.

327 For other passages in which fotqui denotes standing one’s ground endurance see: /1. 15.297,
618, 666. For other verbs denoting standing one’s ground endurance see ioyw (e.g., Il. 9.352).
2 E.g., 1l 19.142; Od. 1.309, 4.587.
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As we saw in the previous chapter, the capacity of Homeric man to check his
passionate impulse and follow his rational impulse instead, depends upon the state of his
psychological entities. The wicked suitors in the Odyssey might accuse the disguised
Odysseus of having been absent (ppéveg 003’ fPoai, Od. 21.288) or distracted (@pévag
éxmemataypévog éooi, Od. 18.327) phrenes, but the fact that Alcinoos considers that he
and his fellow suitors are sound in phrenes (évi @peaiv fipapev nuiv, Od. 4.777), gives us
an idea of the accuracy and reliability of his evaluative powers. Odysseus is the paradigm
of the much-enduring (moA0tAac) character. He is both brave and enduring. The thumos
in his phrenes is said to be always daring (cf. toApdw 1. 10.232); and his phrenes are
good in a moral sense (cf. £é5616¢),>* and well balanced (cf. ioog, Od. 11.337). Odysseus
is able to endure by standing his ground alone on the battlefield when surrounded by
soldiers, because his phrenes are in their proper state and are therefore able to assist his

thumos in restraining its fearful impulse.

Odysseus endures here temporarily, in order to be brave. He endures, not by
quelling his passionate impulse, but by resisting it until the situation changes and it is
replaced by a different passionate impulse, and then acting on that impulse. Continuing

on from the passage from lliad 11 quoted above,

"Hog 6 a8’ dppotve xatd gpéva Kai katd Bupdv,
t6¢pa & éni Tphwv otiyxeg HAvbov domictdwy,
€loav &’ €v pécooiot, petd oPiot ijpa TOévrec,
¢ & Ote Khmplov auei kdveg Badepoi T ailnol
cedmvtaL, 6 84 1" elot Pabdeing ék EvAbyolo

OMyov Aevkdv 0d0vTa petd yvapuntijot yEvuaouv,
apoi 8¢ 17 diocovtat, Vol 6€ € KOUTOG 0dOVTOV
yiyveran, oi 6€ pévovotv doap detvov mep £6vra -
&¢ pa o1’ ape’ ‘Odvoija Suipirov écoebovio
Tpheg - ... (I1. 11.411-20)

While he was pondering these things in his heart and his spirit the ranks of
armored Trojans came on against him, and penned him in their midst, but made
thereby a wound in their ranks, as when closing about a wild boar the hounds and
the lusty young men rush him, and he comes out of his lair in the deep of a thicket

30 0d. 11.367. Cunliffe cites, ‘In [a] moral sense, good, of right feeling’ as the meaning of
Qpéveg £00LGV.
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grinding to an edge the white fangs in the crook of the jawbones, and these sweep
in all about him, and the vaunt of his teeth uprises as they await him, terrible
though he is, without wavering; so closing on Odysseus beloved of Zeus the
Trojans rushed him.

As the situation changes, so too does Odysseus’ psychological state. The Trojans have
now encircled Odysseus, but in doing so, somehow they have brought upon themselves
their own destruction (petd o@iot nijpa Ti0évteg 1. 11.413). Lattimore translates this as,
‘[they] made thereby a wound in their ranks;’ while Murray translates it more literally as,
‘setting on themselves their own ruin.’ If Lattimore’s interpretation is right, and, indeed it
is certainly arguable that by spreading themselves out in order to encircle Odysseus they
have created a gap in their ranks, this could account for the change in Odysseus’
psychological state from one of distress and internal conflict (dx6noag, 71. 11.403), to a
state similar to that of a wild boar (kanpwov, /I. 11.414). Regardless of how exactly the
Trojans have brought this mfjua, destruction,®? upon themselves, the situation has
undoubtedly changed. First, it was Odysseus who awaited the Trojans’ onset; second, the
Trojans are like lusty young men rushing upon a wild boar; and third, it is Odysseus as
the wild boar, who advances upon the Trojans awaiting his onset, though he is terrible
(dewvov). While young men are characteristically faiepoi — ‘Lusty, in prime of vigour’ —
they typically lack the foresight that comes with age. Perhaps it is the gap in their ranks
that seals their destruction; perhaps, it is their recklessness and imprudence in rushing

(oedwvtar, 11, 11.415) upon a cornered wild boar; perhaps the latter causes the former.

Before examining the deliberation of two other warrior heroes in battle in the
lliad, 1 will turn briefly to the Odyssey, in which we find the only other instance of
deliberation characterised by the formula for deliberation in which the character — again
Odysseus — chooses to stand his ground. In Odyssey 5, Odysseus has just left Calypso’s
island on a raft, and is faced with the rage of Poseidon, who sends great waves to drown

Odysseus.

avtap O pepunpite ToAvTAag 8iog OdvoceDC,

332 The meaning for this instance of mijua cited by Cunliffe is: ‘Bane, mischief, destruction, evil,
woe, misery.’
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dyPoag & dpa eine mpdg OV peyoriropa Bupsy -
“&% pot &yd, pi Tic pot Heaivijo S6Aov avte
aBavatmv, 6 te pe oxeding dmoPijvan dvaryet.
GAAd par’ ob o meicop’, €nel £kag 0pHaipoioty
yoiav éydv I86umv, 801 pot éto HEov eivar.
ARG péd’ B8 EpEw, Soxée 8¢ pot eivar dpotov -
O0pp’ &v pév kev dovpat’ &v appovinotv apipn,
TOQp” 00ToD peVEWD kai TAjoopat dAyea Tdoyxmv -
avTap Emnv oM pot oyedinv dd kdpo Tvaky,
vi&op’, el o0 pév T Tapo. mpovoijoar dpevoy.”
M0¢ 6 Tod0’ dpparve Kord Ppévo. koi Kkatd Bupudy,
Gpoe & émi péya kipa IMoooddwv évosiymv ... (Od. 5.354-66).

Now long-suffering great Odysseus pondered two courses, and troubled he spoke
then to his own great-hearted spirit: “Ah me, which of the immortals is weaving
deception against me, and tells me to put off from the raft? But no, I will not do it
yet, since I have seen with my own eyes that the shore, where she said I could
escape, is still far away from me. But here it what I will do, and this seems to me
the best way. As long as the timbers hold together and the construction remains, I
will stay with it and endure through suffering hardships; but once the heaving sea
has shaken my raft to pieces, then I will swim. There is nothing better that I can
think of.” Now as he was pondering these ways in his heart and spirit, Poseidon,
shaker of the earth, drove on a great wave ... .

It may be objected that this episode should be excluded from my examination on the
grounds of divine intervention, as the goddess Ino appeared immediately before
Odysseus’ deliberation, giving him an immortal veil to tie about his breast, and advising
him to jump off the raft and swim (Od. 5.346-50).3** However, while he takes the
immortal veil, Odysseus decides against following her advice, in favour of remaining on
the raft. The instances of the formula for deliberation in which divine intervention occurs
are excluded only when that intervention prevents the character from making his own
choice. It is clear as Odysseus rejects the course of action recommended by the goddess,

he has made his own choice.

333 See Pucci: 1987, 64-5 on this scene. For an interpretation of this scene as an important part the
reintegration into society necessary for Odysseus’ nostos, see Kardulias, D. R. (2001). Odysseus
in Ino's Veil: Feminine Headdress and the Hero in "Odyssey" 5. TAP4, 131, 23-51. See also
Barmouw: 2004, 60 & 71.
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Faced with divine wrath, Odysseus faces the following choice: to abandon his
raft, as the goddess urges him, or to remain on his raft. The waves and winds sent by
Poseidon to batter Odysseus are so fearsome, that “Odvoociig Avto yovvora kai @ikov
frop,” that is, Odysseus’ knees give way and the “vital forces’ of his éfor are suspended
(cf. Mo, Od. 5.297).** 1t is fear of Poseidon’s rage that urges Odysseus to abandon the
raft; indeed, when Odysseus finally does abandon the raft, Poseidon leaves Odysseus to
the open sea and returns to his palace at Aegae (Od. 5.380-1). But Odysseus’ reason tells
him that his chances of survival are slightly better if he remains on his raft for as long as
it holds together, even though it means that Odysseus will still face Poseidon’s rage. As
Lawrence would put it, Odysseus’ deliberation is a purely tactical one. Deeply troubled
(cf. oxMoac, Od. 5.355) Odysseus deliberates in his thumos and phrenes, and resolves to
act as his rational impulse directs him, to remain and endure (puevéo xoi TAfcopat, Od.
5.362) his fear on the raft, rather than act as it urges him. By doing so, Odysseus proves
his words in his deeds. Before he left Calypso’s island, Odysseus articulated his goal of
nostos, and declared that he would endure sufferings on the sea in order to achieve it.

Odysseus says:

&l 8 av i painot Oedv évi otvom woVIQ,

TARoop v otilecotv Exwv taharnevOia Bopoy -

70N yap pdra ToArd ndbov kai ToAAL pdynoa

KOpoot kol ToOAEpE - HETA Kai T0de Toiot Yevéabw (Od. 5.221-224).

And if some god batters me far out on the wine-blue water, I will endure it,
keeping a stubborn spirit inside me, for already have I suffered much and done
much hard work on the waves and in the fighting. So let this adventure follow.

Odysseus proves himself the paradigmatically enduring hero. Even in the most trying
conditions, Odysseus stays firm in his resolve by managing to keep his head. The goddess
Ino remarks on this when she says to Odysseus that despite Poseidon’s rage, Poseidon
has not managed to destroy (cf. kotogfiv, Od. 5.341) Odysseus, who seems ‘not

lacking in good sense [dokéelc 8¢ pot ok dmvicoev]’ (Od. 5.343).

334 Cunliffe cites as the correct meaning for Adw in this context: “To break up or dissipate (the
vital forces), to break up, dissipate or suspend the vital forces or the strength in (the limbs the
heart, etc.), to cause (the limbs, etc.) to give way or collapse. ... [bly strong emotion, [such as]
fear.’
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Like Odysseus, Diomedes and Menelaus also find themselves alone on the
battlefield, and their deliberation is similarly expressed in the formula for deliberation.
Although, as I mentioned above, the voluntariness of Diomedes’ decision is rendered
ambiguous by Zeus’ intervention, I will examine Diomedes’ decision-making scene for
two reasons. First, in order to draw out some illuminating similarities and differences
between the deliberation of Diomedes and that of Odysseus in /liad 11 and Menelaus in
Iliad 17. Second, in order to set up my argument, which will be developed in the
following chapter, that Achilles is the only character who fails to endure after

deliberating 3%

In Iliad 8, Zeus has turned the tide of battle in the Trojans favour and none of the
Achaeans except for Diomedes stands his ground. Nestor remains (Euwuve, II. 8.80), but
involuntarily (o0 Tt éxdv, /. 8.80) as his horse has been wounded. The Achaeans’ failure
to stand their ground is denoted first by the verb 7Adw governing the verb of inaction
uéve (00T’ TAT pipvew, 11 8.78), and second by uévw on its own (obte pevétny, I1. 8.79).
Taking Nestor into his chariot, Diomedes charges towards Hector, but Zeus sends a
warning in the form of thunder and lightening to Diomedes, warning him against doing
so. Nestor, afraid in his thumos, exhorts Diomedes to turn his horses about and flee,
warning him of the futility of trying to thwart, check, or curb the purpose of Zeus (A1d¢

voov gipvooarto, 11 8.143).3%¢ He replies:

“vai on TadTd ye mavta, YEPOV, KoTh poipav EEUNEG.

GAAQ TO8’ aivov dyog kpadiny kai Bupdv ikdvet -

“Extop yap note prioet évi Tpheos’ dyopedmv -

“Tvdeidng vr” éueio poPevpevog iketo vijog.’

&¢ mot’ dneoet - ToTE pot yavor evpeia xOmv” (11. 8.146-150).

“Yes, old sir, all this you have said is fair and orderly. But this thought comes as a
bitter sorrow to my heart and my spirit; for some day Hector will say openly

335 That is, when it is denoted by the formula for deliberation.

336 Nestor’s words are: ‘Son of Tydeus, steer now to flight your single-foot horses. Can you not
see that the power of Zeus no longer is with you? For the time Zeus, son of Kronos, gives glory to
this man; for today; hereafter, if he will, he will give it to us also; no man can beat back the
purpose of Zeus, not even one very strong, since Zeus is by far the greatest’ (I/. 8.139-144).
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before the Trojans: ‘The son of Tydeus, running before me, fled to his vessel.” So
he will vaunt; and then let the wise earth open beneath me.”

Diomedes has already endured by standing his ground when none of the other Achaeans
remained steadfast. However, he is now called upon by Zeus rot to stand his ground, an
action altogether contrary to the heroic code. Diomedes is a fierce warrior, and one who
would rather die than act contrary to the heroic code. Diomedes is forced to harmonize
his deeds here with his words uttered earlier in the Iliad. In Iliad 6 Diomedes shivers at
the sight of Hector and retreats (cf. &vaydCopar, 600), urging his men not to be eager to
fight with divinities but to retreat (cf. €ikw, 606) from the Trojans, as Hector is fighting
with Ares by his side.**’

As Nestor turns the chariot about, Hector taunts Diomedes saying that Diomedes
has brought disgrace upon himself (cf. Gripdo, II. 8.163), comparing him to a woman and

a cowardly puppet or doll (xaxn} YAjvn, ZI. 8.164). And Diomedes:

... O1Gvor e peppnpiéev,

inmovg te otpéyan xai évavtifiov payécacHar.

TPig pev pepunpiée katd epéva Kol katd Bopdv,

Tpig 6 Gp’ an’ Tdaiwv Opéwv ktdme puntieto Zevg

ofjpa tifeig Tpdeoot, paymg Eteparkéa vikny (. 8.169-171).

