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Abstract

This thesis constitutes a systematic analysis of emotion’s role in Iliadic politics. I
hereby argue that emotions, which the evidence of Homer’s lliad reveals as
shaping and shaped by communal norms, are constitutive of Iliadic politics both
normatively and anti-normatively. This means that the way in which leaders
experience emotions, enact communal rules, and manage honour dynamics,
especially within a deliberative context, is intimately bound up with the wellbeing
of the community. Ch. 2 concerns political debate and variants of leadership
emerging from the Achaeans’ community. I show that a worsening of conflict is
linked to individuals’ focus on their own emotions and priorities, thereby failing
to consider the emotions and rights of others. To this end, intersubjective thinking
and feeling are of central importance vis-a-vis lliadic honour dynamics and
interpersonal relationships. Ch. 3 discusses decision-making processes in the
Trojan community, showing that leaders must not only be able to follow
procedural rules but propose constitutively rational plans of action. This involves
the sound evaluation of one’s emotions while giving due consideration to the
advice of one’s counsellors. Ch. 4 demonstrates that, unlike the Achaeans’ and the
Trojans’, the Olympian assemblies unexceptionally engender effective decision-
making. This is because Olympian actors do not push their claims to honour too
far. Rather they display behaviour in accordance with communal norms and poipa
(fate). Following this, Ch. 4 shows that when leaders succeed in correctly
deploying political mechanisms, the negotiation of communal norms and
management of honour dynamics are able to accommodate dissent and emotional
tension. Thereafter, Ch. 5 explains that effective negotiations are not restricted to
members belonging to the same community but extend to those of warring
communities, namely, the Achaeans and the Trojans. In these contexts, such
negotiations are grounded in ethical values and shared religious beliefs, which
transcend individual communities. However, because shared moral values are
typically enacted on an interpersonal level only (and rarely on an intercommunal
level), the instantiation of a superordinate ‘community of communities’ 1S not
ultimately realised to any great extent within the epos. Still the lliad gifts to

readers such an aspiration.
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1. Introduction

Iliadic politics is a research field within Homeric studies which has been studied from
a variety of angles, such as the historical background of the Homeric poems (e.g., van
Wees (1992)), the nature of community life (e.g., Hammer (2002)), or the oral poetic
tradition (e.g., ElImer (2013)). Although such approaches have shed light on the way
that Iliadic politics function, and in certain cases, have explored individuals’ emotions
in relation to political phenomena, they nevertheless fail to account for the full
potential of the emotions, as they emerge from situations of personal interaction,
negotiation, and decision-making in the context of political structures and institutions,
as well as political actions and processes. In this thesis, | argue that emotions, shaping
and shaped by communal norms, are constitutive of Iliadic politics, both normatively
and anti-normatively. That is to say that the way leaders experience and respond to
emotions, enact communal norms, and manage dynamics revolving around honour,
particularly within a deliberative context, is intimately bound up with the
community’s wellbeing. Accordingly, in this thesis, | have the following aims. First, |
seek to demonstrate the fundamental role of the emotions in political contexts of
cooperation and conflict within the lliad. Secondly, I aim to contribute to scholarship
on the history of the emotions, thereby bridging the gap between ancient sources and
contemporary theoretical approaches. To this end, | refer to ancient and modern
psychological, sociopolitical, and philosophical accounts, particularly those that
foreground the significance of the association of emotions with communal norms and

politics.

This project raises several theoretical and methodological questions, which
span definitional questions about the nature of emotion itself, with regard to the study
of emotion as a socially-situated phenomenon with a clear political dimension. The
latter question shall be explored through the study of communal dynamics, viz. the
ways in which members of communities internalise and enact communal norms. To
this end, questions regarding individuals’ emotional experiences within the group
shall be foregrounded, thereby addressing concomitant questions regarding the
formation of communal norms. This chapter addresses these issues, while also

constructing a theoretical framework for the thesis as a whole.
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My plan for this chapter is as follows. In Section 1.1, after providing a brief
history of the concept of emotion in English, | call attention to complexities
surrounding this concept. | then discuss the (partly) equivalent Greek term for
emotion, namely, ta tic yuyic méon, along with the so-called ‘psychic organs’ (e.g.,
Bopdg, ppéveg, etc.), which demonstrate that Homeric characters think, feel, and act in
holistic ways, that is, free from clear-cut dichotomies, such as mind vs body, reason
vs passion. Finally, | explain that emotion in this thesis is treated as a social
phenomenon. Section 1.2 discusses the interrelation between emotions and politics
after summarising the main works of Homeric scholarship on this topic. | thereby
clarify that, owing to their embeddedness within social contexts, emotions affect
political concepts, such as leadership, as well as political practices, including the
distribution of resources. These respective concepts are bound up with what | shall be
calling ‘honour dynamics’. In Section 1.3, | provide a general outline of the thesis,

unpacking the contents of its respective chapters.

1.1 Emotion

As with all other concepts, ‘emotion’ has its own history and background. The term
made its first appearance in the English language through John Florio’s translation of
Michel de Montaigne’s essays in the 17" century. As Thomas Dixon remarks
““emotion” was a word for denoting physical disturbance and bodily movement’.}
During the 18" century, emotion indicated the bodily stirrings that accompanied
mental feelings, while from the mid-18" century onwards, the concept moved from
the bodily to the mental domain. Only since the 19" century has emotion denominated
a psychological category, and thereafter a subject of painstaking research: emotion
has encompassed and been partly synonymous with a range of terms, which include
the appetites, passions, affections, and sentiments. The establishment of emotion as a
subject of research in its own right is largely due to the work of two researchers at the
University of Edinburgh: Thomas Brown (1778-1820) and Charles Bell (1774-1842).
While both Brown and Bell agreed about the mental aspect of emotion, only the latter
took the body to be a constitutive cause of emotional experiences.” This difference in
their approaches can be explained by the fact that Brown was a philosopher and Bell a

neuroscientist. This observation seems to be consistent with the fact that even today

! Dixon (2012) 340. See also Dixon (2003).
2 Dixon (2012) 341.
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disparate fields provide different definitions of emotion or no definition at all.® Yet
the indeterminacy of the term under investigation should not prevent scholars from
exploring the phenomenon; on the contrary, it should explain why it is absolutely

essential to develop interdisciplinary approaches.

The literature on what should be included in the category of emotion, or on the
nature of the phenomena, is vast.* In what follows, | consider some of those accounts,
while attempting to distinguish my approach from others, thereby illuminating the
parameters that will affect the project ahead. | maintain that, because emotion is a
category, and categories have no strict boundaries,” the vagueness of emotion is an
essential characteristic of the phenomenon, rather than a problem with it.° I argue that
emotion is neither a purely irrational nor a purely internal event; it is a social
phenomenon that evaluates real states of affairs, emerging in social situations. This
study therefore takes an inclusive, holistic approach with regard to emotion in two

senses: in terms of the category and in terms of the phenomena.

To begin, Ekman’s work on emotion is among the most discussed works
within emotion research, particularly known for introducing the term ‘basic
emotions’. Specifically, Ekman together with Friesen distinguishes between ‘basic
emotions’ (which are anger, fear, surprise, sadness, disgust, happiness, and contempt)
and ‘non-basic emotions’.” Basic emotions’ are building blocks of their non-basic
counterparts, that is, the former are a constitutive part of the latter, and are to be

understood as a genetically determined set of instructions.® The list of the ‘basic

® Issues regarding the definition of emotion are discussed in a special section of Emotion Review 4
(2012) 337-93.

* For a good overview of the study of emotion across many academic disciplines, see Plamper (2015).

® In this thesis, ‘category’ is not to be understood on its classical view, namely, as defined by the
common properties that all category members share. Instead, it is to be defined by the so-called
‘prototype theory’. The origins of this theory hark back to Wittgenstein’s (1953) conception of family
resemblance (Familiendhnlickkeit), according to which ‘members of a category may be related to one
another without all members having any properties in common that define the category’: see Lakoff
(1987) 12. For a list of further prototype effects with words of explanation, see Lakoff (1987) 12-13.
See ibid. 14-15, for some key scholars whose research shaped Lakoff’s prototype effects.

® See Cairns and Fulkerson (2015). Cf. Elster (1999) 241, who ‘prefer[s] to leave the concept open-
ended and ambiguous’; yet, following Aristotle, Elster uses seven qualities to analyse categories of
emotions, still recognising the possibility that such an approach may be challenged (Elster (1999) 246-
8). Cf. also Lakoff (2016) 272: ‘There is no one “correct definition” of “emotion” or “basic emotion.”
But there are real phenomena that is reasonable to call “emotional” and they are probably of many
types.’

" See Ekman and Friesen (1971); Ekman and Friesen (1986).

8 Cf. the notion of ‘affect programme’ in Tomkins and McCarter (1964), which introduces this idea of
the existence of a natural mechanism that guides emotional behaviour.
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emotions’ may be based on a similar list by Darwin (1872); however, as Colombetti
(2014) points out, Darwin never actually proffered a distinction between emotions
that are primary or basic — he rather focused on the emotions (and their respective
facial expressions) that occur in both humans and animals.® In fact, in later work,
Ekman argues further that ‘non-basic emotions’ are not emotions at all.'® In Ekman’s
view, the category of emotion is defined by a specific set of certain characteristics,™
with the emphasis being placed on the facial expression accompanying the emotion.*?
Such an approach, however, has caused Ekman to adopt a limited view about what
count as emotion, excluding (inter alia) all cases of emotion in language, where the

emotion category is extended (see below).

Parrott (2010) advocates replacing the term ‘basic emotion’ with the term Ur-
emotion’. This revision seeks to underline emotions’ abstract structure, in particular
by acknowledging the similarities of emotions across cultures, without thereby
implying that the differences are unimportant. ‘Ur-emotions’ are ‘an aspect of actual
emotional states, but are not themselves actual, occurring emotions’. ™ In a similar
vein, Frijda and Parrott (2011) argue that ‘Ur-emotions’ are not themselves emotions
but refer to the processes of action of readiness, which lie behind the actual
emotions.** In so doing, however, Frijda and Parrott (like Ekman) adopt a limited
view about emotion, while these quarrels about whether one term is better than

another fail to enhance our understanding of the phenomenon at hand.

On the other hand, Colombetti (2014) does not recommend any replacement of
the term ‘basic emotion’ with another but rejects the very distinction between basic
and non-basic emotions. She argues that all emotions, with no distinction in classes,

are to be perceived as complex and dynamical patterns of cerebral and corporeal

% See Colombetti (2014) 38. For the impact of Darwin’s (1872) book on the study of emotion (and its
relation to Ekman’s work), see Plamper (2015) 164-73.

10 Ekman (1994); Ekman (2003); Ekman and Cordaro (2011).

! See Ekman’s own recap: ‘Distinctive universal signals; Distinctive physiology; Automatic appraisal;
Distinctive universals in antecedent events; Presence in other primates; Capable of quick onset; Can be
of brief duration; Unbidden occurrence; Distinctive thoughts, memories, and images; Distinctive
subjective experience; Refractory period filters information available to what supports the emotion;
Target of emotion unconstrained; The emotion can be enacted in either a constructive or destructive
fashion’; Ekman and Cordaro (2011) 365.

12 For a view against the argument of facial expression in relation to the universality of emotion, see,
for example, Mesquita (2003).

13 Parrott (2010) 20.

4 On the action of readiness as the principal element of emotion, see Frijda (1986).
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events.”> While, however, it is true that certain emotions should be conceived of in
physical terms, it is scarcely plausible for all uses of emotion words, including
examples such as ‘I’'m afraid that I will not be able to attend’, to imply a physical
symptomatology. If there is not always a corresponding physiological state, then do
these episodes not really count as emotional? Since the English language classifies
such cases under the same superordinate category,'® i.e., emotion, there is no reason to
exclude such cases from the category. This is not to suggest that there is no difference
between ‘fear’ in expressions like the one aforementioned and ‘fear’ as communicated
through expressions, such as ‘oh my god, there’s a fire’. Nor is the relation between
different kinds of emotion arbitrary. Rather, their relation relies on concepts such as
that of family resemblance, metonymous expression, or metaphorical extension.'” By
implication, some features of the basic category ‘fear’ may be true of some cases of
fear but not of others. In a similar vein, some examples of the superordinate category
emotion, e.g., fear or anger, may be automatically identified as parts of the category,
that is, they are prototypical examples of the emotion category, in contrast to less
prototypical examples, e.g., hope. In other words, neither the basic categories (e.g.,

fear) nor the superordinate category, i.e., emotion, has clear boundaries.

A prototypical feature of the phenomena under investigation is the perception
of emotions as passive phenomena, namely, as something that happens to the
individual, not as phenomena which the individual causes. The idea of passivity
which represents a vernacular categorisation of emotion*® brings our discussion to the
work of the philosopher Griffiths (1998), who, in contrast to other researchers dealing
with the definition of the concept of emotion, renounces emotion as a category.

Griffiths (1998) distinguishes between three different classes of emotions,'® which

1> See Colombetti (2014) passim, especially 53-82.

16 According to prototype theory (Rosch 1973; Rosch 1978), category systems or taxonomies can have
a horizontal and vertical dimension. The vertical dimension pertains to hierarchical relations between
categories, which can normally be analysed in terms of three main levels of inclusiveness:
the superordinate (e.g., furniture); the basic (chair); and the subordinate (office chair).

" Thus, when Elster (1999) 249 excludes visceral factors (such as pain, bodily pleasures, thirst, or
hunger) from the category of emotion, owing to their lacking cognitive antecedents and/or intentional
objects, he does not seem to acknowledge that language may be extended in various ways, e.g., ‘I am
thirsty for knowledge’.

18 Examples of the vernacular categorisation of emotion as passive phenomena are expressions such as
‘they were seized by anger’; ‘they were overwhelmed by joy’. Note, however, the passivity of emotion
(as depicted in language) should not be understood as if individuals do not really cause their emotions.
As Section 1.2 shows, emotions are embedded in social norms, while the way in which norms are
enacted is bound up with the individuals’ agency and responsibility as interactants in a social context.

19 Griffiths (1998) 15, 17.
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may represent different phenomena, but nonetheless share phenomenological
passivity as a common characteristic. Still, because the phenomenon under

20 je., it fails to

investigation does not have any ‘discernible theoretical utility’,
establish a scientific category that corresponds to a natural kind, Griffiths (1998),
along with his own proposal for passivity as a typical feature of emotion, rejects
emotion as a category. Given, however, that categories are constructions of language

and culture, categories do not have to correspond with natural kinds only.**

While Griffiths (1998) advocates the view that the only scientific concept of
emotion is biological, Gross’s (2006) work provides a counterpoint. In his account,
emotions cannot be considered independently cultural or historical contexts: they can
only be understood in relation to power dynamics and social hierarchies, that is,
emotions are above all socially constructed. Although rhetoric can be a useful tool for
considering emotions as social constructions, as Gross (2006) argues,? this does not
necessarily mean that we have to exclude their natural aspect, as his argument

implies.

Gross’s (2006) approach can be subsumed under the so-called ‘strong thesis of
constructionism’. According to Armon-Jones (1986), there are two versions of the
constructionist view of emotions, viz. the weaker thesis and the strong thesis. The
former ‘concedes to the naturalist the existence of a limited range of natural emotion
responses’,23 whereas the latter supports the idea that ‘emotion is an irreducibly
sociocultural product’, and because ‘No emotion can be a natural state, ... the
complex or sophisticated emotions cannot be regarded as cultural modifications of

natural states’.?*

Within this context, Harré (1986) further contends that the ‘historical changes
in the emotional repertoire of a continuous national culture’ demonstrate the cultural
construction of emotion.? Together with Finlay-Jones, Harré (1986) explores the case

of ‘acedia’, arguing that ‘with the decay of a moral order, accidie lost to view’.?® In

2 Griffiths (1998) 242.

21 Cf. Cairns and Fulkerson (2015).

%2 See Gross (2006) 1-20, especially 10-17, where he connects social phenomena, culture, and politics
through the rubric of rhetoric.

%% Harré (1986) 38.

% Harré (1986) 37.

%5 Harré (1986) 11. See also Harré and Finlay-Jones (1986) 220-33.

% Harré and Finlay-Jones (1986) 220.
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their view, accidie consists in negligence (a matter of behaviour) and a kind of misery
(a matter of feelings). When negligence is embedded within a moral order (one’s duty
to God), an emotion is born (‘acedia’).?’ However, it seems that emotion is a more
complicated interaction than a merely causal interpretation between feelings and
behavioural manifestations based on moral judgments. In contrast to Harré’s and
Finlay-Jones’ (1986) argument,”® the disappearance of ‘acedia’ from the explicit
repertoire of English (corresponding with the rise of Protestantism) does not thereby
imply the disappearance of the emotion, for the lack of a word does not imply the
absence of its phenomenal manifestations.”® When, for example, English speakers
seek to describe their joy at another’s misfortune, they use the German term
Schadenfreude.®® Thus Anglophone people still experience the emotion despite
lacking an English word for the phenomenon which expresses the concept.®* Harré
and Finlay-Jones (1986) include in their discussion other concepts, such as,
melancholy and lethargy.*? They conclude that a syndrome which has been called (at
various points) ‘acedia’, ‘lethargy’, ‘mopishness’, or ‘insensibility” may in fact be
‘acedia’. Thus ‘acedia’ returns to our conceptual and lexical repertoire. However,
something else strikes me as more important here: the different terms used to describe
the same emotional state/syndrome are in fact part of the concept, thereby indicating

the existence of something real.*

Although language can describe, or is part of, real things, different languages
do not identify precisely the same things with equivalent notions. Nevertheless, one of
the effects of the prototype theory, namely, family resemblance can help us to identify
areas of overlap for different terminologies across different cultures. In the case of
emotion, Wierzbicka (1999) points out that most languages include such a category in
their repertoire.>* But why do most languages have a similar category for emotion? As
Cairns and Fulkerson (2015) observe, emotion seems to pick out aspects of the human

experience that stand out; aspects that any human being and any culture could

%" Harré and Finlay-Jones (1986) 221.

%8 Harré and Finlay-Jones (1986) 230.

2 Cf. Schnell (2015) 8, 92, 224, 241, 305, 589, 592-3, 596-8, 774, 981.

%0 Cf. the ancient Greek term émuyapekaia.

1 Cf. Elster’s (1999) 101; 255 term ‘weak proto-emotion’, which indicates an emotion for which a
culture lacks a concept. For Elster’s (1999) discussion on ‘acedia’, see ibid. 258.

% Harré and Finlay-Jones (1986) 222-32.

% That is, they indicate the social construction of something, not the social construction out of nothing:
see Hacking (1999).

% Wierzbicka (1999) 275-307.
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encounter.*® This observation does not imply that these aspects are necessarily
features either of ‘the world’ or humans. Rather these aspects are features of the
interaction between human beings and ‘the world’. That is to say, emotion is an
interactive property partly located in human experience, while human experience is
also an aspect of ‘the world’, and is therefore at once social and rooted in biological
capacities. This is in turn linked to what has already been discussed above, namely,
that language partly creates the concepts, which explains why concepts are not co-

extensive cross-culturally.

However, even the same concept within a language does not define one thing
univocally.®® This observation is immediately relevant to the fact that the Greek
notion of the na6n of the yoyn is only partially equivalent to the English term
‘emotion’. To prove the legitimacy of this point, let us turn our attention to Aristotle.
When we read the second book of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, which enumerates some of the
nadn of the yoyn, viz. the affections of the soul, we consider the items included in the
list as emotions. At the beginning of Book 1 of the De Anima, moreover, Aristotle
asks a question that pertains to the nature of the yoyn and its definition, namely,
whether all the affections of the yoyn are connected to the body, and the main issue
that Aristotle seeks to address thereby, is whether ta tfic wuyfic ndbn include
everything that happens to the yuyn (Arist. De an. 403a3-b19).3" This question is, in
turn, bound up with Aristotle’s view that even didvouwo (thought) is a néfoc of the
yoyn (Arist. De an. 403a8). As in the Rhetoric, in the De anima, by mentioning ‘wé6n
of the wyvuyr’, Aristotle refers to situations that foreground feelings (6Awg
aioOavecOat), e.g., ‘to get angry’ (0pyilecbar); ‘to feel confident/have no fear’
(bappeiv). In the context of the De Anima, however, Aristotle’s examples are rather
used as prototypical examples of the wa6n of the yvyn, because they show prima
facie that they have both the material component (bAn; i.e., physical symptoms), and
the A6yog component (Arist. De an. 403a24-b2), which, in the case of anger, for
example, may be the desire for retaliation. In bringing to the fore these insights,

Aristotle attempts to construct his argument such that all =a6n of the yoyr are ‘with

% Cairns and Fulkerson (2015) 10.

% See Lakoff (1987).

%7 Konstan (2006) 3-40 deals with the term md6og in the first chapter of his book. However, he excludes
the De Anima from his investigation, focusing instead on Aristotle’s Rhetoric. While in the Rhetoric
Aristotle approaches the particular term from a dialectic perspective (thereby aiming his attention at the
‘argument’), the De Anima, an important psychological text, affords a deeper account of the term under
investigation.
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the body’ (uetd oodpotog) (Arist. De an. 403al10-19). Yet the ways in which
prototypical and other examples of the né6n of the yuyn are with the body are not
necessarily the same. For, in the case of an occurrence of anger, for example, the
increase in the blood temperature of the individual experiencing the emotion shows
directly how anger relates to the body (cf. Arist. De an. 403a31-b1). In the case of
diadvoua, on the other hand, its association with the term of the mafog of the oy,
along with the body is different. diavoia requires the notion of gavtacio; pavtacia, in
turn, requires the notion of aicOnoic; and aiocBnoig requires the body to interact with
the world (cf. Arist. De an. 403a9-11). Since for Aristotle occurences such as anger
and dwavota are with the body, and both count as wé6n of the yoyn, then ta tiig woxic
n¢On seem to be a broader category than the category of emotion, thereby spanning a
broader array of senses and connotations. By implication, what English speakers call
emotions is the prototypical examples of the category of the nd6n of the yuyn. This
does not suggest that Aristotle did not develop his own theory of the emotions.
Rather, it reveals that he took there to be a more general sense of the na6n of the
yoyn, as well as a more limited one. wéOog of the youyn may then be considered as
tantamount to emotion regarding its limited sense, although we should also

acknowledge its broader extension.

Thus, bearing in mind the idea of the construction of categories and concepts
within languages and cultures,® as well as the differentiations in equivalent terms
across languages and cultures (e.g., emotion; td tfic woyfg mébn), we can study
emotions as pan-cultural phenomena. Indeed, we can do so without having to
establish a scientific language in contradistinction with vernacular concepts, as has
been suggested.® Still we can clarify that although, in the vernacular use of language,
English speakers might, for the most part, associate emotion with automatic responses
and short-term projects, or often perceive emotion as the opposite of reason (e.g., ‘my
head said this, but my heart said that’), emotional factors also play an integral part in
decision-making processes for long-term projects, to which we shall now turn. In
Odyssey 9, for example, after eating some of Odysseus’s comrades, Polyphemos lies
down among his sheep (Od. 9.296-8). Odysseus then considers, in his Bopog (Od.

% This construction is linked to the way human beings exist in the world (i.e., their biological nature)
but also to the way in which they interact with one another and with the environment, as mentioned
above.

¥ E.g., Wierzbicka (1999).
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9.299: Povievoa kata peyointopo Boupov), to kill the Cyclops (Od. 9.300-3).
Ultimately, however, another kind of Buuog holds him back (Od. 9.303: £tepog 6¢ pe
Bopog Epukev). That is, Odysseus’s agency appears to be divided in two parts, which
up to certain extent, is similar to the division described in the scenario mentioned
above, viz. ‘my head said this, but my heart said that’. This similarity, viz. that
metonymies for psychic processes are in conflict, appears in both Homeric epic and
modern English, suggesting that different cultures may have similar ways of
understanding the phenomenology of the experience itself. In the Homeric example,
the Bopog urging Odysseus to kill Polyphemos seems to represent a prototypically
emotional scenario: one wants to act immediately because an emotion can directly
cause individuals to act. Note, however, that, in the Homeric text, a verb of
deliberation is used, viz. povAevoa (Od. 9.299), which seems to suggest that cognition
and affectivity are not mutually exclusive.”* (In the English example, however, as
noted above, affectivity is usually excluded from long-term projects in vernacular
language use.) Now, if the Bvudg holding Odysseus back is also affective, then we
have here two kinds of affectivity, viz. automatic/short-term planning affectivity and
long-term planning affectivity. This distinction moves our discussion towards
Kahneman’s (2011) so-called System 1 and System 2 from his book Thinking Fast

and Slow.

According to Kahneman (2011), mental work takes place within two different
systems: System 1 and System 2. System 1 operates automatically, with little to no
effort, and with no sense of voluntary control. System 2, however, allocates attention
to the effortful mental activities. On this distinction, Kahneman (2011) writes: “When
we think of ourselves, we identify with System 2, the conscious reasoning self that
has beliefs, makes choices, and decides what to think about and what to do’, but, in
fact, ‘the automatic System 1 is the hero of the book’.*" Note, however, that this does
not imply a clear-cut dichotomy between Systems 1 and 2, nor that System 2 is free
from emotional impetus. As Kahneman (2011) explains, System 1 produces with
great ease ‘impressions and feelings that are the main sources of the explicit beliefs
and deliberate choices of System 2°. Thus both short- and long-term projects involve

emotion, i.e., they require motivations that are by definition affective. By implication,

“° This point is discussed in more detail below.
! Kahneman (2011) 20-1.
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even if the interference of deliberation may give the impression of the absence of
emotion, decisions are made and shaped by emotional factors.

Kahneman’s (2011) argument relies on insights from cognitive psychology,
which he appropriates to explain phenomena within economics. Yet the fact that
deliberation is intimately linked to emotional activity (since, in his account, the slow
and deliberative System 2 is influenced by the intuitive and affective System 1), is

42 <emotions

corroborated by neuroscientific evidence. According to Damasio (1994),
and feelings may not be intruders in the bastion of reason at all: they may be
enmeshed in its networks, for worse and for better’.** In other words, emotions and
feelings influence rationality enormously: brain systems that are necessary for the
former are entangled with those that require the latter. Such specific systems are, in
turn, intimately linked with other brain systems, which are essential to the regulation
of the entire body. Far from promoting unfruitful dichotomies, Damasio’s (1994)
work demonstrates that emotions are an integral part of decision-making processes,
and human beings operate in holistic ways while in interaction with their physical and

social environments.

Similarly to Damasio, Colombetti (2014)* argues that organisms that are
capable of subjective experience can have no mind without affectivity, meaning that
affectivity is constitutive of the embodied mind, and enactive cognition understood as
‘sense-making’ implies that cognition is likewise affective. That is to say that
enactivism takes thinking, feeling, and desiring as to be inseparable processes and
actions, while the mind, body, and environment are entangled in mental processes.
Enactivism explains how organisms get information from the world. As Colombetti
(2014) points out, ‘Cognition from an enactive perspective is ... the capacity to enact
or bring forth a world of sense ... that has a special significance for the organism

enacting it.”*®

The insights of the enactive approach have two important implications for the
concept of emotion, as invoked by this thesis. First, by understanding cognition and

affectivity as one single process, or as actions of a holistic person, and by connecting

2 For discussion, and certain points of criticism regarding Damasio’s (1994) argument, see Elster
(1999) 138; 289-98.

“* Damasio (1994) XII.

* The extent to which Colombetti differs from Damasio is accounted for in Colombetti (2014) 23-4.

** Colombetti (2014) 18.
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the concepts of emotion, reason, and the body, enactivism aligns with an Aristotelian
tenet mentioned above, namely, that the nabn of the yvyn — which are at once
emotional and thinking processes — are peta copatoc. This in turn is consistent with
Homeric evidence. Secondly, it brings out the important interrelation between
emotion and the world, which powerfully corroborates the concept of emotion as not a
merely psychological ascription but as a social phenomenon. Allow me to elaborate

upon these two points.

With regard to the first observation, viz. the consistency between enactivism,
Aristotle’s hylomorphic understanding of ta tfig yuyfig ndbn, and the Homeric
evidence, two remarks must be made explicit. First, the fact that the term né6oc only
made its first appearance in 472 BC (Aesch. Pers. 254), that is, the lack of any other
term, indicating a corresponding category to ta tfic yuyfig ©dbn in Homer, does not
mean that Homeric characters do not experience what English speakers denominate
with the term ‘emotion’ (e.g., anger, fear, etc.). It is well known that the very first
word of the Iliad is pijvig, typically translated as ‘wrath’ or ‘rage’. That is, the lack of
a word indicating the existence of a superordinate category within a language does not
suggest the absence of basic categories that would counterfactually fall under it.
Secondly, being a literary work, while the Iliad may not discuss the nature of the
emotions in theoretical or philosophical terms, the use of the so-called ‘psychic
organs’ (Bupoc,*® epéveg, ftop, Kiip, kpadin, otiiboc, Tpanidec)*’ demonstrates that
there is no absolute opposition between cognition and affectivity in the Iliad. In fact,
Homeric characters act as holistic agents, who resist being reduced to the dichotomy

between mind and body.*® While exploring 6vpodc, epévec, fitop, Kiip, kpadin,

*® Pelliccia (1995) offers a detailed analysis of the literal and metaphorical function of Guuog, making
clear that the expansion of Qupudg is to be linked with the activity of the individual themself, not an
agent inside the person (e.g., a homunculus) who performs a special function. Thus vuog is an aspect
or a mode of the person. On this point, see also Cairns (2014 and 2019), who argues that 6vuog does
not express its own feelings or thoughts, but conveys the individual’s thought processes, thereby
offering an insight into the phenomenology of the agent’s mental life, which encompasses a range of
experiences from deliberative processes to emotional responses.

*" See Jahn’s (1987) monograph, which is the most detailed work on Homeric psychological terms. For
an earlier account of the psychic organs in Greek and Roman culture, see Onians (1954) 23-83. For
other discussions of Homeric psychology, see, for example, Schmitt (1990). On the Homeric psychic
terms, cf. also Claus (1981); Bremmer (1983); Casswell (1990); van der Mije (2011); Sullivan (1988),
Clarke (1999), Classen (2005).

8 Snell (1946) 16-25 is right to insist on the lack of Homeric words corresponding with the terms
‘body’ (‘Korper’) and ‘mind’ (‘Seele’). However, this insistence is exhausted in identifying different
nuances of words or different meanings (e.g., dépog (in accusative: ‘an Bau’; ‘an Gestalt’), cduo
(‘Leiche’); yvia (‘Glieder’); ypdg¢: (‘Haut’); yoyn (‘Leben’; ‘Abbild’); 6vpog (‘das, was die Regungen
verursacht’; ‘was die Knochen und die Glieder in Bewegung setzte’); voog (‘das, was die Vorstellungen
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npanidec as parts of the body,*® and as ‘seelisch-geistige Instanzen’, Jahn (1987)
shows that these terms are interchangeable, insofar as they perform adverbial
functions (that is, when a ‘psychic organ’ word goes with a preposition (e.g., év
Boud); is in the instrumental dative (e.g., Bvu®); or in equivalent uses of an oblique
case).”® Following Jahn’s (1987) account, a specific psychic organ (say, fvpudoc) may
perform emotional, volitional, as well as calculative functions, but so might another
organ.”* This means that these functions are not unique to disparate psychic organs.
Achilles in lliad 1, for example, utterly furious with Agamemnon’s offensive
behaviour therefore considers killing him and calculates whether to hold his 6vuoc (1
xOAoV Tavoeley Epnrocelé e Buouov: or to check his anger and restrain his Gvuog;
1.192), which is a metonymy for his emotion. The organ of this deliberative procedure
is the heart (ftop) (8v 8¢ oi Ntop/ otRdeooy Aaciowst ddvdiyo pepunpiéev: and
within his shaggy chest his heart, divided two ways, debated; 1.188-9), with
Achilles’s mental processes taking place in his @pévec and 6vudc, as mentioned
several lines later (Eog 6 tab0’ dpuoive kotd epéva kai katd Boudv: as he revolved
in mind and spirit these (options): 1.193). Achilles’s decision is then ascribed to fjrop,
a physical organ that we typically associate with the emotions, and his Oupog is linked

to both emotional responses and calculative processes.

As noted above, concerning the interrelation between emotion and the world,
it must be stressed that emotion, as treated in this thesis, is not a private experience
that merely takes place within the mind and body of individuals. Instead, emotion is to
be understood as a social phenomenon, involving the world and interaction with other
people. Thus emotion is not taken to be a merely psychological episode: instead it is a
kind of script. The theoretical notion of a ‘script’ has been established by Schank and
Abelson (1977). It means a mental construct consisting in a sequence of actions or
episodes, which may include other people, locations, or objects, which are
respectively necessary for achieving a goal. Thus ‘emotion scripts’ rest on the

assumption that emotion qua phenomenon tends to be played out over time between

bringt’) etc.), and does not result in any conclusion whether or why these differences would be
important. Against Snell (1946), see Williams (1993). Cf. also Gill (1996); Schmitt (1990).

“9 See Jahn (1987) 9-18. Note that vooc, pévoc, and yoyr are not parts of the body. In fact, voog needs
to be treated as sui generis; see Jahn (1987) 20; 46-118.

%0 See Jahn (1987) 182-211.

*! This point is statistically demonstrated by Jahn’s (1987) 186-92 table.
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two or more individuals, and involves intentionality,”® meaning that emotion is about
something. To this end, emotion is capable of evaluating real states of affairs; it may
also lead to actions in the world, as well as the establishment, facilitation, or
prevention of communication between persons. This is to say that in an emotional
event, external stimuli can give rise to an individual’s internal, emotional experience,
in turn contributing to ways of thinking, understanding, and responding to both
external and internal phenomena. Emotion is thereby embedded in a social or
narrative context, insofar as, when we talk about an emotion, there must be a story
that narrates its cause, what it felt like, and how the individual chose to act upon it. In
conntection to the idea of a narrative context with regard to emotion, Gallagher’s
(2020) analysis of intentional action is illuminating. Gallagher (2020) distinguishes
between the external and internal temporality of the narrative frame,>® explaining the
significance of viewing intrinsic temporality from a dynamic perspective: the meaning
of an action in the present is not merely shaped by a past event but incorporates some
possibility, viz. a goal in the future.* Any objective temporal standards are then
relativised by the individuals’ intentions and motivations within the narrative. Bearing
Gallagher’s (2020) point in mind, words and utterances that might not typically be
regarded as emotional may become emotional if they bear an emotional load and/or
convey emotional meaning embedded within a certain social narrative context. Such a
possibility can be instantiated in a person’s tone of voice, (facial) expression, gesture,
movement in space, and the direction of gaze while interacting with other individuals

and the environment.>®

1.2 The interrelation between emotions and politics

Book-length studies on emotion in Homeric scholarship partly consider aspects of the
social nature of emotion, albeit not particularly successfully. Muellner’s (1996) work
investigates the meaning of the concept of pijvig in Greek epic, both in general and in
relation to Achilles’s anger in the lliad. In introducing his theoretical framework,
Muellner (1996) cites Lakoff’s and Kovesces’s (1987) study on anger — which

%2 The concept of intentionality was first introduced by Brentano (1874). In his account, intentionality
is a pervasive feature of many mental states, e.g., beliefs, judgements, and emotions. This account has
significantly influenced the philosophical school of phenomenology, as founded by Husserl.

%3 External temporality refers to the narrator’s temporal perspective with regard to the story narrated
while internal temporality pertains to the order of narrative events; see Gallagher (2020) 37-8.

> Gallagher (2020) 37-41.

% Cf. Gallagher (2020) 102-5; 112; 121-31; 159-60; 168-9.
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investigates how metaphors and metonymies about anger in English form a cognitive
model acquired by native speakers within the language — only to make the following
summary statement: ‘One society may share some of its elaborate metaphors and
moral rules with other societies, but there is no reason to assume that the metaphors,
the rules, and therefore the emotions that they represent and that we tend to
experience as inherent in human nature are actually universal.”®® That is, Muellner
(1996) might point out that there are metaphors for anger in Homer. He seems,
however, to deny the universality of emotion. Yet, in his later article, ‘Homeric Anger
Revisited’, Muellner (2011) clarifies that, with the above-quoted statement, he did not
mean to ‘rule out the possibility that emotions might be the same, only that “there was
no reason to assume” that they were the same’.>’ In this article, Muellner (2011)
expands (and, perhaps, modifies) his view regarding the concept of emotion, thereby
informing his earlier work on pijvic (Muellner (1996)). Neverthelless, in contrast to
the methodology employed in the present thesis, Muellner’s (1996) methodology
relies heavily on the poetic tradition and the poetics of Epic poetry — pijvic is treated
as a ‘theme’ in Albert Lord’s sense.”® While his analysis and conclusions of y6oc as
opposed to @uAdtng in the context of reciprocal relationships and Homeric values is
particularly useful and insightful (see all my references to Muellner’s (1996) work in
Chapter 2), his definition of pufjvig as ‘the nomen sacrum for the ultimate sanction that
enforces the world-defining prohibitions, the tabus that are basic to the establishment
and perpetuation of the world of Zeus and the society of mortals he presides over’™ is
unattested by the lliadic evidence. This is because Achilles’s anger, which brought
about disaster, is the result of the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles
following Agamemnon’s removal of Achilles’s prize. That is, the quarrel does not
emerge from a violation of any ‘world-defining’ rule on the part of Agamemnon (as
Muellner’s (1996) argument implies), but from Agamemnon’s fundamental breach of
a social norm in the Achaeans’ community, namely, the distribution of prizes (see
Chapter 2). Thus Achilles’s anger is not a cosmic sanction, following from Muellner’s

(1996) definition of ufjvic. It rather expresses the intensity of Achilles’s indignation

% Muellner (1996) 1.