... pondered doubtfully, whether to turn his horses about and match his strength
against Hector. Three times in his heart and spirit he pondered turning, and three
times from the hills of Ida Zeus of the counsels thundered, giving sign to the
Trojans that the battle was turning.
Scully notes that Diomedes’ deliberation here is unique. It is denoted by uepupilw, but
the either/or construction that typically follows this verb has been omitted.>*® Instead, we
are only given access to ‘one half of the hero’s mind,’ that is, his impulse to turn about

and fight Hector, which he contemplates doing three times, with Zeus warning him each

7 The passage reads: ‘Friends, although we know the wonder of glorious Hector to be a fighter
with the spear and a bold man of battle, yet there goes ever some god beside him, who beats off
destruction, and now, in the likeness of a man mortal, Ares goes with him. Come then, keeping
your faces turned to the Trojans, give ground backward [dAAd mpog Tpdag teTpappévorl aitv
dnicon eikete], nor be we eager to fight in strength with divinities [undé 8eoic peveavépev 1
g&dxeceat]’ (11. 5.601-6).

3 Scully: 1984, 16.
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time against doing so0.>*

This partial depiction of Diomedes’ internal machinations,
contends Scully, emphasizes Diomedes’ enthusiasm and ‘shows that this hero even in the

moment of reflection is not constrained by the terror of war or the fear of death.’**°

In order to make sense of Diomedes’ behaviour in this episode, I will divide it
into four periods. First, at the beginning of the scene, Diomedes has endured by standing
his ground in battle. Second, Diomedes takes Nestor into his chariot (105-112) and they
charge towards Hector, intending to fight him (116-117). Up until this point, Diomedes
has not deliberated, nor has he experienced any internal conflict. There is only a
passionate impulse in Diomedes’ thumos, and that passionate impulse urges him to fight
Hector. Diomedes, being a fierce and brave warrior, unhesitatingly acts on this passionate
impulse and charges towards Hector, despite the fact that Hector is a warrior significantly
his superior. Third, as Diomedes is advancing towards Hector, Zeus intervenes, sending
lightening and thunder to warn Diomedes against fighting Hector (132-136) and Nestor
turns the chariot about (157-158). With Zeus’ intervention the situation has changed; an
additional element has been introduced into the situation, and a corresponding impulse
has arisen in Diomedes’ thumos. Diomedes is now conflicted between fighting Hector on
the one hand, as his passionate impulse impels him and as the heroic code demands, and
obeying Zeus on the other, as his rational impulse urges him, a prospect that causes him
bitter pain (aivov (xoc) in his kradié and thumos (147). As the choice is not between
fighting and self-restraint, but between fighting and obeying Zeus, Diomedes’ eventual
decision has been rendered ambiguous. Fourth, now facing away from the battle, with his
back towards the Trojans (the same position that he only a few lines previously called
Odysseus cowardly for assuming (93-96)), Diomedes deliberates three times, whether to
turn his horses around and fight Hector, with Zeus warning him each time against doing
s0 (167-171). Diomedes deliberation, denoted first by didvoiya uepunpilev (167) and then
by the formula for deliberation (169), occurs after Zeus’ intervention (132-136). This
latter point is crucial to my argument that Achilles is the only character to choose to act

on his passionate impulse, rather than on his rational impulse, after deliberation. Achilles’

3% 1bid., 16.
30 Ibid., 15.
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decision-making scene also involves divine intervention; however, unlike Diomedes’
deliberation which occurs affer Zeus’ intervention, Achilles not only deliberates before
Athena’s intervention, but he has already made his decision before she has even arrived

on the scene. This will be returned to, and developed, in the following chapter.

We are not told exactly what Diomedes did after being warned by Zeus, however,
we do know that he did not turn around and fight Hector. Therefore, we can conclude that
Diomedes chose to obey Zeus. The next we hear of Diomedes is when Zeus has turned
the tide of battle back in the favour of the Achaeans and Diomedes is at the forefront of
the charge, and the first to slaughter a Trojan (/. 8.253-256).** Like Odysseus, who
remained passive until the time was right to perform brave actions, Diomedes remains
passive until the time is right to do what he wanted to do from the beginning of the scene:
kill Trojans. It is interesting to note that the heroic code enters into the deliberation of
Odysseus and Diomedes (and also of Menelaus as we will see next) in different ways.
Odysseus’ passionate impulse was informed by his fear at being so vastly

outnumbered;*#?

while his rational impulse urged him to stand his ground in accordance
with the heroic code. While Odysseus’ rational impulse is aligned with the heroic code,
and he endures by acting in accordance with it, it is Diomedes’ passionate impulse that is
aligned with the heroic code, urging him to fight Hector, and he must obey Zeus by

acting contrary to it.
(v) An Introduction to Bearing-Pain Endurance
While Odysseus had to choose between standing his ground and fleeing, and

Diomedes had to choose between fighting and obeying Zeus, Menelaus must choose not

only between fighting and not fighting, but between fighting and fleeing. Patroclus has

341 “Then, may as the Danaans were, there was no man among them could claim he held his fast
horses ahead of the son of Tydeus to drive them once more across the ditch and fight at close
quarters, but he was the first to kill a chief man of the Trojans ...” (Il. 8.253-256).

*2 Odysseus’ words were: ‘It will be a great evil if I run, fearing their multitude [@éBopot TAROOY
tapPricoag], yet deadlier still if I am caught alone; and Cronos’ son drove to flight the rest of the
Danaans.’
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just died, and Menelaus, in his attempt to retrieve Patroclus’ corpse, has killed
Euphorbos, ‘the best man of the Trojans’ (Z/. 17.80-1). When Hector learns of this he

advances towards Menelaus ‘with a shrill scream’ (/7. 17.88).

dyfMoac 8’ Gpa gime TpdG OV peyarfitopa Bupby -
“@ pot &ydv, el pév Ke Mo Kéto Te0YEN KaAL
ITdtpoxAdy 0°, O¢ keitan Eufig Evek’ évBade Tufig,
un tig pot Aavadv vepeonoetat, 0g kev dntat -

&1 8¢ kev "Extopt podvog £ koi Tpwot paywpot
aideobeic, un ndg pe meprotiwc’ Eva ToAroi -
Tpdog &’ €vBade mavtag Gyel kopvbaiolog "Extmp.
GG Ti 1) pot ot pikog SteléEato Bupdc;

onndt’ avip €0€An Tpog daipova eoti pdyeobot
Ov ke 0e0g Tipg, Taxo ol péya wijpa kvAicOn.

@ P’ ob Tig Aavadv vepeonoetat, 0g kev idntat
“Extopt yopnoavt’, énei €k Bedpv morepilet.

&1 6¢ mov Alavtdc ye Poryv dyaboio muboipny,
duon «* avnig idvieg dmpvnoaipnedo xapung

kol wpog daipova mep, €1 mog épvoaipeda vekpdv
IInAeidn Ayijt - xax@v 6¢ ke péptatov &in.”
"Hog 6 tadf’ pporve kotd @péva kai katd Qopdy ... (1. 17.90-106).

Deeply troubled, he [Menelaus] spoke to his own great-hearted spirit: “Ah me; if I
abandon here the magnificent armour, and Patroclus, who has fallen here for the
sake of my honour, shall not some on of the Danaans, seeing it, hold it against
me? Yet if I fight, alone as I am, the Trojans and Hector for shame, shall they not
close in, many against one, about me? Hector of the shining helm leads all of the
Trojans here. Then why does my own heart within me debate this? When a man,
in the face of divinity, would fight with another whom some god honours, the big
disaster rolls sudden upon him. Therefore, let no Danaan seeing it hold it against
me if I give way before Hector, who fights from God. Yet if somewhere I could
only get some word of Aias of the great war cry, we two might somehow go, and
keep our spirit of battle even in the face of divinity, if we might win the body for
Peleid Achilleus. It would be our best among evils. Now as he was pondering this
in his heart and his spirit ... .

Like the decision-making scenes of Odysseus and Diomedes, Menelaus’ deliberation is
characterised by the formula for deliberation (Gppaive / pepunpite katd péva kol Katd
Bupodv). Like Odysseus’ monologue, Menelaus’ monologue is additionally characterised

by the formula 6xffcac &' &pa eine mpdg v peyarnropo Ovudv that introduces the
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monologue, as well as the formula @AAé i 1) pot Tadta @ikog SieréEato Bupdg that marks

the point at which Menelaus reaches the decision to retreat and return with Ajax.

Menelaus’ retreat in this episode has been widely criticised as cowardly. In “The
Heldentod in Homer: One Heroic Ideal,” R. Renehan suggests: ‘For a striking example of
truly unheroic conduct, see Menelaus’ rationalizations for abandoning the corpse of
Patroclus and fleeing before Hector to save his own life.”*** Fenik, Lawrence, and Scully
criticise Menelaus’ retreat by contrasting it with Odysseus’ decision to stand his
ground.>** Scully contends that while Menelaus’ monologue has a number of features in
common with that of Odysseus, it does not share Odysseus’ resolution of ‘heroic
valor.”** Bernard Williams suggests that Odysseus’ advancement towards the Trojans
and Menelaus’ retreat ‘represents their different identifications.”**® Fenik compares four
battle monologues from the lliad arguing that while they are ‘highly stylized**’ and
conventional, they are also unique to the individual and his situation, and offer an
insightful portrait of hero’s character. Odysseus’ monologue, the shortest of the three, is

d,’**? in which “his chances of success

‘a speech of blank sobriety, spare and unembellishe
carry no weight and are not even mentioned.”*** Furthermore, Odysseus’ consideration of
retreat is less a consideration of a possible course of action for Odysseus, than it is a
consideration of the impossibility of such a course of action. Menelaus, on the other
hand, considers retreat to be a genuine possibility, and it the only one of the four warriors

who chooses retreat over standing his ground.**® Fenik articulates Menelaus’ conflict in

343 Renehan, R. (1987). The Heldentod in Homer: One Heroic Ideal. Classical Philology, 82 (2),
99-116,p.111 n.35.

34 See also Burnett: 1991, 279-80; and Gill: 1996, 78 ff.

345 Scully: 1984, 15.

346 ‘What happens in both cases is that the character pulls back from a course of action he has
been considering in favour of a course of action with which he is more identified. The courses of
action in the two examples are by no means the same: in one Odysseus advances, in another,
Menelaus retreats — but that difference indeed represents their different identifications’ (Williams:
1993 (2008 ed.), 38).

37 Fenik: 1978, 73.

8 Ibid., 71-2.

* Ibid., 72.

** Ibid., 86.
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terms of the moral and the tactical, saying: ‘Heroism and expediency seldom recommend

the identical course.’**!

The most scathing criticism of Menelaus is that offered by Lawrence. The
deliberation of Menelaus and Odysseus both concern tactical and moral considerations,
but while Odysseus decides ‘to be brave,*** Lawrence contends that Menelaus decides to
‘to play it safe.”*® According to Lawrence, Menelaus resolves the tension between the
moral and the tactical ‘by convincing himself that there is after all no conflict at all,”*>*
by appealing to divine will, which Lawrence condemns as ‘a convenient (though
spurious) tactic for avoiding responsibility,’®®® which ‘has the odour of a
rationalisation.”>*® While the consequences of flight were non-specific for Odysseus, and
he nonetheless refused them, the moral implications of flight for Menelaus are manifestly
clear to him — he will not only be acting contrary to the heroic code, but he is additionally
abandoning a warrior who died for him — and yet he willingly chooses them.’>” He
concludes that Menelaus’ retreat under these particular conditions is ‘outrageous, ...
contemptibly feeble and might be paraphrased: “If I behave badly, I hope no one will see

it, and if they do I hope they will not condemn me for it.” *3*®

However, while Menelaus is not a warrior as fierce as Diomedes, or as enduring
as Odysseus, he is nonetheless a great hero whose actions in this episode, I argue, are not
cowardly. In order to properly evaluate Menelaus’ behaviour, we have to note the
differences, not only in the behaviour, but also in the situations faced by the three heroes.
All three heroes contemplate fighting and retreating, but the situations in which they
contemplate these, and the choices available to them, differ from one another
significantly. All three have winning kleos in battle as their overall heroic goal, however

only Menelaus has an intermediate goal as well. Menelaus intermediate goal here is the

*! Ibid., 88.
352  awrence: 2003, 29.
353 Tbid.
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retrieval of Patroclus’ corpse and the armour of Achilles that Patroclus was wearing when
he died. Menelaus is faced with two options: to fight alone for the corpse and armour, or
to return with Ajax. Only the latter option offers Menelaus any realistic chance of
achieving his goal; and the former presents the additional negative factors: the risk of
almost certain death for Menelaus, and the futility of fighting against a warrior who has
the divine on his side. I suggest that Menelaus’ rejection of his impulse to fight for
Patroclus’ corpse, constitutes bearing-pain endurance, and that had Menelaus chosen

instead to act upon it, his behaviour would have been reckless not brave.

The situations and choices faced by Odysseus, Diomedes, and Menelaus, are
altogether different from one another. Odysseus’ only goal is that of the warrior hero,
winning kleos on the battlefield, and his choice is between flight and standing his ground
on the battlefield. His passionate impulse impels him to flee, while his rational impulse,
informed by the heroic code, urges him to stand his ground. Only the latter option offers
him any opportunity of achieving his goal, and therefore his choice of acting in
accordance with the heroic code is simple. Diomedes’ situation and decision are more
difficult. He too has the goal of winning kleos in battle but, unlike Odysseus, neither of
the courses of action available to him offers a chance of achieving that goal. If he tries to
achieve it, as his passionate impulse informed by the heroic code impels him, he will be
disobeying Zeus; if he does not try to achieve it, and obeys his rational impulse not to
fight, he will be branded a coward. But it is Menelaus who faces the most difficult
decision of the three. He too has the heroic goal of winning kleos in battle, but this goal is
frustrated by another more immediate goal of retrieving Patroclus’ corpse and Achilles’
armour. Like Diomedes, whose passionate impulse was aligned with the heroic code,
Menelaus’ passionate impulse of aidds, which urges him to fight for the corpse of a
warrior who died for the sake his #ime, rather than his impulse ot to fight and to return
with Ajax, is clearly also aligned with the heroic code. However, it is only by quelling his
passionate impulse to fight, and following his rational impulse not to fight and to return
later, thereby risking earning a reputation for cowardice, that Menelaus stands any chance

of achieving either of his goals.
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In “Do Homeric Heroes Make Real Decisions?” Gaskin not only defends
Menelaus’ retreat in this episode, but he argues that it is more praiseworthy than
Odysseus’ standing his ground. Gaskin contends that Odysseus acted on the heroic value
that only the coward retreats, articulating his adherence to this heroic value in terms of
the aids he would feel if he did not stand his ground.*® Menelaus also considers this
heroic value, and through his deliberation he realises that ‘aidds is not the morally
relevant category in his situation.”*®® The morally relevant factor, is that Hector is
fighting with divine assistance; and by realizing this ‘Menelaus achieves a moral
sophistication and insight in advance of acting.”*®' Gaskin concludes: ‘Menelaus in effect
uses one moral norm (only fools fight the gods) to discount the course of action
recommended by another norm (only cowards retreat); the sophistication of his reasoning
derives from the fact that, to a man of Menelaus’ standing and temperament, the second
of these norms carries considerable weight. It is no small achievement that he is able to

withstand its allure.”>6?