5 Cf. Muellner’s (2011) §7.

%8 Epic songs are produced by themes combined in different ways — these themes, i.e., cluster of
patterns consist in groups of words and syntactic motifs.

> Muellner (1996) 129.
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towards the leadership style of Agamemnon, thereby performing an important,
political function (see Chapter 2).

As does Muellner’s (1996), Walsh’s (2005) study focuses on anger. Still his
concern is not on pfvic. Instead, he focuses on two other Homeric terms denoting
anger: y6iog and kotoc. While employing his own methodology, which combines
diction, historical linguistics, and anthropological material, Walsh (2005) relies
significantly on Muellner’s (1996) framework and conclusions,®® thereby following a
similar argumentative line, arriving at rather unsupported conclusions. One such
example from Walsh (2005) is the association between Achilles’s rejection of the
ambassadors’ appeals in Iliad 9 and Achilles’s intention to question his culture’s
conceptual category of anger by moving from yolog to k6toc.®’ This conclusion
follows from Walsh’s (2005) overall account of a clear-cut distinction between kdtoc
and yo\og: kotog (in contrast to yolog) constitutes an unmanageable form of anger,
which does not correspond with any particular bodily experience.®> According to
Walsh (2005), the opposition between these kinds of anger represents a cultural belief,
viz. that while anger may, on the one hand, be linked to ‘the perceived need for the

violence that satisfies some perceived social necessity’,®® it may, on the other, be

related to ‘the recognition that cultivating violence is dangerous in the extreme’.>*
However, yoAoc and kétoc do not always cover different phenomena but may in fact
overlap.®® By implication, Achilles’s rejection of the embassy cannot result from his
intention to survey any supposed cultural distinction between manageable and
unmanageable anger, as reflected in the usage of the two terms (y6Xog and k6tog) as
Walsh (2005) claims. Instead, the necessity for Achilles to restrain his anger can be
found in his social obligation to feel pity towards his comrades, while his insistence
on his anger is to be linked to his excessive focus on his status and Agamemnon’s

violating behaviour in Iliad 1 (see Chapter 2).

% Walsh (2005) 5-8.

81 Walsh (2005) 233-4.

82 The foreground of Walsh’s (2005) clear-cut distinction between the two terms is a passage of lliad 1.
There, Calchas communicates his anxiety to Achilles regarding Agamemnon’s anger: a king who
becomes angry towards a lesser man might swallow down his y6Aog on the same day, but he might
retain his xotog until it is fulfiled (1.80-2). See Walsh (2005) 12-13.

% For example, when anger maintains concepts such as &evia, hence the war between the Achaeans and
the Trojans following Paris’s violating behaviour.

% Walsh (2005) 234.

% See Cairns (2003) 30-1.
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Thus, while setting out to answer the question regarding why warriors fight,
van Wees (1992) is right in highlighting the intimate link between anger and honour
dynamics. Indeed, as the third chapter of his book (van Wees (1992)) demonstrates,
conflict in Homeric society results from the fact that recognition by one’s fellows of a
warrior’s tiun is partly constitutive of that warrior’s status. By implication, heroes get
angry when their status is disregarded. To this end, in contrast to other scholars (e.g.,
Adkins (1960)), van Wees (1992) successfully shows that honour dynamics do not
simply take the form of a zero-sum game.®® Yet van Wees’s (1992) account does not
consider the importance of the audience in contexts of social interaction. This
omission can, for example, be seen in his claim that a hybristes can actually diminish
the other’s status. However, even if the dishonoured person feels dishonoured, the
(internal) audience does not necessarily hold the same view.®’ In the chariot race of
Iliad 23, for example, Menelaus might say to Antilochus that he has shamed his apet
(23.571). Still he asks Antilochus to swear an oath that he used no guile to block his
chariot (23.585), appealing to the audience to make a judgement (23.573-4), which
reveals that the audience does play a role in social interaction. To this end, in contrast
to van Wees’s (1992) view that ‘it matters little whether respect is won by force or
commanded by custom and merit’,?® it is significant that in the context of communal
dynamics deference is granted willingly rather than imposed (see Chapter 2). While
van Wees’s (1992) fourth chapter offers important insights regarding conflict and
status between (individuals of) different communities, his claim that the Trojans do
not consider Helen’s abduction as a violating act is unfounded.®® As we shall see in
Chapter 5, intercommunal arrangements with the aim of ending the war in Iliad 3 take
place following Hector’s reproach of Paris for his transgressive behaviour regarding
Helen’s seizure. In fact, the Achaeans’ and the Trojans’ shared ethical values and
religious beliefs offer grounds for negotiations between (individuals of) different
communities, in spite of the war. Overall, the broader aim of van Wees’s (1992) book
is to infer whether the society presented in Homer corresponds with a hypothetical

society that is historically situated in the period before the emergence of the o,

% Against Adkins (1960), see also Cairns (2001a) discussed below.

%7 On the importance of the audience in validating or refusing to validate the individual’s honour within
the community, see Cairns (2001a), discussed below.

%8 \Van Wees (1992) 122.

% See, for example, van Wees’s (1992) 179 following statement: ‘no Trojan ever argues that the
abduction of Helena was unjustified and should not be condoned’.
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O rather than

understood as a kind of socially and politically organised system,’
explicitly focusing on emotional and political processes in deliberative contexts of the

Iliad, which lie at the heart of this thesis.

Among the studies that investigate lliadic politics rather than the historicity of
Homeric society is Hammer’s (2002) work on the nature and organisation of
communal life in the Iliad. Hammer (2002) argues that elite leaders must respect one
another’s claims while also being able to manage any emerging differences, before
presenting their plans of action to the people for approval. He effectively applies Max
Weber’s notion of plebiscitary politics to the model of Iliadic leadership, pointing out
Agamemnon’s failure to enact the rules of the community, which are collectively
expressed by the notion of 8&uic.” Hammer’s (2002) treatment of 0&uic develops the
scholarly debate about a concept that is linked to the idea of kingship, deriving from
Zeus.”? In Hammer’s (2002) account, ‘Themis appears as a notion of reciprocity
among political actors that makes possible the existence of the public space’, that is,
“Themis is no longer a personal claim of the king to exclusive knowledge, but a public
claim of reciprocity.”” In addition to 8éuic, Hammer (2002) explores other ‘divine
elements’ of the Iliadic narrative to inform his discussion about Iliadic human politics,
viz. the gods’ role concerning human agency.”* Following Hammer (2002), the gods’
involvement in human affairs and activity in the Iliad is to be understood in relation to
the ways in which communities understand chance,” especially in situations where
Iliadic characters are not able to explain certain occurrences or had no intention to
cause those (e.g., in the chariot race in lliad 23, Apollo removes Diomedes’s whip
from his hands (23.384), thereby disabling him from overtaking Eumelos). Hammer’s
(2002) ‘contention is that accident or chance has its most profound effect on one’s

areté’,’® while ‘The response to chance ... serves as a reaffirmation of the status

" For other works studying the historicity of the society represented in Homeric poetry, see Finley
(1956); Snodgrass (1974); Carlier (1984); Morris (1986; revised extensively 2001); UIf (1990a);
Raaflaub (1997), Donlan (1997). Against Finley, see van Wees (1992).

™ See Hammer’s (2002) chapters 3 to 6.

"2 For a discussion of the main bibliographical references to 8¢ in relation to divine kingship, see
Hammer (2002) 116-20.

 Hammer (2002) 121.

™ See Hammer (2002) 51-7; 67-9. In contrast to modern discussions, which mainly study the gods in
relation to human agency, ancient approaches view the gods as ‘ethical, allegorical, or mistaken poetic
creations’: see Hammer (2002) 50.

> Hammer (2002) 51; 69-79.

" Hammer (2002) 69-70.
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ranking of Achaian and Trojan society.”’’ In this light, Hammer (2002) effectively
utilises the gods’ domain in support of his account on Iliadic human politics. Yet there
remains an important space that demands further exploration: the study of the
Olympian community as an example of a political community in its own right. This
will be the subject of Chapter 4. Hammer’s (2002) representation of the enactment of
rules with regard to lliadic politics is fundamentally sound. However, his perception
of what counts as political becomes rather too abstract: in the seventh chapter of his
book, Hammer (2002) argues for the formation of a political community between the
Achaeans and the Trojans, which is grounded in the political ethic of Achilles’s pity
as emerged from the encounter between Priam and Achilles. As we shall see in
Chapter 5, however, this community is not exemplified within the lliad: the war will
continue once the truce is over. Owing to this, Hammer (2002) seems to step away
from his own conception of politics defined in his introduction as the reflection of the

organisation of community life.

Elmer (2013), on the other hand, explores community life by focusing on the
poetics of collective decision-making. To this end, he grounds his methodological
approach in the following observation: although oivsiviaivoc can have different
meanings within and beyond the Homeric epic, érotveiv in Homer is used exclusively
in the context of collective deliberation and communicating the community’s approval
of a leader’s proposal.”® This approval then transforms the leader’s proposal into
action. Therefore, the érouveiv scenario forms a speech act, which, in Elmer’s (2013)
view, is linked to the significance of speech in connection to the social order in Indo-
European societies.” Although it is true that decision-making in the lliad is based on
community consensus, Elmer’s (2013) methodology cannot always be effectively
applied: absence of the verb éraw@® — a verb that, following Elmer’s (2013) analysis,
signifies the use of a formula expressing consensus — does not equate to the absence
of collective decision-making. For the fact that a certain word may only be used to
express a specific meaning does not deprive the language of its ability to exploit
narrative dynamics in communicating the same meaning that a specific word would
express were it used in the same context. An example of such a scenario is the

Olympian decision-making process in Iliad 24, which shall be explored in Chapter 4.

" Hammer (2002) 72.
"8 Elmer (2013) 21-7.
" Elmer (2013) 48-55.
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Elmer’s (2013) methodology exploits principles from oral poetic theory, whereby the
idea of collective decision-making is constructed out of Flaig’s (1994) analysis of the
Olympian assembly in lliad 4.2° That analysis aimed to illuminate the model of
consensus in contrast with the model of majority rule. Still EImer (2013) does not take

advantage of the full potential of Flaig’s (1994) approach.

From Flaig’s (1994) general account of the principle of consensus
(‘Konsensprinzip’), two major points emerge that can inform this study. First, the
disposition to yield (‘Disposition des Nachgebens’); and secondly, the principle of
deferred compensation (‘das Prinzip der vertagten Gegenleistung’).®* Although Flaig
(1994) does not explicitly underline the importance of emotion in relation to
consensus, his analysis implies the involvement of emotional factors in the decision-
making process: the intensity with which opposed opinions are defended is decisive
regarding the outcome of the decision.®? This is to say that individuals’ emotional
engagement in arguing for a view influences and shapes the consensus and any
ensuing plan of action. The efficacy of the disposition to yield rests, in turn, on the
principle of deferred compensation: one is now willing to yield to another’s position
on the grounds that the other would also be willing to yield, at some point in the
future. Such a scenario requires that one’s yielding is not perceived as weakness or
defeat: loss of face must be prevented.®® To stress the role of emotion that is at play:
the one whose opinion prevails needs to ensure that the other does not feel excluded
or isolated but is instead incorporated into the eventual course of action. Although
Flaig’s (1994) approach aligns with my argumentation — in terms of both consensus
and reciprocity — we differ on two counts. First, it is unfortunate that Flaig (1994)
chooses to treat Zeus’s concession to Hera’s request as if this concession were
genuine: as we shall see in Chapter 4, Zeus’s real intention is to provoke Hera.
Secondly, lliadic decision-making does not represent a primitive model as opposed to
decision-making in the Odyssey, especially Odyssey 24 (Od. 24.419-70), which, on
Flaig’s developmental account (2013) XVIII, is viewed as the starting point for

majority rule in decision-making processes (a practice, Flaig (2013) claims,

% Elmer (2013) 4-6.

® Flaig (1994) 15-17.

8 Flaig (1994) 15: ‘Wenn eine kleine Gruppe fiir die Option A eintritt, aber intensiv, eine groBere
dagegen fiir die Option B, aber nur halbherzig, dann wird der Konsens dadurch erreicht, daB die laue
Mehrheit der intensiven Minderheit nachgibt; das kann sie, weil ihre Préaferenz schwicher ist.’

8 Flaig (1994) 16.

34



burgeoned thenceforth in classical and Hellenistic times).?* The assembly of Odyssey
24 constitutes only an example of an assembly whose members do not succeed in
arriving at any conclusion. This is because more than half of the assembly (Od.
24.464: fuicewv mheiovg) call themselves out of the assembly, that is, they refuse to
make any discussion. This course of action can be, in turn, explained by considering
the individuals’ negotiations of honour. In Odyssey 22, Odysseus retrieves his honour
by Killing the suitors, who displayed disrespectful behaviour in his palace while he
was away from Ithaca. Then, in Odyssey 24, the suitors’ relatives want to take
revenge on Odysseus, for they feel dishonoured after he Kkilled their relatives.
However, once one part of the assembly left the assembly, the remainder drew no
conclusion. From this perspective, Odyssey 24 constitutes another example of how
honour dynamics can create division; not an example of a decision-making based on

majority rule as Flaig (2013) argues.

Among those scholars who have argued for the significance of group approval
and collective decision-making in the Iliad is Cairns (2001a).2> While reviewing the
erroneous assumptions of Adkin’s theory, Cairns (2001a) discusses conflict in
Homeric society by drawing important interconnections between véueoic, aidmg, and
Tiun. From Cairns’s (2001a) account, two points are especially salient to the argument
of the present thesis: first, the inclusiveness of the concept of Tyun; and secondly, the
importance of the audience in awarding tiun to members of the group in connection
to the individuals’ emotions of aidm¢ and véueoic. Both of these points emerge from
Cairns’s (2001a) demonstration that conflict is viewed negatively in Homeric
society.® Therefore, continuation of conflict may cause the vépeotic of the observer
but also the véueotig of those parties directly involved in the quarrel (if they were able

to take a step back and view things for themselves as external observers of their own

8 On the role of consensus in decision-making processes in the classical and Hellenistic period, see
Canevaro (2018), which includes a review of Flaig’s (2013) approach.

% Note that the ‘Affronts and Quarrels in the lliad’ was initially published in Papers of the Leeds
International Latin Seminar 7 (1993) 155-67.

% In a similar vein to Cairns’s (2001a) analysis, see Ulf’s (1990b) article, ‘Die Abwehr von internem
Streit als Teil des politischen Programms der Homerischen Epen’. There, UIf (1990b) questions two
flawed assumptions regarding the Homeric epics: (a) that the characters of the Iliad and Odyssey act as
members of an aristocracy, linked to a powerful kingship, and (b) that the audience of the lliad and
Odyssey consisted exclusively in this aristocracy. In noting these flawed assumptions, UIf (1990b)
demonstrates that the absence of conflict in Homeric society serves the interests of all society
members, not only the prerogatives of the aristocrats. By implication, Homeric values are not those of a
single part of the society. This observation may in turn suggest that the Iliad’s and the Odyssey’s
audience cannot but be inclusive.
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behaviour). Because the continuation of conflict constitutes an unseemly act, neither
the pursuit of quarrelling merits honour nor the individual’s withdrawal from arguing
diminishes the individual’s honour. That conflict is to be avoided is, in turn, linked to
the individual’s legitimate claim to honour: individuals should not act showing no
aidmg towards the honour of others, thereby aiming to preserve and further their own
interests. In effect, dishonouring the other may imply dishonouring yourself because
the members of the community may refuse to grant honour to the individual
attempting another’s dishonor. Cairns’s (2001a) analysis makes it clear that, far from
being a zero-sum game, tyun is an inclusive concept: there is no clear-cut dichotomy
between values that promote competition and values that promote cooperation.
Following his account, my analysis will underscore how these aspects of Homeric
society are intimately bound up with political issues within lliadic communities, and
will broaden the discussion of the emotions involved in scenarios of rivalry as well as
united action. In fact, the political significance of norms and values in connection to
leadership and communal interests in the Iliad has been brought out in Allan’s and
Cairns’s (2011) exploration of the conflict between Agamemnon and Achilles in the
Achaean community. While my research draws on their account, it also widens their
perspective. It does this by placing the emphasis on the import of emotion vis-a-vis
communal norms while also including not only the Achaean but the Trojan and
Olympian communities, as well as the kind of community that exists somewhere in-

between the Achaeans and the Trojans.

This connection between emotions and communal norms is linked to the point
already made in Section 1.1, viz. emotion does not merely have a personal and
internal aspect but is also a social phenomenon. The treatment of emotion as a social
phenomenon leads our discussion to the main contention of this thesis: emotions are
an integral part of Iliadic politics. In Book V of his Politics, Aristotle considers the
ways in which a molteia can be preserved, namely, by preventing otdoic. To this
end, Aristotle offers a theoretical discussion of the causes that lead to otdoig, with the
disposition of individuals being among them (Arist. Pol. 1302a18-21). Thus
individual psychology is fundamentally involved in the stability or instability of the
constitution, that is, individual psychology forms a constitutive part of the
constitution. The psychology of individuals, which contributes to otdoig, may in turn

have just or unjust grounds (Arist. Pol. 1302a28-9). From this perspective, how
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individuals feel towards the constitution is linked to issues of justice, viz. issues
pertaining to the distribution of resources (cf. Arist. Pol. 1302a31-2). Aristotle’s
understanding of distributive justice is not to be understood in absolute terms,
something that emerges from his notion of proportionality with regard to otdoig:
wherever otdoig emerges, it does so owing to inequality, unless there is proportion
among the unequal (Arist. Pol. 1301b26-7); or even if there is proportion among the
unequal, the unequal may (unjustly) refuse to accept it. Following from this point, we
must clarify three elements. First, the stability (or instability) of the constitution exists
in an interdependent relation with the individuals’ internalisation of the notion of
distributive justice, which in turn implies the individuals’ internalisation of social
norms. Secondly, the notion of distributive justice, which implies a reference point, is
to be linked with distribution in terms of rights and entitlements, i.e., Tiun, the
individual’s fulfilment of a particular role within the community, which contributes
towards that individual’s status. Finally, the individuals’ disposition, which propels
them towards otdoig and causes them to negotiate norms and the distribution of
resources, implies that individuals may in fact have different ideas about the qualities
meriting tiun, and the qualities to which the constitution should ascribe esteem. The
latter emerges as a problem only if the constitution promotes exclusiveness rather than
inclusiveness with regard to its values (cf. Arist. Pol. 1302a2-8).” From this
perspective, the object of politics is the reconciliation of individuals’ different claims
to wwn, namely, different claims to recognition and respect. That is to say,
communities should be able to find ways to dispel tension arising from arguments
regarding which criteria deserve prominence. Therefore, good leaders, when it comes
to decision-making processes in deliberative contexts, i.e., in institutions such as
assemblies and councils, should be able to exploit communal mechanisms and norms
in ways that are considerate about the emotions and claims of all people — not just

their own.

Our understanding of emotion as a social phenomenon in tandem with our

understanding of politics as shaped by individual psychology, particularly in relation

8 According to this passage, unlike both the democrats, for whom what matters is equality based on
freedom (the logic being that, because they are equal in something, then they should be equal in all
respects), and the oligarchs or aristocrats, who desire equality based on wealth (the logic being that,
because they are unequal in some respects, then they need to be unequal in all respects), Aristotle’s
position appears to be more inclusive: it is wrong for constitutions to consider only one type of equality
given that the existing constitutions that do so are unstable.
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to the notion of distributive justice, implies two crucial elements that sustain the
argument of the present thesis, which | shall elaborate below: (a) the intimate link
between emotions and norms, which the individuals internalise and enact in social
interaction; (b) and the fundamental role of ‘the other’ and ‘the group’ with regard to
emotions and norms. | discuss both points, while also explaining their intimate link to
honour, namely, the individual’s fulfilment of a specific role within the community,
which constitutes a key part in social and political dynamics as they play out in

(Niadic) decision-making processes within institutional contexts.

Emotion, as emphasised above, is to be perceived as a socially embedded
phenomenon. According to the social and political theorist Elster, emotions and
norms are mutually informed. One of the main contentions of Elster’s (1999)
discussion is that emotions may operate as the medium through which norms regulate
behaviour, viz. in order to move from the norms to action and behaviour, emotion is
required. As Elster (1999) puts it, ‘social norms regulate behaviour through the twin
mechanisms of shame in the subject and disgust or contempt in the observer’.®® This
IS a pervasive pattern in instances involving honour dynamics: individuals seek to
perform honourable acts, because if they do something dishonouring, then they
themselves would feel ashamed while also incurring the contempt of others.®® Thus
the experience of certain emotions is bound up with certain norms. As we shall see in
Chapter 2, for example, in the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles,
Agamemnon violates the norm of the distribution of prizes according to which —
Achilles repeatedly stresses — once the Achaeans have allocated the prizes, nobody
can remove or redistribute them anew — especially not an individual, Agamemnon.
Agamemnon’s breach of the norm provokes Achilles’s anger and contempt: he
deprecates Agamemnon as a leader and eventually withdraws from the battlefield. On
the other hand, by performing a dishonouring act towards Achilles, Agamemnon fails
to feel shame for his violating behaviour, only evincing an interest in demonstrating

his power.

Thus a norm is a generally applicable, desirable form of behaviour. Emotions
come into play when norms are enforced or breached. That is, emotions are about

norms, and because norms are shared by each member of a community, its members

8 See Elster (1999) 154-5.
% See Elster (1999) 206.
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can enforce the norms by imposing sanctions on the transgressor.*® Thus, whether or
not members of communities manage to live side-by-side successfully depends upon
the individuals’ internalisation of norms and the emotions they experience
accordingly. Indeed, it is this process that creates a sense of normative order vis-a-vis

social interactions.

The importance of the other in connection to emotions and norms becomes
clear in Elster’s (1999) exploration of La Rochefoucauld’s concept of amour-propre
or ‘pridefulness’ (‘the love of oneself and of all things in terms of oneself’). This
concept reflects the desire for esteem by others, as well as self-esteem: ‘We are
concerned both with the image others have of us and with our self-image.”®* This
distinction in turn implies another: deception and self-deception. As we shall see in
Chapter 3, Hector, for example, is self-deceived in assuming that Zeus is on his side;
an assumption resulting from his excessive eagerness to defeat the Achaeans in order
to gain esteem, thereby failing to appreciate Polydamas’s thoughtful advice. By
implication, when individuals manage to properly regulate their behaviour in
accordance with norms of esteem and self-esteem within a certain context, they
manage to deliberate wisely. Sensible decisions are, in turn, all the more important
when they are political, that is, they affect the community’s wellbeing. To this end,
the internalisation of the normative order mentioned above is of the utmost
importance. This internalisation, however, does not amount to the internalisation of
some fixed rules and practices, which are first defined and then performed: members
of a community internalise shared practices, while also enacting them. In other
words, individuals perform norms by observing them in quotidian practices, that is,

they embody norms that are socially and historically situated.

The idea of a norm’s enactment implies Bourdieu’s (1977) concept of habitus.
According to Bourdieu (1977), habitus is a system of dispositions offering the same
range of possibilities (the ‘homogeneity of habitus”)* to all agents within a group in a
negotiation context, thereby creating a sense of normality. To explain the process or
the mechanism behind agents’ internalisation of habitus, Bourdieu (1977) develops

the notion of a ‘feel for the game’. He invokes game metaphors, which stand as

% See Elster (1999) 145-6 and more broadly 145-8.
%! See Elster (1999) 85.
% Bourdieu (1977) 80.
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examples for social situations.”® As the player unconsciously ‘just knows’ how to
enact the rules of a game, so too agents within a social context have an embodied
‘feel’” for how they should behave. In enacting this ‘feel for the game’, an agent is able
to interact with other agents, thereby successfully navigating and dominating within a
particular social context. The notion of dominance results from Bourdieu’s (1977)
claim that some agents are more effective at navigating social contexts than others,

depending upon the ‘capital’®*

that they can bring to bear, an idea that is central to his
account of habitus. Although Bourdieu’s (1977) notion of practice, the enactment of
rules, and the notion of a ‘feel for the game’ are undoubtedly insightful to this study’s
ends, his idea that dominance is the ultimate aim of all agents in social interactions
can be challenged. As we shall see in Chapter 4, for example, Hephaestus succeeds in
cooling the tension within the divine assembly of Iliad 1: he embodies the rules and
expectations of how the gods should behave towards one another. That is, he respects
both Zeus’s and Hera’s honour; he finds the correct feeling tone for narrating his
experience of Zeus’s violence; and limping to pour the gods wine evinces a certain
kind of behaviour that garners a positive response. The gods’ laughter shows that
they, too, embody certain expectations and norms, which, in turn, informs the proper
emotional atmosphere created by Hephaestus. Thus Hephaestus has succeeded in
making everyone feel good, without necessarily aiming to take advantage of the
others within the assembly as would be implied by a full application of Bourdieu’s

(1977) account.

The centrality of the group in connection with the relation between emotions
and norms — and their internalisation and enactment — does not merely lie in interplay,
viz. members’ interactions with each other: this interaction creates a dynamic. But not
only that: both the interaction and ‘the other’ influence and shape the individual’s
identity. According to the philosopher Honneth, one can form and develop one’s
identity ‘only when one has learned to view oneself from the normative perspective of
one’s partners in interaction, as their social addressee’.®® That is to say, there is an
intimate relation between intersubjectivity and the formation of self-identity, i.e.,

there is a kind of negotiation between an individual’s projection of themselves and the

% Cf., for example, Bourdieu (1977) 58, where he compares matrimonial strategies to the strategies of a
card player.

% For the notion of capital, see Bourdieu (1977) passim, especially 171-83.

% See Honneth (1995) 92.
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others’ recognition of this projection. From a different stance, the social psychologist
Goffman offers a similar insight: human beings share a universal human nature but
this nature ‘is not a very human thing. By acquiring it, the person becomes a kind of
construct, built up not from inner psychic propensities but from moral rules that are
impressed upon him from without.”®® Thus social norms shape the person’s evaluation
of themselves, as well as others, and form their experience and interpretation of
emotions within a particular context. The encounter with the other is then part of the
construct of the person. Indeed, because this encounter may take place continuously —
in different circumstances and with different interactants — the self, their qualities, and
the status of the person are neither permanent nor fixed: they are under constant

contextual negotiation.

From this perspective, intersubjectivity implies a form of bidirectionality,
namely, a reciprocal obligation emerging from the fact that identity is created only
through interaction. In this regard, Gallagher’s (2020) account that action emerges
from interaction within a certain narrative is particularly useful: ‘to the extent that we
learn to act in specific ways, and that our actions aim at some goal, we learn to act in
contexts of interaction, and we learn from others what counts as possible and
preferred goals’.’” By implication, the autonomy of an individual is mutually reliant
upon the autonomy of the other, and this mutual reliance is instantiated within a
certain context, which in turn suggests another autonomy, namely, ‘that of the larger
relational unit’.?® For Gallagher (2020), interaction therefore implies ‘responsivity’: a

form of recognition performed by social practices within certain narrative contexts.*

In this regard, from Honneth’s (1995) account on social dynamics, we learn
that the struggle for recognition is — and should be — at the centre of social conflict.°
In particular, through an analysis of Hegel’s philosophy, which he then supplements
with Mead’s social psychology, Honneth (1995) argues that community life is
regulated by a need for mutual recognition. Therefore, what both parties in an
opposition attempt to achieve is to provide evidence that they deserve recognition.

Honneth (1995) associates this struggle for recognition with the idea of honour,

% Goffman (1969) 45.

°" Gallagher (2020) 44.

% Gallagher (2020) 211.

% See Gallagher (2020) 187-211, especially 203-7.

190 Note that Honneth’s account of recognition (along with Fichte’s and Ricoeur’s) is considered and
reviewed by Gallagher (2020).
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which, following Hegel, he describes as ‘an affirmative relation-to-self that is
structurally tied to the presupposition that each individual particularly receives inter-
subjective recognition’.*** By implication, because Ty is bidirectional insofar as it is
both the claim to esteem as well as the esteem that an individual receives from others,
Tiun can be understood as relevant to the model proposed by Honneth (1995). Thus,
as we shall see in Chapter 2, for example, the quarrel between Agamemnon and
Achilles is intimately linked to their tiury from two perspectives: (a) Agamemnon
demands a yépag owing to his claim to tiun, i.e., his rank, while Achilles demands the
maintenance of his yépag owing to his claim to Ty, i.e., his prowess; (b) for both
Agamemnon and Achilles, Tiun constitutes the recognition that each of them receives

from the other(s).

In the context of intersubjectivity in relation to the construction of self-
identity, Gallagher’s (2020) approach to interaction and ‘responsivity’, as well as
Honneth’s (1995) approach to honour and recognition, take us back to Elster’s (1999)
point regarding individuals’ concerns about their image in the minds of others and
their self-image. Elster’s (1999) point is in turn linked to Goffman’s (1969)
terminology of “face’,'* and ‘demeanour’ and ‘deference’ — terminilogy that Scodel
(2008) has successfully applied to the Homeric poems, thereby bringing out important
aspects of Homeric ethics, honour, and status in social interaction contexts. Following
Goffman’s (1969) definition, ‘Face is an image of self delineated in terms of approved
social attributes’.’% A person’s face is shared by the group, at least when the person
properly plays their role within a community. The person is emotionally attached to
their face, which, along with the fluid nature of the person’s and the group’s
participation in the formation of face, offers an explanation as to why the person
considers their participation in interaction to be a commitment.*® This commitment is
in turn linked to the person’s tendency to project a consistent image of their face
within different contexts. According to the rules of conduct, individuals are expected
to have self-respect, while also considering the feelings of others. In so doing, they

succeed in maintaining their own, as well as the other’s, face, thereby protecting and

191 See Honneth (1995) 22-3.

192 On this concept, see also Brown and Levinson (1987).

193 Goffman (1969) 5. Goffman’s (1969) Interaction Ritual is a collection of six essays, most of which
go back to Goffman’s work published in the 1950s.

104 Goffman (1969) 6.
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maintaining the relationship established during the interaction.’® In other words, the
rules of conduct, and the maintenance of everyone’s face, imply demands that
promote cooperative values, which form the person’s expectations, i.e., the way in
which the person ‘is morally constrained to conduct himself’, and the others’
obligations, i.e., the way they ‘are morally bound to act in regard to’ the other
person.'® By implication, the violation of a rule of conduct may cause the loss of face
for two individuals: for one individual that has an obligation and ‘should have
governed himself by the rule’; and for the other that has an expectation, and ‘should
have been treated in a particular way’ owing to the governance of that rule.'”” In the
context of obligations and expectations, individuals are expected to show deference,
i.e., to show gratitude to other individuals (although they may long for, and may be
worthy of, deference, individuals are typically not permitted to attribute it to
themselves; they are instead compelled to pursue and receive it from others, as well as
to accord it to others). In this regard, van Wees’s (1992) association to twyn is
important: taking into account Goffman’s approach, van Wees (1992) points out that
the use of the verb tyu@® in Homeric evidence demonstrates that tipudv means to show
deference. In addition to showing deference, actors should comport themselves in
accordance with ‘demeanour’, i.e., to behave properly, when projecting their claims to
esteem, which are brought to bear in social interaction.’® This mechanism of
attributing and pursuing deference, along with the qualities of demeanour, creates a
dynamical, reciprocal framework in which individuals find themselves in an
interdependent relationship, which forces them to cooperate with and be recognised
by others.'® In other words, this notion of interdependence is linked to Gallagher’s
(2020) point mentioned above, viz. that individuals can most properly be said to act
when in social dynamism with others — they act by interacting, being mutually reliant
upon ‘the other’. To this end, the context and circumstances of action (understood
dynamically) create meaning from that interaction, which is regulated by the norms

and social and cultural practices.

Thus, when leaders take decisions, through institutional structures and

mechanisms, they are expected to take these decisions by committing themselves to

195 Goffman (1969) 10-11; 42.
196 Goffman (1969) 49.

97 Goffman (1969) 51.

1% Goffman (1969) 77-81.

19 See Goffman (1969) 56-76.
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respectful and cooperative conduct with others (e.g., Zeus’s stance in the assembly of
Iliad 24 — see Chapter 4; Polydamas’s stance in the assembly of Iliad 18 — see Chapter
3), not through an excessive desire to maintain or save face (e.g., Agamemnon’s
stance in lliad 1, Iliad 9, and Iliad 19 — see Chapter 2). They should not be simply
focused on securing tiun but should recognise others’ claims to tiur, according them
the esteem that they are accounted for (e.g., Nestor’s intervention in the assembly of
Iliad 1; Odysseus’s intervention in the assembly of Iliad 19 — see Chapter 2). Thus,
while leaders may constantly negotiate their own interests, when enacting communal
norms and making decisions, they should do so without edging out the interest of
others and the community: they ought to consider and reflect upon not only their own

emotions, but those of others, as well.

1.3 Outline of the work

In this chapter, | have discussed the terms that will be employed in the current thesis,
engaging in interdisciplinary discourse, while situating my research in the context of
Homeric scholarship. | have directed attention to the vagueness of the category of
emotion, which can be studied as a cross-cultural phenomenon, especially when
considering family-resemblance relations between languages. For example, ta tfig
yoyiic méon is only in a limited sense equivalent to emotion. Rather than reducing the
range of phenomena included in this category, | take an inclusive approach: emotion
is not merely an internal, biological event, but a social phenomenon, involving
interaction between the world and the individual, who thinks, feels, and acts in
holistic ways. | take emotion as a kind of script, which has a narrative within a
specific context, interacting with norms. The ability of emotion to shape and be
shaped by norms may ascribe to emotion a political role, and, ipso facto, to politics an
emotional aspect. The community’s wellbeing demands, then, that political decision-
making is considerate to emotional responses. To this end, the leaders should be able
to enact communal norms in ways that recognise and respect individual rights and

claims to twun in bidirectional terms.

Hereafter, Chapters 2-4 focus on negotiations within three distinct
communities in the Iliad (the Achaean, Trojan, and Olympian communities). | explore
these negotiations as they play out in institutional structures, such as the assembly and

the council. Thereafter, Chapter 5 discusses negotiations between the Achaean and
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Trojan communities, focusing on institutional practices and institutions, such as,

oaths, &evia, and ikeoia.

I argue that emotions are part of the political developments both in situations
of conflict and in situations of cooperation, showing that communal norms, shaping
and shaped by emotions, influence the structures of political institutions and
institutional practices. While the ways in which Achaean and Trojan leaders enact
communal rules in deliberative contexts may cause them to take decisions with
disastrous consequences for the community, Olympian assemblies show that,
although the gods’ behaviour may create (emotional) tension, the negotiations of
honour dynamics always result in the production of plans of action that serve the
interests of all members of the community. Finally, negotiations between the
Achaeans and the Trojans show that warring communities may find points of contact
in respecting ethical values that transcend communities. These values may then create
a basis for common coexistence. Indeed, while this common framework (which would
rather include not just the Achaeans and the Trojans but any human being) is not
employed to any great end within the Iliad, the Iliad still gifts to readers such an

aspiration.

45



46



2. The Achaean political community

In this chapter, | explore variants of leadership style within the Achaean community,
as marked by the leader’s different attitudes in relation to experiencing and evaluating
his own and others’ emotions in the context of decision-making processes and
political debates within political institutions such as the assembly, the council, and the
embassy, as well as in other institutional structures (e.g., the heralds’ practice of
exercising authority on Agamemnon’s behalf), or personal interactions among the
Achaean leaders (e.g., the Achacan leaders’ consolation of Achilles while in his
quarters in Iliad 19). I show how communal norms shape the structures within the
Achaean political community and further affect the way in which individuals think,
feel, and act. One of the central norms is the obligation on the part of community
members to respect the honour of the other individuals. Failure to respect one’s
honour is considered a slight that might cause feelings of anger and indignation in the
slighted individual. Such anger is viewed as legitimate because it is reactive, i.e., it
falls into the fundamental norm of reciprocity. Still the normative nature of such anger
is not viewed as giving a license to contradict other communal norms. That is to say,
emotions play a crucial role in the way (Achaean) political institutions work, because
they constitute responses to political issues and thereby influence political
developments and decision-making processes. These emotional responses are (partly)
legitimate, while political processes themselves also influence the individuals’
emotional state. Viewed in this light, emotions may constitute a normative (as well as
anti-normative) part of political structures and procedures. They are therefore
important not only from an emotional but also from a political perspective. Emotions

both form and are formed by the communal norms that shape the political setting.

Chapter 2 is divided into three sections. In the first section (2.1), I focus on the
conflict between Agamemnon and Achilles and the decision-making process within
the assembly of Iliad 1, showing that while there is a political mechanism that could,
if employed correctly, solve this political issue, the way the individuals involved in
the conflict choose to negotiate the communal norms leads to an outcome that is
detrimental to communal interests. In Sections 2.2 and 2.3, | explore how the
Achaeans attempt to leverage political structures and institutions in order to achieve

reconciliation between Agamemnon and Achilles, thereby securing the interests of the
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community. In the embassy of Iliad 9 (Section 2.2), the attempt at reconciliation fails
to achieve its ends for emotional reasons, an attempt that resulted from a preceding
assembly and council, which were rather unsuccessful, albeit not completely non-
functional as the assembly in Iliad 1. In contrast to Iliad 9, reconciliation is achieved
in lliad 19 because, this time, leaders manage to wield political mechanisms
effectively. Unlike Agamemnon’s behaviour in Iliad 1 and Achilles’s stance in Iliad
9, in the assembly of Iliad 19 both leaders heed sage advice and display (emotional)
behaviour in line with communal norms, therefore promoting the good of the

community (Section 2.3).

2.1 Honour and emotions: the conflict in the assembly of Iliad 1

In Section 2.1, | show how, within the context of the assembly in lliad 1, honour
dynamics, viz. the individuals’ concern for the defence and maintenance of their Ty,
may lead to forms of passion and opposition, which breed strife with disastrous
consequences for the community.*® In particular, | seek to emphasise how the dispute
over prizes (i.e., emblems of honour) as shaped by the individuals’ emotions
precipitates a dispute over different claims to twr, in spite of the concept’s
inclusivity. The result of this dispute points towards Agamemnon’s failure to secure
the wellbeing of the community, for he does not listen to useful advice but instead
insists on bending communal norms for his own ends, thereby failing to respect

others’ claims and rights.

111 50 that the Achaeans can consult

In Iliad 1, Achilles summons the assembly
a seer to explain the reason for the plague afflicting them, suggesting a remedy for it
(1.53-67). Both the narrator (1.9-12; 1.43-52) and Calchas’s divination (1.93-100)
make it clear that the mass destruction of the Achaean army is owing to
Agamemnon’s outright rejection to accept Chryses’s supplication and exchange

Chryseis’s with ransom (1.26-32). This rejection is linked to Agamemnon’s failure to

"% On the relationship between leaders and Aaoi, see, for example, UIf (1990a) 99-105; Taplin (1992)
46-50; van Wees (1992) 31-6; Donlan (1999) 18-21; Haubold (2000) 52-68; Hammer (2002) 144-69.
1 In calling the assembly, Achilles does not violate any norm at the expense of Agamemnon’s domain
of exercising authority: Hera, who clearly supports the Achaeans (see Chapter 4), and therefore would
not initiate any offence against the expedition’s leader, urges Achilles’s act (cf. 1.54-5). Note also that
in lliad 19, Achilles calls the assembly (again following divine motivation (cf. his mother’s exhortation
at 19.34) while his intentions to leave the conflict behind are indisputable (see Section 2.3.1 below).
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honour Chryses both as a priest and a father (1.11-12; 1.14; 1.28-31;''? 1.94), which is
further linked to Agamemnon’s disregard of communal norms from (at least) two
perspectives. First, he does not consider the fact that Chryses’s address is made to the
community (1.15) and so the Achaeans’ consent (1.22) must be weighted. By
implication, he is wrong to take a unilateral decision on a political matter. Secondly,
he rejects the mechanisms of exchange and reciprocity: Chryses might not belong to

113

the Achaean community; ™ nevertheless, all the Achaeans acknowledge his status as a

priest (1.23) and therefore the requirement of accepting his request.

The first decision (of the Achaean community) in the Iliad already reveals
how emotions influence the political setting and decision-making process.'** First, the
Achaeans’ consensus is expressed through their emotions (the Achaeans approve of
Chryses’s request enthusiastically — cf. 1.22: navtec érevprunoav Ayonoi). Secondly,
this consensus pertains to the normative emotions that the Achaeans (should) have
towards Chryses (they agree to respect the priest — cf. 1.23: aideioOai 0° iepija). Next,
Agamemnon’s rejection of Chryses’s offer is linked to his (undue) discontent with
(and aggressive disposition to (1.24-5)) what may result from accepting Chryses’s
request, viz. the exchange of his yépag (gift of honour) with ransom. Agamemnon’s
aggression comes to the fore through the repetitive negatives in his speech.’* Indeed,
despite the absence of clear emotional language explicitly denoting Agamemnon’s
anger, Agamemnon’s reprimand that Chryses should not make him angry (1.32)
already signifies his anger.’*® As a result, Agamemnon’s emotional state isolates him
from the rest of the community, shaping the Achaeans’ eventual decision towards

Chryses’s request, a political matter.

Agamemnon’s (emotional) stance towards Chryses creates a disastrous

situation for the Achaeans, which can only be rectified if Chryseis is returned to her

112 Agamemnon announces to Chryses that his staff and the gods’ wreaths will not help him, while
Chryseis will become Agamemnon’s companion in his palace. In this regard, Kakridis (1971) 131
notes that the daughter’s removal from home is linked to the father’s utmost pain.

3 On Iliadic negotiations between different communities and between individuals from different
communities, see Chapter 5.

4 On lliadic decision-making process, see, for example, Carlier (1984) 182-7; Drews (1983);
Schofield (1986); Flaig (1994); Raaflaub (1997) 643; Hammer (2002) 127-43; Allan and Cairns
(2011); Elmer (2013); Kelly (2017).

15 Cf. 1.26 “un ot ... kiyeio’: “do not let me catch you’; 1.28; ‘uw v Tot o ypaioun okiintpov Ko
otéppa Oeoio’: ‘lest staff and wreath of the god be useless to you’; 1.29; “tiv 8’ £y®m od Abow’: ‘I will
not release her’; ‘uf w’ épéile’: ‘do not irritate me’; 1.32.

118 Scodel (2008) 127.
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father without ransom (1.98-100). Thus, because Agamemnon disregarded the norms
in the first place, thereby endangering his community, to redress communal interests
he is now asked to return Chryseis without any compensation for the concession. That
is, in rejecting Chryses’s appeal, Agamemnon disturbed the norms of reciprocity,
which is linked to his suffering a negation of reciprocity (cf. his threats to remove the
vépag of another leader (see below); his announcement of the grandiose offer of gifts
towards Achilles in the council of Iliad 9 (see Section 2.2); his readiness to return to
the battlefield, thereby disregarding the reconciliation’s protocol in the assembly of
Iliad 19 (see Section 2.3)). Like Agamemnon’s attitude towards Chryses, isolation
and aggression shape Agamemnon’s stance towards Calchas as well."” Like what
happened after Chryses’s request, so too after Calchas’s intervention Agamemnon
focuses on himself, taking the message communicated to the Achaeans in personal
terms,**® going further to reproach Calchas for what he revealed to him after his
divinations (1.106-15).° In so doing, he tries to justify his previous disregard of the
norms, thereby saving face,'?° passing over the glaring error of dishonouring Chryses,
and avoiding responsibility for the corollary of this decision.! Yet, even when he

comes to see that the interests of the community will be served by agreeing to return

Y7 Cf. the narrator’s explicit emotional language at 1.103-4 (dyvOpevog péveog 88 péyo Qpévec
apeuérovar tipmdavt’; raging; and his [i.e., Agamemnon’s] heart, darkened on either side, fills with
great fury), as well as the conceptualisation of ppéveg as a container full of anger at 1.103-4. Note that
the darkness of @péveg (cf. auppuéravar) may be linked to the intensity of the emotion and its
physiology: the experience of the emotion is linked to the blood circulation; cf. Latacz (2002) 65 on
1.103. In this connection, see also Arist. De an. 405b6-9: some philosophers hold the yoyn to be blood,
because 16 aicbdavesOor — being the most representative element of the yuyn — owes its existence to the
nature of blood. Regarding Agamemnon’s emotional state, note furthermore the comparison of the
glance of Agamemnon’s eyes with the fire (cf. 1.104: 6cog 8¢ oi mupi houmetdéwvt Eiktrnv; and his two
eyes shining like fire), a comparison that, along with a further reference to Agamemnon’s eyes,
communicates his aggression (cf. 1.105: Kéiyavto npdtioto kék’ docopevog; first of all, looking at
Calchas in a bad manner). On the concept of gaze in the Iliad, see Constantinidou (2019). For further
bibliographical references, see also below.

118 Cf. the use of the first-person singular perspective: pot (1.106); &0chov (1.112); éyd (1.111);
Bovlopan (1.112); mpoPéPovia (1.113). Contrast the use of the third-person plural perspective: cpwv
(2.110: ‘¢ dn 1008 Evexd opwv £xknPorog dlyea tevyetl’), where Agamemnon excludes himself from
the rest of the Achaeans when referring to the plague.

19 Lines 1.106-7 (‘uévtt kakdv, od méd moté pot 10 kpiyvov eimec./ aiel Tot T& kaK® EoTi pida ppeot
uavtevesbor’: ‘seer of evil, you have never so far told me a good thing. Always the evil is dear to your
heart to divine’) may refer to Iphigeneia’s sacrifice in Aulis. On this, see, for example, Reinhardt
(1961). Note that, in both cases, Calchas merely correctly interprets the will of the gods. Therefore,
Agamemnon’s reproach is unfair. On the issue regarding whether the audience is aware of this and
other allusions in the lliad, see, e.g., Scodel (2002).

120.0On the concept of face, see the discussion in Chapter 1, Section 1.2. On the concept of face in
Homer, see Scodel (2008) passim, especially 6-16; 20-1; 37; 51; 100; 111; 127-9; 138; 140; 155.

121 Denying responsibility while attempting to save face appears to be a recurring strategy of
Agamemnon’s leadership style; cf. Agamemnon’s apology in lliad 19, which is the strongest attempt at
blame-shifting in Homer. On this, see Scodel (2008) 117-25. See also Section 2.3.2 below.
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Chryseis to his father (1.116), he demands that the Achaeans grant him another yépag:
it would be inappropriate, he says, if he were the only one to remain without a prize
(1.118-19). In this regard, note Achilles’s words at 1.128-9, which suggest that

Agamemnon makes a normative claim:

“TpuAf) teTpamii] T’ dmoticopev, of K€ mobL Zevg

d®dact woA Tpoinv edteiyeov E€ahamason’.

“Thrice and four times we will repay you if ever Zeus grants us to plunder the well-

walled city, Troy’.

However, following Achilles’s argument once again (cf. 1.123-6), Agamemnon’s
claim constitutes a violation of communal norms. For, if the replacement of
Agamemnon’s yépag takes place at this very moment, as Agamemnon suggests (cf.
1.118: ‘avtiy’’; ‘immediately’), it would incorporate an illicit act, viz. the recollection

and redistribution of the prizes.

The rules regarding the gift distribution are clear.?? First, there are two types
of booty: the prize or gift of honour (yépag), and the share or portion (noipa). Once
the booty is gathered, Agamemnon picks his yépag first (cf. 2.228; 8.289), and then
gives prizes to the other leaders (cf. 9.328-34). The same likewise applies to the
shares. Agamemnon significantly influences both forms of distribution. However,
while the distribution of the shares takes place in his own name, the distribution of the
prizes occurs on behalf of the community (cf. 1.123-6; 1.162; 1.276).'*® Moreover,
once the booty is distributed, Agamemnon has no right to redistribute it anew.*?*

Despite Achilles’s pointing out that there is a shortage of prizes for
distribution, Agamemnon is unwilling to wait to be accorded a greater number of
rewards after the Fall of Troy (1.128-9), being determined to replace his yépag
immediately (cf. 1.135-9; 1.181-7).'® The execution of this objective (cf. 1.322-6;
1.346-8) shows that, rather than rectifying his previous mistake regarding Chryses’s

offer, Agamemnon makes yet another one. There are two elements closely linked to

122 Eor the mechanisms and principles of the distribution of the booty, see van Wees (1992) 299-310.
123 See van Wees (1992) 306-10.

124 \/an Wees (1992) 309-10. Contrast Wilson (2002) 36, who claims that Agamemnon has the right to
redistribute the booty, referring to Donlan (1982) 153; Donlan (1993) 160 in support of her argument;
see Wilson (2002) 36 with n. 109.

125 For an analysis of the conflict between Agamemnon and Achilles viewed as a male competition
through women, see Felson and Slatkin (2004) 93-7.
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one another that explain, but do not legitimise, Agamemnon’s violating behaviour.
First, what yépag represents in the Achaean community. Secondly, how Agamemnon

perceives Achilles’s suggestion that Agamemnon wait until later to replace his yépac.

What is at stake in the matter of the prizes and their distribution pertains to the
hero’s tiuf within the community. An example that clearly shows the connection
between yépag and tiun is Achilles’s response to Ajax’s speech in lliad 9:
Agamemnon’s behaviour towards Achilles makes the latter feel that he has been
treated as if he were a migrant in the community without honour (9.648: ‘Atpeidng,
o¢ &l v’ drtiuntov uawvdoramv’).m Since the removal of yépag is linked to the
offence against tiun, by implication, then, yépag functions as a symbol of someone’s
T, constituting a way of recognising someone’s tuf.. Moreover, the use of
common language with respect to both concepts is another element that connects
vépag 1o Tyun. At 1.276 and 1.278, Nestor refers to both terms using the verbs didmput
(to give) and peipopon (to obtain one’s share of), respectively (cf. 1.276: ‘aAL’ €a &g
ol mpdTa ddcav yépag vieg Axondv’: ‘but let it as the sons of the Achaeans first gave
him the prize’; 1.278: ‘énei o0 mob’ opoing Eupope Tfg’: ‘because you have never
obtained the same share of honour’). The literal use of the verb didwut (prizes can be
enumerated) and the metaphorical use of the verb peipopor (honour or esteem are
intangible goods) show that there is a distribution of countable goods, such as prizes,
as well as a distribution of intangible goods, such as honour or esteem. However, the
use of common language, viz. the language of exchange and commaodity, describes a

kind of economic distribution connecting both cases.*?’

vépog 1S, then, a special share that acknowledges status and confers esteem,

|.128

without thereby being simply material or physica When Agamemnon rejects

126 For a discussion of the notion of petavéote, see Hammer (2002) 94-5.

127 Cf. Finley’s (1956) notion of ‘embedded economy’, which suggests that there is no clear-cut
distinction between economic distribution and distribution of esteem. Cf. also Donlan (1997) 649-51.
Note that the idea of an economy of esteem exists still today. See, for example, Brennan and Pettit
(2005).

128 Thus Ty may be a property of material goods without being a material good itself. Regarding the
fact that Tyun| is not always expressed in material or physical terms, see, for example, lines 9.401-16,
where Achilles’s approach to life shows that material goods are not necessarily connected to Ty, for
goods such as life cannot be compensated through material objects. (On the scholarship’s debate as to
whether Achilles refuses the heroic world or expresses an aspect of it, see Gill (1996) 138-41, and
Section 2.2.2 below; cf. also Scodel (2008) 152 n. 38.) Even when T is expressed in material terms,
the objects acquire a symbolic function. See, for example, Sarpedon’s words towards Glaucus at
12.310-12, where there is a comparison or association between a lavish meal and Ty which is directed
to the gods. For further examples of indicators of honour, see Cairns (2011a) 29-30. On the importance
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Chryses’s offer, he then rejects maintaining his tiur by exchanging Chryseis for an
immense ransom, because he prefers Chryseis to Clytemnestra (1.113), thereby being

unable to foresee®®®

that declining Chryses’s offer is a poor decision, which will
ultimately cause him to lose tiuf. He only comes to realise this loss when he has to
return Chryseis, receiving nothing in exchange, reprimanding Calchas while rejecting
Achilles’s proposal by interpreting Achilles’s reminder of the communal norms as an
attempt by Achilles to deceive him (cf. 1.131-4). In Agamemnon’s view, Achilles’s
proposal constitutes a degradation of his honour in favour of Achilles’s, since, unlike
Achilles, he will have to be deprived of his prize, i.e., of the symbol of his .
Although he recognises the social, political, and religious necessity of the return of
Chryseis to her father, and engages the community as a collective group in proposing
the plan of action and organising the Achaecans’ mission for Chryseis’s return at
1.140-4,*° Agamemnon ultimately turns to the second-person singular perspective
(cf. 1.147: “idoosar’) when asking Achilles to appease Apollo.**! Thus he is not only
unwilling to drop his initial request, but, in being sarcastic, he implicitly shifts
responsibility for his own grave error to Achilles.

Achilles’s proposal may cause Agamemnon to lose face for the time being.
However, as discussed above, there is no other legitimate way for Agamemnon to
proceed but to accept Achilles’s proposal, thereby remaining without yépog until the
Fall of Troy. Because Agamemnon is unable to trust Achilles, but perceives his
proposal as an attempt at deception (the aim of which is to reduce his tiun) and,
132

because his Tun is linked to his status within the community (cf. 1.278-9),

Agamemnon feels that his leadership is subverted. Therefore, rather than recognising

of symbolic deference to material goods for the hero, see van Wees (1992) 61-125. Contrast Finley
(1956) 125-36, who considers T only in connection with material evidence. On Finley’s broader
understanding of T, see also ibid. 28-9 and 119-22. For a criticism of Finley’s (1956) approach, see
van Wees (1992); van Wees and Fisher (2015) 16-17.

129 For Agamemnon’s inability to be perceptive and insightful, cf. Achilles’s words at 1.343: ‘00d¢ Tt
oide vofioar &uo mpoéccw kai omicow’; ‘he [i.e., Agamemnon] is not able to see forwards and
backwards at the same time’.

30 Note the inclusiveness of Agamemnon’s speech through the use of the first-person plural:
‘uetappacoueda’ (1.140), ‘épvooopev’ (1.141), ‘ayeipopev’ (1.142), ‘Oeiopev’ (1.143), ‘Pricouev’
(1.144).

31 On the abrupt changes in Agamemnon’s mood within this speech (1.131-47), which is linked to
Agamemnon’s volatile character, see Martin (1989) 115-16. On Agamemnon’s speech style in general,
see ibid. 113-19. Note that the verb iAdoxopon (to appease) in all other cases in Iliad 1 takes as its
subject the Achaeans as a group (cf. 1.110; 1.386; 1.444; 1.472). On Agamemnon, see Taplin (1990).
32 The association between Agamemnon’s rank and Ty at 1.278-9, along with the reference to the
different qualities of both leaders at 1.280-1, implies also the association between Achilles’s prowess
and . For Nestor’s intervention in lines 1.275-84, see more details below.
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and accepting the legitimacy of Achilles’s proposal, he is only interested in
establishing authority, turning the dispute over the prizes into a dispute over rank and
status (1.181-7):***

‘... ameMom 8é Tot Ode

¢ &L’ dparpeiton Xpvonioa ®oifog AmOA®V,
TNV HEV &Yy® oV Vi T° €U Kol EHoic £Tapolot
TEUYO, £Y0 O K’ dym Bpionida kaAmdppnov
aTOC iV KMGiNVE, 1O 60V Yépag, dpp’ €D &idfic,
6oo0v PEPTEPOG et 6€0eV, oTLYEN 08 Kol BAAOG

ioov époi eacdon kai Opotwduevar dveny.’

‘... And I will threaten you as follows; as Phoibos Apollo is taking away from me
Chryseis, who | shall send back with my ship and my comrades, so | shall carry off
Briseis the beautiful-cheeked, your own prize, going myself into your hut, so that you
may know well, how much better | am than you, and anyone else may be afraid to say

that he is equal to me and match himself against me.’

The formulation of such threats shows that Agamemnon grounds his authority in the
people’s intimidation, while also exploiting his own anger.*** This practice of
Agamemnon’s is already foregrounded through Calchas’s appeal to Achilles (1.74-
83): Calchas’s request for an oath (1.76), seeking to ensure Achilles’s defence (1.77;
cf. also 1.83) over him, does not imply his mistrust of Achilles. It rather underscores
his fear of Agamemnon’s anger (cf. 1.78-83). That is, owing to his fear of
Agamemnon’s emotional reaction and its consequences upon him, Chryses seeks to

protect himself by resorting to Achilles’s support. Even if Agamemnon’s indignation

133 See Allan and Cairns (2011) 115. Cf. also Hammer (2002) 81-2. Pace Pucci’s account (1998), who,
based on 1.181-7, argues that word and power coincide, see Hammer (2002) 84-6: ‘Through the first
nine books, the Iliad traces the consequences of Agamemnon’s leadership, revealing a seemingly
paradoxical situation in which Agamemnon’s exercise of authority leaves him without power.” See
below, especially Section 2.3.2.

134 Cf. van Wees (1992) 94: ‘Threats and violence are used to protect the reputation of those whose
personal qualities are already regarded as superior or whose force is greater’. Note Achilles’s threat at
1.302-3: he will kill anyone who tries to remove anything from his property, following Briseis’s
removal. Cf. also Achilles’s threats to leave Troy and return to Greece (1.169; 9.357-61). However,
unlike Agamemnon, Achilles does not carry out these threats: see 9.619, where he states that the
Myrmidons will decide the next day whether to return home or remain in Troy; 9.650-3, where he
announces that he will not return to the battlefield until Hector reaches the Myrmidons’ ships. On
Achilles’s stance, see below. On the fact that fear cannot sufficiently replace willing obedience (for
once the fear dies down, so does compliance), see Hammer (2002) 83-4. Cf. also the saying of Bias of
Priene: ‘meicog AaPé, un Puodupevog ... &Eeig ... Moyo meldd’; ‘take by persuading, not by being
violent ... you will earn ... persuasion with logos’. See Stob. Flor. 3.1.172a.
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at Calchas is limited, since he realises that he has no choice but to return Chryseis (cf.
1.116-17), Agamemnon’s threats towards Achilles (1.181-7; cf. also 1.137-9) confirm
Calchas’s fear of the consequences of Agamemnon’s anger. If Agamemnon’s distrust
of Achilles (1.131-4) only implies Agamemnon’s aggressive disposition while
negotiating Chryseis’s immediate replacement, then the comparison between the
deprivation of his yépag resulting from Apollo’s anger (cf. 1.43-7; 1.64; 1.75; 1.97-
100) and Agamemnon’s threat to remove Briseis (cf. 1.181-7) makes Agamemnon’s
anger indisputable.”®® Emotions are thus constitutive of Agamemnon’s authority,
shaping the decision-making within the assembly, while his fixation on his Ty and
status highlights his sensitivity regarding his role as the expedition’s leader.

However, this sensitivity is triggered or reinforced by Achilles’s sharp
criticism of Agamemnon’s failure to distribute esteem according to justice.136 Because
Agamemnon displays unjust behaviour, Achilles threatens to leave Troy (1.169-71),
thereby calling into question the underlying foundation of the expedition. Indeed, he
posits that the Achaeans will be unable to continue willingly obeying Agamemnon,
because Agamemnon fails to appreciate their support (1.150-60; cf. also 9.337-45)."*’
The issue of the Achaeans’ willing obedience to Agamemnon’s leadership, as
revealed through Achilles’s speech (cf. 1.150: ‘widg tig to1 TpoéPpwV Eneoty meibnTon

138

Ayoudv’), foregrounds another fundamental discrepancy of Agamemnon’s

3% On Agamemnon’s aggression towards Achilles, cf. also his imposing tone through the use of the
imperative at 1.173 (‘pedye’), his reference to his feelings of hatred at 1.176 (‘&x0iotog 8¢ poi oot
dotpepénv Bactinmv’: ‘to me, you are the most hated of all the kings, cherished by Zeus’s’), as well
as his attempt to degrade Achilles’s status by presenting him as a hawkish character whose exceptional
fighting abilities are only owing to his divine origin (1.177-8). While Agamemnon implicitly
recognises Achilles’s input in the burgeoning of his own T, he still disregards this input when
arguing that he has other fellows on his side to contribute towards his Ty (1.174-5). Cf. also the
narrator’s explicit reference to Agamemnon’s anger at 1.247 (Atpeidng 8’ £tépwbev éunvie: the son of
Atreus on the other side was still wroth). To Agamemnon’s disparaging reference to Achilles’s divine
parentage (1.178), contrast Nestor’s reference at 1.280, which associates Achilles’s divine status with
his legitimate claim to tiun.

3¢ Although Achilles contributes to enhancing Agamemnon’s wealth (1.171; 9.328-32) and Ty
(1.158-9), Agamemnon threatens to remove Achilles’s yépac (1.138; 1.161; 1.184). In fact, in
Achilles’s view, reciprocity and justice are already absent in the initial distribution of booty, because
there is no equivalence between achievements on the battlefield and the apportioning of booty (1.163-
8; 9.315-20). In this regard, see also Section 2.2.2 below. This complaint does not imply Achilles’s
challenge of communal norms, but underlines the extent of Agamemnon’s unfairness; cf. Gill (1996)
138-9. Contrast Balot (2001) 65, who agrees with Finley’s understanding of Twur| (against Finley, see
above) and presents Achilles as if he were ‘to exclude Agamemnon from the Greek ethical community
[and] represent his own dispute with Agamemnon as an issue of general concern among the troops’.
Agamemnon’s and Achilles’s conflict is intimately linked to Agamemnon’s decision to violate the
protocol of prize distribution, and, as such, it is an issue that matters to the community.

37 Contrast Wees (1992) 122. See Chapter 1, Section 1.2.

138 See Hammer (1997) 4 ff.; Taplin (1992) 56-7.
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leadership style: although he recognises the interrelation between command and

persuasion for his own part,™*®

Agamemnon fails to do the same when instead relying
on threats to coerce obedience from others (1.181-7 cited above; cf. also 1.137-9;
1.161). Moreover, Calchas’s request for Achilles’s willing support (1.77: zpdppawv)'*
before Agamemnon is another element that attests the importance of consent vis-a-vis
obedience.™ Thus, while underlining Agamemnon’s injustice, Achilles makes a
moral as well as a political argument: fairness demands that individuals treat others by
following the ‘golden rule’ (viz. by treating others the way they wish to be treated
themselves). Achilles’s criticism of Agamemnon’s failure to behave justly is bound
up with the latter’s failure to experience the expected emotions towards his @ilot. In
pointing out Agamemnon’s lack of aidmg (1.149: ‘dvardein dmewéve’; 1.158: ‘o péy’

142

avoudég’; cf. also 9.372),”° Achilles expresses dissatisfaction or frustration with his

failure to respect his status or to count his criticism as consequential.!*®
Agamemnon’s lack of aiddg is emphasised by his greed (cf. 1.149; 1.160-8; 1.230-1),
preventing him from recognising others’ rights. In this regard, the understanding of
aidmg as shame and respect shows that, in both distinct usages, individuals are
focused on their own status.*** However, the lack of aidd¢ does not mean that
individuals are not focused on themselves. Instead it implies that they are focused on
themselves too much. The idea of excessively concentrating on oneself connects
Agamemnon’s avoidein not only with greed but also with ¥Bpig: as with avoudein, so
with HBpi¢ individuals act or speak offensively. For, while aiming to feel pleasure by

145

appearing superior, they end up disregarding the status of others.”™ Agamemnon’s

139 Cf. Agamemnon’s rejection of Achilles’s proposal: 1.134: ‘kéheon 8¢ pe TvS’ Gmododvar’; ‘and you
command me to return her’; 1.132: ‘006¢ e meioelg’; ‘neither you will convince me”’.

140°1.76-7: ‘o0 8 chvOeo kai pot Spoccov/ f pév pot mpdgpwy Emectv kai yepoiv aphéew’; ‘promise
and swear before me that you will willingly defend me by words and deeds’.

Y Note that Achilles’s affirmative response to Calchas’s request (1.85-91) marks Achilles’s
commitment to defending the interests of the community, while possibly hinting at the antagonism
between Agamemnon and Achilles.

12 On the concept of aiddc in general, see Cairns (1993) passim. That Agamemnon and Achilles are
obliged to accord aiddg to each other, because they belong to the same group of ¢iloi, see Cairns
(1993) 92.

3 On the connection between aiddc and criticism, see Cairns (1993) 2-3. On the connection between
the garment metaphor and the conceptualisation of emotion, see Cairns (2016); particularly for the
utterance ‘avaidein Emewéve’ (1.149), see ibid. 36-8. Agamemnon’s lack of aiddg is also expressed in
the metonymy (or synecdoche) at 1.159 (‘kvvdmna’), as well as in Achilles’s reference at 1.225 (‘kvvog
Supat’ £xmv’). On the connection between kuvey and dvaidein, see Latacz (2002) 80; Pulleyn (2000)
169.

144 See Cairns (1993) 2-3.

> On Aristotle’s definition of HBp1c, see Rh. 1378b24-30. For a modern discussion of the concept, see
Fisher (1992), with Cairns (1996).
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disregard of Achilles’s tiun in order to indulge himself and impose power (cf. 1.173-
87) is classified by Achilles as Hppig at 1.203 (‘iva OPpwv 61 Ayouéuvovog’; ‘so that
you may see Agamemnon’s hybris’), which is corroborated by Athena at 1.214
(“BBprog eivexa Tiiode’; ‘owing to this hybris®).

Owing to Achilles’s indignation regarding Agamemnon’s transgression
(which is committed against his status), the former’s response towards the latter’s
slight is shaped by anger.**” Achilles’s emotional response is first expressed in bodily
terms through the narrator’s description of Achilles’s glaring look towards
Agamemnon (cf. 1.148).2*® After Agamemnon has gone as far as to completely
devalue Achilles’s stature within the community (1.173-87), Achilles suffers an
intense emotional state such that he even considers killing Agamemnon (cf. 1.188-94;
1.202-5).*° Achilles ultimately musters his composure, thereby refraining from
murdering Agamemnon.™* Still Agamemnon’s ©ppig does justify Achilles’s offensive
behaviour towards him: Athena explicitly exhorts Achilles to verbally attack

Agamemnon (1.211-14), and we see Achilles following Athena’s advice in nullifying

146 Athena’s attribution of ¥Ppic to Agamemnon’s act is objective. This can be explained through
Athena’s obedience to Hera’s request, the latter of whom is concerned about both Agamemnon and
Achilles: cf. 1.194-6; 1.208-9.

YT For the connection between Aristotle’s definition of anger, viz. anger as a response to an
unwarranted slight (Rh. 1378a31-3), Homeric anger, and the English concept of anger, see Cairns
(2003) 17-18. The prototypical case of yoioc in Homer, which also holds largely for Aristotle’s
prototypical case of 6pyn, overlaps significantly with the American English scenario of anger proposed
by Lakoff and Kovecses (1987), as well as with the prototypical scenario of anger in other languages
(see Kovecses 2000). For Homeric cases in which anger is not to be understood as the individual’s
reaction towards unwarranted slight, i.e., for Homeric cases which are less linked to the prototypical
scenario of Aristotle’s anger, cf. Achilles’s anger towards Hector after Patroclus’s death. On this
matter, see Chapter 5. For a discussion of Muellner’s (1996) and Walsh’s (2005) accounts on Homeric
anger, see Chapter 1, Section 1.2.

148'0n the utterance vVrodpa i3V as an indication of the individual’s anger, see Holoka (1983); Cairns
(2003) 42-4. For a discussion about ‘sharp glances’ in Homer, see Lonsdale (1989). For other non-
verbal expressions of anger, see, e.g., Cairns (2003) 40-9; Cairns (2001c), which particularly focuses
on the connection between anger and the use of veils or other similar garments. For a broad discussion
of the role of eyes as an essential part of social interaction in ancient Greek culture, see Cairns (2005).
149 Note that the deliberative process by which Achilles attempts to manage his distress and anger is
expressed both in physical and psychic terms; cf. the use of the terms fjrop (1.188) and otdcocowv
(1.189) as well as the expression kata epéva kai katda Oopdv (1.193). For a discussion of this passage
and relevant bibliographical references regarding the ‘psychic organs’, see Chapter 1, Section 1.1. On
the term &yoc, which is used at 1.188 and denotes the mental distress that among other emotions is also
linked to anger, see E.M. Voigt in LfgrE s.v. éyog i.1774-8; contrast Nagy (1979) 69-83, who considers
(’i)(gog as grief.

% On the question as to whether Achilles would have made the same decision without Athena’s
intervention, see, for example, Schmitt (1990) 76-81. For a criticism of Schmitt’s (1990) account, see
Cairns (2001b) 16-17.
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151

Agamemnon’s abilities in battle (1.225-8; similarly at 9.332),”" thereby displaying

behaviour that constitutes yet another expression of Achilles’s anger (1.223-4):

IInAeidng & é&adtig dtaptnpois Eméecotv

Atpeidnyv mpocéeine, kol ob o Afjye xOA010.

And the son of Peleus anew with contumelious words spoke to the son of Atreus, and
did not yet cease his anger.

Although Agamemnon is well aware that the removal of another fellow’s yépag would
incur that fellow’s anger, he still feigns indifference towards anyone’s angry reaction

to his norms’ violation (cf. 1.137-9).*2

While underlining Agamemnon’s poor leadership style, Achilles’s anger is
politically important from another perspective. It gradually leads to his isolation from
the community, thereby influencing the decision-making process within the assembly.
Achilles tries to defend the Achaeans’ rights against Agamemnon’s fundamental
violation, as discussed above. The Achaeans, however, do not exactly stand up in
support of his criticism against Agamemnon. Owing to their lack of endorsement,
Achilles separates himself from the community. He does this not only by voicing his
condemnation of Agamemnon’s leadership style but by blaming the Achaeans for
enabling Agamemnon’s odious and illegitimate behaviour through tolerating it
(1.230-2; 1.299). Agamemnon, being a king who removes the presents from any
dissenter (1.230), thereby devouring the common stock (1.231: ‘dnuoPdpoc

153

Baocireng’), ™ remains a king because the Achaeans are of no account (1.231:

I In so doing, on the one hand, he implicitly underscores the importance of his own claim to T,
while, on the other hand, he diminishes Agamemnon’s status. Note that Agamemnon’s dpioteia in
Iliad 11 seems to contradict Achilles’s words at 1.225-8, claiming Agamemnon’s inability in fighting.
Cf. van Wees (1992) 79: ‘Another remarkable characteristic of princes is that they are all excellent
warriors.” Taplin (1990) 72 argues that Agamemnon’s dpioteior should not be considered as such,
because it barely covers 100 lines.

152 <& 8¢ ke pn Shwow, £yo 8¢ kev avtdc Elopal §j Tedv fj Alavtoc ibv yépag, i Odvoiiod/ Em bV
0 0¢ Kkev keyoldoetar v kev Ikwuar’: “if they will not give one to me, | myself shall take yours [i.e.,
Achilles] or Ajax’s or Odysseus’s prize, going and taking it myself; and he whom | come to will grow
angry’. Note that the change of mood at 1.137 (ei 8¢ ke pn dovwot) and 1.135 (ei pév dwcovet) is
another element of Agamemnon’s awareness of the unlikeliness of anyone’s willing concession of
vépag; cf. Latacz (2002) 74: ‘Der Moduswechsel (gi + Ind. Fut.: neutrale Fallsetzung; i ... ke + Konj.:
Ausdruck einer bestimmten Erwartung) macht deutlich, dal der Sprecher die zweite Moglichkeit fiir
die wahrscheinlichere halt’.

153 The utterance dnpoPopoc Pacirede is a Hesiodic one (cf. WD 260-4 — see Allan and Cairns (2011)
116 with n. 10), constituting another accusation of Achilles for Agamemnon’s greediness (see above),
and thereby another reference to his fundamental injustice. Thus, when considering all accusations of
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‘ovtdavoicor’). For, if the Achaeans were not of no account, then Agamemnon’s
offence against Achilles would have been the last one (1.232). Thus, while at the
beginning of Iliad 1 Achilles summons the assembly, thereby backstopping the
interests of all community members, he ends up taking an oath predicting the
Achaeans’ disaster, as well as Agamemnon’s failure in his duty to protect his people
by failing to honour Achilles, the Achaeans’ best fighter (1.239-44). In fact, the oath
expresses Achilles’s own desire for the Achaeans’ defeat resulting from
Agamemnon’s insult and its toleration by the Achaeans. This desire is underlined not
only by his emphatic reference to the oxifjntpov (1.234-9)** but also through his
appeal to his mother later on (cf. 1.408-12; see below).

In short: Agamemnon makes a normative claim within the assembly. Owing to
his leadership, he should not be alone in remaining without yépag. This is the reason
why he becomes angry when this claim has to be relinquished for the time being.
However, Agamemnon’s claim is illegitimate in violating the protocol regarding the
distribution of prizes. This illegitimacy rightly incurs Achilles’s anger. For the
violation of the prizes’ distribution entails a violation of the communal norms, thereby
the dishonouring of others. The disagreement that arises between the two leaders
evolves into a conflict pertaining to their different qualities of tun, viz. rank and
prowess. If, in this dispute, these qualities are presented as antagonistic, then Nestor’s
intervention (as we shall now see) makes it clear that tiuf does not consist solely in
either rank or ability in fighting. Instead it counts as a value encompassing

multifarious claims.*®®

Nestor’s exhortation is explicit. On the one hand, Agamemnon should not
deprive Achilles of Briseis. Instead he should respect the Achaeans’ distribution of
the prizes (1.275-6). On the other hand, Achilles should not quarrel with the king, viz.

Agamemnon (1.277-8), for Agamemnon’s rank is under the protection of Zeus

Achilles about Agamemnon’s greed, Achilles’s reference to the norms at 1.126 (‘Aoovg &’ ovk €néoike
maAiloya tadt’ émayeipewv’; ‘it is inappropriate for the people to collect again those things that are
already allotted”) does not merely pertain to ‘the action but the motivation of the king’; cf. also
Thersites’s words at 2.226-33: see Hammer (2002) 129-30.

154 The oath’s unavoidability in relation to the oxfjmtpov is explicit: just as the staff will never blossom
again, so too Achilles’s oath will assuredly come true.

> That is, Ty is not to be viewed as a zero-sum game. See van Wees (1992), with Cairns (2001a),
both discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.2. Cf. also Scodel (2008) 6-12. For cases in which T is indeed
zero-sum, see, for example, Scodel (2008) 16-21.

59



(1.279).156 Nestor’s claim that Agamemnon has more T, because he is a king
(1.278), thanks to which rank (cf. ‘péptepog’ at 1.181) is considered more important,
does not imply that prowess (cf. ‘koptepdc’ at 1.280) is unimportant (cf. 1.283-4).
Following Nestor’s argument, the resolution of the conflict requires Agamemnon’s
and Achilles’s mutual respect for one another’s claims to Tyuy. To this end, Nestor
exhorts Agamemnon to end his fury and leave his bitterness towards Achilles behind
(1.282-3). Thus the display of proper emotional behaviour serves political purposes.
To this end, Nestor attempts to foster a conciliatory atmosphere before he begins his
actual exhortation. He does this by stressing the commonalities between Agamemnon
and Achilles. Indeed, he distinguishes them from the rest of the Achaeans by pointing
out their excellence in council and battle (1.258: ‘ol mepi p&v fovinv Aavadv, tepi 6’
goteé udyeobar’), reminding them of their shared responsibility for the conflict’s
consequences, as expressed through the emotional contrast between the Trojans’ joy
and the Achaeans’ grief (1.254-8)."" From this perspective, Nestor’s awareness of the
impact of the leaders’ emotions on the political setting, viz. the decision-making and
its consequences (including the people’s suffering and distress), suggests that his

emotional intelligence directly shapes his interventions within the assembly.