I argued above that Menelaus’ behaviour constituted bearing-pain endurance, and
that had Menelaus chosen instead to act upon his passionate impulse and fight for
Patroclus’ corpse, he would have been acting recklessly, not bravely. Many contemporary
readers will undoubtedly share my evaluation, as well as Gaskin’s praise for Menelaus’
resistance to the allure of the norms of the heroic code. However, to some extent both
evaluations are potentially beside the point. Both Gaskin and I could be criticised for
evaluating behaviour in the Iliad from the standpoint of entirely different cultures,
separated from each other by over two millennia. The only relevant question is: how can
we evaluate the behaviour of Iliadic characters from the values internal, not merely to the
Homeric epics, but more specifically from the values internal to the Iliad itself? Certainly
Menelaus’ behaviour is morally praiseworthy by the standards of the Odyssey, which
promotes the conception of heroism as endurance, but could it be evaluated as morally

praiseworthy from the perspective of the Iliad, whose conception of heroism is that of the

3%9 Gaskin: 2001, 159.
360 Ihid.

3! 1bid., 160.

362 Ibid.
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warrior hero? I will attempt to answer this question by offering three arguments: first,
that retreat in the Iliad is acceptable when one’s enemy is being assisted by a god;
second, by examining the simile with which Homer chooses to describe Menelaus’
retreat; and third, by examining Menelaus’ retreat within the context of Zliad 17, as well

as within the context of Menelaus’ character.

First, as Mark W. Edwards notes his commentary to the /liad, ‘Overt divine aid to
the enemy is an acceptable reason for retreat.”*®> Not only does Agamemnon advise
retreat under such conditions, but so too does the wise Nestor (/. 8.139-144), Aeneas (JI.
20.97-98), and even the fierce Diomedes (I/. 5.601-606), although he struggles to do so
when he lands in such a situation in himself lliad 8.3%* Second, it is clear that Homer does
not evaluate Menelaus’ behaviour here as cowardly from the simile he chooses to
describe Menelaus’ retreat. As Fenik states: ‘Two things take the measure of the men:
their performance against Hector and the similes.”®® It is not an animal such as a fawn,
dove, or deer — animals conceived of as weak or cowardly in Homer — that Homer
chooses as a simile for Menelaus. Rather, Homer chooses to compare Menelaus as he is
retreating to a ‘great bearded lion.”**® Following directly on from Menelaus’ monologue

quoted above is the following simile:

"Hog 6 1ad8’ Spparve katd gpéva. koi katd Gupdv,

16ppa 8 éni Tphawv otixeg HAvtov - fpxe & &p’ "Extop.
avtap 0y’ €éEomiom dveyaleto, Aeine ¢ vekpov,
évrpona{Opevog Ag te Alg uyévelog,

Ov pa kdveg € Kai avopeg amd otabuoio diwvrat

Eyxeot kai Qovij - 100 & &v ppeciv dhxipov ftop
navodtal, Géxwv 8¢ 1" Efn and pecoavrolo

¢ amd Iatpdxroro kie EavBog Mevéraog (11, 17.106-13).

%3 Edwards, M. W., & Kirk, G. S. (Eds.). (1991). The lliad: A Commentary: Vol. 5, Books 17-20
gXol. V). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 73 n. 98-101.

Ibid.
%5 Fenik: 1978, 89.
366 Animals associated with cowardice or weakness in the Jliad include: cattle (ZI. 5. 161; 11. 172;
17. 62); deer ({1. 10. 361); fawns (7. 4. 243; 15. 579; 22. 189); sheep or goats (II. 5. 556); stags
(Zl. 1. 225; 3. 24; 11. 113, 475; 13. 102; 15. 271; 16. 158); jack-daws and starlings (ZI. 16. 583;
17.755)

119



Now as he was pondering this in his heart and his spirit meanwhile the ranks of
the Trojans came on, and Hector led them; and Menelaus backed away from them
and left the dead man, but kept turning on his way like some great bearded lion
when dogs and men drive him off from steading with weapons and shouts, and in
the breast of the lion the strong heart of valour freezes, and he goes reluctant away
from the fenced crowd. So fair-haired Menelaus moved from Patroclus.

Menelaus is ‘great bearded lion” who, though greatly outnumbered by men with weapons
and dogs, keeps turning around (évtpomotldpevoc) on his way, reluctant to retreat
(Gékwv). Fenik concludes from this simile, as well as the animal similes used later in the
scene in which Ajax and Menelaus retrieve Patroclus’ corpse, that Menelaus ‘is not by
any means the worst fighter — he sometimes show a spirit beyond his strength — but he is
not the man to rescue Patroclus either. The similes make that clear.”**” Menelaus is not
the man to rescue Patroclus here, and he knows he that he is not. Had he attempted to
fight for Patroclus’ corpse, knowing that he wasn’t the man to do it, and that he faced
failure, his behaviour would have been reckless, not courageous. Menelaus’
psychological state is compared to that of a lion whose dAkiuov étor in his phrenes has
frozen or solidified (cf. nayvéw). Menelaus® éfor has frozen because he has chosen to

quell the heated passions that urge him to fight, rather than act upon them.

Third, once we place this episode within its context in Iliad 17, as well as in the
context of Menelaus’ character in general, it is clear that Menelaus cannot be justifiably
criticised as cowardly. Scenes in which an individual endures are typically preceded or
followed by scenes in which that same individual performs deeds of great bravery, or

narrations of the individual’s performance of brave deeds at some other time.’®®

367 Fenik: 1978, 89. See also p.89 for a full summary. of the.animal similes used for Menelaus
here.

%8 For example, in [liad 4 Agamemnon rebukes the Achaeans for waiting passively on the
battlefield, having not yet hear the battle cry. He mistakes their passivity for cowardice, asking
Menestheus and Odysseus why they ‘stand here skulking aside, and wait for the others
[xoTanthocovieg doéotate, pipvere &' GAlovg;]?” when they should ‘stand among the foremost
fighters, and endure [€otduev] [their] share of the blaze of battle’ (/. 4.340-1). Odysseus defends
himself by reference to his past and future acts of bravery in battle; saying ‘How can you say that,
when we Achaians waken the bitter war god on Trojans, breakers of horses, I hang back from
fighting? Only watch, if you care to and if it concerns you, the very father of Telemachos locked
with the champion Trojans, breakers of horses. Your talk is wind and no meaning’ (/. 4.351-5).
Agamemnon proceeds to rebuke Diomedes in a similar fashion (/. 4.370-400) and, while
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Menelaus’ endurance is sandwiched between two passages in which Menelaus is
unambiguously brave. Immediately prior to his monologue Menelaus’ slaughter of the
Trojan Euphorbus is described in terms of ‘a wind suddenly in a great tempest [¢£amivng
Gvepog ovv Aailom moAA{j] descending upon [a noble sapling] wrenches it out of its stand
and lays it at length on the ground’ (ZI. 17.57-8). Menelaus is so fierce in battle, that not
one of the Trojans dares in his thumos (00 Ttvi Bopdg évi otbecotv £16Apa, 11, 17.68) to
face him; all fear Menelaus as they would a hill-reared lion that ‘in the confidence of its
strength [dAxi] ... snatches the finest cow in a herd’ and savages it, breaking its neck, and
gulping down its blood and innards (/. 17.61-5). This is not the description of a soldier
lacking in bravery, but rather one whose thumos is filled with strong passions that he
unhesitatingly, and successfully, acts upon. Perhaps if Menelaus had been deceiving
himself in his internal monologue, and had never really intended to return with Ajax, then
Lawrence’s evaluation might have been justified. However, as Menelaus’ monologue
shifts back to narrative, Menelaus immediately seeks out Ajax, and with him he returns
directly to the battlefield to save Patroclus, standing fast (éotnker, 7. 17.139) beside
Ajax, to whom the simile of lion has shifted.>® From an outsider’s perspective Menelaus’
behaviour is certainly ambiguous. However, in the light of Menelaus’ manifest bravery
before and after his retreat, which reveals the heroic capacity to act on his thumotic
passions without hesitation; and in the light of the fact that Menelaus is one of the very
few Homeric characters whose phrenes are praised (Menelaus is said to be lacking in
neither phrenes nor beauty [oD Tev Sevpevov, obt’ dp @pévag odte Tl €d0c, Od. 4.264]);
we can conclude that in this passage Menelaus exhibits the same endurance that he less

ambiguously exhibits in his encounter with the Old Man of the Sea in Odyssey 4.°7

From the perspective of one of his fellow soldiers on the battlefield, Menelaus’

retreat in Jliad 17 may be indistinguishable from cowardice. However, it is only from the

Diomedes refuses to answer him, Sthenelus defends the both of them by reference to the time
they stormed Thebes (ZI. 4.404-10).

39 <o fair-haired Menelaus moved from Patroclus, but turning stood fast [otij] when he had got
back to the swarm of his companions and looked all about for huge Aias, the son of Telamon, and
soon saw where he was’ (//. 17.113-6).

37" Menelaus and his companions first wait for the Old Man with an enduring thumos (teTAnétt
Ovud, Od. 4.447), and then hold onto him as he struggled and shape-shifted, also with an
enduring thumos (1eTAn6T1 Boud; Od. 4.459).
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limited perspective of one of these characters at that particular moment in //iad 17 that
Menelaus’ behaviour could be mistaken for cowardice. By contrast, we are able to view
Menelaus’ behaviour from a much broader standpoint. We are given privileged access to
his anguished internal machinations, which reveal Menelaus’ reluctance to abandon
Patroclus’ corpse, even temporarily. We know that Menelaus’ expressed intention to
return with Ajax is genuine from the fact that Menelaus returns immediately to the
battlefield after locating Ajax. We are also given access to Homer’s evaluation of
Menelaus’ behaviour, in the form of the animal simile — a great bearded lion — he chooses
to compare Menelaus with as Menelaus is retreating. By comparison with Odysseus
standing his ground in Iliad 11, Menelaus’ retreat could be seen as less praiseworthy
from the perspective of the Iliadic warrior hero. However, that does not mean that it
could be justifiably deemed cowardly from that same perspective. The heroism of the
1liad is that of the warrior hero performing brave deeds, while the heroism of the Odyssey
is that of the man enduring countless pains. However, that does not mean that bravery is
not valued in the Odyssey, and that endurance is not valued in the Jliad; rather, it means
that they are secondary traditions of heroism in the respective epics. Endurance through
retreat when one’s enemy is being assisted by a god is frequently deemed to be
acceptable in the fliad. It is certainly not the hero’s first choice, but nor is it a cowardly
choice. Indeed, as we discover in the Odyssey, it was endurance, not bravery, that
ultimately won the Achaeans the Trojan war. It is manifestly clear, then, that Menelaus’

retreat in Iliad 17 cannot justifiably be deemed as cowardly.
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Chapter 1V — Bearing-Pain Endurance

0008v axidvotepov yaia péper avpidmoio,
TavIv dooa t€ yalov Exl wveiel 1€ kol Epmel.
00 uév yap moté pnol kaxov meioecall omioow,
opp’ dpetnv mapéxwat Beoi kai yodvar’ dpwpy’
aAld’ e o1 kal Avypa Beol pdxapeg tehéowoat,
Kai 16 péper exalouevos etinott Goud:

rojog ya‘szvo'og éotiv émyBoviwv GvOpadmwv
olov én’ quap Gynot matnp avopdv 1€ Gedv te.
Kai yap éycd mot’ Euelov év avdpéarv 6APioc ebvan,
wolha 6’ ardobal’ Epea fin kai kaprer eikwv,
motpl T’ éud wiovvog kai Euoiol kKaotyvAToIal.
T un tic mote mhumav avip dbeuiotioq gin,

G’ 6 ye aryfj ddpa Bedv Exol, Otti didoiev (Od. 18.130-42).

Of all creatures that breathe and walk on the earth there is nothing more helpless
than a man is, of all that the earth fosters; for he thinks that he will never suffer
misfortune in future days, while the gods grant him courage, and his knees have
spring in them. But when the blessed gods bring sad days upon him, against his
will he must suffer it with enduring spirit. For the mind in men upon earth goes
according to the fortunes the Father of Gods and Men, day by day, bestows upon
them. For I myself once promised to be a man of prosperity, but, giving way to
Jforce and violence, did many reckless things, because I relied on my father and
brothers. Therefore, let no man be altogether without a sense of righteousness,
but take in silence the gifts of the gods, whatever they give him.

Having examined standing one’s ground endurance in the previous chapter, we

can now turn to our analysis of bearing-pain endurance. In this chapter I examine the
final three instances of the formula for deliberation. First, I look at the paradigm of
bearing-pain endurance: Odysseus’ endurance of his maidservants’ betrayal in Odyssey
20. Second, I examine the final instance of the formula in the epics, in Odysseus’ reunion
with his grieving father Laertes in Odyssey 24. Third, I examine the very first instance of
the formula in the epics, in Iliad 1, and the only instance in which the deliberating agent,
Achilles, chooses his passionate rather than his rational impulse and thereby fails to
endure. I argue that by illumination of Achilles’ psychological entities, we can see that

Achilles lacks the capacity to endure. Having concluded our examination of the instances
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of the formula for deliberation, I briefly outline the resolution to act endurance, and
differentiate it from bravery. This inquiry concludes with an examination of the five
distinctive features of bearing-pain endurance. First, it is the only type of endurance that
can be, in Cook’s terms, purely passive, that is, never united with action. Second, it is the
only type of endurance that can be, in Lawrence’s terms, purely moral, that is, never
mixed with tactical considerations. Third, the only time the gods endure, that is, when
their endurance is denoted by 7idw, the gods endure by bearing pain. Fourth, while

goddesses can also endure through the resolution to act,’ %8

the only endurance attributed
to mortal women in the epics is bearing-pain endurance.’®® And, finally, of all the three
types of endurance, bearing pain is the kind of endurance most frequently accompanied

by references to necessity.

(i) Odysseus’ Barking Heart & Heart-Cutting Words

It is clear from the previous chapter that the behaviour of Odysseus and Menelaus
cannot be distinguished from one another in terms of bravery and cowardice, but rather in
terms of the different ways they manifest the same internal disposition of endurance.
Both choose temporary passivity over activity, Odysseus enduring by standing his ground
and Menelaus enduring by bearing pain, in order to perform brave actions when the time
is right. The most famous example of bearing-pain endurance, and also the most cited
example of Homeric endurance in general, is that of Odysseus in Odyssey 20. Odysseus
finally arrives home disguised as a beggar, only to find his women-servants betraying
him by fraternizing with the suitors. Bedded down on the ground in the forecourt of his

own home, Odysseus hears the women’s laughter asthey go to the suitors’ beds, and:

100 8" dpiveto Bupdg évi otbecot pikotot -
TOAMY 8& peppunpiée katd @péva Kai Katd Gopov,
n¢ petaibag Oavarov tevtety éxdoy,

% Odysseus forces both Circe and Calypso to endure by resolving to swear an oath [tAaing ...
opdocai] at Od. 5.178 and 10.343.

3% Women can, however, fail to endure through resolution to act endurance in the Odyssey at
4.716 (Penelope); 11.425 (Clytemnestra); 23.150 (Penelope).
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1 &1° £ pvnotiipoty drepQrélotot pryfivar
votato kel mopoto, kpoadin 8¢ oi Evdov vAdxrtel (Od. 20.9-13)

But the spirit deep in the heart of Odysseus was stirred by this, and much he
pondered in the division of mind and spirit, whether to spring on them and kill
each one, or rather to let them lie this one more time with the insolent suitors, for
the last and latest time; but the heart was growling within him.

Having arrived home, Odysseus must endure sufferings both physical, such as being
beaten by the suitors, and mental, from the humiliation of being mocked and betrayed by
his own servants while sleeping on the floor as a beggar in his own palace, to having to

look on impassively as the suitors attempt to seduce his wife.**

In this famous scene, Odysseus’ psychological state is illustrated with two of the
most startling metaphors in Homer. Odysseus’ thumos in this scene is stirred, roused,
agitated, troubled, or touched (cf. dpivw), and his kradié barks or bays (cf. VAaktéw), like
a dog.

¢ 3¢ Kowv dporijor tepi okvAdkeoot Pefdoa
avdp’ dyvoujcoc’ VAde pépovév te paxeoda,
&¢ pa Tod Evdov VAAKTEL dyatopévoy Kakd Epya (Od. 20.14-16).

And as a bitch, facing an unknown man, stands over her callow puppies and
growls and rages to fight, so Odysseus’ heart was growling inside him as he
looked on these wicked actions.

Just as the bitch, facing an unknown man, barks and is eager to fight to protect her
puppies, so too does Odysseus’ kradié bark at the maid-servants’ kaka erga. The passion
aroused in Odysseus by these kaka erga is denoted by the verb ayaiouai, which means, to
‘be offended or hurt at [something],” or to ‘be indignant at [something]’ (LSJ). In
“Odysseus’ Barking Heart” Gilbert Rose examines the simile and what it reveals about

Odysseus’ internal state.*”” Rose argues that ‘resentment’ is not the passion expressed by

40 For scholarship on this scene, see: Pucci: 1987, 72-5. Russo, J. (1968). Homer against His
Tradition. Arion, 7,275-95. Barnouw: 2004, 125-6.

“! Rose, G. (1979). Odysseus' Barking Heart. TAPA, 109, 215-230. Sullivan suggests that
Odysseus’ thumos and phrenes perform slightly different roles in this episode. Odysseus explains
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the bitch-simile, as Russo in “Homer Against His Tradition” argued, presumably
translating dyaiopat in this way, but rather ‘the sole internal state expressed by the bitch-
simile is fury.”** Indeed if we take the simile to extend from the beginning of line 14 to
the end of line 15, the verb ayaiouar does not occur until the focus is shifted from the
bitch back to Odysseus in line 16.°> Any resentment or indignation, therefore, is
Odysseus’ and not the bitch’s.

Rose additionally rejects the idea that the simile also expresses self-restraint.*®*
He argues, ‘The simile ends, after all, with the words, “and she is eager to fight” (15), and
only at line 23, after his self-admonition, do we learn that Odysseus has decided not to
attack. While it is not inappropriate to stress Odysseus’ self-control in most of his scenes
in the second half of the poem, it is simply irrelevant to the simile.”*” Rose is right in
saying that the simile itself does not express restraint; rather, the simile only represents
one half of Odysseus’ thumos in order to emphasize the fierceness of Odysseus’
passionate impulse to fight. However, Rose is not right in saying that self-control is
‘simply irrelevant to the simile.”**® The comparison of Odysseus with the bitch is not a
comparison of self-restraining agents, but rather it is a comparison of the objects of the
self-restraint. The bitch lacks the capacity of self-restraint when her young are threatened;
the only thing that could force her to restrain her fierce protective urges would be the
command of her master. Odysseus, by contrast, is his own master. He is both agent and

object of his restraint.

to Athena that while the thumos in his phrenes is pondering (pepunpilov) how best to kill the
suitors, Odysseus ponders a greater thing in his phrenes (€Tt xail t68e peilov évi @peoi
pepunpilw). This ‘greater thing’ is Odysseus’ self-presevation. Sullivan offers the following
analysis of the scene: ‘thumos appears to ponder a particular question: the killing of the suitors.
When, however, Odysseus wishes to express what is of highest concern, namely his own safety,
he uses the verbal expression in the first person: “I am pondering in my phrenes.” ... In this
passage phrenes serve as a location for thought that deals with a pressing problem’ (Sullivan:
1988, 88). See Halliwell (1990: 38 ff.) for a rejection of such attempts to try and attribute a
specific function in this scene, on the grounds that such attempts ‘produce a confusion which is
not present in the scene itself’ (ibid., 39).

402 Rose: 1979, 226 n. 34; see Russo: 1968, 292-4.

“3 The entire simile, then, is: d¢ 8¢ kbmV dpaAfiot mepi okvAdkesat Beidoa &vdp’ dyvoricas’
VAdeL pépovey te pdyecan.

“4 Rose: 1979, 226.

“ Ibid., 226-7

S Ibid., 226.
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He struck himself on the chest and spoke to his heart and scolded it: ‘Bear up, my
heart. You have had worse to endure before this on that day when the irresistible
Cyclops ate up my strong companions, but you endured it until intelligence got
you out of the cave, though you expected to perish.” So he spoke, addressing his
own dear heart within him; and the heart in great obedience endured, and stood it
without complaint, but the man himself was twisting and turning.

As a master would deal with his impassioned dog, Odysseus chides (cf. ka8apdc) his
étor, rebukes (cf. évintw) his kradié, and strikes (cf. TAfoocw) himself on the chest,
commanding his kradié within to endure (t1étAa61). And, just as an obedient dog would
obey his master, so too does Odysseus’ kradié obey him and remain enduring, though he
twists and turns about with the effort.

Though he has succeeded in bringing his barking kradié into submission,
Odysseus’ continued effort to endure is expressed by way of a patticularly memorable

metaphor:

¢ & O1e Yootép’ dvip moréog mopdg aicBopévoro,

gumieinv xviomg kai aipatog, Evba xai Evia

oi6AA, pra 8 oo AMhaiston dOnOijvan,

®cap’ 67 Evla xai EvBa shiooeto, pepunpilwv

o &n pynotijpowy avondéot yeipag Eprioet

podvog édv moréot. oyed60ev 8¢ ol MABev A

ovpavdBev xatofdoca - dépag & fucro yovauki - (Od. 20.25-31)

And as a man with a paunch pudding that has been filled with blood and fat,
tosses it back and forth over a blazing fire, and the pudding itself strains hard to
be cooked quickly; so he was twisting and turning back and forth, meditating
how, though he was alone against many, he could lay hands on the shameless
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suitors. And at this time Athene, descending from the sky, came close to him, and
wore the shape of a lady.

There are two fascinating things about this second metaphor. First, the fact that
Odysseus’ internal battle to subjugate his passions is compared to a roasting belly or

sausage filled with blood and fat.*’

This is a remarkably appropriate metaphor, for it
describes what the eye can see, the continuous turning of the sausage, as well as the
internal elements of the sausage that the eye cannot see, the blood and the fat, which
could be seen as analogous to the elements internal to Odysseus that are also sizzling and
spitting. What makes this metaphor the work of genius, however, is the fact that there are
two levels of agency in this metaphor. Not only does the man turning the sausage want
the sausage to be roasted quickly, but the sausage ifself yearns (cf. AMiaiopat) to be
cooked. Clearly, the sausage represents Odysseus; but who represents the second level of
agency represented by the sausage-roaster? This brilliant metaphor intertwines mortal and
divine plans, and the sausage cooker represents the divine overseer of Odysseus’ plan,

Athena, who arrives on the scene immediately after the metaphor draws to a close.

Odysseus’ choice is clearly defined: to spring on the maid-servants and kill them
immediately, as his passions of fury and indignation impel him, or to bear the pain of
their betrayal, and let them lie with the suitors one last time, as his rational impulse
reminds him that he must. Odysseus’ rational impulse evokes memories of another time
in which he had to endure through bearing pain, when he and his men were trapped in the
Cyclops’ cave, and Odysseus had to endure his pain at the Cyclops’ slaughter of his men
rather than act on it. In both episodes Odysseus’ life depends on his capacity to endure,
and in both episodes, not only does Odysseus’ rational impulse suggest the better plan,
but it suggests the only plan that offers him any chance of securing his goal. In Odyssey
5, Odysseus needed to bear the pain of the Cyclops’ slaughter of his men, rather than
satisfy it by killing the Cyclops, if he and his men were to stand any chance of escaping
from the cave. In this episode, Odysseus must endure his anger at the servants’ betrayal

and endure his fury at hearing their laughter, if he is to stand any chance of securing his

%7 See Katz, J. T. (1999). Homeric Hymn to Hermes 296: tAfjpova yaotpdg Epibov. The Classical
Quarterly, 49 (1), 315-319.
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goal, restoring the integrity of his household, which requires that he exact revenge not
only on the servants but, more importantly, on the suitors. Just like in the Cyclops’ cave,
and just like in the all of the decision-making scenes discussed above, Odysseus does not
silence his passionate completely, nor does he reject outright the course of action that it
recommends. But rather, he masters it temporarily, and puts off its preferred course of
action, until the optimal time for its performance. Just as Odysseus stood his ground in
battle before attacking the Trojans like a wild boar, so too does Odysseus bear pain
before attacking the suitors like a lion. After the slaughter of the suitors, Eurycleia enters
the hall, and:

e0pev &neir’ Odvofio. HETd KTAUEVOIOL VEKVGOLY,

aipat kol M0p@ nemaraypévov &g 1€ Aéovra,

0¢ pa te Pefpaxng Podg Epyetar dypodroto -

ndv 6’ apa ol otiifog 1€ Tap1d T Appotépwdev

aiparéevia mélet, dewvde &' eic dma idécba -

¢ 'Odvoeng mendrakto mddag kol xeipag vrepdey (Od. 22.401-6).

There she found Odysseus among the slaughtered dead men, spattered over with
gore and battle filth, like a lion who has been feeding on an ox of the fields, and
goes off covered with blood, all his chest and his flanks on either side bloody, a
terrible thing to look in the face; so now Odysseus’ feet and the hands above them
were spattered.

Like the scenes of endurance characterised by the formula for deliberation discussed
above, Odysseus remains passive so that he may act more successfully when the time for

action is preferable.

The very last instance of the formula for deliberation is in Odysseus’ long-awaited
reunion with his father Laertes.**® Is it, perhaps, one of the Odyssean scenes that scholars
have found most difficult to explain. Odysseus” first sight of his father aftér a twenty year

absence is described the following passage:

408 See Russo, Fernandez-Galiano, & Heubeck (Eds) (1992, 387-388, n.235-40) for support for
Barnouw’s view. Russo et. al. contend that this passage is one of three types of decision-making
scenes, characterised by the use of ‘uepurpiéa with infinitive, where there is hardly any question
of deliberation since uepurpiéa simply means “I came to the decision™” (ibid., 388 n.235-40).
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OV 8’ Mg 0DV évonoe modiThag diog Odvooeg

Ipai teipdpevov, péya 88 ppeoi tévoog Exova,

oTig &p’ vmd PAedpTY Syxviv Katd Séxpuov ie.
uepunpiée & Enerta katd Qpéva Kai kotd Bopdv

Kbooa kai meptpdvat £dv Totép’, 110€ Exacta

ginelv, ¢ EAot kal ikort’ &g matpida yoiav,

I mpdT dEepéorto EKaCTA TE MEIPTGALTO.

O3eepe ol ppovéovTt Sodocato kEpSiovpdivar,

npdTOV KEpTOpiog énéecoty meypmBijvan (Od. 24.232-40).