By following Nestor’s advice, Agamemnon and Achilles respect not only one
another’s status but also Nestor’s. The propriety of Nestor’s argument is grounded in
the claims of his status (yet another indication of the inclusivity of tiun), as already
stressed in the narrator’s introduction to his speech, viz. Nestor’s age and ability in
council (1.248-9; 1.252; 1.250; cf. also line 1.259 in Nestor’s speech). In fact, the
requirement that his advice be followed is reinforced through the comparison between
Agamemnon’s and Achilles’s status, on the one hand, and the Lapiths’ status, on the
other. Since men better than Agamemnon and Achilles have always heeded Nestor’s

advice, then Agamemnon and Achilles should follow it, too (1.260-1; cf. also 1.273-

156 On the claim that Agamemnon’s superiority is Zeus-derived, cf. also 2.196-7; 2.204-6; 9.97-9, as
well as the narration of Agamemnon’s staff at 2.100-6. Note, however, that this superiority is not to be
understood in absolute terms. Like everyone else, Agamemnon has to abide by communal norms. Also
note Achilles’s point about the Achaeans’ willing obedience to Agamemnon, discussed above.

57 Nestor’s remark may then imply that both Agamemnon and Achilles should feel pity towards the
Achaeans’ imminent grief, resulting from their conflict, and should therefore opt to refrain from the
continuation of the quarrel. In this regard, note that, in the Iliad, to feel pity for your comrades is not
considered to be a spontaneous emotion that the individual may or may not experience based on the
individual’s subjective perspective. Feeling pity rather constitutes the individual’s moral obligation
towards the community (see Section 2.2.2).
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4).*® Thus, by leveraging the claims of his status, Nestor underlines the necessity that
both leaders be persuaded by his exhortation (1.259; twice at 1.274). This, however,

does not produce the intended results.

In spite of recognising the legitimacy of Nestor’s words, Agamemnon
continues to perceive Achilles’s stance in antagonistic terms, emphasising Achilles’s

strong desire to dominate (1.286-9):

“vai on tadtd ye mhvta, YEPOoV, Kath poipav EETEC.
AL 66 avnp €0€let mepi mavTwv Eupevol GAL®V,
navtov pev kpatéev €0€AeL, Tdvtecot 8’ AvAcoELy,

mact 6¢ onuaivew, @ tv’ ov meicesOon 6iw.’

‘Yes, old man, all this you said is in accordance with fate. Yet this man over here
wants to be superior from everyone else, and wants to rule over everybody and to

everybody wants to give orders, which nobody will obey, I think.’

From this perspective, Achilles is presented as if arrogating Agamemnon’s leadership.
In so doing, Agamemnon projects his own insatiable desire for dominance over
Achilles (cf. Agamemnon’s words at 1.186-7)."° At the same time, he implicitly
requests that the Achaeans refrain from supporting Achilles when claiming that
nobody is to follow him (1.289; cf. also Agamemnon’s strategy of intimidation
mentioned above). Thus, rather than securing communal wellbeing and respecting
others’ rights, Agamemnon promotes division, thereby failing to perform his role as a

161

leader.®® As a result, Achilles emphatically’® rejects his submission to

Agamemnon’s authority, thereby separating himself from the rest of the community

158 Note that the mythological exemplum of Hippodamia’s wedding underlines Nestor’s status from a
different perspective, too. It stresses Nestor’s former fighting abilities in battle (1.271).

159 Note that, when highlighting the norm of the prize distribution in order to flag up Agamemnon’s
illegitimate claim (viz. the immediate replacing of Briseis), Achilles does so on behalf of the
community (cf. 1.123; 1.126; 1.128). Agamemnon apparently focuses only on the fact he has to
concede his yépag (1.127) without immediate replacement.

1%0 Regarding the necessity of a leader to secure the wellbeing of their community, cf. Philodemos’s
book On the good king according to Homer. Here the two heroes who are considered as exemplars of
good leadership are Odysseus and Nestor, for they are always willing to conciliate without getting
angry too readily. Cf. also van Wees’s and Fisher’s (2015) 17-18 account, who argue for the elite’s
duty to protect the community. For secondary literature on Philodemos, see Cairns (2015a) 64 n. 16.
On Odysseus’s example as a good leader, see Section 2.3.3 below; cf. also Cairns (2015a) 53-60.

181 Note the repetition of similar meaning (1.293: ‘38e\6¢’; ‘ovtdavoc’; 1.294: ‘coi miv Epyov’; Bttt
kev €imng’; 1.295: ‘€mtéddeo’; 1.296: ‘ofuarve’; 1.294: “OmneiCopon’; 1.296: ‘neicechar’).
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(cf. 1.293-6).%% In sharp contrast with Agamemnon’s argument (cf. 1.290-1),'%

Achilles is given the gods’ permission to speak offensively precisely because
Agamemnon displayed hubristic behaviour (cf. 1.211 and 1.214). The end of the
assembly finds Achilles throwing the sceptre against the ground (1.245), a gesture that
communicates his anger while also underscoring his separation from the Achaecans’
community and his firm belief about the failure of Agamemnon’s leadership, who
exploits norms as his own privilege.®* There is no doubt that Achilles is right to be
indignant about Agamemnon’s gross violation of protocols and express his anger,
which is grounded in communal norms. However, his desire for the Achaeans to be
destroyed invoking Zeus’s support (cf. 1.408-12) inches towards an illegitimate
stance, for, in this case, Achilles’s anger goes beyond the limits set by the community
insofar as the Achaeans’ death nullifies the community’s existence. Thus, in lliad 9,
Achilles’s rejection of the ambassadors’ message (which calls for Achilles to embody
communal standards) is a fundamental mistake (see Section 2.2), which Achilles will
come to realise only after being informed about Patroclus’s death in Iliad 18 (see
Section 2.3).

Let us summarise Section 2.1. Agamemnon’s and Achilles’s respectively
uncompromising stances within the assembly show that honour dynamics may lead to
conflict, thereby preventing leaders from making effective decisions on behalf of the
community. Honour dynamics are then underpinned by anger, which, while shaping
normative claims, are not always linked to legitimate claims: when anger surpasses
the conditions that cause it, it becomes pathological (cf. Agamemnon’s stance towards
Chryses, Calchas, and Achilles; Achilles’s stance by the end of the assembly — see
more details in Sections 2.2 and 2.3). This pathology typically results in the
individual’s isolation from the community, and with disastrous consequences. The
fact that iy, may be comparative does not entail that it is competitive. Nestor’s

intervention makes it clear that tiun is an inclusive concept, showing that honour

192 1n these lines (1.293-6), Achilles makes it clear that, in contrast to the rest of the Achaeans, he is
neither cowardly nor worthless, for he does not obey Agamemnon’s commands blindly.

163 <6i 8¢ v aiyuntiy E0ecav Oeoi aitv £0vteg,/ Tobverd oi TpoBLovaoty dveidea pobioachar;’: “if the
undying gods have made him a spearmen, do they therefore assign him to speak disgracefully?’

164 Contrast Mondi (1980) 211, who argues that by throwing the staff against the ground, Achilles
‘affirms’ the authority it carries. For a criticism of Mondi’s (1980) approach, see Hammer (2002) 118-
19; see also ibid.120-1 for further discussion on the oxfntpov and bibliographical references, and ibid.
132 for his interpretation of Achilles’s gesture: when throwing the sceptre against the ground, Achilles
‘shows the untenability of themis as a prerogative of the king’.
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dynamics do not just cause conflict but are intimately bound up with notions of
respect and reconciliation. Nevertheless, when leaders are excessively focused on
their own priorities and emotions, without considering the emotions and interests of
others, they fail to consider sagacious advice that is based on communal norms, which
would also allow them to save face insofar as these norms serve as grounds for
justifying their retreat from an earlier position. By disregarding Nestor’s thoughtful
intervention, Agamemnon will have to deal with the consequences of his failed
leadership after Achilles’s withdrawal from the battlefield, and Achilles will have to
face the loss of his best friend after falling short of the expectations set by communal
norms (see Sections 2.2 and 2.3).

2.2 The Achaeans’ first attempt to resolve the conflict

After nine years of success, and following Achilles’s withdrawal from the battlefield
as a result of decision-making in the assembly of Iliad 1, the Achaeans begin
suffering defeats. The Achaeans’ failed battle in Iliad 8 causes them to negotiate the
reconciliation between Agamemnon and Achilles in Iliad 9. However, the political
mechanisms, which are employed to this end, fail to achieve this reconciliation for
emotional reasons. In Section 2.2, | argue that, as in the assembly of Iliad 1, so too in
the assembly, the council (see Section 2.2.1), and the embassy (see Section 2.2.2) of
lliad 9, the individuals’ emotions may respond rationally to external events,
evaluating real states of affairs. Still they become damaging in part because, rather
than taking communal norms and social values seriously, individuals are instead
excessively focused on their Ty, thereby enabling their emotions to persist for too

long.

2.2.1 The assembly and council in lliad 9: balance between individuals’
emotions and political decision-making?

First, I show how the Achaeans’ defeat on battle is linked to the narrator’s emphasis
on the Achaeans’ emotions at the beginning of lliad 9, and how this development
urges Agamemnon to call the assembly. Then, | focus on the impact of emotions on
the political debate within the assembly and council of Iliad 9, culminating in the

Achaeans’ decision to send an embassy to Achilles.
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At the beginning of lliad 9, the Achaeans have retreated, having being
defeated by the Trojans on the battlefield. The magnitude of the Achaeans’ defeat is
illustrated through the intensity of their emotional state while retreating, the intensity
of which is expressed through the use of literal emotional language (9.3: névosi; 9.9:
dyet; 9.13: tetnodrteg; 9.14: dakpv; 9.16 Papv otevaywv), as well as through the use of
different kinds of figures of thought, which conceptualise the Achaeans fear and/or
distress, viz. metaphors,*®® two similes (9.4-8; 9.14-15),'°® and two instances of
metonymy (9.2: ¢0la; (pc')Bov).167 The full extent of the Achaeans’ agitation becomes
clear through its contrast with the Trojans’ emotional state at the end of Iliad 8, as
illustrated by the simile at 8.555-61."°® However, the similes are only fully understood
through the concept of conceptual metaphor.’®® For, on the one hand, there is a
connection between windless weather, and the explicit happiness of the shepherds and
the implicit satisfaction of the Trojans, which arises from the context (viz. the
Trojans’ success on the battlefield in Iliad 8), and on the other hand, there is a
connection between the windstorm in Iliad 9, and the Achaeans’ unambiguous grief
and the state of their Bvpog. That is, the different environmental implications caused
by the wind are to be linked to different emotional experiences. Note also that what

links the concepts of metaphor, simile, and metonymy to literal emotional language

185 Cf. 9.2: goPov kpvodevrog (icy panic flight), 9.3: mévoei & atMito Peforfato (be stricken by
unbearable grief); 9.8: &8aileto Buudc (thymos torn apart); 9.9: éyet ueydio PePornuévog (struck by
strong grief); 9.14: &g te kpnvn peldvodpog (like a spring with black water); 9.15: dvopepov Hdwp
(dark water).

1669 4-8: the narrator compares the winds’ intense activity, causing the rising of dark waves, and the
accumulation of seaweed along the seacoast, with the Achaeans’ serious disturbance of their 6vpog;
9.14-15: the narrator compares the lachrymal Agamemnon with a dark-running water spring. Note that
the adjective aiyihuy (destitute of goats) metaphorically means ‘steep’, ‘sheer’: cf. 9.15: xat’ aiyilumog
nétpng. Water flowing down from a steep rock might in turn imply a large amount of water, i.e., it
attests Agamemnon’s great distress. For a comparison between the similes at 9.14-15 and 16.3-4, see
Tsagalis (2012) 324-5.

1" In contrast to the meaning of @6pog in classical Greek, in Homer, the usual sense of @opog is not
‘fear’ but ‘running away’; cf. LSJ s.v. 96Boc. Thus @opoc, in Homer, is not what you feel when you run
away; it is rather what you do when you are afraid. The depiction of @0la (headlong flight) as a
comrade of @dpog (cf. 9.2: vla @oPov kpvoevtog £taipn) might prelude the starting point of the
alteration in the meaning of ofoc, which follows in the next centuries. This suggests that ¢6pog only
gradually becomes known as the emotion itself. In other words, the starting point of an emotional
concept might be something visible, physical, and concrete, but then the same word may be used to
describe something more abstract. This idea explains the fact that some examples of the category of
emotion are physical, while others are not at all. Cf. the discussion in Chapter 1, Section 1.1. See also
Cairns’s (2015c) 5 study on ¢pikn: ‘The importance of emotional symptoms in the construction of
emotional concepts underlines the fundamental importance of physical embodiment in the concept of
emotion itself’.

1% On the role of the simile at the end of Iliad 8 in connection with the Trojans’ emotional state after
their assembly, see Chapter 3, Section 3.1.

189 On conceptual metaphor’, see Lakoff and Johnson (1980) 3: Our ordinary conceptual system, in
terms of which we think and act, is fundamentally metaphorical in nature.’
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are the associations with their physical aspects: the Achaeans run away (9.2: &ye ¢0(a,
@oPov Kkpvoevtog), struck by unbearable grief (9.3: wévOei & dtAnte PePoinaro);
Agamemnon, struck by distress (9.9: ¢yt peydro PeBoinuévog), sheds tears (9.14
daxpv yéwv). The physical aspect of emotion, used here to emphasise a painful
emotional process, is further depicted through the individuals’ experiences, as
expressed through the narrator’s references to their ‘psychic organs’,'”® namely, the
division or tearing apart of the Achaeans’ Ovuodg (9.8), as well as Agamemnon’s
stricken fitop (9.9). The physicality of the parties’ emotions is mirrored in the
symbolism of the physical environment, so that what is ‘inside’ mirrors the external
world (especially in the way that the disturbance of the Bvpog mirrors the storm).
Viewed in this light, the beginning of Iliad 9 underlines the Achaeans’ distress and
fear, thereby emphasising the severity of their defeat on battle, a turn of events forcing
Agamemnon to call the assembly (9.10-12).

The interrelation between the Achaeans’ emotional state and the alarming
developments on the battlefield not only cause the summoning of the assembly in
Iliad 9, but also shapes the content of Agamemnon’s proposal therein, viz. the
Achaeans’ abandonment of the expedition against Troy (9.26-8). In Agamemnon’s
view in Iliad 9, the Achaeans’ defeat in lliad 8 (9.22) results from his &' in lliad
2. While in lliad 2, Agamemnon was trying to deceive the Greeks (cf. 2.72-5; 2.110-
14; note also the verbatim repetition at 2.111-18 and 9.18-25),"% in Iliad 9 he realises
that he has been deceived himself (9.18: ‘Zebvg pe péya Kpovidng dtm évédnoe
Bapein’).>”™ In fact, the starting point of Agamemnon’s deception can be traced to
lliad 1 (viz. Agamemnon’s Yfpig and norm-violating behaviour in dishonouring
Achilles), which Agamemnon has already acknowledged in the assembly of lliad 2.
Indeed, in recognising the importance of Achilles’s battlefield prowess (cf. 2.370-80),
Agamemnon considers himself the initiator of the quarrel (cf. 2.378: ¢y & fpyov

yoremaivov’), ultimately admitting his misconduct in the sense of & (cf. 9.115-16),

0 On the ‘psychic organs’, see the discussion in Chapter 1, Section 1.1, including bibliographical
references.

L For the concept of &m in Homer, see Cairns (2012), including both non-recent and recent
bibliography.

12 Hammer (2002) 87 argues that Agamemnon challenging of the troops in lliad 2 is linked to his
attempt to test the Achaeans’ support after Achilles questioned the expedition in lliad 1. Cf. Cook
(2003). See also Kelly’s (2014) illuminating analysis of the episode, combining accurate reading of the
Homeric evidence and a useful employment of the comparative study.

13 On a comparison of Agamemnon’s speeches in lliad 2 and Iliad 9, see Lohmann (1970) 216-18.
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following Nestor’s criticism in the council of Iliad 9 (see below).!” From this
perspective, Agamemnon’s @&tn is politically important, for it encompasses the
starting point of Agamemnon’s delusion, as well as the end of his thought process,
i.e., the result of his mistake: the Achaeans’ defeat. Thus the consequences of the
leader’s @tn enormously impact upon community wellbeing. At the same time,
Agamemnon’s @t is important from an emotional point of view, which affects the
political perspective. It may imply Agamemnon’s regret (cf. 9.18-19; 9.22)'" for his
failure to properly evaluate a situation in advance and in detail (cf. 1.343; and
Agamemnon’s stance towards Chryses (Section 2.1)), which is bound up with
Agamemnon’s excessive confidence in defeating the Trojans absent Achilles’s
participation in battle. Agamemnon’s excessive confidence is, in turn, linked to
Agamemnon’s obsessive preoccupation with his honour, along with his conviction of
sharing the same agenda with the gods (cf. 2.35-8; 2.110-41). For, rather than
honouring Agamemnon, as Agamemnon believes (cf. 1.173-5), Zeus aims to honour
Thetis, thereby honouring Achilles (e.g., 1.525-8; 2.3-4; 13.347-50; 15.74-7).}7
Viewed in this light, Agamemnon’s ¢t shapes his emotions, while also explaining
his poor leadership and judgement.

Just as Agamemnon’s emotional state influences his suggestion that the
Achaeans abandon Troy, emotions likewise shape Diomedes’s response to
Agamemnon. Diomedes aggressively rejects Agamemnon’s current proposal (9.32-
49; especially 9.32: poynoouar; 9.39-42; 9.48-9), and unlike his silent stance in Iliad
4, he now criticises Agamemnon’s transgression (cf. 9.34-6).*"" That is to say, like his

emotional tact in Iliad 4,"® so Diomedes’s performance in Iliad 9 is consistent with

174 Cf. Wyatt (1982) 250-1.

175 Cf. above for the use of metaphor and physicality in connection with the Achaeans’ emotional
tension. The formulation Gty évédnoe (9.18) likewise exploits both concepts: @t cannot bind
Agamemnon in a literal sense, while the idea of the literal binding requires the involvement of a
physical object in the process.

178 For the connection between Agamemnon’s and Hector’s excessive confidence in association with
their failure to understand Zeus’s plan to honour Thetis, see Chapter 3, Section 3.2.

7 On this ‘Fernbeziehung’, see also Reichel (1994) 219. In addition to the contrast between Iliad 4
and lliad 9 regarding Diomedes’s behaviour, Diomedes’s silence in lliad 4 contrasts with Achilles’s
behaviour in lliad 9: whereas Diomedes is able to control his anger, Achilles insists on his anger,
thereby rejecting the embassy; cf. Griffin (1980) 74; Cairns (2001a) 210-11.

8 A disagreement on the battlefield could imply insubordination, thereby causing practical and
political problems. Contrast Hammer (2002) 133, who views Diomedes’s different behaviour as ‘a
change in Diomedes’s own understanding of a political space’.
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the normative behaviour established by the community: individuals within the

assembly are entitled to disagree with those who behave thoughtlessly (9.32-3).}"

The contrast between Diomedes’s behaviour in Iliad 4 and Iliad 9 shows that
silence™ does constitute a meaningful and expressive form of response.’® Indeed,
the assembly’s silence following Agamemnon’s proposal (9.29-30), when compared
to the Achaeans’ approbation after Diomedes’s statement (9.50-1), likewise has a
political function, communicating the Achaeans’ discreet disapproval of

Agamemnon’s statement.'®?

Both through silence and approbation, the assembly’s
response is shaped by the Achaeans’ emotions, viz. through the Achaeans’ distress in
the first case (cf. 9.30: tetndtec) and their delight in the second (cf. 9.51:

(yOoGAUEVOL).

Similarly to Iliad 1 (see above Section 2.1), in lliad 9 there is division and
disagreement between Agamemnon and the Achaeans, and between Agamemnon and
another individual. However, unlike Iliad 1, the disagreement in lliad 9 does not bear
consequences detrimental to the community. Still, as in Iliad 1, so too in Iliad 9 the
assembly has to be abandoned. This is because Agamemnon’s emotional state does
not enable him to suggest an effective plan of action: Agamemnon may realise Zeus’s
deception in lliad 2 (cf. 2.1-14); however, the people’s discontent with his suggestion
(viz. that the Achaeans return to Greece) flouts the basic rule of politics (viz. that
leadership secures communal welfare).'®® Nevertheless, unlike lliad 1, in the
assembly of Iliad 9 Agamemnon complies with Nestor’s suggestion and summons a
council after offering a meal. This decision prevents the worsening of communal
division, thereby protecting Agamemnon from losing face by being excessively

criticised within the public space of the assembly (which is reminiscent of Odysseus’s

% By saying ‘you though do not get angry about it’ (9.33: ob 8¢ un T yorwofic), Diomedes makes
implicitly a political comment on Agamemnon’s emotions in the assembly context of Iliad 1. Note also
that unlike his stance in lliad 1, in Illiad 9 Agamemnon does not grow angry following someone’s
objection to his statement; see below. Schofield (1986) 29-30 argues how essential it is for Homer to
present Diomedes as an effective speaker. Contrast Elmer (2013) 118 and 124, who considers
Diomedes’s speech at 9.32-49 deficient in contrast with his speech at the end of Iliad 9 (9.697-709).
For a different interpretation, see Martin (1989) 23-6, especially 24.

180 Cf. Minchin (2008) 18 with n. 7: communication can take place in the absence of talk. See also ibid.
26 for 1. 9.223, where Ajax motions to Phoenix, with Odysseus noticing the gesture.

181 On Diomedes’s speech as an act of prowess, see Schofield (1986) 14-15.

182 For a similar case, cf. 7.398 and 7.403, where the Achaeans remain silent following the Trojan
heralds’ announcement, as well as following Diomedes’s sharp response. For an analysis of the
similarities between lliad 7 and lliad 9, see Elmer (2013) 114-25.

183 See Section 2.1 above.
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stance in lliad 2 (2.244-64; 2.284-335) in defending Agamemnon after Thersites’s
offence (2.221-42))."* From this perspective, damaging implications affecting the
community owing to Agamemnon’s stance are prevented thanks to other individuals’
thoughtful intervention in the decision-making process, along with Agamemnon’s

acquiescence to said intervention.

Without disregarding Diomedes’s status (9.53-6), or not approving his
pertinent involvement (9.58-9), as well as by leveraging the claims of his own status,
namely, his age and efficiency in council (9.60-2),'® Nestor reinstates Agamemnon to
his stature following Diomedes’s judgemental intervention.’® His attempt is
successful, for Nestor has more authority over Diomedes than he has over the
Achaeans. In reinstating Agamemnon to his position, Nestor creates the grounds for
him to manage his emotions. He does this by offering Agamemnon the space and time
to cope with his acute distress, while also enabling him to put into practice
Diomedes’s reminder of communal norms (viz. that disagreement within an assembly
should not lead someone to anger (9.32-3)). In the latter connection, it should be
noted that, owing to Agamemnon’s demoralisation resulting from the Achaeans’
defeat, the possibility that he becomes angry after Diomedes’s intervention lessens.
That said, while protecting Agamemnon from harsh criticism within the assembly,
Nestor becomes very critical within the council.®®” He underlines Agamemnon’s
responsibilities as a leader (viz. that he ought to make effective proposals, listen to
others’ view, and follow their suggestions should these suggestions be more salient
than his own (9.99-102)), pointing out the essential reason for the Achaeans’ defeat
(viz. Agamemnon’s failure to honour Achilles (9.106-111) by disregarding sage

advice (9.105: ‘olov &y voém fuév méhat 1S’ &1t kod viv’; 9.108-9)). Following this

184 Nicolai (1993) 334 observes that the assembly is summoned for the arrangement or settlement of
public issues, whereas the council is preferred for more delicate matters (cf. the decision of the army’s
challenge in lliad 2; Nestor’s criticism of Agamemnon, along with his exhortation for Agamemnon’s
compensation to Achilles in Iliad 9).

185 On Nestor’s status and, in particular, on the different nuances of the phrase ‘drap od téhog fkeo
wobwv’ (cf. 9.56), see Christensen (2009); cf. also Frame (2009) 195. Line 9.56 underlines Nestor’s
ability in council, for unlike Diomedes, Nestor will complete his speech; cf. EImer (2013) 118. On
Nestor’s rhetoric in this speech, see also Martin (1989) 24-5; 60-1. On Nestor’s strategy to stress the
claims of his status before his actual exhortation and demand for obedience, see above Section 2.1.

186 Cf. the use of explicit honorific language at 9.69 (‘Atpeidn, od pév Gpye ov yip PachedTaTog
éool’) and 9.73 (‘moléecot &° dvaooelg’), as well as the hint at Agamemnon’s claim to Ty, namely,
his wealth at 9.71-2 (‘mkeiai Tot oivov Khoion’) and at 9.73 (‘ndcd to1 £68° Ymode€in’). On wealth as a
criterion of status, see, for example, van Wees (1992) 72-5; 103-5. Note furthermore that by
highlighting Agamemnon’s status, Nestor justifies his own proposal to Agamemnon to offer a meal and
summon a council.

187 On the theme of ‘praise and control’ in Nestor’s speech, see Martin (1989) 60-1.
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point, while the public space of the assembly is not opportune for harsh criticism, the
council’s private context enables issues of authority and justice vis-a-vis leadership to
be addressed. That is, the disparate institutional setting entails a difference in terms of
the behavioural rules. Nevertheless, when suggesting Achilles’s compensation, Nestor
uses the inclusive first-person plural (cf. 9.112: ‘ppalduecd’, d¢ kév pv dpeoodpevot
nenifoyuev’), thanks to which he avoids causing Agamemnon to feel alienated by the

community, thereby getting angry in an attempt to defend his status.*®®

In a similar vein, Nestor is concerned with Achilles’s emotions. Following
Nestor’s suggestion, the Achaeans’ compensation should consist in ‘splendid gifts’
(9.113: ‘ddpotoiv T’ ayovoict’) and ‘sweet words’ (9.113: ‘€mecoi e petlyiowot’),

which seek to appease Achilles (9.112: ‘apeccdauevor’).'®

Although Agamemnon is
willing to deploy the social mechanism of compensation in order to assuage
Achilles’s anger (9.120-1), even admitting responsibility for his fundamental mistake
in Iliad 1 (9.115-16; 9.119)," in contrast to Nestor’s suggestion, Agamemnon does
not manage to find the right language to make his offer.*** For he limits the ‘sweet
words’ to three lines (as seen in his oath that he did not sleep with Briseis; 9.132-4),
thereby failing to find balance in what he offers. By offering too much, he creates an

obligation that Achilles will never be able to repay.'*® If the element of hyperbole,

88 |n this regard, note also Nestor’s reference (which includes Nestor’s honorific address to
Agamemnon and the association between Agamemnon’s kingship and Zeus’s support, who granted
Agamemnon with the oxfinrtpov and 6éuoteg) to Agamemnon’s status (9.96-9) before directing
criticism. That Nestor pays attention to Agamemnon’s emotional state even when he criticises him does
not constitute discrimination on Agamemnon’s part at the expense of the community. Instead it
safeguards communal interests by preventing the situation from spiralling out of control, as in Iliad 1.
189 Note that, in the context of Eevia and gift exchange, gifts are also accompanied by ‘sweet words’;
e.g., Od. 15.53. See van Wees (2002) 352. Similarly, gift-receivers are supposed to show some sort of
thankfulness as well: they are told to delight (Od. 1.311; Od. 8.394-5; 15.128); are delighted (Od.
15.130); express good wishes (Od. 6.180-2; Od. 13.45-6; Od. 13.59-62; Od. 14.53-4; Od. 14.440-1);
commit themselves to reciprocate (Od. 1.318; Od. 24.284-6). See ibid. 352-3. Cf. Odysseus’s
exhortation to Achilles at 19.178-9. See Section 2.3.3 below.

199 On the scholarship debate about whether Agamemnon accepts or denies responsibility, see Section
2.3.2 below, combined with the discussion about Agamemnon’s &t above.

1 Wilson (2002) 81 is right in noting that, when advising the ambassadors, Nestor seeks to secure the
use of appropriate language towards Achilles despite Agamemnon’s stance. However, in contrast to
Wilson’s (2002) 81 claim, Nestor and the embassy find Agamemnon’s offer satisfactory from at least a
few perspectives. Cf. Nestor’s remark at 9.164 (‘d®pa puév ovkér’ dvoota d1doig Aydf’; ‘you would
give Achilles gifts not at all negligible’); Odysseus’s comment at 9.261 (‘G&w ddpa didwot’: ‘he gives
you worthy gifts’); Phoenix’s words at 9.515-18 (explaining that he would not ask Achilles to abandon
his anger were Agamemnon not offering him gifts); and Ajax’s point at 9.638-9 (highlighting that
Agamemnon does not give back to Achilles only Briseis). See Allan and Cairns (2011) 122. On the
ambassadors’ arguments, see Section 2.2.2 below.

192 On the importance of the way material goods are offered in a society in which they help to represent
the individual’s Tyn, cf. van Wees (1992) 228-37; Hainsworth (1993) 143 on 9.367-9; Allan and
Cairns (2011) 123-5.
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along with Achilles’s possible marriage with Agamemnon’s daughter (cf. 9.142), only
implies Agamemnon’s desire to establish authority,'*® then the last lines of his speech

suggest it explicitly (9.158-61):

Oundnto — Aidng tot dpeidryog 16’ AdAUAGTOG,
tovveka kol e Ppotoict Bedv EyBiotog andvtmv —
Kol Lot VTOGTNT®, 6660V PAGIAELTEPDC el

N8’ 8660V YeVER TPoyevEGTEPOG DYoL Elvar.’

‘Let him be subdued — only Hades is implacable and unsubdued and is therefore the
most hated of the gods among mortals — and be placed under me, as long as | am

kinglier and boast that I am elder in age.’

From this perspective, Agamemnon remains insecure about his power (cf. 1.182-7 —
see above Section 2.1). Thus, rather than aiming for Achilles’s voluntarily consent (cf.
1.150 — see again Section 2.1), he insists on using aggression — as expressed through
the imperatives at 9.158 (‘ounbnte’) and at 9.160 (‘vmoottw’), as well as through
the comparative forms at 9.160 (‘Bacirevtepog’) and 9.161 (‘mpoyevéotepoc’) — in
order to extract obedience and secure his place within the hierarchy while offering

compensation.’*

In this light, while Nestor’s intervention is thoughtful (for he prevents conflict
by protecting Agamemnon’s face both in the assembly and council, as well as by
evaluating everyone else’s emotional state and possible reaction, motivated by and
acting in a sense of justice), the council’s final decision-making, as shaped by the
announcement of Agamemnon’s offer, fails to properly consider Achilles’s emotions
(if at all), thereby provoking Achilles’s rejection (see below). However, as we shall
now see, although Agamemnon’s offer itself is (partially) deficient, the ambassadors
present Achilles with additional reasons for his return to the battlefield. These reasons
are grounded in communal norms, and should therefore persuade Achilles, enabling

the institution of the embassy to function effectively.

19 Regarding the argument that, if Achilles marries Agamemnon’s daughter (following the latter’s
proposal), he is placed in a permanently inferior position (because the father-in-law is always superior
to the son-in-law), see Donlan (1993).

194 According to Scodel (2008) 140-1, Agamemnon asks Achilles to recognise his ‘claims to
deference’. Whether he also insinuates that ‘ Achilles should accept subordination to Agamemnon is not
clear’. However, whether Agamemnon asks for an explicit subordination or not is not the crucial point;
for, in either case, Agamemnon’s stance reveals a desire to demonstrate his power.
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2.2.2 The embassy: emotional negotiations in political context

As emotions are a constitutive part of decision-making processes within the assembly
and council, they likewise shape another political institution: the embassy. Emotions
influence both the ambassadors’ strategy and Achilles’s response. My analysis begins
with the embassy’s emotional and political argument which consists in the
ambassadors’ appeal for Achilles’s pity shaped by communal norms. After exploring
the portion of the ambassadors’ argument, focusing on the pity’s recipients, i.e.,
Achilles’s comrades, | then move on to the agent-centred aspect of the argument,
which focuses on Achilles’s future regret in the event that he refuses to show pity to

his comrades as a result of his anger towards Agamemnon.

Odysseus is the first ambassador attempting to persuade Achilles. While
explicitly transferring Agamemnon’s message in enumerating Agamemnon’s gifts
(9.264-99), he also communicates his own view in omitting Agamemnon’s words that
explicitly express superiority in rank (cf. 9.158-61). By implication, while the
audience does not know that verbatim repetition is coming, it is significant when it
comes, because it underpins Agamemnon’s and Odysseus’s differing perspectives.'®®
This difference is amplified by Odysseus’s further distinction between Agamemnon
and the rest of the Achaeans. Odysseus appeals to Achilles’s pity throughout his
speech (cf. 9.229-31; 9.247-8). However, he emphasises the political necessity of
Achilles’s pity only when clearly distinguishing between Agamemnon and the

community at the end of his speech (9.300-2):*%

1% Contrast Scodel (2008) 141-4, who argues that Agamemnon’s speech at 9.115-61 is not to be
understood as a verbatim message that the embassy is supposed to transfer to Achilles: Odysseus omits
not only the provocative conclusion but also Agamemnon’s admission of &w. Note, however, that
Agamemnon’s admission of &t is explicitly addressed to Nestor (cf. 1.115: ‘& yépov, ob 11 yebdog
£uag drog katédeEag’; ‘old man, there was no lie when you talked about my delusions’).

19 Contrast Scodel (2008) 144, who argues that the last part of Odysseus’s speech (9.300-6) ‘sounds
almost like an afterthought’. Just as the narrator describes the Achaeans’ emotional state at the
beginning of Iliad 9, underlining the seriousness of the political situation (see Section 2.2.1 above), so
too Odysseus exploits the Achaeans’ fear and distress (9.230: ‘deidyev’; 9.244: ‘dgidowka’; 9.248:
‘Tepopévoug’; 9.302: ‘tepopévouc’) to emphasise the danger to the community: it is doubtful that the
Achaean ships will not be destroyed (9.230), considering the proximity of the Trojans to the Greek
camp (9.232-5), the Trojans’ support by Zeus (9.236), and the exultation of Hector (9.237-43).
Hammer (2002) 99 explores lines 9.300-2 considering Aristotle’s account of pity in the Rhetoric: ‘pity
arises from the sight of pain that befalls one who does not deserve (anaxiou) it’. See Arist.
Rh.1385b13-16.
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‘el 0¢ To1 ATpeildng pev anybeto knpodoL paAlov,
avTOC Kol ToD ddpa, ov 6’ dAlovg Tep TTavoyaiong

b

TELPOUEVOLS EAENLPE KATA GTPAUTOV, ... .

‘But if to you the son of Atreus is hateful in your heart more (than anyone else), he
himself and his presents, you, on all other Achaeans, who are suffering in the army,

take pity ... .

While highlighting Odysseus’s different perspective, the distinction between
Agamemnon and the Achaeans is also linked to Odysseus’s awareness of, and
understanding for, Achilles’s possible interpretation of Agamemnon’s offer as
insufficient. Thus, as Odysseus puts it, rather than concentrating on the interpersonal
aspect of the conflict, namely, his opposition to Agamemnon, Achilles must take
communal interests into account. In fact, Odysseus exhorts Achilles to reject his anger
(9.259-61),"°" only after presenting anger as an opposition to the social values,
thereby reminding Achilles of Peleus’s advice (9.252-8): individuals need to control
their emotions in accordance with norms, such as gihoppocvvn.'*® The reference to
Achilles’s father reinforces Odysseus’s argument in emotional and social terms on
two counts. First, the father’s figure emblematises the ideals that individuals should
try to embody, thereby crystallising the idea of the son’s standards of honour and
shame.'®® Secondly, the figure of the father is typically trustworthy given his role as
the son’s caregiver, trust that, in turn, strengthens Odysseus’s reliability and his

argument.*®

W7 < &1 ol vovl made’, £a 8¢ yorov Bupodyéa: ool 8’ Ayopépvev/ o ddpa didwot petodlnEavtt
x6how’: ‘yet even now stop, leave the heart-hurting anger; Agamemnon gives you worthy gifts if you
cease from your anger.’

1% That is to say, in his attempt to persuade Achilles to relinquish his anger (note the repetition with the
use of two imperatives ‘mave’” and ‘€0’ at 9.260, the participle ‘petoAAn&ovty’ at 9.261, and the
repetition of ydlog at 9.260 and 9.261), Odysseus deploys the past to create a placatory background in
the present, seeking the current and future wellbeing of the community. Contrast Scodel (2008) 145,
who argues that Odysseus’s argument is exclusively focused on the future. On the fact that an action in
the present may incorporate something oriented towards the future, see Gallagher’s (2020) account,
discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.1. On the opposition between yolog and edtng, see Muellner
(1996) 135-67.

99 Contrast Mackie (1996) 146, who understands the use of the father’s model in Odysseus’s and
Phoenix’s speeches as a patronising strategy, as in Agamemnon’s case. On Agamemnon’s concealed
intentions when establishing the father-son relationship, see Section 2.2.1 above. On the father’s
expectation that his son becomes better than himself, cf. Hector’s wish at 6.476-9, where he appeals to
Zeus and the rest of the gods so that they make it possible for his son to stand out among the Trojans
(as Hector himself does) and to surpass his father in excellence.