Now when much-enduring great Odysseus observed him [Laertes], with great
misery in his heart, and oppressed by old age, he stood underneath a towering
pear tree and shed tears for him, and deliberated then in his heart and his spirit
whether to embrace his father and kiss him and tell him everything, how he was
come again to his own dear country, or question him first about everything, and
make trial of him. In the division of his heart this way seemed best to him, first to
make trial of him, and speak in words of mockery.

But why would Odysseus treat, or rather maltreat, his father in such a way? As there is no
longer any reason for him to conceal his identity — indeed, Odysseus is no longer even
physically in disguise — Odysseus’ treatment of his aged and suffering father strikes the
reader as wantonly cruel. What could be Odysseus’ reason for his behaviour in this
episode, which is at the very least harsh and at the worst merciless and needless? Could
there be some hidden, but detectable, motivation behind Odysseus’ words? Could the
explanation for Odysseus’ bizarre behaviour be that this scene, like entire final book of
the Odyssey in which it occurs, is, as some argue, not authentic but a later amateur
interpolation?*®® Or, could his behaviour be explained as an artistic choice on the part of
the poet to arouse as much emotion in his audience as possible, by delaying recognition

9"% Does this scene reveal less about

in order to create as much suspense as possible
Laertes, or the father-son relationship, and more about the cost for Odysseus of living for

so many years by deceit and trickery, so that he struggles to leave behind his disguises

“® For a rejection of this thesis, see: Wender, D. (1978). The Last Scenes of the "Odyssey".
Leiden: Brill, 45-52. For a rejection of this thesis on formal grounds, see: See Gainsford, P.
(2003). Formal Analysis of Recognition Scenes in the "Odyssey". The Journal of Hellenic
Studies, 123, 48 n.23. See also Scodel, R. (1998). The Removal of the Arms, the Recognition
with Laertes, and Narrative Tension in the Odyssey. Classical Philology, 93 (1), 9, & n. 20 for
further references.

410 proponents of this argument include: Erbse, H. (1972). Beitrage zum Verstandnis der
"Odyssee”. Berlin: De Gruyter, 101-2 (reference at Scodel: 1998, 9 n. 22); Wender: 1978. 59-60
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and fabrications, even when they are no longer necessary?*'! Is the answer much simpler:
is Odysseus just being heartless, and there is no more to say about the passage?*!? Or is
the answer much more complex: is Odysseus’ treatment of his father carefully tailored to
his father’s current bereaved and despairing psychological state, and intended to

somehow draw his father out of it?*"

I will argue that the most plausible explanation of Odysseus’ treatment of his
father is this final explanation above: that Odysseus is attempting to draw Laertes out of
his self-imposed apathy. However, before pursuing this argument, let us first examine
Odysseus’ psychological state in this episode. Upon seeing his father for the first time in
twenty years, Odysseus is deeply distressed, and stands apart from him under a tree and
weeps (Séxpuov &iPe, 234). His first impulse, which is clearly passionate, is to ‘embrace
his father and kiss him and tell him everything.” His second impulse is to ‘question him
first [meipriconto] about everything, and make trial of him,” which he decides is képdiov
(better) in the pursuit of his end, is clearly rational. Putting questions of Odysseus’
cruelty and his goal in this episode aside for the moment, it is clear that Odysseus
chooses to follow his rational rather than his passionate impulse, and endure his grief,
rather than satisfy it immediately. Just like the other decision-making scenes addressed
above, Odysseus does not completely reject his passionate impulse, but waits until the
optimal moment to follow it. After testing his father, and witnessing Laertes’
overwhelming grief, Odysseus’ thumos is ‘stirred, roused, agitated’ (cf. dpivw) and he
follows his passionate impulse, embracing his father passionately and finally revealing
his identity to him.*"* We know that before Odysseus had seen his father, he had resolved
to make trial of him (meipricopar, 238); and we see Odysseus confirm his words in his

“1 See Focke, F. (1943). Die Odyssee (Vol. Stuttgart). Berlin: Tubinger Beitrage zur
Altertumswissenschaft 37, 378 (reference at Scodel: 1998, 9 n. 23); and Wender: 1978, 56-7.

42 For discussions of Odysseus’ supposed cruelty here, see: Gainsford: 2003, 48 & 55; Scodel:
1998, 9; Wender: 1978, 57 & 59-60; and Woolsey, R. B. (1941). Repeated Narratives in the
Odyssey. Classical Philology, 36 (2), 179-80.

413 Alfred Heubeck, in his commentary on Odyssey 24, offers an argument of this type, arguing
that Odysseus’ aim is to penetrate ‘the wall of apathy with which his father has surrounded
himself” (Russo, J., Fernandez-Galiano, M., & Heubeck, A. (1992). A Commentary on Homer's
Odyssey, Books XVII-XXIV (Vol. 3). Oxford: Clarendon Press, 393 n.280-301, see also 389-9 n.
244).

4 On dpive in psychological contexts, see Clarke: 1999, 102 n. 110.
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deeds in this scene, carrying through his plan even when it becomes almost unbearable to
do so. Like every other Homeric agent — except one — whose deliberation in thumos and
phrenes is anguished and whose decision is unambiguously voluntary, Odysseus chooses

to endure his passions rather than satisfy them.

But why does Odysseus need to test his father in the first place? Again, let us
place Odysseus’ deliberation within the context of his overall goal in the Odyssey: nostos.
Reunion with his father, and restoration of familial integrity, is at the heart of Odysseus’
nostos. Gainsford has insightfully noted that there are three different kinds of restoration
that constitute the ‘nostos-narrative’ in the Odyssey: ‘geographical, political and familial’
restoration.”*!® Although Odysseus has finally arrived home at Ithaca, and although he
has already taken care of the suitors, Odysseus still must restore his relationships with his
family members. There is general agreement among scholars, such as Gainsford,*®
Murnaghan,417 and Scodel,*'® that before this can familial restoration can be achieved,
Odysseus needs to restore Laertes to his proper role: that of the hero. Laertes at the
beginning of Odyssey 24, is as far from being a hero as one can imagine. When Odysseus

first sees his father, Laertes is:

1OV 8’ olov atép’ edpev EbkTpévy Ev BAGT,

Motpedova puTdv - pumdwvia 8¢ EoTo YTdva

pantov dewcélov, mepi 6 kviunot Poeiag

KvNpidag pattdg 6£0€T0, YporTdg GAEEivOY,

YEWPIO6G T €mi xepoi Patwv évex’ - avtap Omepbev
atyeinv Kuvénv ke@oAfj &xe, mévlog aéEmv (Od. 24.226-31)

... alone in the well-worked orchard, spading out a plant, and he had a squalid
tunic upon him, patched together and ugly, and on his legs he had oxhide gaiters
fastened and patched together, to prevent scratching, and gloves on his hands
because of the bushes, and he was wearing a cap of goatskin on his head, to
increase his misery.

*3 Gainsford: 2003, 54.

¢ Ibid., 55.

“7 Murnaghan, S. (1987). Disguise and Recognition in the Odyssey. New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 31.

M8 gcodel: 1998, 13. Scodel argues that Laertes needs to be returned to his former heroic status
specifically so that Laertes can act as an ally against the suitor’s families (Scodel: 1998, 10).
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Indeed, Laertes’ appearance in this passage is much closer to an animal than it is to a
hero. The crucial term in this passage is ¢éfw. While the primary meaning of this verb is
‘to increase, enlarge, strengthen,” in this context it means ‘to cherish or foster’ one’s
grief. Laertes’ mévfoc is not just mega, is it excessive, even by Homeric standards.*’
After praising the state of orchard in which he finds Laertes, Odysseus pretends to
mistake Laertes for an ill-kept slave. Indeed, Laertes is a slave, but not in the way that
Odysseus pretends. By cherishing his grief in this way, Laertes has enslaved himself to

his passions.**

I suggest that the key to understanding Odysseus’ treatment of Laertes lies in his
self-expressed intention to ‘speak to him in words of mockery.” The adjective here is
keptouiog, from the verb xeprouéw, to ‘mock, jeer at,” which means ‘heart-cutting’ or, as
Clarke persuasively argues, ‘heart-dividing.’**' Drawing on his arguments for the
Homeric mind’s image of extreme passions as psychological division, Clarke argues that
words that are képtouiog are those designed to ‘temporarily confuse the person addressed,

to put them in a situation where they are subject to conflicting emotions and do not know

% The reader is reminded of the excessive grief of another father also in the final book of an
Homeric epic, this time Priam’s grief in Iliad 24. Achilles’ exhortations to Priam to endure his
grief are called to mind, along with his references to the bereaved mother Niobe and her manifold
sufferings (/1. 24.602 ff.).

20 This is also clear from the description of Laertes we heard in Odyssey 11 from Odysseus’
mother’s shade in the underworld, in which the same verb dééw is used. While Penelope waits for
Odysseus ‘with enduring heart [péver temon ou®],” Laertes ‘remains [pipvel], on the estate
where he is and does not got to the city. There is no bed there nor is there bed clothing nor
blankets nor shining coverlets, but in the winter time he sleeps in the house, where the thralls do,
in the dirt next to the fire, and with foul clothing upon him; but when the summer comes and the
blossoming time of harvest, everywhere he has places to sleep on the ground, on fallen leaves in
piles along the rising ground of his orchard, and there he lies, grieving, and the sorrow grows big
within him [péya 8¢ @peoi tévOog déEer] as he longs for your homecoming, and harsh old age is
on him’ (Od. 11.187-196).

“! Clarke, M. (2001). 'Heart-Cutting Talk:' Homeric keptopém and Related Words. Classical
Quarterly, 51 (2), 329-338, p. 335. For other scholarship on keptopéw, or the word family to
which it belongs, see Hooker, T. J. (1986). A Residual Problem in Iliad 24. Classical Quarterly,
36, 32-7; Jones, P. V. (1989). Iliad 24.649: Another Solution. Classical Quarterly, 39, 247-50;
Clay, J. S. (1999). Iliad 24.469 and the Semantics of keptopéw. Classical Quarterly, 49, 618-21;
and Lloyd, M. (2004). The Politeness of Achilles: Off-Record Conversation Struggles in Homer
and the Meaning of "Kertomia". The Journal of Hellenic Studies, 124, 75-89. See also Thornton,
A. (1970). People and Themes in Homer's Odyssey. Dunedin: University of Otago Press, 116-9,
esp. 116 for in xéptouiog this context.
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how to respond, whether because of fear or doubt or for some more complex reason.”*?

This state sounds exactly like that experienced by the characters in the scenes of
deliberation that we have looked at so far. To put it another way, words that are xéptouiog
are those intended to cause psychological division within the addressee. That is not to say
that such speech is essentially cruel; indeed, Alex Gottesman argues that between
intimates speech characterised by xeptouia can be ‘playful,’ and ‘a form of affection.”*?
Perhaps, by attempting to rouse in his father first anger by comparing him to a slave

(257), then ancestral pride by referring to Laertes’ patronymic (270),"*

and finally
overwhelming grief (315-7), Odysseus is trying to draw his father out of his state of
apathy into a state of passionate internal conflict, in which he can make the decision — a
decision that requires courage — to leave his life of passivity behind and embrace his old
life of heroic activity. Regardless of whether one accepts this argument or not, the fact is
that Odysseus does draw his father out of his apathy and he does restore Laertes to his
heroic status. Gainsford noted that ‘it is Laertes who makes the only kill in Book 24 and,
uniquely in the Odyssey, his victory is honoured with the formula dovnnoev 6¢ necmv,
apafinoe 6¢ tevye’ ém’avtdn (24.525 “he fell with a crash, and his arms clattered upon
him™).”*** By enduring his grief rather than satisfying it by testing his father and speaking
to him in heart-cutting words, Odysseus attempts to restore his father to his proper role in

pursuit of nostos.

(ii) Achilles

The only instance of the formula for deliberation in which the character chooses
to follow his passionate impulse rather than his rational impulse after deliberation is the

first instance of the formula in the epics: Achilles’ deliberation in Iliad 1. Agamemnon

“2 Clarke: 2001, 335.

2 Gottesman, A. (2008). The Pragmatics of Homeric Kertomia. Classical Quarterly, 58 (1), 1-
12,p. 11).

24 See Scodel: 1998, 12-3.

35 Gainsford: 2003, 55. See II. 4.504 where this heroic formula is used for Odysseus’ victim on
the battlefield.
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has just insulted Achilles, threatening to take Briseis (//. 1.184-87). Achilles’ éfor is
divided:

Q¢ paro - TInheiovi & dxog yéver', év 8& oi ftop
omBecotv Aacioiot diévdrya pepunipilev,

1} 6 ye paoyavov 6EL épvocpuevog mapd urpod
TOUG pev avaoTioEtey, 0 & Atpeidnv évapilot,
fe x6Aov Todoetev EpnTHoEf T€ BupoV.

110G 0 Tad0’ dppatve katd Epéva Kai katd Bopdv,
EAxeto & ék koheolo péya Eipog, TAOe & Abivn
oOpavobev - mpd yap Mke Oedt Aevkdrevoc “Hpn,
apew opdg Boud prrifovod te kndopuévn Te.

ot} & Ombev, Eavoiic 88 koung éle InAeinvo
ol eawvopévn - @V 6 dAA@V od Tig Opdrto. (/1. 1.188-98).

And the anger came on Peleus’ son, and within his shaggy breast the heart was
divided two ways, pondering whether to from beside his thigh draw the sharp
sword, driving away all those who stood between and kill the son of Atreus, or
else to check the spleen within and keep down his anger. Now as he weighed in
mind and spirit these two courses and was drawing from its scabbard the great
sword, Athene descended from the sky. For Hera the goddess of the white arms
sent her, who loved both men equally in her heart and cared for them. The
goddess standing behind Peleus’ son caught him by the fair hair, appearing to him
only, for no man of the others saw her.