2% Note also the emotional load in the utterances ‘® mémov’ (9.252) and ‘tékvov &udv’ (9.254), which
are linked to the father-son relationship.
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The important role of social values and communal norms in connection to the
appeal for pity from the perspective of the pity’s recipient is also foregrounded
through Ajax’s argumentation. In his view, Achilles’s behaviour countermands the
norm of reciprocity (9.630-2): while the community honours Achilles, by not showing
pity to his comrades he fails to reciprocate their respect for him.?** This point is
amplified by Ajax’s emphasis on @ulotng Vis-a-vis the emotion of aiddc. Achilles
needs to be gracious respecting the uéiabpov (9.639-40; ‘o0 &’ Thaov &vBeo Ouuov,/
aidecoar o6& pélabpov’) which symbolises the relationship between oilot.
Furthermore, in contrast to lliad 1, where Achilles accused Agamemnon of
disregarding the Achaeans’ willing support in defending Agamemnon’s and
Menelaus’s tiun (cf. 1.150-60; especially 1.158-60), he is now being accused himself
of discounting eotne (9.630).2%2 This idea is emphasised by Ajax’s a fortiori
argument: even someone who loses his own brother accepts mowf (9.632-6).°%°
Nevertheless, despite his strong criticism and the absence of any honorific utterance
addressed to Achilles,?® Ajax still justifies Achilles’s anger in attributing the agency
of Achilles’s Bopdc to the gods (9.636-7).%% In this way, Achilles is given space to

shift the perspective away from his current implacable stance.?®

Summarily, in the light of Ajax’s emphasis on @uotng, T, and aiddg
Odysseus’s distinction between Agamemnon and the rest of the Achaeans, as well as
Odysseus’s reminder of Peleus’s advice regarding the threat of anger to puloppocivn,

the ambassadors’ appeal to pity is grounded in the communal interests. Pity therefore

21 Note that Odysseus makes a similar point from a different perspective: the community will give
more 1 to Achilles, if he shows pity to the community (cf. 9.302-3; cf. also 9.297). Scodel (2008)
143-4 argues that Odysseus’s promise insinuates Achilles’s loss of T (owing to his absence from the
battlefield), as well as Achilles’s responsibility for the Achaeans’ defeat. This claim could be true had
Odysseus not shown understanding for Achilles’s emotions towards Agamemnon, mentioned above.

202 Note that Achilles is unwilling to display reciprocal behaviour, for he feels that the compensation
does not rectify Agamemnon’s fundamental mistake, viz. because Agamemnon does not display
reciprocal behaviour in the first place. For details on Achilles’s stance towards the embassy, see below.
Nevertheless, Ajax’s point does not focus on Agamemnon but all the Achaeans.

203 phoenix likewise makes a similar point: even the gods accept amends (cf. 9.496-501). See van Wees
(1992) 137-8. For details on Phoenix’s intervention, see below.

204 In fact, at first, Ajax does not address Achilles at all: he only talks about him, not to him. Contrast
the honorific address to Odysseus at the beginning of Ajax’s speech (9.624: ‘di0yevéc Aagptiddm,
molopunyov’ ‘Odvoced’). See Cairns (2001b) 16.

205 \While addressing Odysseus, Ajax presents Achilles as the responsible agent of his Bvuog (9.629-
30). In Ajax’s address to Achilles, it is the gods who are presented as responsible for Achilles’s Bupdg
(9.637). In the actual exhortation (viz. when he is asked to adjust his behaviour in accordance with
communal norms), it is once again Achilles who is presented as his 6vpog’ agent (9.639). Contrast
Hainsworth (1993) 143 on 9.637-9. On the relation between 6vpog and the phenomenology of the
individual’s mental events, cf. above Sections 2.1 and 2.2.1, and Chapter 1, Section 1.1.

206 Note Ajax’s references to Achilles’s Bopdg at 9.629: “Gypiov’; 9.636: ‘GAANKTOV’, “KAKOV’.
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takes the form of a normatively emotional obligation, which in turn implies that the
appeal for pity does not constitute an appeal to a spontaneous subjective feeling but an
appeal to sharing the same values.?®’ In order to be able to show pity, Achilles must
reject his anger. Thus there is an opposition between his pity for the other’s suffering
(viz. the Achaeans’ defeat) and his anger regarding his own suffering (viz.

Agamemnon’s offence against Achilles).”®

This opposition furthermore implies another: the opposition between
anger/pity and regret. For, if an individual insists upon his anger, thereby failing to
show pity, they will come to regret their insistence on anger. This opposition is
introduced through Odysseus words at 9.249-50. However, it comes notably to the
fore through Phoenix’s argument exploiting the paradigms of the Prayers (9.502-12)
and Meleager (9.524-99), primarily focusing on the consequences of Achilles’s anger
on Achilles himself.?®® Before informing Odysseus’s argument about pity with his
warning of regret (9.249-50), 1 first explore Phoenix’s intervention, which

underscores the importance of the emotion of regret in the embassy’s appeals.

The significance of Phoenix’s intervention comes to the fore through its length
(9.434-605), the establishment of Phoenix’s status®'® (viz. through the references to
his pedagogical role in Troy (9.438-43) and autobiography (9.445-84) and his

presentation as a father figure (9.485-95)),%

as well as the use of allegorical language
and authoritative speech-genre (cf. the allegory of the Prayers; the narration of
Meleager — see below). Phoenix’s presentation as a father figure?*? seeks to remind
Achilles of Phoenix’s affection (9.486-8), thereby establishing trust and creating a
sense of obligation. Since Phoenix has suffered for Achilles in the past (9.492: ‘®&¢ éni
ool pdAa TOAA” Emabov kol mOAL’ Eudynoa’), Achilles should now show respect to the

norms of reciprocity and meet Phoenix’s expectations by following his advice and

27 Contrast the concept of pity after Homer; see Konstan (2001) 59: “pity involves a distance between
the pitier and the pitied’.

208 That is to say, feeling pity or anger depends upon Achilles’s evaluation of the same situation, which,
in turn, depends upon his focus and perspective. Cf. Most (2003) 61: ‘When we feel distress at
someone else’s real or threatened undeserved suffering, we can focus either upon the dimension of the
person who experiences that suffering or upon that of the person who causes it: in the former case we
feel Homeric pity; in the latter case, Homeric anger’. Cf. also ibid. 54ff.

2% On the connection between the emotion of regret and the narratives of the Artai and Meleager, see
Cairns (2012) 27-9. Note furthermore the connection between regret and ¢t beyond Phoenix’s speech;
see Cairns (2012) 11; 20; 31; 46. See also below.

210 Cf. Nestor’s intervention in Iliad 1 and lliad 9; see Sections 2.1 and 2.2.1 respectively.

211 On the theme of Phoenix as a father, see, for example, Lohmann (1970) 247-52.

212 On the father figure in connection to the ideals of honour, cf. also Odysseus’s argument; see above.
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managing his anger. Moreover, Phoenix’s autobiography creates emotional parallels
with Achilles’s emotional state.”** In so doing, Phoenix seeks to demonstrate his

understanding for Achilles’s anger.?**

While establishing acceptance and sympathy,
Phoenix’s autobiography also offers an implicit warning: if Achilles refuses to let go
of his anger, he will lose his community just as Phoenix did.?*® Phoenix then confirms
his role as Achilles’s educator in Troy (cf. 9.438-43). All things considered, because
he communicates his compassion towards Achilles by sharing his similar experience
to Achilles’s current situation (while also not judging Achilles’s anger at the
beginning of his speech (cf. 9.434-8)), Phoenix’s narration of his own past serves

(inter alia) as the grounds for Achilles’s appeasement.

In the narration of the allegory of the Prayers (9.502-12),%'® Phoenix makes the
essential point that any human being can make a mistake, but everyone should have a
chance to make amends (for, in depriving an individual of an opportunity to rectify a
mistake, one might be making a mistake oneself).”!” From this perspective, the
allegory of the Prayers can be read as an allegory for Agamemnon’s behaviour.
Agamemnon’s seizure of Briseis is Agamemnon’s dtn: Achilles refers to ¢t for
Agamemnon’s failure to honour him (cf. 1.412 — see Section 2.1); Agamemnon
describes & as a valid ground for one’s blame (see Section 2.2.1); Phoenix likewise
perceives ¢tn as a damaging factor, while the embassy and the compensation
represent the Prayers. Thus, if Achilles does not accept them, Atn will come to him,

218

thereby causing him to regret his implacable stance.”™ Morever, the adaptation of the

23 In both cases, Phoenix’s and Achilles’s dispute about a girl involves emotions of anger, love, and

hatred, while also raising issues of honour. In the latter connection, Phoenix and Achilles feel
disrespected, which in turn prompts both to consider committing a crime (cf. 9.458-9 and 1.188f.
respectively).

1% For Phoenix’s autobiography and its relation to the emotional bond between Phoenix and Achilles,
see, for example, Lesky (1952).

213 For a full discussion of the resemblance between Phoenix’s autobiography and Achilles’s situation,
see Rosner (1976) 314-27; cf. also Lohmann (1980) 268-9. On the contribution of Phoenix’s
autobiography to the rhetorical purpose of his speech, see further Scodel (1982) 128-36.

218 This is the narration in a nutshell: there is Atn who is fast and harms individuals (9.505-7), and then
the slower Attai come to amend an individual’s mistake (9.503-4). The Prayers are Zeus’s daughters
(9.502) and benefit those who respect them (9.508-9). By contrast, they beg Zeus to send "Atn to those
who reject them (9.510-12).

27 In this sense, despite the religious character of the narration, &t does not merely pertain to religion
but highlights the danger of being too rigid. Owing to this, Phoenix’s appeal represents an appeal of a
universal truth. Contrast Kim (2002) 25, who argues that, in Phoenix’s narration of the Prayers, &t can
only be linked to Agamemnon and not to Achilles.

218 For a detailed analysis of the concept of &t in the allegory of the Prayers, see Cairns (2012) 7-9;
14-16.
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Meleager paradigm (9.524-99)**° to Achilles’s case reveals?® that Achilles will be
forced to return to battle not from a position of strength but from a position of
weakness, which becomes yet more crucial in considering the discussion between
Zeus and Hera at the end of Iliad 8. In fact, for Achilles, the situation will be worse
compared with Meleager’s case, for Patroclus is going to die (cf. 8.473-7).%! Phoenix,
then, may have a fairly mistaken idea of what it is that Achilles will ultimately come
to regret. Like Phoenix, Odysseus, too, may not be able to specify what will cause
Achilles’s regret. However, he also imagines — and explicitly warns — that Achilles’s
behaviour will have irreversible and disastrous consequences, directly affecting
Achilles himself (9.247-51):%%

‘GAN dva, £l HEPOVAC Ve Kail OWé Tep viag Ayaidv
TEPOUEVOLGS £pecBatl KO Tpdwv dpupaydod.
avTd TO1 peTdémiod’ dyog Eooetal, 0VOE TL UTixog
peY0€vToc KakoD E6T° (KOG EVPETV: AALG TTOAD TPV

Ppatev dmme Aavaoicty GAeENGEIG Kodv Hpap.”

219 The following is Meleager’s story, as presented by Phoenix: Meleager insisted on his anger, thereby
refusing to return to the battlefield, despite the offer of gifts, along with his comrades’ repeated
appeals. His ultimate return to the battlefield was forced and came too late (viz. following the city’s
destruction), which implied the loss of the gifts initially offered. For a succinct summary of the
bibliography on the mythological exemplum of Meleager, see Hainsworth (1993) 130 on 524-605. Cf.
also ibid. 131-2. See Grossardt (2001). For an emphasis on the relation between Meleager’s/Achilles’s
stance and the community’s suffering, cf. also Nicolai (1983) 11.

220 Clearly, the ambassadors’ pleading appeals do not have the same extent as those in the story of
Meleager; cf. the repetition at 9.574: ‘Alocovto’; 9.581: ‘Mrtdveve’; 9.585: ‘éAAdiccovd’; 9.591:
‘Mooet’” as well as the desperation at 9.583: ‘ceimv xohAntag cavidag’; 9.583: “youvovpevog vidv’;
9.591: ‘Mocet’ ddvpopévn’. Wilson (2002) 99 correctly notices Phoenix’s extensive exploitation of the
verb Aicoopor within his speech, but she is wrong to state that ‘he directs no words or gestures of
supplication to Achilleus himself’; cf. 9.520: ‘Gvdpag 8¢ Aicochou émmpoénkev dpictovg’. Nevertheless,
in contrast to Thornton (1984) 115; 123; 125-7; 130-2, who claims that the ambassadors’ approach
towards Achilles forms a case of supplication, | maintain that the embassy does not constitute such an
example: no ambassador performs any ritual gesture (e.g., touching of the knees or chin), nor do they
refer to this ritual verbally. For a discussion of, and bibliographical references to, the theme of
supplication, see Chapter 5. Wilson (2002) and Elmer (2013) 78 argue that Agamemnon should go to
Achilles himself. Contrast Scodel (2008) 142, who observes that Nestor — an excellent advisor and the
initiator of Achilles’s compensation — does not urge Agamemnon to visit Achilles’s hut. Scodel’s
(2008) observation is true, but only because Nestor has witnessed Agamemnon’s behaviour at 9.158-61
(for discussion of these lines, see Section 2.2.1 above). In this connection, note the use of the
solitarium pév at 9.164 (‘ddpa. pev ovkér” Ovootd’), implying Nestor’s silent comment on the absence
of any ‘sweet words’ and Agamemnon’s incompetent attempt at rectifying the situation (So, e.g.,
Thornton (1984) 127); Nestor’s attempt to counterbalance the situation when advising the ambassadors
himself (9.179-81); and Achilles’s remark on Agamemnon’s weakness of failing to face him in person
(cf. 9.172-3): see Cairns (2005) 130.

221 For a discussion of these lines, see Chapter 4.

222 Cf. Most (2003) 61: Achilles can prevent other people from suffering by showing pity for them and
killing those who would cause their suffering. This likewise applies to Hector. He could protect Troy if
he did not fight Achilles, but entered his city’s wall, following his parents’ appeals. On Hector’s
leadership style, see Chapter 3, especially Section 3.2.
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‘Stand up then, if you [i.e., Achilles], though late it may be, intend to save the
distressed sons of the Achacans from the Trojans’ din. You will suffer afterwards, and
there will be no means to find a cure, once the bad thing has been done; but, well in

advance, consider how you will ward off the bad day from the Danaans.’

The implication is that, if Achilles does not heed the embassy (viz. if he fails to show
pity for his comrades), thereby discounting the Achaeans’ suffering, then there will be
dire consequences on his part, which will cause him to regret his rejection of the

embassy.

From this perspective, the argument about regret, which is an emotion that
focuses on the self (as does anger), as opposed to one’s failure to show pity, which is
an emotion that focuses on the other, constitutes an emotional argument: while
revealing that a lack of other-regard may bear negative consequences for oneself, it
also exploits the Achaeans’ current emotions and Achilles’s contingent emotions in
the future by means of projection or imagination (cf. the third Book of Aristotle’s De
anima on the role of (powwcia).223 The argument then takes the form of ‘emotions
about emotions’, that is, individuals may have emotions about their preceding and
prospective emotions. This is still a political argument. For it is part of the decision-
making process in the institution of the embassy, affecting the Achaeans’ current
political situation on the battlefield (cf. the Achaeans’ council at the end of Iliad 9). It
is political because, by urging Achilles to find a balance between his personal
priorities and communal obligations, it attempts to alter his evaluative stance towards

a political matter, which impacts upon the communal wellbeing.

Despite grounding their arguments in communal norms (thereby not merely in
Agamemnon’s deficient approach), the ambassadors fail to change Achilles’s current
perspective. They fail to do so because Achilles’s emotions, shaped as they are by his
evaluation of Agamemnon’s misconduct in lliad 1, in both political and personal

terms, render him unable to focus on the interests of the community (instead of his

223 In this connection, note also the role of memory in the experience or construction of future emotion:
Achilles’s memory of his rejection of Phoenix’s and Odysseus’s advice and his insistence upon holding
on to his anger will cause him to feel regret. Achilles’s memory also contributes to the argument in the
present, considering Achilles’s recall of Peleus’s advice about emotions and Achilles’s own emotions
for his father. Moreover, both Odysseus and Phoenix deploy their memory in the present, when the
former recalls Peleus’s advice and the latter his autobiography and the mythological exemplum of
Meleager. On the relation between ‘memory and poetic performance’, see Martin (1989) 77-88, who
expands on Moran’s (1975) argument. Cf. also Notopoulos (1938).
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personal ends) as advised by the ambassadors. In particular, Achilles’s response to the
embassy is powerfully influenced through his distrust of Agamemnon. This is because
Achilles perceives Agamemnon’s removal of Briseis as token of his failure to deliver
promises, viz. as deceptive behaviour (cf. 9.312-13;%** 9.344-5; 9.375-6;°%° 9.369-71).
He is therefore determined to not allow himself to be deceived another time (cf.
9.344-5; 9.375-7). While explaining Achilles’s hints at (or explicit references to)
Agamemnon’s opacity in contrast to his openness (cf. 9.308-13; 9.367-73)°%
Achilles’s distrust takes on a political character (especially when considering
Achilles’s harsh criticism of Agamemnon’s leadership, which is redolent of Achilles’s

227

criticism in the assembly of Iliad 1).*" Agamemnon’s failure to allow the proper and

smooth operation of the mechanism of prize allocation (cf. 9.331-7; 9.367-73) and

228

esteem distribution in line with justice (cf. 9.328-32)=" prompts Achilles to challenge

the expedition against Troy (cf. 9.337-45 and Section 2.1 above).??® This is to say that

224 Note the ambiguity of lines 9.312-13 (“&y0pdg yép pot keivog dpde Aidao moinow,/ éc x° Etepov
pev kevbn évi ppeoiv, dAlo o8¢ ginn’; “for as | hate the gates of Hades, | hate that man who hides one
thing in his mind, but says another’) implying Achilles’s sarcasm and irony. Achilles may mean that, in
contrast to Odysseus’s and Agamemnon’s practice, there will be no discrepancy between his own
words and thoughts (cf. Taplin (1992) 70; similarly Wilson (2002) 86 and Whitman (1958) 192; cf.
also Elmer (2013) 79), or that Odysseus’s speech may sound good, but it does not represent the entire
truth. Contrast Auerbach (1953) 3-23, who believes that everything in Homer is on the surface. On
Achilles’s sarcasm, cf. also lines 9.391-2: Achilles refuses to marry Agamemnon’s daughter, and
exhorts him to choose another Achaean who would be kinglier and would therefore match his status.
Achilles may then recognise Agamemnon’s intentions to establish power — cf. also below. On
Achilles’s language, see Parry (1956). Against Parry (1956), see Reeve (1973); Claus (1975); Griffin
(1980) 100; Hainsworth (1993); Elmer (2013) 79-80. For a detailed analysis of Achilles’s language, see
Martin (1989) 146-205. Cf. also Hogan (1976); Friedrich and Redfield (1978); Scully (1984); Nimis
(1986).

3 Note the emphatic repetition: ‘@ménoe’ (9.375); “frev’ (9.375); éEambporr™ (9.376). On the
types of repetition in Achilles’s speech and rhetoric, see Martin (1989) 171-9; 220-1.

220 ¢f. Stanley (1993) 113: “Achilleus’ first words set out the distinction between truth and falsehood,
between being and seeming, that will form the basis of his entire speech.” For further examples
indicating how significant for Achilles is that individuals do not hide their real intentions, and for the
connection of this pattern with Achilles’s thought, see Cramer (1976) 302.

227 On Achilles’s persuasion in liad 9 and a comparison with his stance in liad 1, see Martin (1989)
197-205. Cf. also Lohmann (1970) 239-41; Hammer (2002) 95-6.

28 Achilles argues that, although he conquered many cities, bringing the booty to Agamemnon, he
received nothing in return. In fact, he is alone in having no yépag (following Briseis’s removal). By
contrast, Agamemnon’s wealth has been increasing, although he never joins the battle. In this
connection, cf. lines 9.315-20, where Achilles likewise states that there is no correspondence between
one’s contribution to fighting and rewards (another hint at Agamemnon’s failure to act justly; see
above). Claus (1975) observes the double meaning of the word poipa at 9.318 (“ion poipa pévovtt kai
€l oo tig moAepiCor’), viz. ‘portion’ and ‘death’. Zanker (1994) 83-4 notes the same wordplay,
pointing out Achilles’s sarcastic disposition. Although | agree with Zanker’s (1994) point on Achilles’s
sarcasm, | disagree with his conclusion that Achilles does not accept the embassy’s argument based on
honour, because Achilles equates death with Tiur. Instead, Achilles rejects the equation between his
honour and its representation through material goods. Cf. Griffin (1980) 99-100.

2 On Achilles’s rhetorical questions and the reasons why the Achaeans fight the Trojans, see Parry
(1956) refuted by Martin (1989) 205-19, and Gill (1996) 140-1.
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Achilles’s distrust, provoked by Agamemnon’s fundamental unfairness, goes hand-in-
hand with Achilles’s anger (cf. 9.646-8; 9.386-7). Thus Achilles’s repeated references
to Agamemnon’s deception, entangled with Achilles’s fury, evaluate firmly
Agamemnon’s arbitrariness. For every time Achilles recalls Agamemnon’s poor
behaviour (9.646-7: dxmdt’ éxeivov pvioopat), he becomes angry.”®® From this
perspective, Achilles’s thought process and memory reveal the intensity of Achilles’s
emotional state, as well as his fixation on Agamemnon’s norm-violating behaviour.
This fixation is intimately bound up with Achilles’s resentment (cf. 9.321: 006¢ ti pot
nepikettat, €neil mabov dhyea Bopd; nothing remains there for me, for my heart have
suffered these plights). Without thereby specifying what would actually appease him,

231

Achilles rejects Agamemnon’s hyperbolic offer™" in a similarly hyperbolic manner

(9.385-7):

‘000’ &l pot toca doin doa Yapabog e KOVIS Te,
000¢ KeV G £TL BuuoV EUOV TTeioel AYapEpvoV,
7piv ¢’ amd macav Euoi dopevar Bupoiyéa Adpny.’

‘Even if he gave me as much as the sand and the dust, not even so will Agamemnon

convince my thymos, until he pays me back for all the heart-rending outrage.”**

30 Note also the simile at 9.647-8: Achilles grows angry at Agamemnon, because the latter has treated
the former like an immigrant. For an analysis of this passage (9.644-9), see Gill (1996) 190-204. On
Achilles’s strategy of ‘rebuking by recollection’, ¢f. Martin (1989) 142. Martin (1989) also observes
that in line 9.645 (‘mdvto ti pot kotd Bvpov éeico pvdMoachor’: ‘it seems to me that you spoke
everything following your heart’), Achilles uses the phrase xatd Bvpdév and not katd poipav: Achilles
may recognise and accept Ajax’s feelings, but he, being full of anger, has a different perspective from
Ajax’s.

1 On Agamemnon’s offer, see Section 2.2.1 above.

22 Line 9.387 (‘mpiv v’ amd micov épol dopevor Ovpohyéa Adpnv’) is especially debated. For a
summary of the main bibliography, see Wilson (2002) 90-1. Achilles does not say that he wants
Agamemnon to undo the insult, which is impossible. Neither does he imply that he wants to take
vengeance on Agamemnon: see Scodel (2008) 89, who observes that ‘Achilles does not use the
language of revenge’, even when he is about to kill Agamemnon in Iliad 1. Contrast Nussbaum (2016),
who argues that retribution is a conceptual part of anger, and that Aristotle’s definition of anger
encompasses the concept of revenge (tipwpic). On the meaning of tipwpia, see Cairns (2015b). Wilson
(2002) 91-3 is right to argue that the verb drodidwpu, despite the particular syntactical structure, i.e.,
anodidmpt + direct object, means to pay for something rather than to pay something back. Cf. Allan
and Cairns (2011) 126: this ‘is a simple statement of the failure of Agamemnon’s offer to assuage
Achilles’s hurt’. The problem is not then the material compensation, but Achilles’s own feelings, which
cannot be appeased through the material goods that Agamemnon offers. On Achilles’s hyperbole, cf.
also 9.378-84 (where Achilles states that he would not accept Agamemnon’s offer, even if it were ten
or twenty times bigger, or even if it included all the wealth of Orchomenos and Thebes), as well as
9.388-91 (where Achilles announces his refusal to marry Agamemnon’s daughter, even if she were
equally beautiful to Aphrodite or equally skilful to Athena). Note furthermore that Achilles’s rejection
of marrying Agamemnon’s daughter is underlined by a mapovopacio (9.388: ‘kovpnv 6’ 0¥ yapuéw
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The ambassadors do express their understanding for Achilles’s anger (cf.
9.523: ‘mpiv &’ ob 11 vepeoontov kexoldcbor’; ‘your anger was not to be blamed
before’; 9.300: ‘i 6¢ Tor Atpeiong pev amnybeto knpdOr pariov’; “if the son of Atreus
is most hated in your heart’). However, they clarify that Achilles’s extreme stance
cannot be legitimised because, in rejecting Agamemnon’s offer, Achilles disregards
the entire community.?®® In responding to the ambassadors, although Achilles does
not become disrespectful (e.g., 9.308),%*
degree (cf. 9.428-9; 9.619; 9.650-3),>° he still does not distinguish between

Agamemnon and the rest of the Achaeans, thereby making it clear that neither

and may even change his mind to certain

Agamemnon nor any other Achaean would be able to persuade him to return to the
fight (9.315-16). Therefore, Agamemnon, along with the rest of the Achaeans’
leaders, should contrive another way of protecting the Achaean ships (9.346-7).
Achilles takes this stance while being well aware of the gravity of the matter: he
explicitly acknowledges that the Achaeans did not manage to face Hector due to his
absence from the battlefield, and despite their attempt to build a wall for protection
(9.349-52). Achilles appears unable to overcome his personal feelings in the interest
of the community, although he presents himself as a selfless defender of the
community: just as the mother bird may feed her nestlings at her own expense, so too
does Achilles fight for the Achaeans (9.323-5).%%° However, unlike a mother’s love,
which is typically unconditional, Achilles does expect rewards from the community.
The simile might then function as a hyperbole, thereby emphasising Achilles’s

announcement to no longer contribute to the Achaeans’ wellbeing.

Avyopéuvovog’); see Martin (1989) 221 n. 17, who credits this observation to David Packard’s lecture,
at Princeton, in 1984.

33 Scodel (2008) 141 argues that either Agamemnon’s offer is ‘devious and hypocritical’, and thus
Achilles’s anger is justifiable, or ‘it is simply an attempt at very generous compensation’, and thus,
Achilles is wrong to insist on his anger. Clearly, whether Agamemnon has good or bad intentions is a
matter of interpretation. What is also clear, however, is that Agamemnon fails to find the right way of
offering amends, thereby reinforcing Achilles’s anger. Whether Achilles is right to remain implacable
does not completely depend on Agamemnon’s actual offer but, as the ambassadors clarify, on the
norms of friendship and reciprocity. That both Agamemnon and Achilles are mistaken is said by
Diomedes at 9.699-700, as observed by Allan and Cairns (2011) 121.

24 Line 9.308 (‘dioyevéc Aagptiddn, molvpfyav’ ‘Odvoced’; ‘son of Laertes sprung from Zeus,
resourceful Odysseus) is ambiguous if taken together with line 9.309 (‘ypn pév on tov pdbov
annAeyéwg amogwmeiv’; ‘1 must utter my word outright’). While Achilles himself declares that he will
talk bluntly (9.309), he may also imply what Odysseus just did not do. If so, then line 9.308 is intended
ironically.

3 On Achilles’s changing position, see Muellner (1996) 150-5; Hammer (2002) 102-4.

36 For a detailed analysis of the simile, see Martin (1989) 204-5.
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Thus, although Agamemnon’s fundamental unfairness justifies Achilles’s
anger, Achilles’s anger has social implications linked to the ability of emotion to
sustain social values: when emotions go beyond the conditions that cause them, they
become detrimental, thereby affecting negatively both individual and communal
interests (cf. the paradigms of the Prayers and Meleager). Therefore, despite
Agamemnon’s attempt to impose authority, all the ambassadors agree that
Agamemnon’s offer measures up to Achilles’s status (9.261; 9.602-5; 9.368-9). Since
the social values and communal norms favour reconciliation, in being excessively
preoccupied with his anger (as provoked by Agamemnon’s offence) and failing to feel
pity for his comrades, Achilles disregards his communal obligations and falls short of

the communal standards.’

To summarise, then, this section has shown that the embassy fails to fulfil its
purpose because Achilles is emotionally unready for reconciliation.*® Nevertheless,
he should have been able to reconcile, for it would be better for him; it would be
better for Patroclus; it would be better for the community. Following Zeus’s words
towards Hera (regarding the Achaeans’ defeat until Patroclus dies), the audience may
have already realised in lliad 8 that Achilles will not reconcile with Agamemnon.
Indeed, as we see in Iliad 9, this happens because Achilles is too angry and resentful
to make amends. Thus, for reasons of plot, as well as for emotional reasons, the
embassy could not meet its end. However, for political reasons, the embassy should
have been able to reach an agreement. The communal norms are explicit:

reconciliation ensures the community’s wellbeing.

2.3 Balancing emotions with communal norms: the reconciliation

between Agamemnon and Achilles in the assembly of Iliad 19

In Sections 2.1 and 2.2, we have seen that, unlike the assembly in lliad 1, the
assembly and the council in Iliad 9 do not result in complete failure. Nevertheless, the
stance of the individuals does not lead to practical solutions either: following the

»7 On the fact that Achilles does not feel pity for anybody but himself up to Iliad 16, along with his
excessive concentration on his own suffering, see Most (2003) 65-6. On Achilles’s pity for Patroclus
(Iliad 16); for Eumelos (/liad 23); and for Priam (/liad 24), see Most (2003) 67-71. In connection to
Achilles’s pity for Priam, see also the discussion in Chapter 5.

2% Cf Scodel (2008) 145, who argues that, whether Agamemnon’s excessive offer creates a win-win
situation, depends upon how other individuals evaluate this offer. By implication, if the offended
individual is not satisfied, then this suggests that an individual’s feelings significantly shape communal
standards.
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Achaeans’ defeat in lliad 8, Agamemnon’s fear, distress, and regret over his
behaviour in the council and assembly in lliad 2 prompt him to suggest that the
Achaeans leave Troy in the assembly of Iliad 9. This suggestion, in turn, provokes the
assembly’s dissatisfaction and its abandonment, while Agamemnon’s insecurity
regarding his rank, as well as his immodest desire to reign cause him to make a rather
grandiose offer to Achilles, which is still lacking in ‘sweet words’, thereby failing to
follow Nestor’s suggestion within the council. As with Agamemnon’s behaviour
towards Achilles in Iliad 1, in Iliad 9 Achilles fails to manage his emotions towards
Agamemnon, causing him to disregard the ambassadors’ appeals, thereby neglecting
his obligations to the community. In this section, | show that in contrast to lliad 9, in
Iliad 19 Agamemnon’s and Achilles’s emotional behaviour is eventually consistent
with communal norms (Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2), which, in turn, affects the
assembly’s decision: thanks to Odysseus’s intervention (Section 2.3.3), the assembly

in Iliad 19 results in the formal reconciliation of Agamemnon and Achilles.

2.3.1 Achilles’s emotional and political turn

In order to demonstrate how the change of Achilles’s emotional state influences his
political stance, thereby shaping the political setting in Iliad 19, I first consider how
the political developments after Iliad 9, which result in the death of Patroclus, shape
Achilles’s emotional state, viz. Achilles’s intense suffering, which is bound up with
Achilles’s profound respect and affection for his best friend, Patroclus (cf. 18.80-2). |
then consider how Achilles’s suffering impacts upon his disposition towards
Agamemnon and Hector which contributes to resolving his conflict with

Agamemnon.

Achilles’s holding on to his anger causes the continuous retreat of the

Achaeans despite Agamemnon’s dpioteia in lliad 11, as well as the support of Hera

4.239

and Poseidon in Iliad 1 Although Achilles recognises that what happened should

be left in the past for anger cannot last forever (16.60-1)*

— and he agrees to provide
Patroclus with his armour (16.64-5), thereby aiming to impede the Achaeans’ retreat

(cf. 16.40-3; 16.241-5; cf. also 16.126-9) — Achilles remains focused on his own

2% On Hera’s and Poseidon’s support for the Achaeans’ in lliad 14, see Chapter 4, Section 4.2.
240 On the different interpretations of lines 16.60-5, see Muellner (1996) 156-60.
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emotions, being unable to overcome Agamemnon’s insult (11.609-10;**' 16.17-18;
16.52-9). Achilles’s failure to feel the pity he feels for Patroclus (cf. 16.5-11)%** for
the entire community leads to Patroclus’s death (16.855), proving right the
ambassadors’ warning (regarding the deleterious consequences on Achilles’s part,
following his rejection of the embassy in lliad 9 (cf. Section 2.2.2)). Patroclus dies
because he disregards Achilles’s advice not to approach Troy’s wall, chasing after the
Trojans (cf. 16.91-6; 16.246-8; 18.13-14; 16.684-7; 16.855), but also because Achilles
himself fails to protect his beloved friend (18.98-9; 18.102). Thus, when Antilochus
informs Achilles about Patroclus’s death (18.18-21), Achilles is forced to face the
consequences of his election to disregard the ambassadors’ message. That is to say,
the loss of Patroclus causes him to realise the consequences of rejecting the embassy’s
appeals on both a personal and a communal level: there is no joy or satisfaction as a
result of Zeus’s fulfilment of his request, viz. the Achaeans’ defeat for the sake of his
Ty (18.79-80), but rather only his failure to protect his friend, to defend the
Achaeans’ community, and to participate in political debate (18.102-6). In other
words, Achilles’s realisation of what his implacable stance has caused — to both
himself and the community — prompts him to feel the regret that was predicted in Iliad
9, which, in turn, contrasts with his feelings at the end of Iliad 1 vis-a-vis his
excessive attention to the individual as opposed to the community. Achilles’s
excessive anger against Agamemnon and his disregard of the community result in
Achilles’s having to endure the pain caused by Patroclus’s loss, as well as the bitter

awakening of his failure to live up to communal standards and expectations.

Just as Achilles’s anger precipitates the continuous retreat of the Achaeans,
and eventually leads to Patroclus’s death, so too does Achilles’s suffering impact

upon the assembly decision-making in Iliad 19 and the ensuing political

! Note that, in lliad 11, Achilles begins to worry about the Achaeans: he sends Patroclus to the
Achaeans’ camp to find out about the wounded Machaon carried by Nestor (11.599-603; 11.611-15).
However, despite his concern for Machaon, Achilles expects the Achaeans to fall into his knees and
beg for his help (11.609-10). Note the contrast to 18.102-6; see below.

242 Achilles’s pity for Patroclus in lliad 16 constitutes the starting point of Achilles’s emotional change,
resulting in the renouncement of his anger; see Most (2003) 67-9. On Achilles’s pity for Patroclus at
16.7-12, cf. also Cairns (2009) 45 in contrast to Follinger (2009) 22. While he pities Patroclus, Achilles
still wishes the Achaeans’ disaster, imagining himself and Patroclus as a community of two, capturing
Troy without anyone else’s help: 16.97-100. On Patroclus’s weeping at 16.2-4, which causes Achilles’s
compassion, and the function of non-verbal communication in this context, see Minchin (2008) 30-2.
On the similarities between Patroclus’s attempt to convince Achilles at 16.22-7 and Nestor’s speech at
11.656-62, as well as Patroclus’s words towards Achilles at 16.36-45 (which are almost a verbatim
repetition of Nestor’s (11.794-803)), see Reichel (1994) 138-44.
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developments. Achilles’s emotional state is expressed explicitly through literal
language (cf. 18.22: d&yeog (pain); 18.33: £oteve (he was groaning); 18.35:
opepdaréov & dum&ev (he plagently lamented); 18.73: ‘ti kAaielg’ (‘why are you
crying’); 18.78: Bapd otevaywv (heavily sighing); 18.235: ddxpva Oepua yEwv
(pouring hot tears); 19.5: xhaiovta Avyéwg (crying shrilly); 19.57: dayvouévo
(grieving); 19.307: dyog aivov (terrible pain)); metaphorical language (cf. 18.22:
dyeoc vepéAn (cloud of pain), as well as the assimilation of clouds and garments (in
connection to the use of the verb éxdlvye; covered)); and body language. Here, the
connection between grief and the body is multi-faceted. First, it may be linked to the
externalisation of the emotion vis-a-vis the body, namely, the disfiguring of the body
as an indication of one’s suffering or the individual’s attempt to cause self-harm (cf.
18.23-4; 18.26-7).2** The act of disfiguring is a ritual mourning gesture (cf. also
22.414; 24.640),2* while Achilles’s experience of grief is evinced by the homology of
grief and death.®* This homology becomes all the more important given that
Patroclus is a surrogate of Achilles,*® and that Achilles’s mourning may allude to
Achilles’s own death in the tradition.?*” By implication, when grieving for Patroclus,
Achilles acts as if he were in Patroclus’s position, which in turn is bound up with
Antilochus’s fear of the possibility that Achilles might opt to take his own life (18.33-
4). Here, what Achilles views as his failure to be a good friend makes him wish for
his own death (18.98-100), while his failure as a leader makes him feel as if he lacks

3 Achilles pours dust over his head (18.23), disfigures his face (18.24), lies in the dust (18.26), and
tears his hair (18.27). Note the emphasis on the act of disfiguring through the repetition of aicyove
(18.24: fioyuve; 18.27: fioyvve).

24 0On the ritual mourning for Patroclus’s death, cf. also 18.339-55; 19.286-300 (on these lines, see
Alexiou (1974) 165; 132-3 with n. 7 and n. 8). On the issue of differences in Homeric mourning or
weeping based on gender, see Monsacré (1984); Arnould (1990); Holst-Warhaft (1992); Murnaghan
(1999); Perkell (2008); Follinger (2009) in contrast to van Wees (1998); Cairns (2009) 43-5.

% The dead are covered by a garment (see, for example, 18.352-3; 23.254; 24.587-8; 24.795-6);
Achilles is covered by a cloud (18.22); the dead are defiled and covered in the earth by the earth;
Achilles lies down, and dust covers his garment (cf. 18.25-6). For an analysis of lines 18.22-7, with a
focus on the significance of veiling in the passage, see Cairns (2009) 51-2; Cairns (2016). For the
homology of cloud, grief, and death, cf. also Onians (1954) 420-66.

8 patroclus goes into battle in Achilles’s armour (16.64-5; 16.129-54).

7 Note the use of péyac peyohooti at 18.26 (avtdg 8 év kovinot péyag peyohooti tavuobeic; and he
himself outstretched in the dust far and wide): Achilles lies down like a dead body; in fact, he is like his
own dead body; cf. Agamemnon’s words towards Achilles in Od. 24.40 (k€ico péyag peyorworti,
Aelaopévog immocvvawyv; you were lying far and wide, having lost your hoursemanship). On the
connection between these two uses of péyag peyodwoti and the third one at 1. 16.776 (ksito péyag
ueyoahmoti, Aehacuévog immoovvawv), which pertains to Cebriones, Hector’s charioteer, see Janko
(1994) 408 on 16.775-6.
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any purpose in life (18.102-4).* The connection between the body and grief is
further linked to the connection between the function of the human organism (viz. the
relation between emotion and physicality) and the cohesion of the community:
Achilles suggests that the meal is to be foregone (19.205-10; cf. also 19.304-8;
19.319-21), thereby jeopardising the Achaeans’ endurance in the imminent battle, as
well as the social relationships between community members (regarding the social

importance of the meal, see Section 2.3.3 below).

Despite his lack of motivation to keep living (cf. 18.79-82; 18.98-100; 18.102-
4; 19.319-22), Achilles’s suffering for Patroclus’s fate creates an emotional dynamic
of political importance which contributes to the end of the quarrel and the beginning
of his reintegration within the Achaean community. It causes Achilles to give up his
anger at Agamemnon and grow angry at Hector, while longing for his return to the
battlefield. This emotional development not only shapes the assembly in lliad 19 but
justifies its convocation. Indeed, Thetis urges Achilles to call the assembly in order to
renounce his anger towards Agamemnon (19.34-5).2*° In the presence of Achilles,
after his extended detachment from the community and battle (19.45-6), the Achaeans
are gathered in an assembly (19.54). The importance of this assembly is marked by
the assembly’s full attendance (19.54; 19.42-6). While in the embassy of lliad 9
Achilles was unable to see himself as part of the Achaean community, and so could
not take on responsibility for his communal obligations (Section 2.2.2) owing to his
focus on Agamemnon’s blatant violation of the prize-distribution protocol (Section
2.1), in the assembly of Iliad 19 Achilles appears to share the same interests as
Agamemnon. Indeed, he now comes to realise that the quarrel in Iliad 1 has caused
negative consequences for both himself and Agamemnon (cf. his rhetorical question at
19.56-8).° Thus, although Achilles does not explicitly admit that he should have

248 On the identification between Achilles and Patroclus and the difference between Achilles’s stance in
Iliad 16 and lliad 18, see Muellner (1996) 134-6; 154-62, especially 161: ‘Whereas before, his gesture
of philéres had been a total identification with his best friend Patroklos, now his concern is to avenge
that friend’s death but also to redress his neglect of the social group.’

29 As'in Iliad 1, in liad 19 Achilles calls the assembly after divine intervention (cf. 1.54-5). Achilles
does not violate any norm at the expense of Agamemnon’s power by calling the assembly himself. See
Section 2.1. Note the contrast: ‘Die Agora im 19. Buch ist die inhaltiche Umkehrung der ersten
Versammlung’; Lohmann (1970) 173.

20 Elmer (2013) 126-7 argues that Achilles’s and Agamemnon’s approaches within the assembly
present their conflict as a private matter that pertains to only the two of them. However, while it is true
that Achilles does not address the assembly, he still takes into account the disastrous consequences of
the conflict on the community (cf. 19.59-62). Note furthermore that neither in Iliad 1 (before the
outbreak of the quarrel) does Achilles address the assembly (1.59). Cf. also Taplin (1992) 205: Achilles

85



accepted the embassy’s message, his view aligns with the embassy’s argumentation.
In contrast to Achilles’s argument in lliad 9,°* in Iliad 19 Briseis is depicted as the
main cause of the Achaeans’ disaster. Achilles now wishes that Artemis had killed her
in Lyrnessus; this would prevent the Achaeans’ loss, which was the result of
Achilles’s anger and his concomitant withdrawal from the battlefield (cf.19.59-63).2%
While renouncing his anger, Achilles admits the impropriety of his insistence on it
(19.67-8: ‘vdv &’ fjtor pev €ym modm yoAov, ovdE tTi pe ypn/ dokeAémg aiel
ueveavépev’ — ‘yet now | am putting an end to my anger; I must not be relentlessly
angry’), and recognises the importance of relinquishing the anger even forcibly (cf.
19.66 and 18.113: Bvpov évi otbeootl @ilov dapdoavteg avdykrn) or despite any
suffering (cf. 19.65 and 18.112: gAAd ta pev mpotetvyBon Edcopey dyvouevoi tep). He
even wishes the absence of conflict and anger (18.107-8), which contrasts with his
stance in lliad 1, notably in lliad 9 (see Sections 2.1 and 2.2.2 respectively). Along
with these admissions comes Achilles’s significant realisation that his anger-driven
attitude caused regrettable results (18.79-82), an eventuality that was acutely stressed
by the embassy (Section 2.2.2). Thus Achilles realises that Patroclus’s death resulted
from his own &tn; the form of lamentable consequences about which Phoenix warned.
In spite of this, Achilles ostensibly agrees with Agamemnon who attributes to Zeus

his own &tn, which prompted the quarrel in the first place (see Section 2.3.2 below).

Achilles’s suffering over Patroclus’s death prevents him from focusing on
Agamemnon’s insult, thereby managing his anger towards him (19.67-8). In so doing,
Achilles begins the process of reintegrating himself within the Achaean

community,”* displaying emotional and political behaviour in accordance with the

‘uses conciliatory duals (cf. ‘éufic xai ofic (‘yours and mine’) in 64)’. Cf. Scodel (2008) 118, who
observes that Achilles’s first speech in the assembly of Iliad 19 ‘functions as a remedial speech not
only towards Agamemnon but towards all the Achaeans.’

1 Cf. Achilles’s rhetorical question at 9.340-1, which highlights Agamemnon’s fundamental injustice,
exploiting moral and political argumentation (discussed in Sections 2.1 and 2.2.2): it is not just the sons
of Atreus who love their women, Achilles does too (9.343). That is, Achilles’s attitude towards Briseis
appears to change in accordance with context depending upon Achilles’s emotions about other things.
In this connection, Hammer (2002) 104 argues that Achilles distances himself from Briseis already at
9.343 (ék Bopod eikeov- dovpictnnv mep éovoav: ‘I loved her from my heart even though she was
won by the spear’) and that ‘His original relationship to Briseis is defined solely by social convention.’
Contrast Stanley (1993) 112: ‘Achilleus’ rejection of external forms in favour of essential value is
perhaps most poignantly expressed in his assertion (341ff) that even though Briseis was a captive of
war his feeling for her was genuine (ek thymou, 343)’.

2 gpe Ajax’s point of view at 9.636-9; cf. Allan and Cairns (2011) 129-30.

253 scholars argue that Achilles is never really reintegrated into the community: he does not take food
until lliad 24; he does not participate in Patroclus’s funeral games; his reconciliation with Agamemnon
is only partial owing to Achilles’s leading attitude in Iliad 23 and lliad 24. Cf. for example Redfield
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communal norms. That is, he begins realising that one’s anger needs to be

experienced with certain limitations, viz. as regulated by communal interests.

2.3.2 Agamemnon’s emotional and political turn

Just as Achilles’s emotional state affects his political stance and the political
developments within the assembly of Iliad 19, so too does Agamemnon’s. In this
section, then, | first argue for Agamemnon’s unwillingness to participate in the
assembly of Iliad 19. Next, | explore Agamemnon’s attempt to control his discomfort
within the assembly, expressing his readiness to offer gifts to Achilles, despite his
initial failure to endorse Achilles’s announcement that he will be returning to the
battlefield.

Agamemnon’s unwillingness to participate in the assembly comes to the fore
through his body language, along with his disapproval of the Achaeans’ excitement.

d®* in the centre of the

He breaches the protocol requiring speakers to stan
assembly®®® by delivering his speech while seated (19.77: adtoBev &€ £8pnc, 008 &v
néocotow avaotdc).?>® Although the fact that Agamemnon is injured (19.51-3) can be

used to explain his decision to remain seated, his physical stance is not the only thing

(1994) 218; Wilson (2002) 116; Elmer (2013) 128-30. Contrast Muellner (1996) 163: ‘the bond of
philétes and the formal reintegration of Achilles into Achaean society through the renunciation of his
menis and the public distribution to Achilles of the gifts from Agamemnon terminate his alienation’.
Most (2003) 70 argues that Achilles begins to reintegrate into the Achaecans’ community after killing
Hector and burying Patroclus. While it is important to know whether or when Achilles is fully
integrated in the community, the crucial point from the political perspective is how Achilles’s
behaviour impacts upon the community: Achilles eventually agrees that the Achaeans should have a
meal and contributes to the Trojans’ defeat. On this, see Section 2.3.3. Contrast Elmer (2013) 128, who
agrees with Wilson’s (2002) argument about the different use of the terms d®pa; dmowa; mown, and
argues that by using the term &mowa at 19.138 (‘Gy €0élhw dpéoar douevai T’ dnepeict’ Gmowva’),
Agamemnon emphasises Achilles’s isolation from the community. For a critique of Wilson’s (2002)
general argument, see Cairns (2011b) 87-116.

24 Cf. 1.58; 1.68; 1.101; 1.248; 2.76; 2.101; 2.279; 9.14; 9.52; 19.55; 19.269. Cf. also Kirk (1985) 145,
on 2.278-82: ‘the would-be speaker rising to his feet is regular procedure’. Note that the Trojans’
behaviour in the assembly of Iliad 18 also deviates from the norms. On this assembly, see Chapter 3,
Section 3.2.

%55 On the fact that speakers normally deliver the speech in the middle of the assembly, see Detienne
(1996) 90-102. | do not agree with Kurz (1966) 60; Clay (1995) 73; and Elmer (2013) 127, who
advocate a similar approach, viz. that by not moving to the centre of the assembly, Agamemnon wants
to address his words primarily to Achilles, thereby privatising the conflict.

6 Edwards (1991), 243-5 on 19.76-7 gives a summary of the interpretations on Agamemnon’s stance
here. On the concept of ‘elevation’ in Homer and Agamemnon’s body language in this context, see
Lateiner (1995) 95-8. Cf. also Clay (1995) 72-5, including bibliographical references. Contrast
Thornton (1984) 129, who argues that by remaining seated, ‘Agamemnon comes before Achilles as a
suppliant’.

87



that flouts protocols.?®” His emotional attitude likewise contravenes communal norms
because, rather than being happy about Achilles’s decision to let go of his anger as
the rest of the Achaeans are (cf. 19.74-5), Agamemnon asks them to be silent, thereby
communicating dissatisfaction and annoyance with the Achaeans’ approbation of
Achilles’s speech (cf. 19.79-82). In so doing, Agamemnon yet again fails to
acknowledge the crucial role of approbation within the decision-making process,
which is reminiscent of his failure to consider the Achaeans’ approval of Chryses’s
request in lliad 1, causing him to initiate the quarrel with Achilles and its corollary,

viz. the Achaeans’ suffering.

Agamemnon’s demand that the assembly be silent is bound up with his loss of
status: the Achaeans’ excitement about Achilles’s announcement seals the failure of
his political project announced at 1.185-7 (see Section 2.1), showing that he has lost
the Achaeans’ attention (given that they respond to Achilles’s speech without waiting
for Agamemnon’s own response). In fact, the situation has already spiralled out of
Agamemnon’s control in the council of Iliad 14. There Agamemnon suggests that the
Achaeans abandon the expedition (14.72-81),%*® and, following Odysseus’s outright
rejection of this idea (14.83-102), he abrogates his role in the decision-making process
(cf. 14.107-8), that is, he abrogates his institutional authority within the council. This
abrogation does not merely result from a strong disagreement. It instead underscores
his seriously weakened political standing. For, although there were other oppositions
(as seen in Nestor’s vain intervention in Iliad 1 (1.254-84), as well as Diomedes’s and
Nestor’s speeches in Iliad 9 (cf. 9.32-49; 9.53-78; 9.96-113; 9.115-20)), still these
arguments did not prompt him to disclaim his part in decision-making processes.
Thus, in abstaining from the decision-making in Iliad 14, Agamemnon implicitly
acknowledges his poor leadership, which justifies the anger of both Achilles and the

rest of the Achaeans, following his own confession at 14.49-51.

7 Note that Agamemnon’s wound does not actually affect his ability to stand. Clay (1995) 74 quotes
Leaf (1900-1902) on 16.76-7, who notices that Agamemnon is wounded in his elbow (cf. 11.252),
while Lateiner (1995) 97 n. 9 observes that Agamemnon is well enough to perform the sacrifice at
19.266. Thus Allan and Cairns (2011) 131 are right to observe that Agamemnon’s wound represents his
political failure. See more details below. Cf. also Clay (1995) 74: ‘the wound is merely an alibi for the
king’s ungracious stance’.

258 Cf. the similarity between lliad 9 and Iliad 14. In both cases, Agamemnon is in fear owing to the
Achaeans’ defeat (9.1-3; 14.44-8), therefore suggesting that they leave Troy (9.26-8; 14.74-9). Cf. also
Schofield (1986) 24-5.
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‘® momot, N pa kai GAAot duievideg Ayoiol
&v Buopud PaArovton Epoi yoAov Mg Tep AytArede,

o0d’ é0éhovot payecBon émil mpHuvnot véeoot.’

‘Oh shame, all the other well-greaved Achaeans are surely accumulating anger in
their heart against me, as does Achilles, and are not willing to fight by the sterns’

»259

ships.

Following the council in Iliad 14, in the assembly of Iliad 19 Agamemnon
appears to remain unable to exploit the institutional structures of his authority, viz. the
exercise of authority on his own behalf (cf. the heralds’ absence in the assembly). He
therefore has to demand a hearing himself.”®® By implication, Achilles’s withdrawal
from the battlefield — resulting in the injuries of Diomedes, Odysseus, and
Agamemnon (cf. 19.47-52; all wounded in lliad 11), Patroclus’s death (16.855), as
well as the Achacans’ defeat (with the Trojans’ presence by the Achaean ships) —
causes the Achaeans to view Agamemnon as a failed leader. This perception, in turn,

reinforces Agamemnon’s sensitivity regarding his leadership.

Viewed in this light Agamemnon’s demand for silence signifies
Agamemnon’s profound demoralisation and inept attempt to save face, a need
certainly conditioned by the public nature of the reconciliation in assembly context. In
order to save face, he ascribes his misconduct to & (cf. 19.86-8; 19.134-7),
manipulating the concept in rhetorical ways to exculpate himself from his
fundamental violation in Iliad 1, that is, he seeks to dissociate himself from his own

261

wrongdoing (18.86: ‘éym &’ ovk aitiog siut’).”~ As he himself puts it, the arbitrary

withdrawal of Briseis was not his fault. Instead it was an act out of his control, for the

9 Cf. Agamemnon’s recognition of his failure at 2.370-80, 9.115-20. See, for example, Taplin (1990);
cf. also above Section 2.2.1. In this regard, also note Lohnman’s (1970) 173 pertinent observation: ‘In
allen 4 Versammlungen spielt Agamemnon eine zentrale Rolle, wobei das stdndige Sinken seiner
Autoritét als Heerfithrer schon an den einzelnen Stufen zu beobachten ist.’

20 After the end of the assembly in Iliad 1, the heralds exercise authority on Agamemnon’s behalf, and
remove Briseis from Achilles (cf. 1.320-1; 1.326-7; 1.347). Similarly, in lliad 2 and Iliad 9, the heralds
call the assembly (cf. 2.50-2; 9.10-11) on behalf of Agamemnon. Note, however, that, in Iliad 9, where
he is clearly in a weakened position (Section 2.2.1), Agamemnon appears to get involved himself in the
summoning of the assembly (9.12). Thus the heralds’ contribution to the exercise of authority on
Agamemnon’s behalf is equivalent to Agamemnon’s political strength in different contexts. Cf. Allan
and Cairns (2011) 143 n. 52.

%81 Cf. Cairns (2012) 19: “Até can be used to exculpate, excuse, or mitigate because it facilitates a
distinction between a person’s enduring character and a single sequence of action that can be
represented as the result of a temporary, aberrant state of mind (one that may, but need not, be
externally induced).” Cf. also ibid. 25-6.
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fault lies with Zeus, Moira, Erinys, and Ate (cf. 19.87-93). In this connection, he
furthermore narrates the mythical example of Zeus’s deception in detail (cf. 19.95-
129), thereby seeking to emphasise his disavowal of responsibility for his former
disrespect towards Achilles. If &t managed to deceive Zeus, then he is justified in

having been deceived himself.?®?

Despite Agamemnon’s attempts to deny responsibility (based on &), ét
does render Agamemnon responsible for his transgression.?®® First, Achilles has used
the same concept in lliad 1 to underline his commitment against Agamemnon (1.407-
12): as Achilles puts it, Agamemnon must understand that failing to honour him was a
grave error of judgment, the responsibility of which rests squarely on his side (cf.
1.411-12). Secondly, in the council of lliad 9, Agamemnon himself associates
responsibility with & in accepting Nestor’s criticism on his breach of communal
norms (cf. 9.115-16: ‘@ yépov, od T yeddoc &uag drac katéretac/ dacauny, ovd’
avtog avaivouar’: ‘old man, there is no lie that you recounted my delusions’; ‘I acted
foolishly, I am not refusing it myself’; 9.119: ‘@A’ €nel dacaunv Epeci Aevyolénot
moncoag’; ‘but because I acted foolishly, having obeyed to harmful thoughts’). Thus,
when in lliad 19 Agamemnon uses the concept to deny responsibility (cf. 19.86-9), it
is nigh on impossible that the (internal) audience believes him. In fact, like Nestor in
Iliad 9, so too Odysseus in lliad 19 criticises Agamemnon’s attitude, thereby making
it clear that the fault was undoubtedly Agamemnon’s (cf. 19.181-3), which, on the one
hand, proves Agamemnon’s attempt at self-exculpation unconvincing, and on the
other, makes Achilles’s complaint in Iliad 1 legitimate. In this connection, while
hoping that Agamemnon will not repeat any fundamental violation against the norms,
Odysseus stresses the requirement that Agamemnon be a fair leader, thereby

underscoring the crucial role of justice in leadership (19.181-3):

‘Atpeion, oV O’ Enerta SukodTEPOG Kol £ SAAD
g€ocat. oV Pev yap TL vepeoontov Paciaia

avop’ amapéscacbat, 6te TIC TPOTEPOS YOAETN VY.’

%2 Cf. Allan and Cairns (2011) 131; Scodel (2008) 119; &t can, in fact, deceive everyone (19.91 and
19.129: “Amn, 1] mavtag adton’). For a comparison between Agamemnon’s and Zeus’s @ in
connection to the structure of the passage (19.85-138), see Lohmann (1970) 75-80.

%63 See Cairns (2012). Cf. also Cairns (2001b) 15-19, including review of Lesky’s (2001) and Schmitt’s
(1990) account. Contrast scholars (such as Dodds (1951); Adkins (1960); Gagarin (1987)), who
consider Agamemnon’s apology as conventional because, in their view, Homeric society operates on
the basis of the person’s liability, not the person’s responsibility for their actions.
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‘Son of Atreus, you shall be fairer hereafter with anyone else, for it is not

inappropriate for a king to appease a man, when one was the first to get angry.’*®*

Note, however, that, unlike Odysseus, Achilles appears to agree with Agamemnon’s
excuses (viz. that Zeus must have wanted their conflict (19.270-5)). Still it is highly

questionable that he does actually believe Agamemnon’s explanations.?®

Agreeing
with Agamemnon on the attribution of the quarrel to the gods (19.270-5) appears to
serve Achilles’s ends insofar as, if he gets along with Agamemnon, he will sooner be
able to return to the battlefield. This is to say that Achilles’s desire to avenge
Patroclus’s death is stronger than his desire to humiliate Agamemnon (contrast
Achilles’s desire in Iliad 9). Thus, while he does not believe him, Achilles uses face-
saving language not to save face himself, but to allow Agamemnon to save face, with
the aim of expediting the Achaean army’s return to the battlefield (19.275-6).%%°
Along with Odysseus and Achilles, even Agamemnon suspects that the assembly is
unlikely to share his interpretation, for they all think that he is the one to blame.
Indeed, according to Agamemnon’s words at 19.85-6, the Achaeans have repeatedly
reproached him for his transgression. Thus, although Agamemnon’s clear political
failure causes him to accept only liability (19.86; 19.137-8), thereby saving face in the
public context of an assembly, everyone knows that he must make amends owing to

his responsibility.®’

24 Thus the absence of any explicit reference to 8ixn in Nestor’s words in Iliad 1 and Iliad 9 does not
suggest that, in thoses cases, justice does not come into play: since the same pragmatic evaluation
includes reference to justice on a third occasion, then justice is also relevant in the foregoing examples.
See Cairns (2001a).

265 Edwards (1991) 266-7 on 19.270-5 notes the irony in lines 19.273-4 in connection to Achilles’s
wish at 1.408-12, whereby Achilles asks for Zeus’s involvement through his appeal to his mother.

266 Cairns (2010) 4-5; Allan and Cairns (2011) 131-2 argue that Achilles follows Agamemnon’s
example and agrees with Agamemnon on attributing the quarrel to Zeus, because, like Agamemnon,
Achilles himself wants to save face. Contrast Scodel (2008) 121, who argues that ‘For Achilles, the
desire to avenge Patroclus makes face-considerations irrelevant’. Yet Achilles does consider face-
saving dynamics, when referring to Olympian manipulation of the quarrel’s onset: because he wants to
return to the battlefield as soon as possible, he has to allow Agamemnon to save face. Other scholars
argue that Agamemnon’s and Achilles’s relationship is never really restored (cf. Donlan (1993) 168;
Postlethwaite (1995) 100-2). While it is true that there might be a ‘continuing antagonism’ between
Agamemnon and Achilles (see Allan and Cairns (2011) 136), their behaviour from lliad 19 onwards
does not violate any communal protocols as it does in Iliad 1 and Iliad 9. By arguing that Achilles
places himself as a ‘social and military superior’, including passages such as 24.669f., Postlethwaite
(1995) 102 fails to take into account the human side that urges Achilles to sympathise with the pain of
a father, who has lost his son, and to admire Priam for his courage in meeting him in person. Note, also,
Achilles’s recognition of Agamemnon’s authority at 24.654-5: see Chapter 5. On the fact that
Achilles’s actions in Iliad 23 are in accordance with justice, see Hammer (2002) 136-43.

267 See Taplin (1992) 203-10, especially 207-8; Scodel (2008) 118. Contrast Williams (1993) 54, who
argues that Agamemnon is not aitiog in the sense that ‘he was not in a normal state of mind’. Contrast
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Thus, while denying blameworthiness, Agamemnon explicitly states his desire
to make amends (19.138; cf. also 9.119-20), which is another implicit admission of
his responsibility and fault. Agamemnon is therefore willing to offer Achilles gifts
that suit his desires (19.143-4; cf. also 19.140-1; 19.138). In so doing, he does not
issue threats within the assembly (contrast 1.137-9; 1.181-5) nor does he try to
establish dominance (contrast 1.185-7; 9.158-61; 9.141-2).®® Thus, despite being
annoyed at the beginning of his speech, Agamemnon eventually manages to control

his discomfort in accordance with communal norms.

In a nutshell, like Achilles, Agamemnon displays diverse emotional behaviour
at different parts of the epos, with a marked change taking place in Iliad 19 compared
to Iliad 1 and lliad 9, a change that is owing to the political developments following
Iliad 9. However, as we shall see below, while being willing to reconcile, both heroes
disregard important aspects of the institutional part of the reconciliation process,

thereby jeopardising the interests of the community.

2.3.3 Odysseus’s sensible leadership

In this section, | first demonstrate the political and emotional implications of
Odysseus’s proposal that the Achaeans take a meal before the battle. Secondly, |
underscore the political and personal importance of the reconciliation protocol vis-a-
vis emotion. Thanks to his intervention, Odysseus spurs the assembly into reaching a
decision that properly considers the overarching interests of the community, thereby

not merely the priorities of the two leaders.?®® In contrast to former decisions of

Wilson (2002) 117, who argues that Agamemnon accepts responsibility neither in Iliad 9 nor in lliad
19.

268 Contrast the view of other scholars (e.g., Wilson (2002) 118; Elmer (2013) 141 n. 35), who argue
that by reoffering the gifts in Iliad 19, Agamemnon has the same intention to impose power as in Iliad
9.

29 Cf. also Odysseus’s intervention in lliad 2 and Iliad 14. On Odysseus’s stance in lliad 2, Hammer
(2002) 87-8 argues that although Odysseus might bring back the order in the Achaean community, he
does not restore Agamemnon’s power. He has taken Agamemnon’s staff (2.186; cf. also the irony at
2.203-6), and unlike Achilles’s point about willing obedience (1.150), he coerces obedience by
exploiting force towards the other leaders (2.195) and physical violence towards the people (2.199).
Note, however, that Agamemnon’s true restoration of power cannot be entirely based on initiatives of
others but requires his own negotiations. Moreover, Odysseus publicly shows his understanding for the
reaction of the Achaeans (2.296-7) while also employing the mechanism of shame, as well as Calchas’s
divination of the Fall of Troy (see Schofield (1986) 26) to persuade the community. That Odysseus’s
words towards the other leaders are not necessarily to be understood in terms of force, cf. the narrator’s
comment at 2.189 (tov 8’ dyavoic éréeaorv Epnrdcacke mapactag: With soft words, he [i.e., Odysseus]
would try to restrain him [i.e., any leader Odysseus was encountering], standing beside him); cf. also
Athena’s similar words at 2.180 (‘c0ic 8° ayavoic énéeoorv épritue @dTO Exactov’). On the importance
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Achaean political institutions, the assembly’s decision-making in Iliad 19 furthers the
communal interest, because individuals succeed in aligning their emotional behaviour

with the community’s norms, while taking sound advice into account.

Achilles’s affection towards Partoclus is bound up with his great suffering,
following Patroclus’s death. Yet, while Patroclus’s death causes Achilles to suffer to
the extent that he loses his will to live (see Section 2.3.1), it also causes him to desire
revenge, which, in turn, becomes Achilles’s only motivation to continue living
(18.90-3). Achilles’s emotions towards Hector lead him to overlook certain communal
norms, thereby insisting on the army’s immediate return to the battlefield (19.68-9;
19.148-50; 19.205-8). As Odysseus points out, however, the Achaeans need to first
have a meal, which will enable them to rest and achieve better results on the
battlefield (19.155-70; 19.230-4). The meal not only fulfils the Achaeans’ biological
needs but undergirds the identity and cohesion of the group by reinforcing the social

29 In the latter connection, Odysseus fosters

values of @uotng and solidarity.
solidarity through commensality (19.230-2), foregrounding the norms of mourning
(19.225; 19.228-9). Mourning norms place limitations upon the Achaeans’ grief
regarding their comrades’ death,?’* thereby reminding Achilles of the consolatory
topos, viz. that he is not alone in suffering.?’? Just as the other Achaeans control their

mourning for the sake of the community (19.225-33), before dismissing the meal’s

of the community to act ‘in their name’ vis-a-vis effective power, see Hammer (2002) 90-1, who
exploits in his discussion Arendt (1972) and Arendt (1958); cf. also Hammer (2002) 114ff., where he
defines 6épug as a ‘public claim of reciprocity’ (p. 121) and a form of ‘public enactment’ (p. 129) and
argues for its requirement for the exercise of effective power. Cf. the discussion in Chapter 1, Section
1.2. Note also that Hammer (2002) 123-6 includes in his discussion of justice Havelock’s (1978)
argumentation, as well as its criticism by Adkins (1983).

270" Cf. van Wees (1992) 46: ‘table-companionship in Homer is predominately an egalitarian, not a
hierarchical relation. The obligations it creates, therefore, are not those of obedience and service but
those of mutual support.” For further discussion on commensality and feasts vis-a-vis social status, see
van Wees (1992) 44-8; van Wees (1995) 147-82 with n. 42; n. 47; n.57, which include approaches of
other scholars. Although feasts may distinguish the mass from the elite (van Wees (1995)), feasts may
also achieve release of tension in favour of the community, including the people: cf. the meal (and
council) in Iliad 9 that prevents the escalation of confrontation between Agamemnon and Diomedes in
the assembly (see Section 2.2.1 above). Note, furthermore, the role of the sacrificial ritual, the meal,
and their connection to the identity and cohesion of the community: see Burkert (1985) 55-9; 254-6. Cf.
also how the sacrifice at 19.252-69 affects Achilles’s attitude at 19.275 (viz. by prompting the
Achaeans to take a meal before their return to battle). On the sacrificial meal in Homer, see Seaford
(1994) 42-53. The role of the meal protocol is significant for the Trojans (see Chapter 3, Section 3.1),
the gods (see Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2), as well as the encounter between Priam and Achilles (see
Chapter 5).

21 On the constraints of the experience of grief and mourning, particularly of weeping, in Homer, see
Cairns (2009) 41-3.

272 Contrast Achilles’s behaviour at 24.601; 24.618-20; 24.641-2: see Chapter 5.
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necessity, Achilles should likewise consider the communal interest, thereby managing
his suffering for Patroclus’s death and his anger towards Hector.

Agamemnon’s agreement about Achilles’s exhortation (viz. that the army
return to the battlefield immediately (cf. 19.139)) does not merely disregard the meal
protocol: it constitutes a violation of the reconciliation ceremony, as well as its
institutional character. Since Agamemnon has insulted Achilles publicly and has
publicly promised to reconcile by offering gifts, Agamemnon should fulfil his

promise in public.?

Agamemnon must bring the gifts to the centre of the assembly
(19.173; cf. also 19.249),%"* and unlike formerly when he gave his speech while seated
(Section 2.3.2), he should stand (19.175; cf. also 19.250) and take an oath before the
Achaeans (19.175).%" The oath is important for political and personal reasons, both
involving emotion: it publicly attests (19.249-65) Agamemnon’s respect towards
Achilles’s personal emotions for Briseis (19.176-7; 19.261-3), while also implicating
the assembly and the gods in the end of the quarrel. In addition to the oath, there is
another element indispensable to the reconciliation’s political and personal
importance: Agamemnon should offer Achilles a meal (19.179). For, if the personal
emotions between the leaders are balanced, their political cooperation is likewise
more effective.?’® Yet the offer of the meal implies another association with the
enactment of communal norms. On this point, Odysseus is once again explicit: by
offering Achilles a meal, Agamemnon’s behaviour is not deprived of justice (cf.
19.180: ‘iva un 11 dikng Emdeveg Eynoba’). Following Odysseus’s argument, in being

fair on a personal level, Agamemnon displays fair behaviour on a political level, since

273 Cf. Cairns (2015a) 58-9.

274 Cf. Detienne (1973) 87-95.

215 Note, furthermore, that while it is true that Achilles receives Agamemnon’s offer on his own terms
(see, e.g., Donlan (1989) 6; Postlethwaite (1995) 100), Agamemnon offers the gifts not from a position
of strength but from a position of weakness: Achilles has renounced his anger irrespective of any offer.
Contrast Page (1959) 305-9, who argues that there is an inconsistency with Achilles’s initial refusal in
Iliad 9. Contrast Eichholz (1953) 141-2; Willcock (1976) on 11.608 and 16.49-86. Moreover, the fact
that Achilles receives the gifts on his terms does not mean that he is the ‘ultimate winner’ (cf., e.g.,
Donlan (1989) 6; similarly Postlethwaite (1995) 102). The conflict between Agamemnon and Achilles
ends in a lose-lose situation: Achilles loses Patroclus; Agamemnon fails as the Achaeans’ leader.

276 Cf. also Achilles’s consolation from Agamemnon, Menelaus, Phoenix, Idomeneus, and Odysseus in
Achilles’s quarters (19.309-12). Achilles’s consolation clearly has a purely interpersonal character, but
emotional understanding on a personal level promotes political coaction, with Agamemnon’s presence
in Achilles’s quarters contributing to this development. Contrast Postlethwaite (1995) 102, who argues
that this consolation indicates Achilles’s dominance over Agamemnon. On the failed political decisions
as a result of failed personal interaction between the two leaders, see Agamemnon’s distrust at Achilles
in lliad 1 (Section 2.1) and Achilles’s distrust at Agamemnon in lliad 9 (Section 2.2.2).
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he enacts the standards of reciprocity and justice that support the king’s admission of
his own mistake (cf. 19.181-3 — Section 2.3.2).2”’

Odysseus does not only comment upon Agamemnon’s proper behaviour.
Achilles is also expected to display feelings of pleasure at Agamemnon’s public oath
and gifts (19.174; 19.178-9), which, in turn, implies that Achilles is wrong in
disdaining Agamemnon’s gifts (19.146-8; 19.199-202). Thus, in Odysseus’s View,
while Agamemnon’s actions (as part of the formal reconciliation) are meant to act as
political and personal reparations, Achilles should endorse this conciliatory gesture by

reacting positively (viz. in a genuinely emotional manner).?’®

Odysseus’s expectations
of the nature of Achilles’s response are yet another indication of how the personal
aspect of the reconciliation interacts with its political aspect while on both sides (viz.
the personal and the political) emotion performs a crucial role. Unlike Agamemnon
and Achilles, who both agree to end the quarrel rather precipitously, thereby
permitting the army’s immediate return to the battlefield, Odysseus’s stance shows
that his insistence on normative behaviour is not a matter of formality but an essential

part of the reconciliation process.

In sum, then, Odysseus insists on individuals’ normative behaviour in present,
because he seeks to secure communal wellbeing in future. Indeed, norms, when are
not exploited as the personal prerogative of leaders, but enacted impartially, can
achieve personal and political wellbeing. To this end, the meal must be taken (given
that it affects the Achaeans’ performance on the battlefield from both a biological and
a social perspective), while Agamemnon must understand that justice is part and
parcel of good leadership. Thus a good leader must be able to achieve reconciliation
especially when the leader himself is the conflict’s instigator. By insisting upon

279

individuals’ normative behaviour, Odysseus demonstrates his own authority,””~ while

2" Thus Odysseus agrees with Agamemnon in offering gifts to Achilles (19.138; 19.172-4), not
because, as Wilson (2002) 119-20 argues, Odysseus supports Agamemnon’s request for a public
ceremony of the gifts’ offering, but because he is interested in the resolution of the quarrel, and
Agamemnon’s fair and respectful behaviour as a leader in the future.

278 See Allan and Cairns (2011) 133.

29 See Allan and Cairns (2011) 132-3. Note also Odysseus’s own defence of his status at 19.216-20,
where, while acknowledging Achilles’s exceptional skills in fighting, he points out his own efficiency
in council (on this, cf. Martin (1989) 96-7), as well as the narrator’s comment at 19.242 (avtik’ &ne’
dpo pdbog Env, tetéhecto 6¢ Epyov). On the function of the words £mog and pdBog (cf. 19.220: pvboot;
19.242: udbog), and their relation to the authoritative proposal or command, see Martin (1989) 26-37.
On Nestor’s and Phoenix’s strategy to exploit the claims of their status to make their argument
effective, see above Sections 2.1 and 2.2.
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his focus on protocol and communal wellbeing legitimises his reprimand to

Agamemnon,*®*

thereby revealing the impact of institutional structures on the way in
which individuals behave and communicate in personal and political contexts. In
short, Odysseus’s intervention emphasises the important role of communal norms vis-
a-vis the balance between individuals’ emotions and communal interests. Thus, owing
to their emotional intelligence (viz. their ability to evaluate and incorporate in the
course of action their own and others’ emotions) and reflection on communal
primacies, individuals like Odysseus and Nestor are exemplars of good leadership.
For, in contrast to Agamemnon and Achilles, they are always able to prioritise the
community’s welfare, thereby abstaining from toppling matters of common good for

the sake of personal priorities.

2.4 Conclusions

This chapter has discussed the leadership style and political judgement of the Achaean
community, as grounded in decision-making processes within political institutions,
such as the assembly, the council, and the embassy. | have argued that emotions,
being embedded in communal norms, constitute a normative, as well as anti-
normative, part of decision-making processes, for they both enhance and diminish the
efficacy and suitability of decisions made by political institutions. Against this
background, | have shown that decisions that disregard communal norms have
disastrous consequences for both the individuals who make these decisions, and the
community at large. Such decisions are caused by the individuals’ unsuccessful
negotiation of honour dynamics, which leads to division, typically underpinned by
anger. Note, however, that while anger may be bound up with the individuals’ appeal
to normative claims, these claims are not invariably legitimate claims. Leaders must
be able to manage their emotions while considering others’ rights, needs, and feelings,
not just their own. This is to say that they must act in accordance with the standards of
reciprocity and justice: the Aadg may remain, in some sense, undifferentiated. Still
there are leaders, such as Odysseus and Nestor, in contrast to Agamemnon and
Achilles, who always put the community first. The advice, proposals, and
exhortations of such leaders are bound up with effective decision-making, which can

be realised when the institution secures the consent of all its members. Effective

280 On Odysseus’s legitimate role in this context, cf. also Martin (1989) 28.
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decision-making implies, therefore, a shared value system with a proper order and
distribution of tiun, whereby emotions such as &ieog and aidmg (in both its senses,

viz. shame and respect) promote communal interests.
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3. The Trojan political community

In Chapter 2, | argued that the Achaean institutions of the assembly, the council, and
the embassy serve and secure the interests of the community when, in decision-
making processes, leaders refrain from simply considering their own emotions and
personal priorities and do not make appeals to normative claims unilaterally but allow
for the community’s wellbeing through the enactment of communal norms in
collective terms. | argued that both scenarios, i.e., effective and ineffective decision-
making, shape and are shaped by individuals’ emotions, which acquire a normative or
anti-normative character depending upon the context. Thus, within the Achaean
institutions, the outcome of negotiations of honour, a great — if not the greatest —
motivational force in lliadic communities, depends upon individuals’ abilities to
manage their own emotions, while also evaluating the emotions of others effectively,
by considering communal norms from a bidirectional perspective in deliberative

processes.