Achilles’ choice here is clear: he can either act on his passions of achos, cholos, and
thumos that urge him to draw his sword and kill Agamemnon, or he can curb (cf. Tadw)

and restrain (cf. &pnTow) these passions.**’

It may be objected that the intervention of Athena disqualifies this from inclusion
in my list of relevant instances of the formula for deliberation.*”® For example,
Rosenmeyer, in “Decision-Making,” cites this passage as an example of divine
intervention whereby the divinity ‘in effect [makes] the decision for the agent."‘?'9
Similarly, psychologist Julian Jaynes in The Origin of Consciousness in the Breakdown

of the Bicamercal Mind, contends that ‘Athene ... takes control of the action and tells

“27 See Sullivan (1988: 85) on the activity of Achilles’ thumos and phrenes in this passage.
“»* See pp. 94-7 above. '
“? Rosenmeyer: 1990, 192.

135



Achilles what to do.”**® However, it is clear that there is a crucial difference between the
divine intervention in this passage, and that in those instances of the formula for
deliberation discounted above because the intervention either removed the agent’s choice
or rendered its voluntariness ambiguous. For example, while the shipwrecked Odysseus
in Odyssey S is deliberating whether to swim to shore immediately or to swim on in the
hope of finding a more hospitable shore, Athena takes the decision out of his hands,
putting the idea in his phrenes to hold fast to a rock as Poseidon sends a great wave to
drown him (Od. 5.427). Similarly, in Iliad 5, Odysseus is deliberating whether to fight
Sarpedon or kill some Lykians, when Athena turns his thumos (cf. 1pénw) towards the
latter option (ZI. 5.676). Zeus’ intervention in Iliad 8, in which he warns the deliberating
Diomedes not to turn about and fight Hector, veers somewhat from the pattern. Unlike in
Odyssey 5 and lliad 5, in which the divine intervention occurs affer deliberation, and
guides the agent towards choosing one of alternative courses of action already outlined
by the agent, the divine intervention in [liad 8 occurs before Diomedes’ deliberation, in

fact, it is only because of Zeus’ warning that Diomedes deliberates at all.

The divine intervention in Achilles’ decision-making is crucially different from
those examples of divine intervention outlined above. Not only does Athena arrive after
Achilles’ deliberation, she arrives after Achilles has already made his choice. Let us look

again at the exact moment of Athena’s intervention:

110¢ 6 100’ Apporve Katd Qpéva Koi Katd Bupdv,

E\keto 8’ €k KoAeolo péya Eipoc, TAOE &' ABfvn

ovpavdbey ...

oti] & OmBev, EavOiig 6& koung &re InAciova (. 1.193-97).

Now as he weighed in mind and spirit these two courses and was drawing from
its scabbard the great sword, Athene descended from the sky ... and caught him
by the fair hair.

% Jaynes contends that it is only after Achilles’ deliberation, or ‘after this vacillating interval of
increasing belly sensations and surges of blood, as Achilles is drawing his mighty sword, that the
stress has become sufficient to hallucinate the dreadfully gleaming goddess Athene who then
takes control of the action (1:188ff.) and tells Achilles what to do’ (Jaynes: 1976, 259).
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Athena descent is denoted by #460e, the aorist of &pyouar. Athena decends as Achilles is
deliberating, denoted by the imperfect dpuaive, and as he is drawing, denoted again by
an imperfect, this time élxero (cf. élxw) his great sword from its scabbard. Scully notes
that the formula ‘Gppove kotd Ppéva kai kata Bopdv’ is generally followed by the term
0ppa, ‘meanwhile.” However, this term is absent from the description of Achilles’
deliberation; as Scully explains, ‘rather, Achilles is already drawing his sword, ready to
slay the king.”*' What concerns us here is not whether Achilles was able to follow
through with his intention to kill Agamemnon, but whether or not he made the decision to
do so before he was stopped. Achilles’ choice was between drawing his sword and
restraining his passions; the fact that this is exactly what Achilles chose to do — to draw
his sword — makes it clear that Achilles did indeed choose to act on his passions rather
than restrain them. Had Athena not descended, and caught Achilles by the hair, it is fair
to assume that Achilles would have continued what he had started, and attempted to kill

Agamemnon.

Achilles’ initial choice was between drawing his sword and killing Agamemnon
on the one hand, and restraining his passions on the other. However, with Athena’s
arrival on the scene, the situation has changed, and so too has Achilles’ choice. Athena
urges Achilles put a stop to (cf. mavw, II. 1.207) his menos, and restrain himself by
obeying her and Hera (o0 &’ ioxeo, meibeo &’ Wpiv, /I 1.214), promising him great
rewards. Achilles’ choice, then, has clearly changed: it is no longer a choice between
killing Agamemnon and restraining his passions, but it has become a choice between
killing Agamemnon and obeying Athena. Achilles replies to Athena: ‘Goddess, it is
necessary [ypn] that I obey the word of you two, angry though I am in my heart [pdia
nep Bopd kexormpévov]. So it will be better [Guewov]’ (ZI. 1.216-217). Scully contends
that: ‘Ameinon signifies Achilles’ acceptance of the goddess’ command (1.217). The
comparative is in answer to a new question (whether or not to obey the goddess) and not

2432

to his original indecision (whether or not to slay Agamemnon).””* Williams similarly

recognises this, contending that: ‘[t]he goddess has done more than help [Achilles] to see

1 Seully: 1984, 18.
2 Ibid., 18-9 n.16.
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that one course of action is better than the other in terms he was already considering; in
this case, she has given him an extra and decisive feason, which he did not have before,
for thinking that it is better.”**> Gaskin contends that we can see from Athena’s appeal to
Achilles to restrain himself and obey her and Hera, that Athena ‘does not force him into
line,” but rather urges him to listen. He argues that, ‘There is no compulsion in this:
Achilles could disobey if he wished, but chooses not to;’ and he cites the example of
Odysseus at Odyssey 5.333 ff. choosing not to take the goddess’ advice as evidence of

this.

I contend that the reason that Athena had to intervene in Iliad 1, was because
Achilles lacked the capacity to endure by bearing the pain of his passions rather than
acting on them. As mentioned above, Scully noted that Achilles’ formula for deliberation
lacked the customary tégpa (meanwhile) which generally follows such formulae. Scully
contends that ‘[t]his variation from the norm suggests Achilles’ vigor of mind which cuts
short the hesitation obvious in such thinking.”** I suggest that a more accurate way of
expressing this same point, is that Achilles’ ‘vigour of passion’ cut short his
contemplation of not killing Agamemnon and curbing his anger. Achilles is the paradigm
of the Homeric warrior hero. His thumos, at least at the beginning of the Iliad, is in its
proper hot, fiery, breathy state. The greatness of Achilles as a hero lies in the
vigorousness of his heroic passions, and the swiftness with which he acts heroically upon
them, which results in brave and successful deeds. In “Convention and Individuality in
Iliad 1,” Mark W. Edwards notes additional variations on the norm in this passage, in
order to convey the vigorousness of Achilles’ passions, and the urgency of the situation.
Not only is the customary tdgpa absent, but so too is the elaborate description that
usually attends descriptions of divine intervention. Edwards contends that, ‘the crisis is

acute, and Athena loses no time — not only does she dispense with sandals, similies, and

“3 Williams: 1993 (2008 ed.), 30.

4 Gaskin: 2001, 155. Gaskin also cites the example of Aegisthus choice at Odyssey 1.32-43 to
disobey the gods, though Hermes has warned him of the consequences of doing so. Gaskin
concludes that: ‘as these examples show, divine interventions can stop short of annexing the
individual’s autonomy: the god puts some options before the individual, gives advice, but leaves
the final decision to that individual’ (Gaskin: 2001, 155). See also Adkins: 1982, 296.

45 Scully: 1984, 18.
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so on, but she brusquely shoves aside the patient old epithet and bursts into the verse at
the C caesura; and the verse actually concludes A0 8" A@1vn ... The effect on the
audience must have been striking.”**® Equally as striking, observes Edwards, would be
the effect on the audience of Athena’s grasping Achilles by the hair, before addressing
him as is usual in such type-scenes. Edwards contends that ‘[n]Jowhere else does a
visiting deity take a comparable liberty in attracting a hero’s attention, but Athena has no
time to spare, and once again the poet uses a physical action to illustrate a powerful

emotion.”*’

Achilles’ tragedy is that he learns this lesson too late. While Achilles exhorts
Priam in lliad 24 to endure, telling him to ‘bear up, nor mourn endlessly in your heart, for
there is not anything to be gained from grief for your son; you will never bring him back;
sooner you must go through yet another sorrow’ (Il. 24.549-51), it is not until we meet
him again in Hades in the Odyssey that Achilles himself learns the value of a life of
endurance. When Odysseus meets the shade of Achilles in Odyssey 11 Achilles bemoans
his lot, saying: ‘I would rather follow the plow as thrall to another man, one with no land
allotted him and not much to live on, than be a king over the perished dead’ (Od. 11.489-
91). There are two instances of tAdw denoting the failure of a mortal to endure by bearing
pain, and that mortal is Achilles. The first such instance is at Jliad 19 when the grieving
Achilles refuses to eat before battle. He says to his companions: ‘I beg of you, if any dear
companion will listen to me, stop urging me to satisfy the heart [@ikov fjtrop] in me with
food and drink, since this strong sorrow [@xo¢ aivov] has come upon me. I will hold out
till the sun goes down and endure [pevém kol TAjoopat], though it be hard’ (Z7. 19.305-8).
Although Achilles characterises his actions as enduring, it is clear from the context of his

words in Iliad 19, that his refusal to eat is the opposite of enduring.

It is in Iliad 19 that the two Homeric traditions of courage, the bravery tradition
and the endurance tradition clash as their respective exemplars, Achilles and Odysseus,

come head to head. Achilles has finally received his replacement armour, and he urges

46 Edwards: 1980, 13, see also 9-11 for the standard divine visitation type-scene.
“7 Ibids., 14.

139



Agamemnon to command the army to immediate hostile action to avenge Patroclus’
death, as the menos in his chest urges (ZI. 19.202). Odysseus, however, urges
Agamemnon to wait, and allow the soldiers to eat, which will renew their menos and alké
(161), and enable them to fight all the more fiercely when they do go to battle. While the
soldier’s thumos might be eager to fight (Bupu®. ye pevowvag moAepilewv, 164), only if he
has had a proper meal will the ézor in his phrenes remain bold (Bapcoréov, 169) and will
his limbs not grow weary (cf. yGuve, 169-170). Agamemnon, having previously urged
Achilles to wait (cf. émpévw, 142) despite his eagemess for war (énerydpevog mep "Apnog,
142), decides in favour of Odysseus’ suggestion, and he repeats his command to Achilles
to remain (cf. pévw, 189) despite his eagerness (éneryopevog mep Apnog; 188-189). It is at
this point that Achilles swears that he will not eat until he has avenged himself on Hector;
which he repeats in the passage we are examining at /7. 19.308. Achilles tells us that his
passions are menos (202), and dyog aivov (307), and Odysseus and Menelaus recognise
Achilles’ eagerness (cf. pevowvdw, 164; cf. éneiyw, 189); it is these passions that urge
Achilles to fight. However, Achilles does not endure by refusing to eat because he is
forbidden to act upon them. The only way Achilles could endure in this situation would
be if he restrained his passionate impulses, and followed the more rational path of eating
in order to preserve his strength. By yielding to his passionate impulses, Achilles fails to

endure his grief at Patroclus’ death and his eagerness to fight Hector.**®

In the second instance of 24w denoting the bearing-pain endurance of a mortal in
the lliad, and in the final instance of bearing-pain endurance to be examined, Apollo
offers a succinct articulation both of bearing-pain endurance itself and of Achilles’ failure
to endure. In Zliad 24 Achilles continues to dishonour Hector’s corpse, and Apollo
berates the gods, calling them ‘hard’ (cf. oyxéthog) and ‘destructive’ (cf. dnAfuwv) for
not having the tinuocivy to save (oOx Etinte cadoar) Hector from Achilles’ wrath (7.
24.33-35).

aAX’ 6ho® Ay, Oeol, Povrec’ émapriyety,

8 In Iliad 24 Achilles’ mother Thetis recognises Achilles’ failure to endure by not eating. She
says to him: ‘My child, how long will you go on eating your heart out in sorrow and lamentatlon
and remember neither your food nor going to bed?” (1. 24.128-9).

140



® obT’ &p Qpéveg eioiv évaioipot obte vonua
Yvauntdv &vi otiBecot, Adwv & B¢ &ypia o1dev,
O¢ 1’ énel Gp peyddn te Bin kai dyfvopt Bopd
gifac €lc’ &mi pfha Ppotdy, iva Soita MdPno -
®¢ Ayhedg ELeov eV AMMAETEV, 00O ol 016G
yiyveto, ) T Gvdpoag péya oiveton o’ dvivot.
HEAAEL péV OV TIC Kol Qidtepov dAAOV Ao,
1N kaoiyvntov Opoydotplov fE Kai vidv -

&AL’ 1 ot ’Khaoog kai ddupapevog pedinke -
TANTOV Yap Moipat Bopov 0écav avBpdmoioty.
avtap 67’ “Extopa diov, £nei pilov ftop dmmopa,
v éEantav nepi ofjp’ £1dpoto eiroto

EAKeL - 00 pnv ol 10 ye KGAAoV 00OE T° Gpetvov.
pn Gyadd mtep £6v vepeoonOEmpév ol e -
KOOV yap o1 yalav dewciler peveaivov (I1. 24.38-54).

No, you gods; your desire is to help this cursed Achilleus within whose breast
there are no feelings of justice, nor can his mind be bent, but his purposes are
fierce, like a lion, who when he has given way to his own great strength and his
haughty spirit, goes among the flocks of men, to devour them. So Achilleus has
destroyed pity, and there is not in him any shame; which does much harm to men
but profits them also. For a man must some day lose one who was even closer
than this; a brother from the same womb, or a son. And yet he weeps for him, and
sorrows for him, and then it is over, for the Destinies put in mortal men the heart
of endurance. But this man, now he has torn the life from great Hector, ties him to
his horses and drags him around his beloved companion’s tomb; and nothing is
gained thereby for his good, or his honour. Great as he is, let him take care not to
make us angry; for see, he does dishonour to the dumb earth in his fury.