In Chapter 3, while continuing the exploration of different variants of
leadership, | focus on the Trojan community. | argue that, as in the Achaean, so too in
the Trojan assemblies, emotions are constitutive of decision-making processes. Yet,
unlike the Achaean assemblies, consensus within Trojan assemblies is not always
linked to effective decision-making: when an assembly’s decision is procedurally but
not also constitutively sound, the decision reached might lead to disastrous
consequences for the community.?® This is to say that following the procedure does
not always guarantee success. Chapter 3 is divided into two sections. In Section 3.1, |
discuss examples of effective decision-making within Trojan assemblies, while in
Section 3.2, | focus on cases of ineffective decision-making, which is linked to poor
leadership, viz. the leader’s inability to be perspicacious himself, or at least to

leverage the sound advice offered by his counsellors. I argue that the context in which

281 This difference does not imply that the Achaean and Trojan (and Olympian) political institutions
function differently. While their mechanisms are the same, it is the way the agents perform the
regulations that can differ. For more on this, see below, and especially Section 3.2, along with the
comparison between Agamemnon’s and Hector’s leadership. Although they belong to different
communities, within their communities the Achaeans and Trojans share the same values (e.g., &evia,
@uotrg). For more on this, see Chapter 5. Contrast Mackie (1996), who compares the Achaean and the
Trojan community starting from the different use of language culminating in differences of basic social
structures. Contrast also Sale (1994), who argues for different social structures between the Achaean
and the Trojan community, situating his case in the context of the oral tradition. Schein (1984) 171-2
argues that ‘the differences between the two societies are thematically determined’.
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a decision is made may offer clues as to whether or not a decision is right before the

actual consequences of this decision transpire.

3.1 Examples of successful assemblies

For three (lliad 2, Iliad 7, and Iliad 8) out of four Trojan assemblies in the Iliad (lliad
2, lliad 7, lliad 8, and lliad 18),®? the context of the narrative does not suggest that

the Trojans make a decision that proves detrimental to their community.

In the Trojan assembly of lliad 7, there is a clash between the positions of
Antenor and Paris. Antenor was one of the Trojan counsellors known for his wisdom
(7.347: memvopévoc;®® cf. 3.203) and hospitality, which he offered to Menelaus and
Odysseus, ambassadors for Helen’s sake in an earlier stage of the war (3.205-7).2%*
Antenor now emphasises the need to return Helen to the Achaeans along with her
possessions (7.350-2). On the other hand, Paris, while willing to return Helen’s
possessions, professes his absolute opposition to Helen’s return (7.357-64). The
disagreement between Antenor and Paris is shaped by the former’s concern about the
Trojans’ violation of the oaths in Iliad 3 and the implications of this violation (7.351-

3), as well as by the latter’s desire to keep Helen,?®

which prompts aggression
towards Antenor.”® Although Antenor’s concern is justified in considering the
consequences of the violation of the oaths (3.298-301 — see Chapter 5), it triggers
Paris’s point-blank refusal of his proposal, which in turn creates division within the

Trojan assembly.

The division that results from the confrontation between Paris and Antenor is
smoothed out by Priam’s fruitful intervention, introduced by the narrator with a

positively evaluating comment regarding Priam’s efficacy in counsel (cf. 7.366:

%82 There is also an allusion to a retrospective assembly in Priam’s narration in Iliad 3 (3.209: &AL’ &te
M Tpoeoowv év dypouévoloty Eurydev; but when they (i.e., Menelaus and Odysseus) mingled with the
Trojans assembled), but the decision-making of this assembly goes unmentioned.

283 On the meaning of memvopévoc, see for example Heath (2001) 129-57.

84 The Achaeans might acknowledge these attributes of wisdom and hospitality when sparing
Antenor’s family at the capture of Troy. According to Strabo 13.1.53, who refers to Sophocles (Soph.
fr. 10 Nauck), the Achaeans put a leopard skin in front of Antenor’s house, so that it does not become
part of the plunder. Antenor and his children then resort to Thrace; cf. Sophocles, Antenoridai; Pind.
Pyth. 5.83-5.

%85 Note the use of affective language at 7.357 (‘ovkét’ ... @ida’: ‘no longer ... pleasant’) and at 7.364
(‘€0éAw’: ‘I want’).

%8 In Paris’s view, Antenor’s proposal of Helen’s return is an indication of Antenor being out of his
mind (cf. 7.360: ‘€€ Gpa. 61 To1 Emerta Beol ppévag drecav avtoi’: ‘the very gods then surely destroyed
your mind)’.
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Bedev uiotop atdiavtog; counsellor equivalent to the gods). Just as Antenor’s and
Hector’s stance is shaped by their disposition, affect likewise moulds Priam’s
standpoint.”®’ Although he accepts Paris’s position, Priam attributes responsibility

288 \which hints at Paris’s

over the outbreak of the war to Paris’s behaviour (7.373-4),
lack of leadership abilities. Unlike Paris, who seems to disregard the people’s safety,
Priam takes the wellbeing of the community into consideration: based on communal
norms (cf. 7.370: ®g 10 mapoc mep: “as this was very much (the case) before’), he first
points out the necessity of a meal (7.370; cf. also Hector’s proposal in Iliad 8 — see
below), then moving on to underline the importance of the Trojans’ watchfulness
(7.371). In addition, he considers Antenor’s point about the Trojans’ ethics and the
implications of their oath violation: Priam might not support the return of Helen as
proposed by Antenor, but still suggests negotiations with the Achaeans regarding the
collection of corpses to enable their proper burial (7.375-7).?° That is to say, the
Trojans have de facto violated an institution that unites the two communities (i.e., the
oaths specifying the terms of the duel between Paris and Menelaus in lliad 3). Priam,

290

however, proposes to rely on another institution (i.e., the burial of the dead),” and so,

to that extent, he attempts to restore intracommunal relationships: observing a
communal norm is propounded as a way of avoiding potential communal strife.?*
Although the narrator’s introductory line to Antenor’s speech (cf. 7.347; see above)

may imply that Antenor’s proposal could constitute a prudent act vis-a-vis effective

%87 Note the reference to Bupog in both Priam’s (7.368-9) and Antenor’s speech (7.348-9): “kékhvté
pev, Tpdeg kai Adpdavor 11d” €mikovpor/ Sep’ ginw, Td pe Bopog évi otbecot kelever’: “Trojans and
Dardanians and allies, hear me, so that | say what my thymos within the breast urges’ — Gopdg is
affective because it is motivational: it causes the heroes to speak. On the use of the verb kehevw with
Bopog (cf. 7.349; 7.369), as well as a discussion of its literal or metaphorical meaning, see Pelliccia
(1995) 46-57. On the function of Buuog as a motivational force, see Cairns (2019). Its involvement in
the decision-making process is not necessarily a bad thing. For, while 6vpog may often be irrational,
this does not mean that all Bupdc-drives are ‘bad’: see Pelliccia (1995) 260. On the ‘psychic organs’ in
general, see Chapter 1, Section 1.1.

8 qdbev 8 Idoioc Tte koilog émi vijoc,/ eimépev Atpeidno’ Ayopépvovi kai Mevehdo/ pobov
Ade&davdporo, tod elvexa veikog dpwpe’: ‘and at dawn, let Idaeus go to the hollow ships to say to the
sons of Atreus, Agamemnon and Menelaus, the word of Alexander on whose account this strife has
arisen’.

%89 yVan Wees (1992) 179 claims that Antenor’s ‘point is completely ignored by Paris and Priamos in
their replies’.

20 For a discussion about institutions as the link between the Achaean and Trojan communities,
including an analysis of the duel in Iliad 3 and the Achaean-Trojan negotiations in lliad 7, see Chapter
5.

1 For the fact that the norms in the Trojan community suggest the proper burial and protection of the
corpses of the dead, cf., for example, Hector’s attempt to convince Achilles to return his body to his
parents in lliad 22 (22.338-43; cf. also 22.254-9); Priam’s visit to Achilles’s tent in this regard in Iliad
24; Hecuba’s words at 22.82-9, in her attempt to convince Hector to enter the wall. Cf. also the
warriors’ attempt on the battlefield to protect the corpses of their comrades; see, for example,
Sarpedon’s case in lliad 16 (16.545; 16.562-6). Cf. Chapter 5.
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decision-making, the narrator’s comment concerning Priam (cf. 7.366; see above)
seems to advance the latter’s proposal.?* It turns out that, after smoothing over the
disagreement between Antenor and Paris, Priam succeeds in persuading the Trojans’
assembly (7.379: &¢ £pad’, ol 8’ Gpa Tod pdia pev kKAvov 1S’ Erxibovro; So he spoke,

293 and contributes to an effective outcome

and they gave ear to him and obeyed),
insofar as it prevents the worsening of intracommunal division, and results in

negotiations with the Achaeans, which facilitate the dead’s burial (7.408-20).%%

Unlike the assembly of Iliad 7, the Trojans’ decisions in the assemblies of
Iliad 8 and lliad 2 pertain to their strategy against the Achaeans on the battlefield.
Yet, similarly to Priam’s proposal in lliad 7, in the assembly of Iliad 8 Hector pays
heed to the Trojans’ need to eat before returning to the battlefield (8.503; cf. also
8.505-7). Hector’s proposal is reminiscent of Odysseus’s insistence on the meal

2,2 in addition to

protocol in the assembly of Iliad 19. As observed in Chapter
serving basic human needs, sharing food brings people together and reinforces the
sense of belonging to the same community. From this perspective, the institutional
function of the meal is significant because it operates as a communal mechanism for
social coherence and inclusion, which reinforce the (emotional) strength of the
warriors. In addition to the necessity of the meal, Hector aims to ensure Troy’s safety

(8.521-2). To prevent the Achaeans’ departure from Troy (8.510-11) or an Achaean

292 For a different view, see Elmer (2013) 137, who compares Priam’s leadership in Iliad 7 with
Hector’s leadership and Polydamas’s criticism at 12.211-12, arguing that ‘a wise counsellor’s sound
advice is unceremoniously rebuffed by a representative of that [i.e., Priam’s] family’. For my
interpretation of the Hector’s scene with Polydamas, see Section 3.2.

23 Thus, even if the Trojans may agree with Antenor’s proposal — as for example Nicolai (1983) 4 n. 4,
Kirk (1990) 284 on 7.392-3, and van Wees (1992) 177-8 claim is implied by the words of Idaeus, the
Trojans’ messenger, towards the Achaeans at 7.392-3 (‘kovpidinv &’ dAoyov Meveldov kvdaiiporo/ ov
onoiv ddoewv- 7 pnv Tpdéc ye kéhovton’: ‘but he [i.e., Paris] refuses to give the wedded wife of the
glorious Menelaus; yet the Trojans now verily urge him to do (it)’) — the Trojans actually decide to
follow Priam’s proposal (7.379). Idaeus’s words may then reveal his (and possibly the Trojans’)
dissatisfaction with Paris’s behaviour, which, even Priam agrees (7.374), caused the outbreak of the
war. In this connection, cf. Idaeus’s curse at 7.390 (‘&g npiv deeA)’ dnorécObor’: “if only he had died
before’). Thus a messenger may modify a message (indeed, intentionally so). On this point and for a
broader discussion of repeated speeches in the lliad, see de Jong (1987/2003) 180-5.

2% For a different view, see Nicolai (1983) 3-4 with n. 4, who considers Antenor’s suggestion as a last
chance for Troy’s rescue, and comments on the narrator’s words at 7.366 (Aapdavidng [piapog, Oedev
uotop drdiovtog; Priam, the son of Dardanus, counsellor equivalent to the gods) the following:
‘Welche entlastenden Motive er [i.e., the narrator] ihm [i.e., Priam] dabei zugute gehalten haben mag
(Mitleid mit Helena, stolze Selbstbehauptung gegeniiber dem feindlichen Auslieferungsbegehren,
Respektierung des Eigenwillens des Sohnes oder religiose Bedenken gegen eine Abschiebung?), bleibt
ungewiss.” Cf. Allan (2006) 5: ‘No less than Paris, Priam is responsible for the destruction of Troy, his
city. He acts wrongly, and he — and everyone else who depends on him — must suffer the
consequences.’

2% gee Section 2.3.3, including bibliographical references; cf. also Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2.
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attack on the city (8.522), he orders the lighting of fires both on the battlefield (8.507-
9) and in the Trojans’ houses (8.520-1), and reinforces the Trojans’ efficiency on the

battlefield when taking into account the needs of the horses, as well (8.504).

Hector’s emphasis on the blazing fire to such an extent that it reaches the sky
(cf. 8.509) is important from an emotional point of view on two counts. On the one
hand, it is linked to his fervour for defeating the Achaeans (cf. 8.512-14). On the other
hand, owing to its potential contribution to the Trojans’ victory, anyone else’s fear (cf.
8.515: otuyénot) to wage war against Troy is reinforced (cf. 8.515-16).%% In addition
to this emphasis on the need to keep fires burning, Hector’s strong desire to defeat the
Achaeans is brought out in his appeal to Zeus and the other gods, as well as in his

disparaging reference to the Achaeans (8.526-8).

The idea of the flame reaching the sky (8.509) is reinforced by the simile at
the end of Iliad 8 (8.555-61), where the narrator compares the brightness of the stars’
light in windless weather (8.556: vrjvepog aibnp, 8.558: Gometog aifnp) to the fires
burning at the Trojans’ camp (8.560-1). As discussed in Chapter 2 (Section 2.2.1), this
simile in Iliad 8 emphasises the Achaeans’ distress at the beginning of Iliad 9. The
importance of the simile from an emotional point of view pertains to the Trojans, as
well: the dead calm connects with the shepherds’ explicit happiness (8.559) and the
Trojans’ implicit satisfaction,?®” given their performance on the battlefield in Iliad 8
and Hector’s exultant speech in the assembly. Thus, just as emotions shape Hector’s
performance in the decision-making process, the reactions to this decision are
likewise emotional. Indeed, if in Iliad 7, the narrator only mentions the Trojans’
attention and obedience to Priam’s speech (7.379; see above), in the assembly of Iliad
8 the Trojans’ approval is stated more vehemently: following Hector’s speech, the

Trojans shout aloud in applause (8.542).

From this perspective, both in the assembly of Iliad 7 and Iliad 8, the decision-
making aligns with the procedural aspects of lliadic assemblies (as we saw them in
the community of the Achaeans (Chapter 2), and we see them in the community of the

gods (Chapter 4)). These procedural aspects aim to achieve consensus. Moreover, the

2% Note that Hector’s aggressive strategy may be related to the absence of Achilles on the battlefield;
see Mueller (1984) 36, 40-1.

27 Note that, from an emotional perspective, the simile is to be understood through the lens of
conceptual metaphor, which connects windless weather with joy (or satisfaction). On the concept of
conceptual metaphor, see Section 2.2.1.
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context of the assembly in Iliad 8 corroborates the rightness of the Trojans’ consensus
in terms of content. The audience already knows that the Trojans are about to gain
ground in the following battles: Zeus’s weighing of the scales (8.68-74), as well as his
reaction to Hera’s complaints at 8.470-83 (see Chapter 4, Section 4.2.1), shortly
before the summoning of the Trojans’ assembly, make it clear that the Trojans will be

victorious over the Achaeans until Achilles returns to fight.

In contrast to the assembly in Iliad 7, in which there is no reference to Hector,
in the assembly of Iliad 8 it is mainly Hector who drives the decision-making, while
in lliad 2, he is involved in the decision-making less directly: rather than himself
suggesting the Trojans’ strategy, Hector follows the suggestion of Iris, who has taken
the form of Polites, one of the sons of Priam. Iris/Polites appears to be concerned with
the particularity of the war (as emphasised at 2.800) — the exceptional size of the
Greek army being illustrated through comparison with leaves or sand — and underlines
that the Trojans’ should consider the peculiarities of their own army. Since the Trojan
forces contra the Achaean consist of different communities who speak different
languages, Hector should allow each leader of the Trojans’ allies to command their
troops (2.802-6). Only then may victory be achieved, viz. when the exercise of
authority is distributed between community leaders.*® Hector dissolves the assembly

and follows Iris’s/Polites’s exhortation (2.807-8).%

In the context of the decision-making in the assembly of lliad 2, there is
nothing to suggest that Iris’s/Polites’s exhortation would have disastrous
consequences. Although Iris’s/Polites’s intervention does not actually come from a
real Trojan, the decision-making in the assembly of Iliad 2 is important for at least
two reasons. First, it reveals Hector’s acknowledgement of, and respect for, the
legitimate right of other people to influence the decision-making process. That is to
say, exercising authority is not limited to one individual, an idea expressed already in
the exhortation of Iris/Polites. Indeed, owing to the heterogeneity of the Trojan army,

there ought to be more than one leader commanding the troops. Secondly, by allowing

*%® For a different interpretation of the scene, see Elmer (2013) 134-5. He claims that ‘lacking a
common language makes true collective action a practical impossibility’. However, if we consider the
lack of a common language to be a real hindrance to communication, then we will encounter
difficulties in understanding scenes concerning the Achaean-Trojan negotiations on the battlefield, and
encounters such as the one between Priam and Achilles, or Chryses and the Achaeans.

2% Note that unlike the assemblies of Iliad 7 and Iliad 8, in the assembly of Iliad 2 there is no reference
to the people’s response.
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himself to follow Iris’s/Polites’s exhortation, Hector demonstrates that he is willing to

listen to and accept the advice of others.

The leader’s ability to listen to others’ advice is intimately linked to effective
decision-making.*® This idea is introduced for the Trojan community in Iliad 2 and
becomes yet explicit in the informal context of decision-making in lliad 12 (12.60-81)
and Iliad 13 (13.735-53) — see below. The important connection between paying heed
to others’ advice and good leadership is developed fully in Section 3.2, in which |
discuss the ineffective decision-making in the Trojan assembly of Iliad 18, along with
non-assembly decision-making at 12.195-250, which pertains to Polydamas’s
interpretation of the omen and is examined in tandem with Polydamas’s criticism of
Hector at 13.725-34,%*

At the beginning of Iliad 12, although no assembly takes place, the Trojans
have to make a decision in order to escape a battlefield predicament. While on their
horses, they fail to cross the ditch before the Achaeans’ wall (12.41-59). After
pointing out the dangers of fighting close to the ditch (12.61-6; 12.71-4), Polydamas
urges the Trojans to follow his suggestion: the attendants should remain at the passage
by the ditch, while all soldiers should follow Hector (12.75-8). As at the beginning of
Iliad 12, at the end of Iliad 13 the Trojans have to overcome another predicament on
the battlefield. While they managed to surmount the wall, they are yet unable to defeat
the Achaeans owing to the Achaeans’ numerical superiority. After criticising him (see
Section 3.2), Polydamas points out to Hector the necessity of summoning a council in
order to discuss whether they should attack the Achaean ships or instead refrain
(13.740-4). As with Iris’s/Polites’s advice in lIliad 2, so too with the advice of
Polydamas in Iliad 12 and lliad 13, there is nothing to suggest that what Hector was

advised could incur unwelcome consequences for the Trojan community. Thus, in all

%0 On the significance of this point in the Achaean community, see Chapter 2, in particular,
Agamemnon’s behaviour towards Nestor in lliad 9 and towards Odysseus in lliad 14; and
Agamemnon’s and Achilles’s stance towards Odysseus in lliad 19. Contrast Agamemnon’s behaviour
towards Nestor in Iliad 1 and Achilles’s behaviour towards the ambassadors in lliad 9. Note
furthermore the gods’ attitude: cf. Zeus’s behaviour towards Hera in Iliad 16 and towards Athena in
Iliad 22, as well as Poseidon’s stance towards Iris in Iliad 15. For a detailed analysis of the gods’
stance, see Chapter 4.

* For a comparison of Polydamas’s advice to Hector in all four scenes, see Lohmann (1970) 178-82.
See also ibid.117-19, and below. For the relationship between Hector and Polydamas in the /liad, see
also Reichel (1994) 175-82. For Polydamas’s ‘doubts about Hector’s mastery of commands’ and
Hector’s performance, see Martin (1989) 133-5. For a comparison between Helenus’s and Polydamas’s
advice to Hector, see Bannert (1988) 71-81.
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three cases, Hector rightly takes into account a counsellor’s advice and follows it
(2.807; 12.80; 13.748-53).

In brief, Section 3.1 has focused on examples of effective decision-making
amongst the Trojans. | have argued that emotions play an important role vis-a-vis
individuals’ participation in political debate, as well as in persuading others to agree
upon a proposed course of action. The idea of ‘being persuaded’ is then intimately
linked to the procedural aspect of decision-making within assemblies, namely,
achieving consensus. The assemblies in Iliad 7, lliad 8, and Iliad 2 as well as cases of
informal decision-making in lliad 12 (12.41-74) and lliad 13 (13.740-53) show that
leaders act in the interests of the community when decisions are not based on the
preferences of a single individual. Authority should be distributed between members
of the same group, thereby securing the community’s welfare. To this end,
considering other people’s advice is of utmost importance and constitutive of good
leadership style, something that becomes more prominent in the example of
ineffective decision-making in the Trojan assembly of Iliad 18, which | explore in
Section 3.2.

3.2 The Trojan assembly of Iliad 18 and Hector’s failure

Although all other examples of assembly consensus in the Iliad beget positive results
for the community (see Section 3.1; cf. also Chapters 2 and 4), the Trojan assembly of
Iliad 18 evinces that consensus within the assembly does not always entail beneficial
consequences for the community. This is to say that when decision-making is only
procedurally rational, not also constituvely rational, assembly consensus can cause the
suffering of the community. In order to understand how the context shows that the
Trojan decision made in Iliad 18 is not sensible, | further explore Iris’s message to
Hector in Iliad 11, as well as Hector’s inability to act as a good leader, in both
assembly contexts and other less formal occasions of decision-making on the
battlefield (cf. Polydamas’s criticism of Hector at 13.726-34; in this regard, cf. also

Polydamas’s and Hector’s stance>* in the informal decision-making at 12.210-50).

%02 For a comparison between Hector’s and Polydamas’s speeches, see Lohmann (1970) 30-3; see also

above.
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As in rational decision-making, so in non-sensible decisions, emotions have an
important part to play.>® In the context of assembly decision-making in Iliad 18, the
appearance of Achilles on the battlefield prompts the Trojans’ dread (18.246-8) and
the assembly’s urgent summoning (18.243-5). The Trojans’ dread is further linked to
the deviation from the assembly norms, viz. with the Trojans’ standing rather than
seated (18.246-7),*** combined with their indifference towards having a meal
(18.245).3%

Emotions not only influence the assembly’s very summoning but also form the
developments therein. In Polydamas’s speech (18.254-83), there is an association
between his fear (18.261) — resulting from his intuition about Achilles’s intentions to
both fight on the battlefield and attempt to assault the Trojan Wall (18.262-5) — and
his exhortation towards the Trojans to leave the battlefield (18.266).%% In his attempt
to convince them of the gravity of the situation, which is underlined by the assembly’s
unusual character (cf. the deviation from the norms above), Polydamas does not
simply communicate his own fear; he moreover attempts to reinforce the Trojans’
trepidation, viz. by referring to the disastrous consequences of their stay on the
battlefield. For most of them will not manage to reach Troy; instead, they will be
killed by Achilles and get eaten by the dogs (18.270-2). In so doing, Polydamas
leverages the emotion that prompted their assemblage to make them approve his
proposal, thereby securing their safety and wellbeing. Fear, therefore, as caused by
Odysseus in lliad 2 and in contrast to Agamemnon’s practice in lliad 1, has

potentially positive implications on the community.

Although Polydamas may wish that, in spite of their distress, the Trojans

follow his advice (18.273: ‘ci &’ v £uoic énéeoot mOdueba kndduevoi mep’; “if we

%% That is to say, the concepts of procedural and constitutive rationality do not imply any absence of
emotion vis-a-vis decision-making processes. Note also that the concept of emotion itself does not
exclude the idea of rationality. See de Souza (1987). Cf. also that the ‘psychic organs’ in Homer may
indicate both emotion and deliberation. See Jahn (1987). Cf. Chapter 1, Section 1.1.

%04 That the norms suggest that the assembly’s members are seated is linked to the speaker’s standing
position; cf. Agamemnon’s deviation from the norms in the assembly of Iliad 19 (19.77). See the
discussion in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2.

%% For the significant role of the meal, see above Section 3.1.

%06 Note that this fear contrasts with Polydamas’s former joy at the prospect of spending the night close
to the Achaeans’ ships (18.259-60). On Hector’s charges about Polydamas’s cowardice, see below.

%07 See Chapter 2. For the positive effects of fear in decision-making processes, cf. also Zeus’s
leadership in Chapter 4 (see, especially, Hera’s fear in lliad 1, as well as hers and Athena’s fear in Iliad
15).
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obey my words, though distressed we may be’) and return to Troy, Hector expresses

his strong disagreement with Polydamas’s proposal (18.285-7):%%

‘TTovAvdapa, o0 pev oOKET” €uol @ila TadT’ AyOpPELELS,
0¢ kéAeon Kot BTV GAHEVOL DTG IOVTOLC,

N ob o kexkdpNoOe delpévor Evaodt mopymv;’

‘Polydamas, you say things that are no longer pleasant to me, ordering us to go back
again and be shut in our city. Have you [i.e., Trojans] not yet been glutted of being

shut in the city walls?*3%

This expression of disagreement is shaped by Hector’s disposition, which is indicated
through the narrator’s comment on Hector’s aggressive mood in the introductory line
of his speech (18.284: tov &’ ap’ Ymodpa iddv Tpocien kopvbaiolog “Extmp; looking

askance at him, Hector said),®

as well as by Hector’s own words towards
Polydamas. Hector first expresses his discontent with the content of the proposal
(18.285; identically at 12.231),*!" thereafter questioning the Trojans’ willingness to
fight (18.286-7),%2 while addressing Polydamas dismissively (18.295: ‘vime’;

“fool’).

The Trojans cheer Hector’s plan of action (18.310). Still the narrator’s
evaluative comment about their approval — as well as on Hector’s speech (18.310-13)
— declares their fallacious judgement:

O¢ "Extop dydpev’, €mi 6¢ Tpdeg kelddnoav
vimor €k Yap oceemv epévag eileto TTaAlag AGMvn.
"Extopt gV yap EaNvNnoay Kako UnTiOmvTL,

[TovAvdauavtt &’ ap’ od Tic, 0g E6OANV Ppaleto foviny.

So Hector spoke, and the Trojans cheered in response — fools! For Pallas Athena had
taken their wits away. They praised Hector, whose plan was bad, but Polydamas, who
had contrived a good plan, nobody praised.

%08 Hammer (2002) 111 notes the connection between the disagreement of Hector and Polydamas, and a
similar case of division linked to the advice of a warrior depicted on Achilles’s Shield.

%09 Cf. also lines 18.295-6, which are discussed below.

319 For bibliographical references on the expression vrodpa id@v, see Chapter 2, Section 2.1.

%11 On 12.231 and Hector’s rejection of Polydamas’s interpretation of Zeus’s omen, see below.

312 Cf. Hector’s charges against Polydamas for being a coward in Iliad 12 (12.244-7), where Hector
rejects Polydama’s interpretation of Zeus’s omen. See below.
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The narrator is here explicit: the Trojans’ approval of Hector’s commands laeds them
to a bad decision. Hector’s commands (viz. to have a meal, keep watch, and be ready
for action (18.289-99)) are reminiscent of his commands in the assembly of Iliad 8
(Section 3.1). Yet the situation for the Trojans at this stage of the poem (viz. at the

moment of Achilles’s appearance on the battlefield in Iliad 18) is different.

First of all, the audience is already aware that Troy will fall (12.15-18;*'

15.70-1),** as well as of the fact that Hector will die at the hands of Achilles (cf.
Zeus’s words at 15.68).*" The audience is moreover aware of the link between the
current success of the Trojans, on the one hand, and Zeus’s commitment in Iliad 1 to
honour Thetis, on the other. This link is covertly communicated by Zeus’s nod

towards Thetis’s request in lliad 1 (1.525-8; see Chapter 4),*'

and is more explicitly
expressed through Zeus’s reference, in the assembly of Iliad 15, to his promise to
Thetis (15.74-7), while it becomes more than explicit in the narrator’s words at

13.347-50:

Zevg pev dpa Tpoeoot kai "Extopt BovAeto vikny,
Kudaivov Ayifjo Tddag TayOv: 00dE TL TAUTOY
f0eke Laov OAéaBot Ayaucov TAoot mtpo,

AALG O¢Tv KOdave Kol via kaptepOHupov.

Zeus, then, wanted victory for the Trojans and Hector, because he wanted to give
honour to the swift-footed Achilles; he did not at all want to destroy the Achaean
people in front of Troy, but to Thetis he was aiming to give honour and her strong-

hearted son.

The narrator thus makes it clear that Zeus’s support for the Trojans is linked to his
plan to satisfy Thetis’s request, which only incidentally secures victory for the
Trojans.®'” Even if Hector were not completely aware of Zeus’s broader plan, and
does not have access to the narrator’s words, he is still aware of Zeus’s message

(11.192-4) which Iris transmits to him (11.207-9), namely, that Hector’s own

313 In these lines, the narrator refers to the Fall of Troy, the Achaeans’ return to Greece, and Apollo’s
and Poseidon’s plan to destroy the Achaeans’ wall.

314 7eus mentions that the Achaeans will conquer Troy with Athena’s help.

315 For Zeus’s stance in the assembly of lliad 15, see Chapter 4.

318 For another covert reference on the narrator’s part, cf. the narrator’s words concerning Zeus’s
difficulty to fall asleep while he was devising a plan to honour Achilles: 2.3-4.

317 For a discussion of the Fall of Troy vis-a-vis Zeus’s justice and approval, see Allan (2006) 6-8.
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achievements will only last for one day.*'® He nevertheless appears to perceive Zeus’s
words as a means of contributing to success overall, not to the success of one

particular day,*

something that runs counter to his attitude before the Trojans’
victory in lliad 8 and Iris’s message in Iliad 11. In his encounter with Andromache in
Iliad 6, Hector appears to be certain and well aware of the imminent Fall of Troy and
the loss of Priam and the other Trojans (6.447-9). Hector’s inability to heed the details
of Iris’s speech, and his consequent overconfidence in the possibility of routing the
Achaeans completely, cause him to fail to make effective decisions, thereby
condemning the Trojans to failure on the battlefield.**® That is to say, Hector’s failure
to effectively interpret the evidence transmitted to him causes him to disregard the
validity of Polydamas’s advice, which underlines the contrast between Hector’s
tendency towards poor judgment (cf. Hector’s judgment in the assembly of Iliad 18:
18.285-312; Polydamas’s reference to Hector’s tendency to discard the advice of
others at 13.726-9 and 12.211-14, which are discussed below) and Polydamas’s
competence in giving sound counsel (cf. the narrator’s reference at 18.249-52 and
18.313; Polydamas’s own words at 13.726-48 and 12.215-29, which are also

discussed below).

In this regard, and specifically in the context of the Trojan assembly in Iliad
18, while introducing Polydamas’s intervention the narrator comments on Hector’s
and Polydamas’s shared birth date, which is contrasted to their abilities (18.249-52):

3% From this perspective, there is no ambiguity in Zeus’s promise as claimed by Redfield (1975) 145.
Indeed, in contrast to the latter’s argument (viz. that someone ‘must rely on his hope that the
determination he has already made is correct’), a good leader should be considerate of the sound advice
of others. I do not then agree with Redfield’s (1975) 146 interpretation that ‘in rejecting Polydamas,
Hector is doing his best to meet his responsibilities’ (see below). Moreover, Erbse (1978) 21 may be
right in defending Hector’s argument insofar as Zeus has given him the power to defeat the Achaeans;
yet Zeus’s promise only holds true for one day; ¢f. Schofield (1986) 20 n. 32.

319 Kozak (2017) 100; 111 does not refer to this point when justifying Hector’s stance following Iris’s
message; she argues that Hector must not be aware of Patroclus’s death and Achilles’s return, that is,
unlike the audience (thanks to Zeus’s speech at the end of Iliad 8). Nevertheless, she does refer to the
limited time of Hector’s success according to Iris’s message when discussing the assembly in lliad 18;
see Kozak (2017) 180. Morrison (1992) 1-2 focuses on the contradiction between Zeus’s promise for
Hector’s victory (11.191-3) and Hector’s retreat following his encounter with Diomedes and Odysseus
(11.345-56). The overall goal of his book is to explain ambiguous predictions in the Iliad and their
effects to the audience. Regardless of Hector’s personal failure immediately following Agamemnon’s
wounding (cf. 11.345-56; 11.251-3), which contrasts with Zeus’s promise at 11.191-4 (cf. also 11.206-
9), the Trojans still take ground during this day of battle, and Zeus still cares about Hector (cf. Iliad
12). Morrison (1992) 2 n. 3 notes that Zeus’s care about Hector in lliad 12 (12.173-4; 12.254-5;
12.290-3; 12.436-8), which comes after Hector’s retreat in lliad 11, does not come soon enough.

%20 Hainsworth (1993) 247 on 11.200-1 is then right to note that the utterance at 11.200 (‘"Extop, vig
[piapoto, Ad pfjtv drdravte’: ‘Hector, son of Priam, equal to Zeus in counsel’) is ‘an ornamental
compliment’, which is ‘not esp. appropriate in view of his [i.e. Hector’s] portrayal with increasing
emphasis in books 11-18 as overconfident, in contrast to the prudent Pouludamas’.
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0ot 8¢ ITovAvdapac memvopévog fpy’ GyopevELy
[avBoidng: d yap olog dpa TPHGGm Kol OTiGoMm.
“Extopt &8’ v £t0ipog, ifj & &v vukTi yévovto:
GAL’ O pev ap’ pobototy, 0 0 Eyyel mOALOV Evika:

O oV €0 PPOVEWMV AyOPNGOTO KOl PETEEUTEV.

Among them the son of Panthous started to speak, the wise Polydamas; for he alone
looked forwards and backwards. And he was companion to Hector, and they were
born on the same night; but the one was better in words, the other in the spear much
better. And rightly thinking, he [i.e., Polydamas] addressed them and spoke among

them.

Polydamas’s ability in counsel, here emphasised through multiple references of the
narrator (memvopévog; olog dpa TPOGGm Kol Omicom; podototy ... &vika; &0 ppovéwv),
is compared and contrasted with Hector’s ability vis-a-vis fighting. Polydamas’s and
Hector’s abilities in turn point towards their different claims to uw’].m For prevailing
in a specific domain warrants a claim to uwﬁ.m By implication, like Agamemnon, in
Iliad 1 (who discards Nestor’s advice and fails to honour Achilles), Hector likewise
fails to respect Polydamas’s tyuny by disregarding his counsel. On the other hand,
Polydamas’s exceptional value as a counsellor comes from his ability to consider
things retrospectively and prospectively (18.250), an ability essential to good
leadership, which both Agamemnon (1.343; see Chapter 2) and Hector lack (contrast
Zeus’s leadership abilities — see Chapter 4).

If, in the context of the assembly in Iliad 18, it is only the external audience
who is reminded of Polydamas’s efficiency in giving good advice, then in the private
context of the decision-making process in lliad 13, this is furthermore made clear to

Hector himself. Like the narrator’s words in Iliad 18, as discussed above (18.249-52),

%21 For a discussion of Hector’s and Polydamas’s prudence in relation to honour dynamics, see

Schofield (1986) 18-22, especially 20-2. Note also that the reference to Hector’s and Polydamas’s birth
on the same date (18.251) depicts them as being doubles. For a discussion of this literary device in the
context of the assembly in Iliad 18, see Clark (2007) 95-7. For further bibliographical details on
Polydamas and his relation to Hector, see Clark (2007) 85 n. 2. Cf. also Reinhardt (1961) 172-7;
Schadewaldt (1966); Griffin (1980). For a discussion of Homeric fellow relationships in general, see,
for example, UIf (1990a) 127-38.

%22 The qualities of individual excellence attract what Darwall (1977) calls ‘appraisal respect’ (as
opposed to ‘recognition respect’). Note, however, that Darwall (1977) is wrong to argue that ‘appraisal
respect’ involves no claim. As we see in Polydamas’s case, for example, his skill in giving sound
advice is a skill that entitles him to act in certain ways in deliberative contexts, thereby demanding his
skills to this end be recognised. On Polydamas’s entitlement, see details below. On the concept of Ty,
cf. the discussion in Chapter 1, Section 1.2.
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in Iliad 13 Polydamas explicitly states that there are people who are good at fighting,
while others are wise, and therefore are also able to protect others (13.730-4).
Polydamas directs substantial criticism towards Hector by declaring that the latter
refuses to be persuaded because he associates excellence in war with corresponding
excellence in counsel (13.726-8). However, it is not possible for someone to have
every conceivable trait (13.729). As in Iliad 13, in Iliad 12 Hector is accused of
neither listening enough to his people nor giving his people a voice (12.211-14),*%
which again reminds one of Agamemnon’s behaviour in Iliad 1. Hector tries to
overcome other people not through the content of his proposal but by way of rebuke
(12.211-12). This phenomenon entails the danger of affording too much weight to
status and rank, a problem that also occurs in lliad 1 (see Chapter 2, Section 2.1).
Although Hector may prevent people from expressing their views, Polydamas does
make his own proposal (based on his claim to wise counsel). Despite Hector’s typical
behaviour, opting to criticise Polydamas’s good advice (12.211), Polydamas is
explicit in noting the correctness of his suggestion (12.215; cf. also 12.212), thereby
reinforcing the credibility of his explanation of the omen (12.210-27) by referring to
his status as a seer (12.228-9).