The destines, Apollo tells us, have given mortals an enduring thumos because loss and its
attendant grief is a part of every mortal life. Even the grief of those whose loss is much
greater than that of Achilles — and later in this same book Achilles himself will give an
example of such grief, when he exhorts Priam to endure his grief and eat by reminding

him of the grief of Niobe over the loss of her twelve children*”® — comes to an end.

9 Achilles says to Priam: “Now you and I must remember our supper. For even Niobe, she of the
lovely tresses, remembered to eat, whose twelve children were destroyed in her palace, six
daughters, and six sons in the pride of their youth ... But she remembered to eat when she was
worn out with weeping’ (I/. 24.601-13).
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However, what is most important about this passage for the present inquiry, is
Apollo’s reference to Achilles’ psychological entities.** In the second chapter, I argued
that an individual could only endure when his psychological entities were in their proper
state. Only when his phrenes were firm, balanced, and tightly-knit, could his thumos be in
its proper state, that is, hot, airy, flexible, and yielding. I will paraphrase Apollo’s
criticism of Achilles in order to bring the relevant elements into sharper relief. Apollo
blames Achilles’ failure to endure on the state of his phrenes. Achilles’ phrenes are not
évaioiuor, ‘well-balanced’ or ‘fitting.” While Achilles’ phrenes are praised as ueyaiog
ppévag (mighty, 1. 9.184), Achilles’ phrenes are most frequently criticised, by Apollo
above as not being well-balanced, as well as being absent (008’ MPorai, 77. 14.141).
Achilles’ thumos in his phrenes are ironlike (ownpeoc, 1. 22.357), savage (cf. &ypiog,
24.41), and arrogant (dyfjvopt Boud, 24.42). Indeed, as we heard in the first chapter,
phrenes of young men are typically not sound and, while Achilles is not a very young
man, neither is he as old as Odysseus.**! Apollo associates this negative state of Achilles’
phrenes with the unbending (cf. yvapntdc, 24.41) nature of his vonpa (purpose), that is,
revenge for the death of Patroclus. Endurance requires a degree of flexibility, which
might initially sound strange as we often think of endurance as exactly the opposite of
flexible; as single-mindedness or doggedness in pursuing one’s goal, in being
uncompromising and refusing to give in. However, it is clear from the above examples of
endurance, that Homeric endurance often requires significant flexibility. Odysseus,
Diomedes and Menelaus must adapt to the contexts in which they find themselves. While
their commitments to their goals remain the same, these characters are able to adapt their
behaviour according to their ever-changing contexts, according to the which course of
action available to them at that time and in that specific context, will offer them the better

chance of securing their goal.

Apollo contends that far from having an enduring thumos, Achilles has an ayijvopi

Ooud (42), an arrogant thumos. His psychological state is characterised by the wildness,

“0 For Achilles’ phrenes, see Sullivan (1988) 57-8, 147, & 192-3.

“1 See Telemachus’ phrenes Od. 18.215 & 220; see also Paris’ phrenes 1I. 6.352. For Achilles’
age, see: Breslove, D. (1943). How Old Were Achilles and Neoptolemus? The Classical Journal,
39 (3), 159-161.
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savagery, or fierceness (cf. &ypioc, 41) of the lion.**> However, it is not the fact that
Achilles has the thumos of a lion** that is the problem. Achilles’ thumos is unable to
endure because he yields (cf. eikw, 43) to his great strength (peyddn te Pin, 42) and
arrogant thumos (Gyfvopt Bvpu@, 42). Used in this way, the verb eikw means ‘to yield,
give way [to].”*** Significantly for this thesis, it is a verb that is often used in the context
of giving ground — or failing to stand one’s ground — on the battlefield. In terms of the
internal battleground of endurance, by giving way before his thumotic passions, Achilles
yields control to them. Unable to stand his ground in the face of his passions, Achilles

relinquishes his self-control to them, becoming their slave.

The hero’s inability to endure is not caused exactly by the abundant possession of
qualities such as bie, mends, cholos, kartos, and sthenos that impel the hero to perform
acts of bravery. Rather, the hero’s inability to endure is caused by the abundant
possession of those qualities, which, left unchecked, have reached a state of excess. This
distinction between the abundant and the excessive possession of manly qualities
corresponds with Barbara Graziosi and Johannes Haubold’s distinction between proper
and excessive masculinity in “Homeric Masculinity: HNOPEH and ATHNOPIH.™*
Graziosi & Haubold offer an analysis of three related terms in Homer: the noun 7vopé,
the adjective dyfvwp, and the abstract noun d&ynvopin that is derived from d&ynvop.
Hvopén denotes postive qualities such as ‘[m]anliness, valour, mettle, prowess,’ and is
etymologically connected with ‘éviip,” that is, man.**® Ayijvap, primarily means ‘manly,
bold, courageous,” but also has a pejorative sense, denoting the excessive or arrogant
exhibition of these qualities, translations of which include ‘headstrong’ and ‘arrogant’

(LSJ). It is this term dyAvwp that Apollo uses to criticise Achilles’ thumos at Il. 24.42 and

“2 See also 11. 9.629.

“3 11.7.228.

M4 eicw: “To yield, give way, allow play to (a feeling, a defect of character, a personal quality, a
circumstance).’

5 Graziosi, B., & Haubold, J. (2003). Homeric Masculinity: HNOREH and ATHNOPIH. The
Journal of Hellenic Studies , 123, 60-76.

6 1.ST s.v. fivopén, Dor. &vopéa, 7, (avip) poet. word for avpeia, manhood, prowess.
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8,447

excepting Achilles’ postive self-application of the term at II. 9.39 aynvap is always

predicated of Achilles in this latter, negative sense (I/. 9.699, 20.174, 24.42).448

To illustrate my point, it is helpful to look at the other instance in the Iliad where
ayjvwp’ cognate noun dynvopie is predicated of wild beasts. In Book 12, Hector’s

confrontation with the Argives is described in this way:

®¢ 8’ Ot av €v 1€ Khveoot Kai avopact Onpevtiiot

Kanplog Né Awv otpépetar o0ével fAepeaivoy -

ot 8¢ 1€ TupyNdOV cpéag adTovg APTHVAVTES

avtiot fotavtot kai dkovtilovot Oopetdg

aiypdc éx xepdv - 100 8’ ob mote KLdGAoV Kiip

topPel 006¢ poPettat, dynvopin o¢ uv €xra (Il. 12.41-6, emphases added).

As when among a pack of hounds and huntsmen assembled a wild boar or lion
turns at bay in the strength of his fury, and the men, closing themselves into a wall
about him, stand up to face him, and in spite of this the proud heart feels not
terror, nor turns to run, and it is his own courage that kills him.

When left unchecked, those very qualities that make a man or animal brave, lead
inevitably to their destruction. The wild beast in the above quote faces the hounds and
huntsmen, though vastly outnumbered, because he lacks the capacity to turn and run. The
beast has a courageous and spirited thumos, however, he has these qualities in excess, and
it is this excess that prevents the beast from running. Similarly, when Apollo bemoans
Achilles’ lack of endurance, he compares him to a wild beast, whose ayijvopt Goud
impels it to devour flocks of men. As we saw in the paradigmatic examples of endurance
above, although he is a proud hero, Menelaus was able to check his proud impulses in

order to act in accordance with the will of the gods. Lacking the capacity to check his

“7 At 11. 9.398 Achilles’ says that his Gopdc Gyfjvep was often eager to take a wife.

“8 At II. 9.699 Diomedes criticises Achilles, describing him as &yfivop. And at II. 20.174
Achilles’ menos and his Gvudg ayjvwp drive him (cf. 0tpive) to fight Aeneas. Is it clear from the
accompanying metaphor that dyfjvwp denotes a negative state of thumos. In this metaphor,
Achilles is compared to a destructive (cf. oiving) lion, that foams at the mouth, whose &ikiuov
fjtop groans (cf. otévw) from within his xpadiy (see Edwards: 1991, 310 n.168-9 on 7jrop as
‘spirit,” and xpadin denoting ‘heart’ in this passage). This lion is both destructive of others and of
himself; ‘he lashes his own ribs with his tail and the flanks on both sides as he rouses himself to
fury for the fight, eyes glaring, and hurls himself straight onward on the chance of killing some
one of the men, or else being killed himself in the first onrush’ (/. 20.170-3).
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impulses — of pride, anger, and grief — like the wild beast whose dynvopia kills him, it is

Achilles’ dyijvopr Guud that leads inevitably to his own demise.

(iii) Gods, Women, and Fate

Bearing-pain endurance lies in the capacity to check the passions that urge one to
react or respond to some suffering, either in the pursuit of some goal, or as a response to
divine fate. Menelaus bore the pain of attracting the nemesis, the righteous indignation, of
the Danaans and potentially earning a reputation for cowardice by retreating rather than
fighting for the corpse of one who died for the sake of his own #imé in Iliad 17, so that he
could retrieve Patroclus’ corpse when his chances of success were better. Odysseus bore
the pain of his troubled thumos, troubled by the passions of indignation, fury, and the
eagemness to exact revenge on the servants and suitors, so that he could take his revenge
when his chances for success were better. And he bore, rather than acted on,
overwhelming grief at seeing his aged and suffering father, so that he would not reveal
his true identity, in the pursuit of his goal of restoration of his household. In all of these
examples the passivity of endurance is united with the activity of bravery. Both
endurance and bravery are involved in the achievement of a specific goal, but endurance
is subordinate to bravery, it is only ever chosen as a second choice, when one’s impulse
to act bravely cannot be chosen. However, endurance is not always joined to bravery in
this way, sometimes Homeric man endures not to be brave, but as the only courageous

choice he has.

As outlined in the previous chapter, when the verb t2dw is used to denote bearing-
pain endurance, it is found in its absolute form, and commonly in the imperative. There
are five main distinguishing features of bearing-pain endurance as denoted by tAdw. As
noted above, the endurance of gods in Homer is almost exclusively bearing-pain

endurance,**® and it is the only type of endurance attributed to mortal women in the

“? Odysseus demands that both Circe and Calypso to endure by resolving to swear an oath, that
is, through resolution to act endurance (tAaing ... 6pdooar) at Od. 5.178 and 10.343.
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epics.*®® It is the only type of endurance that can be purely passive and purely moral.
And, finally, of all the three types of endurance, bearing pain is the kind of endurance

most frequently accompanied by references to necessity.

Of the forty-one instances of tAdw in the Iliad, ten denote bearing-pain endurance,
and all but two of these**' denote endurance by the gods of sufferings inflicted on them
both by mortals and by other gods.**> Five of these nine occur in Mliad 5 in Dione’s
consolation of Aphrodite after Diomedes wounds her in battle. Dione says to Aprhodite:
‘Have patience, my child, and endure it, though you be saddened [tétAaO, téxvov €uodv,
Kol avéoyeo kmdopévn mep]. For many of us who have our homes on Olympos endure
things from men [tAfjpev ... €€ avdpdv], when ourselves we inflict hard pains on each
other [xolén’ GAye’ én’ dAAnroiot TbBévtec]” (I 5.382-384). She consoles Aphrodite,
telling her that Ares had to endure (TAf}) being kidnapped by mortals (7. 5.385); and both
Hera and Hades had to endure (tAfj) being shot through the breast with arrows by mortals
(11. 5.392, 395). However, the gods also have to endure pains inflicted on them by one
another. Thetis had to endure many grievous woes in her phrenes given her by Zeus (évi
ppeoiv flowv &véoxeto kndea Avypd, I. 18.430), including submitting (8tAnv, 1. 18.433)
to marriage with a mortal against her will. But most commonly, in the liad, the gods
have to ‘endure [tetAn61ec] the most horrible hurts, by each other’s hatred, as [they] try
to give favour to mortals’ (/. 5.873-874). An example of this can be seen in /liad 1 when
Hera, having quarreled with Zeus over Achilles, must bear the pain and endure the
distress of Zeus’ wrath (tétAab1 ... xai avdoyeo kndouévn nep; 1. 1.586). These are
examples of what Cook would term purely passive, and what Lawrence would term
purely moral, endurance. The gods’ endurance is not tactical, they do not endure by
remaining passive in order to act at a later time, rather they endure through accepting
their god-given lot. Accepting one’s fate is the essence of bearing-pain endurance, and, as
we have seen in these examples, the gods are not exempt from fate, but they too must

accept their lot and they submit, as man must, to Zeus’ will.

“0 Women can, however, fail to endure through resolution to act endurance in the Odyssey at
4.716 (Penelope); 11.425 (Clytemnestra); 23.150 (Penelope). -
“111.19.308; 24.49.

2 11.1.586, 382, 383, 385, 392, 395, 873; 18.433; 19.308; & 24.49.
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On the battleground of the Iliad, endurance through standing one’s ground and
through the resolution to act are the most frequently manifested forms of endurance.
However, as we leave the Iliad’s battleground behind, and move towards the domestic
and enchanted realms of the Odyssey, bearing-pain endurance takes over as the most
frequently manifested form of endurance. In the Odyssey, twenty-six of the forty-one
instances of tidw denote bearing-pain endurance.*> Bearing-pain endurance is no longer
monopolized by the gods, but is manifested only by mortals. In the Odyssey we also see
bearing-pain endurance in a character’s pursuit of his goal. The prime examples of this
are in the narrations of Helen and Menelaus of what ‘that strong man** endured and
accomplished [olov 168" £peke kai ETAn kaptepdg avip]” (Od. 4.242, 271).**° First, Helen
tells us that Odysseus endured by bearing the pain of flagellating himself and disguising
dressing as a beggar, in order to perform the brave deed of infiltrating Trojan lines, and
slaying a bunch of Trojans on his way back (Od. 4.240-258).** Second, Menelaus tells us
of Odysseus heroic feat inside the Trojan horse, where he not only endured himself, but

restrained the passionate impulses of Diomedes and Menelaus as well (Od. 4.266-289).*

3 0d. 1.288; 2.219; 3.209; 4.242, 271, 447, 459; 5.222; 6.190; 8.182; 9.435; 10.52, 53; 11.181,
350; 13.307; 16.37, 275; 18.135; 19.347; 20.18, 23, 311; 23.100, 168; 24.163.

4 Vévaoiic talacippovéc (Od. 4241, 270).

3 On how the stories of Helen and Menelaus grant us insight not only into the character of
Odysseus but also into the characters of the narrators themselves, see Olson, D. S. (1989). The
Stories of Helen and Menelaus (Odyssey 4.240-89) and the Return of Odysseus. The American
Journal of Philology, 110 (3), 387-94.

%56 Helen says: ‘I could not tell you all the number nor could I name them, all that make up the
exploits of enduring Odysseus [6ocol ‘Odvooiic Taracippovig giotv debroi], but here is a task
such as that strong man endured and accomplished [6AA’ olov 168’ Epefe xai ETAN Kaprepdg
awiip] in the Trojan country where you Achaeans suffered miseries [ndoyete nfjpor’ Axaoi]’
(Od. 4.240-3).

“7 Menelaus tells how Helen tried to trick the Achaeans inside the Trojan horse into revealing
themselves by imitating the voices of their wives. He says that ‘Diomedes and I started up, both
minded to go outside, or else to answer your voice from inside, but Odysseus pulled us back and
held us, for all our eagerness [GAL’ 'Odvoedg katépuke kai Eoxedev iepuévm nep]. Then all the
other sons of the Achaians were silent: there was only one, it was Antiklos, who was ready to
answer, but Odysseus, brutally squeezing his mouth in the clutch of his powerful hands, held him,
and so saved the lives of all the Achaians until such time as Pallas Athene led you off from us’
(Od. 4.282-9).
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We saw in the discussion of bearing-pain endurance in the Iliad above, that the
majority of instances of 7idw denoting this kind of endurance in the Iliad refer to the
endurance of gods — Aphrodite, Ares, Hera, Hades, and Thetis — of sufferings inflicted on
them by mortals as well as by each other. In our extensive examination of endurance in
Homer, this is the first time that the enduring characters have been female. Out of the
forty-one instances of tAdw in the Iliad, only in five of these is the endurance denoted
manifested by a female character, and all of these female characters are goddesscs.458 The
goddesses’ endurance is all purely passive and purely moral. In the Odyssey, nine out of
the forty-two instances of tldw denote the endurance, or lack thereof, of female
characters. Of these nine, four denote the bearing-pain endurance of mortal women. First,
Penelope is said to bear the pain of her grief waiting for Odysseus with an enduring
thumos (uéver TetAndT Bopd, Od. 11.181).*° Second, to the disguised Odysseus’ request
for an old woman to wash his feet, an old woman who has endured in her phrenes as
much as him, Penelope replies that she has one such woman, Eurycleia, who, while she
has little strength, has pukina phrenes.*®® In the final two, Penelope is rebuked for her
enduring thumos, for not going immediately to Odysseus when he reveals his true
identity. It is for this reason that Telemachus rebukes Penelope for her hard thumos (cf.
amnwig, Od. 23.97), her enduring thumos (1eTAn6tt Ovpd, 23.168) and for her kradie,
which he says is harder than stone (kpodin ctepentépn €oti Aiforo, 23.100).*" Penelope

defends herself, replying that the reason she does not go to Odysseus is the thumos in her

8 11.1.586; 5.382, 383, 392; & 18.433.

“? For the endurance of Penelope, see: Foley, H. P. (1995). Penelope as Moral Agent. In B.
Cohen (Ed.), The Distaff Side: Representing the Female in Homer's Odyssey (pp. 93-115). New
York: Oxford University Press; and Fredricksmeyer, H. C. (1997). Penelope "Polutropos:" The
Crux at Odyssey 23.218-24. The American Journal of Philology, 118 (4), 487-497.

%0 Odysseus says that he won’t let anyone wash his feet ‘not unless there is some aged and
virtuous woman [ypnog Eott Tahan], kedva idvia] whose heart has had to endure as many troubles
as mine has [i] Tic &1 TéTAnke 1600 Qpeoiv doca T’ Eyd mep]’ (Od. 19.347). And Penelope replies:
‘I do have one woman, whose thoughts are prudent [ruokwvd @peci] ... and she shall wash your
feet, though she has little strength for it [oAynneréovod nep Eunnc]. Come then circumspect
[repippov] Eurykleia ...” (Od. 19.353-357)

%! Telemachus rebukes Penelope: ‘“My mother, my harsh mother with the hard heart inside you
[érnvéa Bupov ExobBoa]l, why do you withdraw so from my father, and do not sit beside him, and
ask him questions and find about him? No other woman, with spirit as stubborn as yours
[tetAndéTt Bopd; 23.168], would keep back as you are doing from her husband who, after much
suffering came at last in the twentieth year back to his own country. But always you have a heart
that is harder than stone within you [coi 8" aici kpadin otepemépn éoti Aiboo]’ (Od. 23.100).
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chest is astonished (cf. Té€0nna, 23.105). Odysseus echoes Telemachus’ words, rebuking
Penelope for her hard kér (iijp atépopvov, 167), her enduring thumos (tetAindtt Bopud,

168), and the iron &tor within her phrenes (c1dfipeov &v @peai fitop, 172).6

Mortal women in Homer can only endure by bearing pain. Of course, they can fail
to endure in other ways, such as through the resolution to act. Of the five remaining
instances of 7Aaw denoting endurance of women in the Odyssey, three of these denote the
failure of women’s endurance through the resolution to act. Two of these denote
Penelope’s failure to endure: in Odyssey 4 Penelope is so overcome by grief upon
learning that Telemachus has left that she is said to lack the tinuocdvy to sit on a chair
(EtAn dippw £pélecbar, Od. 4.716); and in Odyssey 23, it is speculated that, hearing the
din from within the palace, someone outside would think that the hard-hearted (oxetAin,
Od. 23.150), Penelope lacked the tinuoadvy to keep house for Odysseus (003’ £tAn
gipvobat, Od. 23.151), and had married the best of the suitors. And finally, the shade of
Agamemnon tells Odysseus in Odyssey 11 that, even while he was dying, Clytemnestra
turned away from him and even lacked the tAnuocidvy to close his eyes and mouth (EtAn
E\éety, Od. 11.425). As mentioned above, the only female characters who can endure in
any other way than through bearing-pain in either the Iliad or the Odyssey, are goddesses,
who can endure through the resolution to act. Calypso (Od. 5.178) and Circe (Od.
10.343) resolve to swear oaths (TAaing dpdocar) to Odysseus that they are not devising
evil against him, and they both do so. However, as Odysseus demands that they swear
these oaths to him, the endurance of Calypso and Circe is rendered somewhat ambiguous.
Nevertheless, it is without doubt that the only way Homeric women can endure is through
bearing-pain, and while Homeric goddesses mainly endure also by bearing pain, it is

possible that they could also endure through the resolution to act.

%2 Odysseus says to Penelope: ‘The gods ... have made your heart more stubborn [kijp
atépapvov] than for the rest of womankind. No other woman, with spirit as stubborn [teTAnétt
Buu®] as yours, would keep back as you are doing from her husband who, after much suffering,
came at last in the twentieth year back to his own country. Come then, nurse, make me up a bed,
so that I can use it here; for this woman has a heart of iron within her [c151peov év gpeci ftop]’
(Od. 23.166-172).

149



Of all the three types of Homeric endurance, bearing-pain endurance is the
endurance most frequently accompanied by references to necessity.*®® In the Odyssey, we
hear numerous variations on this theme of divine fate, which are often accompanied by
exhortations to endure, the most poignant of which is Odysseus’ in Odyssey 18, with
which this chapter began. Odysseus speaks of the supreme helplessness of man who,
when he is young and the gods bestow blessings upon him, does not look to past and
future to guide his actions. Such a man does many reckless (dtdofaroc) things in his
youth, yielding to (gikw) his bi€ and strength (kaptoc, Od. 18.139), under the fatal
misapprehension that he will never suffer in the future. The lesson the wise soon learn,
however, is to take the gifts of the gods in silence (otyf] d®dpa Bedv Exor), be they good or
bad (142). Achilles’ offers the most succinct articulation of these divine gifts in Iliad 24.
He urges Priam to endure his grief (&voyeo, 549), telling him that ‘There are two urns
that stand on the door-sill of Zeus. They are unlike for the gifts that they bestow: an um
of evils, an urn of blessings’ (I/. 24.527-528); and he urges Priam to endure his grief.
Nausicaaa and Telemachus also articulate man’s endurance of his fate, and both
expresses the necessity of this endurance with the term yp#.** Nausicaa’s articulation of
divine fate is closest to that of Achilles’ in the /liad. She says to Odysseus: ‘My friend,
since you seem not like a thoughtless man [0t dppovi], nor a mean one [oVte kaxd], it
is Zeus himself, the Olympian, who give people good fortune, to each single man, to the
good and the bad, just as he wishes; and since he must have given you yours, you must
even endure it [c¢ 8¢ ypn teTAdpev Eumng]’ (Od. 6.187-190). Telemachus similarly
expresses the necessity of enduring one’s fate when he says: ‘the gods have spun out no
such strand of prosperity for me and my father. Now we must even have to endure it [viv
&¢ yp1 tethdpev Epmng]’ (Od. 3.208-209).

3 E.g., 0d. 3.209; 6.190; & 13.307.

4 Athena’s exhortation to Odysseus to endure his sufferings upon returning to Ithaca is
expressed in terms of necessity with the term avayxs. While Odysseus endures by bearing pain,
his endurance is tactical, it is in pursuit of his goal of avenging himself on the suitors and
restoring his household. Athena says that she has come to Odysseus ‘to tell you all the troubles
[x#3€] you are destined [aica] to suffer [dvooyécOa] in your well-wrought house; but you must,
of necessity [avayxkii], endure all [tetTAduevoi], and tell no one out of all the men and the women
that you have come back from your wanderings, but you must endure much grief in silence [dAAd
oloni] ndoyew Giyea moArd], standing and facing men in their violence [Biag Vmodéypevog
avdp@v]’ (Od. 13.306-310)
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When his enemy is bearing down upon him in battle, the hero stands his ground in
order to fight bravely. When action would result in death, the hero bears the pain of
passivity, waiting until the time for action is best. However, when Zeus takes from the
um of evils, rather than the urn of blessings, the hero does not bear the pain of these evils
in order to perform some great deed in the future, but he submits to Zeus’ will with an

enduring thumos, because this is the only virtuous choice he has.
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CONCLUSION

Homeric man’s passions rise up within his thumos, stirring and filling it like fierce
winds and heavy ocean swells. As his thumotic passions are aroused, the multiplicity of
intricate parts fitted closely together that make up sound phrenes pull even more tightly
together, like a rank of soldiers standing shield against shield, the phrenes holding or
supporting the thumos within them. As the potency of the thumotic passions intensifies,
the phrenes strive to withstand the destructive force of the passions. As long as the
Pphrenes resist their force, like the rock-cliff weathers the fierce storm winds, they remain
undamaged. However, should the passions reach a state of excess, they undermine
phrenes like hurricane winds and storm-bred waves battering a ship’s sail; eventually
submerging the ship entirely. As long as Homeric man’s phrenes are not overcome in this
way by the force of his passions, he is able to endure, bearing the pain of his passions
rather than acting upon them. However, should his thumotic passions submerge his

phrenes, Homeric man is unable to stand his ground, and fails to endure.

The crucial point in this process is the moment when the passions are aroused in
Homeric man, the moment when the winds begin to stir and the waves begin to swell.
Extraordinary psychological strength is required to be able to pause at this point, and
engage in deliberation concerning the morally or prudentially superior course of action.
Those like Nestor, with phrenes in their ideal condition of strong, solid, tightly-knit,
steadfastness, are able to suspend the force of their passions at this point, to pause
between the swell and the crash of their thumotic waves. In the decision-making scenes
that we have examined, the first impulse to arise within Homeric man is the passionate
impulse. Only the greatest heroes in Homer are able even to pause long enough before
acting on their passionate impulses for the slightly delayed rational impulse to surface.
And only a very few of these heroes are able to act upon their rational impulse, bearing
the pain of their passions rather than yielding to them. Endurance is the capacity to act
upon one’s rational and passion-restraining impulse, a capacity that requires Homeric
man to abstract himself from the present, and from his passions, and to have the presence

of mind to consider both past and future in his deliberation.
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Bravery and endurance are two different responses to the same thumotic passions.
In order to be brave, Homeric man’s thumos must be in its proper state of breathy,
dynamic, flexible, vigorousness. It must be a thumos that can be filled, stirred, and
aroused by the Homeric warrior’s fierce thumotic passions. The hero’s bravery consists
in the union of external strength, might, and fighting prowess, with the internal
psychological disposition to act without hesitation upon his fierce passions, in the
situations in which the things that are most important to him are threatened. The hero’s
endurance consists in all of these things, but has one further prerequisite. He must have
the capacity to act unhesitatingly and successfully upon his passions, as well as the
capacity not to act as his thumos urges him, and the psychological strength and integrity
to bear the pain of restraining his passions. In order to be enduring in Homer, the hero

must first be brave. However, very few brave heroes are able to endure.

There are three different manifestations of the same internal disposition of
endurance: standing one’s ground, the resolution to act, and bearing-pain endurance.
Homeric man endures his fear and restrains the impulse to flee by standing his ground in
order to perform some imminent brave action. He endures through having the resolution
to perform actions that require both bravery and the internal strength of endurance. While
both of these manifestations are necessarily united with action, bearing-pain endurance
can be united with action, but the union is not necessary. Homeric man may bear the pain
of passivity in order to perform some brave and daring action when the time is optimal.
However, when Zeus takes not from the um of blessings but from the um of evils, the
hero does not bear the pain of these evils in order to perform some great deed in the
future. Rather, the hero takes what is offered him in silence, submitting to Zeus’ will with

an enduring thumos.
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