Unlike his behaviour at the beginning of Iliad 12 (see Section 3.1), and though
reminded of Polydamas’s efficiency in counsel, Hector confirms Polydamas’s
criticism and disregards the latter’s thoughtful advice (12.237-40).3* Like the eagle
that fails to return the snake it is holding to its nest and eaglets, according to
Polydamas’s interpretation of the omen (12.216-26), the Trojans will fail to return to
Troy if they decide to pass through the gates and the wall of the Achaeans, attacking
their ships. In contrast to the assembly of Iliad 2, in which Hector follows
Iris’s/Polites’s advice and recognises that authority can be distributed (see Section
3.1), in Iliad 12 Hector fails to recognise Polydamas’s prudent recommendations,
concentrating exclusively on his own interpretation of Zeus’s message in lliad 11

(12.235-8),* thereby unjustifiably suggesting that Polydamas is a coward (12.244-

% On the meaning of these verses, see Schofield (1986) 19 n. 30.

%24 Mueller (1984) 43 notes that Hector’s acceptance of Polydamas’s advice would permit the Trojans’
retreat without any loss of face on Hector’s part.

325 B kéhear Znvog piv €prydovmoto AabécOar/ Povréwv, G TE pot awTdg VméoyETo Kol KoTévevoe:/
Tovn &’ oiwvoiot Tavurtepvyeootl kehebel/ neiBesBon’: ‘(you) who order me to forget the counsels of
the thundering Zeus, which he himself promised and granted to me; you order me to obey long-winged
birds.’
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6).® His excessive confidence, such that he can afford to blatantly disregard
Polydamas’s advice (12.238),%*" is reminiscent of Agamemnon’s arrogance in lliad 1
and lliad 2, who likewise fallaciously believes that he meets with Zeus’s support (cf.
1.173-5; see Chapter 2, Section 2.2.1). However, as Athenian argues in Plato’s Laws
(644c-d), being one of the two kinds of &\mic,**® confidence (8dppoc) needs to work in
tandem with Aoyiopog in order to be beneficial. By implication, someone’s failure to
properly evaluate their emotions may lead to poor judgement. Thus, even if we
consider Hector’s rejection as effective at this stage of the poem (viz. in Iliad 12 as

some scholars argue),®

Polydamas’s criticism still offers us a deeper perspective
regarding Trojan assemblies and debates, which are intimately connected with
Hector’s failure. For, while Hector’s (excessive) confidence and inability to listen to
other people’s advice may not be disastrous in the context of Iliad 12.210ff., it is

revealed to be fatal once and for all in lliad 18 onwards.3*°

The first actual developments which prove Polydamas’s advice sound do not
come at 16.364ff.,**" but are already traced in lliad 13 (cf. 13.719-23), where the
Trojans have to contend with another battlefield predicament (see Section 3.1).
Although Hector may agree with, and take into account, Polydamas’s advice to
summon a council at the end of Iliad 13, his behaviour in Iliad 18 shows that he has
clearly not digested the importance of Polydamas’s message that he should heed the
views of others. As with the second Trojan decision-making process in lliad 12
(12.235-8), in lliad 18 Hector’s misplaced trust in Zeus’s support (18.293-4), as well
as his insistence on ensuring obedience through intimidation and fear (18.295-7;
12.248-50; cf. Agamemnon’s vein in lliad 1 (1.181-7; see Chapter 2), are linked to
Hector’s failure in leadership. For Hector is indifferent to the idea of allowing his

people to be persuaded in accordance with their own will (18.295-6):

‘ymie, PNKETL TODTO VONLOTO OOV’ Evi Oe-

oV Yap 11 Tpowv émmeicetar ov yap €4ow.’

326 Note Polydamas’s implicit response to this accusation at 18.259-60. See above.

27 <1v ob T petatpémop’ 008’ dheyilw’: ‘neither | care for these nor | take them into account’. Cf.
Achilles’s similar language at 1.160 and 9.630, pointing out Agamemnon’s indifference towards the
other.

%28 The other is fear.

% See, for example, Erbse (1978) 20; Taplin (1992) 157 with n. 12; de Jong (1987/2003) 214-15.
Contrast, for example, Schein (1984) 183-6.

3% See the narrator’s evaluative comment, discussed above.

31 ¢f Taplin (1992) 157 n. 12: ‘Poulydamas’ fears are actually not fulfiled until much later, at 16.364
ff.; and even then they do not prove disastrous.’
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‘Fool, do not reveal these thoughts among people; for none of the Trojans will obey
(them); I will not allow (them to).’

Hector further evinces indifference in attempting to persuade his people of the
possible advantages of his proposal. He is instead interested in coercing their
obedience (12.248-50):

‘el 0& oV ontotitog apéLeat NE Tv’ dAlov
TAPPAUEVOG EMEEGTIV ATOGTPEYELS TOAELOL0,

avTiK’ EU® VO dovpl TumElS Ao Bupov dAécacelg.’

‘Yet, if you [i.e., Polydamas] keep yourself away from the battle or persuading
someone else with words you deter them from war, immediately struck under my

spear you will lose your life.”

In this light, Hector’s poor judgment in disregarding Polydamas’s advice is not
merely an unfortunate, isolated incident: it is characteristic of Hector’s flawed
leadership style.®* Like Agamemnon, Hector fails to foresee the implications of his
judgement on his community (and himself), in contrast to the likes of Nestor,
Odysseus, and Polydamas, who are capable of giving sound counsel and considering

the consequences of an action in advance and in detail.>*

As already noted in Section
3.1, Hector may listen to Polydamas’s advice in Iliad 13, as well as at the beginning

of lliad 12. Yet, in Iliad 18, his insistence on following his own counsel and rejecting

332 For additional evidence related to Hector’s incapability to listen to practical advice, note his
disregard for Andromache’s advice at 6.407; 6.433-9. Note furthermore that, as he discards
Polydamas’s advice for emotional reasons (i.e., excessive confidence), emotional reasons likewise
explain his disregard for Andromache’s counsel. See his shame, which results from thinking about his
people’s judgement of him (6.441-2); his desire to gain glory (6.446); his affection for his wife (6.454-
65), which causes him to put aside his leadership responsibilities (c¢f. his indifference to his people’s
fortune (6.447-53), a reference that is rather made to underline his feelings for Andromache — he might
be indifferent to his people’s fortune, but their judgement on his leadership does affect him: 22.99-110;
6.441-2 already cited above). Cf. also his own words at 15.721-3, through which he condemns the
elders for preventing him — against his will — and the army from attacking the Achaean ships in the
past. Hector once again is wrong: Achilles’s presence on the battlefield would have made Trojan
success in such a venture impossible; on 15.721-3, see, for example, Ulf (1990a) 102. See also Priam’s
(22.38-40; 22.56-8) and Hecuba’s advice (22.82-9), who respectively attempt to persuade Hector to
return to Troy and avoid fighting Achilles; for Hector’s disregard of those appeals, see below. Other
evidence for Hector’s flawed leadership style consists in Hector’s desire to become immortal (cf-
8.538-41; 13.824-32). Since he achieved success on the battlefield once (cf. the Trojans’ victory in
lliad 8), he then seems to believe that he can achieve success that would be beyond his abilities. Cf.
Farron (1978) 40, who observes that Hector ‘has a strong tendency to overvalue his own martial
ability’.

3 Cf Nicolai (1983) 5: ‘Die Abwege, in die der Iliasdichter seine Haupthelden sich verrennen lisst,
fiihren also dahin, dal3 sie iiber weite Strecken paradoxerweise weniger ihren Feinden Schaden antun
als vielmehr der eigenen Gemeinschaft: die Fehlkalkulationen der Konige als Sicherheitsrisiko fiir ihre
eigenen Volker.’
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Polydamas’s proposal proves fatal. Thus it is not Polydamas who is deluded — as
Hector claims at 12.234 (‘€€ dpa. o to1 £ncrra Ogol ppévag drecav avtoi’: ‘the very
gods then surely destroyed your mind’) — but Hector himself (cf., e.g., 13.824-32;
18.293-4).%* Indeed, if in Iliad 13 Hector does not express acknowledgement of
Polydamas’s criticisms despite following his advice, he does so explicitly in lliad 22
(22.99-103).

Feeling shame at the thought of the Trojans’ possible disapproval,®*® Hector
decides to fight against Achilles (cf. 22.99-110).3% Hector’s realisation that it was a
fundamental mistake (22.104) not to bring the Trojans back to their citadel but to urge
them (or even force them — cf. 18.295-6) to stay overnight on the battlefield, thereby
disregarding Polydamas’s prudence, comes rather too late for both Hector and his
community. Hector’s imaginary speech (cf. 22.99-125) constitutes a self-reflective

337 insofar as his excessive confidence in his own

criticism of his poor leadership style,
strength and power has been disastrous for his people (cf. 22.107).%*® Hector reflects
on his leadership in his own terms, by himself, whereby his imagination about the
other people’s possible judgement constitutes a projection of his cognizance of his
own failure. That is, Hector’s self-reproach may imply regret regarding his former
conduct. By implication, Hector’s shame towards his people along with his possible
regret for his disastrous leadership bespeaks his real intentions. For Hector did not

deliberately intend to damage his people’s interests nor to increase his own tiun by

33% On Hector’s delusion in connection to atn, see Cairns (2012) 14, 19, especially 33-9; 44-9. For
Cairns’s account on the difference between @t and dtacOaiion, see ibid. 35-49. Cairns (2012) 35, 37
also discusses Finkelberg’s (1995) position on the matter. Stanley (1993) 107-8 traces Hector’s
delusion already in (lliad 5 and) [liad 6: ‘the capacity for self-delusion in Hector’s encounter with
Andromache within the walls reasserts itself and he sacrifices the constraints of truth and practical
realism to compulsions of aidos outside them’.

3% On Hector’s emotional state note also the narrator’s words at 22.98: dyOfcag 8 &po eine Tpog dv
peyoinropa Bopodv; greatly vexed he spoke to his great-hearted thymos — see de Jong (2012) 82-3 on
98.

336 For an analysis of this scene in connection to aiddg, see Cairns (1993) 81-3. See also Gill’s (1996)
81-91 account on the relation between Hector’s shame and the concept of personhood; ¢f. also Cairns
(2014) 37-9.

37 Scodel (2008) 20 explains how Hector’s criticism is linked to his concern about his tyusj: Hector
‘imagines criticism he would not actually hear — that is, bad kleos; but because he imagines it, his
subjective perception of not only his reputation but also his time suffers’. See also ibid.11-12 and 23.

3% Cf Haubold (2000) 93: ‘unlike Agamemnon, he [i.e., Hector] does not attempt to excuse himself’.
Note, however, that unlike /liad 19, in Iliad 2 and Iliad 9 Agamemnon admits his mistake without
seeking excuses (see Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2). Haubold (2000) 94 compares further the scene of
Hector in Iliad 22 with Nestor’s words in the Achaeans’ council at 9.109-11, and comments the
following: ‘In book 9, too, excessive behaviour had caused a problem between the people and their
leader. The city is not the only competitor for the attention claimed by the laos. Individual ambition can
always be mobilised as an alternative code.’
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dishonouring Polydamas.®*® From this perspective, Hector, while culpable, does not
display avoudng behaviour like Agamemnon (see Chapter 2, Section 2.1). In
recognising the wrongness of the decision taken in Iliad 18 comes a further realisation
on Hector’s part of his deception by the gods (cf. 22.297-303, where Hector reflects
on his imminent death, his deception by Athena, and the absence of Zeus’s support;
contrast Hector’s certainty about Zeus being on his side at 12.234 and 13.824-32
already discussed above). Thus Hector experiences now certain emotions (viz. shame
and regret) as a result of his previous emotions (viz. excessive confidence), and we
see that, in both cases, Hector’s emotions are bound up with his failed attitude as a
political leader.

To summarise, in Section 3.2 | have focused on the decision-making process
of the Trojan assembly in Iliad 18, drawing comparisons with informal Trojan
decision-making in lliad 11, lliad 12, and lliad 13. I have argued that individuals’
emotions constitute a normative, as well as an anti-normative, part of such decision-
making processes. Thus emotions function for both good and ill given that, in certain
instances, emotions serve to support deliberative norms, while, in other cases, they
function to their detriment. Despite the consensus of the Trojans, their decision to
spend the night on the battlefield (rather than returning to their city) has disastrous
consequences for the community, culminating in Hector’s death. Therefore, though
procedurally legitimate, the Trojans’ judgement in Iliad 18 is constitutively

calamitous.

3.3 Conclusions

This chapter has discussed the Trojans’ leadership taking into consideration political
discourse in assemblies as well as in less-formal deliberative occasions. | have shown
that emotions, which assume a beneficial or destructive character depending upon the
context, play a major role in the formation of different leadership styles. | have shown
that individuals like Priam and Polydamas — those who are capable of judging aright
potential developments, thereby assessing all prospective options — are exemplars of
good leadership. On the contrary, leaders like Hector who do not always appreciate
the value of distributing authority, nor do they always evince the ability to listen to

others’ advice, thereby acknowledging others’ claims, fail to protect the community

339 See Fisher (1992) 178, who rightly makes the point that Hector’s dracOahiot do not equate to Hpic.
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and secure its wellbeing, owing to their focus on personal preferences and/or
excessive confidence, which causes them to put trust in their fatally misplaced
judgement. By implication, when such leaders take the principal role in decision-
making processes, the accession of these decisions may irredeemably harm the
community. This is in spite of the unanimous agreement of assembly members, which
results from abidance by procedural rules. If decision-making eventuates from the
people’s consensus while the content of the approved proposal is unsound, then the
decision-making produces a plan of action that proves ineffectual. Therefore, instead
of coercing obedience from their people, a good leader should be able to see all

aspects of an issue, leveraging advice from sound counsellors.
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4. The Olympian political community

Chapters 2 and 3 unpacked the Achaeans’ and Trojans’ leadership styles and
characteristic attributes vis-a-vis emotions. | thereby examined the ways in which
decision-making processses and political debate are bound up with the individuals’
emotions, contextualised in political institutions such as the assembly and council, as
well as in less formal deliberation contexts on the battlefield. | argued that political
leaders are only able to ensure the people’s welfare when their judgement is grounded
in impartial enactment of communal norms, that is, when leaders do not think of the
communal norms as a means to serve their personal priorities, infringing the rights,
especially honour claims, of others. Leaders should then recognise that honour
dynamics operate bidirectionally. In this regard, consensus within political institutions
is essential for successful course of political action. Still this consensus must be
reached on the basis of a fundamentally sensible undertaking, which in turn can only
be contrived through the leader’s prudential reasoning, their accurate evaluation of
their own and others’ emotions, as well as their ability to heed sound advice of good

counsellors.

In this chapter, I argue that, unlike humans, the collective action of gods in

assembly contexts>*

never jeopardise the communal interest. This is because, in spite
of reflecting a range of positions that are based on differing prerogatives, the gods
ultimately respect rules and protocols, and are not excessively focused on their own
Tiun. This is to say that, while the gods may occasionally be moved by their personal
convictions and emotions, they eventually act in the overall benefit of the community.
Thus, unlike the leadership styles of Agamemnon and Hector, Zeus is an exemplar of
good leadership. In the first section of this chapter, | show the intimate link between

honour and emotion as motives for divine conflict (4.1). Then, in the second section, |

340 | focus mainly on assemblies because these are the main political institutions in which decisions are
made. Yet | illuminate these decisions in two ways: a) by considering decisions that eventuate from
other institutional structures; cf., for example, the institutional structures of Zeus’s authority (e.g., the
other gods’ exercise of authority on Zeus’s behalf) in the decision-making process in Iliad 15 (namely,
Hera’s and Iris’s roles in transmitting Zeus’s message: 15.53-79; 15.143-8; 15.158-69; 15.174-83 — for
a comparison between the ways in which divine messengers function in the Greek and Near Eastern
epic, see West (1997) 190-1)); and b) by considering decisions that result from the gods’ social
interaction in less formal contexts (see, for example, Zeus’s and Hera’s opposition over Sarpedon’s fate
in lliad 16). Both within and beyond assembly contexts, the decisions heed the same principles (viz. the
gods’ recognition of, and respect for, each other’s claims to tiun).
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show how these factors constitute motives for divine consensus and reconciliation
4.2).

Before proceeding with Sections 4.1 and 4.2, | would first like to outline my
argument and its basis. We begin with the claim that the structure of the divine
community and the gods’ negotiations of communal norms result from developments
that are described in Hesiod’s Theogony.*** Specifically, my argument in this chapter
is based on the postulation that the powers of the gods are their tipai and have been
allocated to them as domains of experience and operation in which they are meant to
have a certain amount of autonomy which the other gods should not transgress (cf.
15.185-93).** When Poseidon refers to his, Zeus’s, and Hades’s domains (15.190-3),
he is not merely describing how things are but how they should be. That is, the divine
dispensation of domains and rights is to be understood prescriptively. Owing to this,
the tipai of the gods, i.e., their role or status, are linked to other senses of tiun, viz. to
the gods’ Ty qua dignity or claim, on the one hand, and qua deference, esteem, or
recognition, on the other. The allocation of domains expresses recognition of what the
gods do, and what the gods do is what entitles them to honour. The gods’ Twyai, in
turn, licenses their claims to performing certain activity. Indeed, because they fulfil
these claims, they receive esteem from others (both gods and humans). By
implication, the senses of the gods’ mwn qua role, claim, and deference are
interconnected, and they are interconnected as a matter of reciprocity and

intersubjectivity.**®

The gods’ domains of power (twai) are then closely linked to the gods’
claims. These claims are (inter alia) related to the gods’ pedigree and family

1 Schein (1984) 45 makes a similar point: ‘The stories and representations of the gods in the Iliad are
consistent with those found elsewhere in poems belonging to the same oral poetic tradition — the
Odyssey, the poetry of Hesiod, and the so-called Homeric Hymn’. However, unlike the approach taken
here, Schein’s (1984) 45-7; 49-51 analysis pins down differences and similarities between Iliadic and
Thegonic evidence without situating the discussion in the context of operative norms of the divine
community. On the importance of the Theogony in the construction of the Greek mythology, see, for
example, Littleton (1970) 83-121. Note also that the Theogonic developments as a presupposition of
the Iliad should not be interpreted as a comment on the chronology of the Iliad’s composition in
relation to the Theogony. For a discussion on the dating of the Iliad, see, for example, Cairns (2001b)
1-12.

2 7eus’s dominance is constrained to the ether and clouds (15.192), whereas Poseidon presides over
the sea (15.190), and the underworld, in turn, belongs to Hades (15.191). On earth and Mount
Olympus, these three gods have equally legitimate claims to exercising authority (15.193).

%43 See the relevant discussion in Chapter 1, Section 1.2.
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structures,®** physical strength (e.g., 1.567; 8.17; 15.108; 15.164), intelligence (e.g.,
13.631). Indeed, based on these claims, Zeus’s power exceeds all of the other gods
(e.g., 13.355; 5.756). While there may be no explicit association between these claims
and tun, these claims are nevertheless tiun-related claims. For instance, in Iliad 15,
Poseidon refers to tiun (15.186: ‘opotwov’; 15.189: ‘Exactog & Eupope tuig’) to
support his initial objection to heed Zeus’s command (cf. 15.185-96), although Zeus
does not use the term twun when referring to his physical strength and pedigree
(15.165: ‘Bin moAd @éptepoc’; 15.166: “yeveq mpdtepoc’) in commanding Poseidon to
refrain from battle (cf. 15.160-1). At the same time, in underlining the dispensation of
Tipai as a ground for disobeying Zeus’s command (15.185-93), Poseidon does not
challenge Zeus’s honour; he only points out its limitations as prescribed by the other
gods’ prerogatives. This is in fact corroborated by Poseidon’s commitment to
sustaining the current order of things (cf. 15.211-17; elaborated upon in Section 4.2),
something that, in turn, explains his eventual retreat to Zeus’s request. Thus Olympian
Tiu may be linked to both conflict and cooperation; its competitive aspect lies in
subjectivity, in which case a god might seek more tur for themselves, while its
cooperative aspect lies in intersubjectivity, in which case a god recognises and accepts

the limits imposed by the other gods’ claims.

Poseidon’s stance in lIliad 15, with his eventual consent to Zeus’s request,
shows that the Olympian negotiations of tyun is linked to a wider order that the gods
do not wish to abolish. Yet, as implied in some lliadic references (e.g., Zeus’s threats
of violence) and as explicitly shown in Hesiod’s Theogony, the current order of things
has not always been granted: it was very hard won (cf. the succession struggles:
Th.154-82; 453-506; and further struggles or threats: Th.565-70; 635-721; 820-68;
886-900). Thanks to his invincible strength (e.g., Th. 687-710) and wit (e.g., Th. 613:
®¢ 00K €0t A10¢ KAEWaL voov ovde mapeAleiv; thus it is not possible to deceive nor
surpass Zeus; 656), Zeus managed to fairly allot the tpoi between the gods (e.g., Th.
71-74; 402-3; 885: 0 d¢ toiow &V diedacoaro tiudg; cf. the lliadic passage 15.185-93,

which, however, does not ascribe the allotment of the twai to a specific god) in order

¥4 The following are illustrative examples: Hera is distinguished from the rest of the gods thanks to
being Zeus’s wife (1.546-8; 4.60-1) or Cronus’s daughter (4.58-9). Similarly, Athena enjoys special
treatment as Zeus’s daughter (8.39-40; 22.183-5), as does Ares for being the son of Zeus and Hera
(5.895-8). Cf. also the reference to Zeus’s pedigree at 15.166 (‘yevef] mpotepog’), the reference to Zeus
as father (e.g. 5.757: ‘Zed wazep’) or as father of gods and men (4.68: matip avdpdv te Bedv t€). On
the family structures of the divine community in the Iliad, see Erbse (1989) 209-18.
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to bring stability in the Olympian community, with the other gods encouraging him to
rule over them (Th. 881-5; 883: dtpuvov Pactleviuev MoE avaooewv). Securing
succession (by violence) and the dispensing of tiun are, then, complementary. From
this perspective, in the Olympian community within the Iliad, threats of violence
against those gods who challenge the current order of things may generate conflict
(e.g., 15.16-33; 1.589-94 — see Section 4.1). They also encompass, however, grounds
of resolution insofar as these threats constitute a reminder of earlier phases of
genuinely violent conflict, which really did threaten the status quo (cf. the gods’
struggles in the Theogony). Therefore, like Poseidon in lliad 15, the gods are
determined not to disturb the present dispensation of power (see Section 4.2).>**> By
implication, Chapter 4 shows that the gods (unlike humans), in spite of their
disagreements, commit themselves to properly fulfiling their roles within the
community by not violating those institutions and processes that undergird communal
stability. Indeed, what arises when everyone fulfils their role as a member of a
successfully cooperative community is what Plato calls justice (cf. Resp. 433a).3*® In
this light, I argue that the way in which the Olympian community uses its institutions
to negotiate norms underlines the way in which human institutions should and could

work effectively, following the Olympian paradigm.®*’

%45 Cf. Clay (1989) 11-12, who notes the important relation between the divine order in the Iliad and the
divine order in the Theogony as part of her discussion about the history of the gods in connection to the
Homeric Hymns. Contrast UIf (1990a) 263-7 for whom there is no divine acceptance of Zeus’s
leadership in the Iliad in contrast to the Theogony. In Ulf’s (1990a) view, Zeus attempts to establish a
new order among the gods in the lliad.

%8 On divine justice in early Greek epic, see Allan (2006), whose article brings out the consistency of
the gods’ morality: unlike the views of other scholars (e.g., Lloyd-Jones (1971), Heubeck (1988)),
Allan (2006) (inter alia) shows the absence of any contrast between the gods in the lliad and the
Odyseey: as in the Odyssey, in the lliad the gods are not ‘amoral’ or only self-interested. In connection
to Zeus’s justice, cf. also Erbse (1986) 213, who argues: ‘Verwandeln wir in Gedanken den Sinn seines
Vorhabens in das Bestreben, Gerechtigkeit zu iiben, dann erhalten wir den Zeus des Hesiod, der in den
homerischen Epen bereits vorgebildet ist, nicht nur in der Odyssee, sondern in einigen Partien der
Ilias.” As Chapter 4 explains, even in those scenarios in which he appears unyielding, Zeus does not
become unfair; Zeus as well as all the other gods contribute to the maintenance of a fair community
(see especially Section 4.2).

%7 Contrast Schein (1984) 52-6, who considers honour dynamics among gods as not genuinely
essential, the Olympian community as ‘amoral’, and the contrast between humans and gods as a mere
contrast between the former’s suffering and the latter’s unconcern. Contrast Bell (2007) 3, who argues
that gods ‘are rarely moved to sympathy or empathy, or to reflection or introspection’.
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4.1 Olympian conflict: honour and emotions

In five (Iliad 1, 4, 8, 15,%*® 22) out of seven divine assemblies in the lliad (lliad 1, 4,
8, 15, 20, 22, 24) we find oppositions between Zeus, on the one hand, and Hera (lliad
1, 4, and 15), Athena (Iliad 8, 22),** or Poseidon (lliad 15) on the other.*® In the
assembly of Iliad 24, there is an opposition between Apollo and Hera. In such clashes,
divine actors refer to their tiur or claims to tiun (e.g., pedigree or family structures;
physical strength) in support of their position in the decision-making process, which
partly shapes (and is, in part, shaped by) the individuals’ emotions. Thus, as in human
communities (see Chapters 2 and 3), so too within the divine community, honour and

its associated emotional responses may generate conflict.

The impact of honour dynamics on divine institutions vis-a-vis conflict
already becomes clear at the beginning of all lliadic episodes involving divine
opposition, namely, in Thetis’s request towards Zeus in the assembly of Iliad 1. While
in her first appeal (that is, while pleading with Zeus to permit the Trojans to defeat the
Achaeans (1.503-10) as promised to Achilles),**! Thetis emphasises Achilles’s T
(cf. 1.505; 1.507-8; 1.510), in her second appeal (1.514-16), she explicitly associates
the fulfilment of her request with her own twn: if Zeus decides to disregard her
appeal, Thetis will be the most dishonoured goddess among gods (1.515-16). Thus, as
Thetis puts it, Zeus has to satisfy her plea, because her supplication (cf. 1.500-2; cf.

also 1.512-13)*?2 pertains to the defence of her tyd.>*® Unlike Agamemnon and

8 Note that the decision-making process in lliad 15 does not take place in a typical assembly, where
all gods (including Zeus) are gathered together; yet the decision-making remains of political
importance.

91 explore Athena’s opposition to Zeus in Section 4.2, because, unlike Hera and Poseidon, Athena
never takes a provocative stance towards Zeus.

%50 This antagonism between Zeus, and Hera, Poseidon, and Athena might be related to lliadic allusions
of events taking place beyond the Iliad; cf. 1.396-400. See below.

%1 On the idea that Achilles’s reference to the Briareus-episode (cf. 1.393-404) implies another
mythological narrative, which is first explicitly mentioned in Pi. I. 8.31-5 (viz. that Thetis married
Peleus instead of Zeus, because the son of Thetis would become mightier than his father), see, e.g.,
Slatkin (1986; 1991). Contrast Willcock (1964), who argues that when Homer uses preexisting stories,
there can still be elements revealing aspects of the alterative version. Yasumura (2011) 13 notes that
Thetis’s decision to underline Achilles’s short life (1.505: ‘@xvpopmtatog’), rather than Zeus’s
obligation to her, might be linked to Thetis’s intention to stress Achilles’s mortality. Yasumura (2011)
13 n. 5 also cites Aristotle’s account of Thetis’s decision to exclude the Briareus-episode from her
speech (Arist. Eth. Nic. 1124b12-17): ‘being a god full of peyadoyvyio, [Zeus] disliked being
reminded of the benefit that he received’. For further discussions of Thetis’s mediation in lliad 1, see,
for example, Austin (1966); Wyatt (1988).

%52 For an analysis of the ritual of (Thetis’s) supplication, see Gould (1973) 75-7. Naiden (2006) 47-8
claims that the suppliant’s touching the head of the supplicated implies that the supplicated is asked to
make up his mind, and therefore, the combination of gestures (viz. touching Zeus’s chin and clasping
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Hector, who are incapable of judging things retrospectively and prospectively (see
Chapters 2 and 3), Zeus is aware that Thetis’s request may disrupt the equilibrium of
Ty within the divine community. He therefore initially hesitates to give his consent
to Thetis (note Zeus’s silence at 1.511-12), and then goes on to predict Hera’s stance
as a result of his (possible) fulfilment of Thetis’s request (1.518-19). Hera confirms
Zeus’s prediction, communicating her displeasure at Zeus’s arrangements with Thetis
by explicitly expressing her objections towards Zeus’s intention to satisfy Thetis’s
request. Hera first questions the possibility that Zeus may meet other gods, making
arrangements with them in her absence (1.541-3). She then clearly communicates her
concern regarding the possibility that Thetis would persuade Zeus to honour Achilles
at the expense of the rest of the Achaeans (1.555-9). Like her stance in lliad 1, in the
assembly of Iliad 4 Hera is opposed to Zeus’s suggestion that the war between the
Achaeans and the Trojans be made to end (4.25-9): this development would go
against Hera’s attempt to restore her Ty after Paris’s Judgement.*** By implication,
like Iliad 4, in Iliad 1 Hera appears to perceive Zeus’s activity as going against her
Tiun, since the Trojans’ success (which is bound up with the issue of Thetis’s and

Achilles’s honour) undercuts Hera’s attempts to defend her own status.

In the assembly of Iliad 1, there is only one explicit reference to Hera’s
emotions, namely, her anxiety (cf. ‘viv &’ aividg deidowka kata epéva’: ‘but now | am
terribly afraid in my heart’; 1.555) regarding the Achaeans’ possible defeat (1.558-9).
Despite the absence of any other explicit reference to her emotional state, her
apprehension appears to cause her to behave aggressively. Since she is trying to
prevent her worst fears, and because she assumes that Zeus’s plans go against her
preferences, her stance towards Zeus is argumentative, which is clearly conveyed by

the narrator at 1.539 (avtika keptropioiot Ala Kpovimva mpoonvda; at once, she [i.e.,

his knees) implies Zeus’s responsibility to honour Thetis, ‘who has helped him in the past but is too
discrete to say so’. For a discussion of the concept and practice of supplication in general, including
further bibliographical references, see Chapter 5. For a comparison between the motive of a goddess
supplicating the leader god in Greek and Near Eastern Literature, see West (1997) 353-6.

%3 Tsagalis (2001) 24 argues that Zeus’s silence at 1.511-12 stresses the turn in Thetis’s appeal from
the ‘politics of reciprocity’ to the ‘rhetoric of honour’ (1.516). Yet reciprocity and honour are not
unrelated concepts. Reciprocity is embedded in the concept of tyn, and tiun is embedded in the
concept of reciprocity. For when someone reciprocates, someone acknowledges a debt of honour. See
Riedinger (1976); Riedinger (1980). Even if, initially, there is no reference to tiur in Thetis’s reminder
of Zeus’s obligation to satisfy her request (1.503-4), as lines 1.514-16 make clear, Zeus should not
infringe upon her request for Tiun-related reasons.

%4 On the discussion regarding Paris’s Judgement in connection to the lliad as well as for relevant
bibliographical references, see below.
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Hera] addressed Zeus with taunting words), the use of the superlative at 1.552
(‘aivotare’), as well as Hera’s challenging words in the same line (1.552: ‘aivotote
Kpovion, molov tov pdbov €ewmeg’; ‘most dreadful son of Cronus, what sort of thing
have you spoken’).®**® As in lliad 1, in Iliad 4, her anger once again shapes her
political stance. Indeed, this anger is not merely inferred through utterances such as
that quoted above (1.552), which appears identically at 4.25, but is now explicitly
stated (4.24): “Hpn &” ovk &yade otiibog xorov, dAhd tpoonvda (yet Hera could not
hold her anger in her heart but spoke forth). Since Hera is here focusing on her own
emotions and interests, which occasionally may coincide with those of the community
(cf. 4.29: “€pd’- atap ob Tol mavteg Emavéopev Oeoi dAhor’; ‘do it; but we all other
gods do not approve you’), she perceives Zeus’s intentions as going against her
desires (4.26-8):3%°

‘¢ £0€le1g dhov Bgivan Tévov 10’ dtédlecsTtov
10p® 0’ OV WBpwoa pdym, kapémmy 8¢ pot inmot

AoV ayepovon, Hpape kaxkd 1016 1€ Touctv;’

‘How do you want to make fruitless and unaccomplished my hard work, sweat that |
sweated in toil and the horses laboured for me, who was gathering people, evil to

Priam and his children?’

Hera’s anger results from her subjective interpretation of a state of affairs, in turn
prompting Zeus’s anger, which comes to the fore through explicit references (e.g.,
4.30: oybnoag) as well as through his (ostensibly) authoritative attitude, namely, his
declaration of non-acceptance of any disobedience to his announcement (1.565-7; cf.
also 8.13-27; 15.16-24). In lliad 1 and Iliad 4, in which Zeus’s anger is shaped by the
political developments within the assembly (viz. Hera’s argumentative stance), but

also in cases where Zeus’s anger is owing to developments beyond the context of the

%5 Note also that, in line 1.553, despite using the utterance ‘kai Ainv’ (‘surely’), which typically
introduces an emphatic assent (see Latacz (2002) 173), Hera doubts Zeus’s statement that she has been
questioning him: ‘xai Ainv o€ wdpog y’odt’ gipopor obte petaddd’; ‘surely, formerly, I have neither
questioned nor probed you’.

% Note that, in lliad 15, Hera becomes angry (15.103) once again, openly expressing her disagreement
(15.97-9), and even going as far as to obliquely provoke Ares’s opposition to Zeus’s wishes (15.109-
12). Note, however, that she displayed different emotional behaviour in the presence of Zeus: earlier, in
Iliad 15, Hera was afraid and yielded to his authority (see Section 4.2).
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assembly,®’ Zeus uses the implications of his emotional state as a tool to underline
the necessity that his orders must be followed. By declaring his claim to tiun (namely,
his physical strength), Zeus issues threats (cf. 1.1591-2; 8.19-20; 15.18-23),%® and, in
so doing, he attempts to prevent the gods’ disobedience towards his orders. (Note that
Zeus never actually comes to carry out these threats within the Iliad, which implies
that none of the gods is willing to experience the implications of violence in the
community — elaborated upon in Section 4.2.) That is to say, in addition to his own
disposition, Zeus’s strategy likewise exploits the gods’ disposition. Zeus’s threats
intimidate the divine actors (e.g., 1.563: ‘10 6¢ tot xai piyov &otan’; ‘and this will be
more horrible for you [i.e., Hera]’; cf. also 4.37-42; 8.18-27; 15.16-33).*° Thus
Zeus’s anger — along with the other gods’ fear>®® — is constitutive of Zeus’s power

(which serves to safeguard the status quo (see below Section 4.2)).

In the assembly of Iliad 1, Zeus might choose to act on Hera’s general
complaint regarding his (supposed) support of the Trojans (1.520-1). There are,
however, other gods who favour the Achaeans’ victory (i.e., Poseidon; Athena;
Hermes: 15.213-17; cf. also 24.25-30). In Iliad 15, while focusing on the personal
aspects of their controversy — namely, on the different domains of their tyun (cf.
15.185-93) — Poseidon gets angry towards Zeus after the latter’s earlier command to
refrain from the battlefield (15.184). Poseidon makes it clear that his anger (along
with that of the other gods) will be unassuageable if Zeus decides to go against their
preferences by not allowing the Achaeans to defeat the Trojans (15.213-17). When we
take into account Poseidon’s earlier emphasis on his tiun-related rights (cf. 15.189:
‘Exactog & Eupope Tufg’), then Zeus’s possible decision to dismiss or ignore the
gods’ preferences suggests his disregard for their tyun, namely, the violation of the

current order of things.

%7 Cf. Zeus’s attitude in Iliad 8, which is owing to the Achaeans’ victory over the Trojans, as well as
Zeus’s stance in lliad 15, as a result of the gods’ disobedience in lliad 14 causing the Achaeans’
victory over the Trojans.

%58 The extent of Zeus’s anger comes to the fore through his physical strength on which his threats are
based. He appears to exploit the same patterns to emphasise his physical dominance over the other
gods, namely, their suspension (cf. 8.19-20; 15.18-20) and expulsion from Olympus (cf. 15.22-3;
1.1591-2). Zeus physical strength is also expressed in the metonymy ‘ddntovg yeipac’ (1.567) and
‘yeipeg damtor’ (8.450); ‘invincible hands’.

%9 Stanley (1993) 161 observes that Zeus’s anger towards Hera, along with his threats of violence, are
more intense in lliad 15, in comparison with previous books. For unlike on previous occasions, by Iliad
15, Hera has not just expressed opposition against Zeus, but she has also managed to deceive him.

%0 Note that the gods’ fear is, prima facie, linked to Zeus per se. However, it is really connected with
what is at stake through Zeus’s threats, namely, the stability of the community. Cf. the introduction of
this chapter.
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Like the conflicts between Zeus, on the one hand, and Hera and Poseidon, on
the other, the opposition between Apollo and Hera in the assembly of Iliad 24 results
from negotiations of honour, viz. forms of social and political interaction,
underpinned by anger. In lliad 24, Apollo expresses fierce criticism of Achilles’s
(24.39-45) and the other gods’ behaviour (24.33-9). In being extremely angry towards
Hector while grieving for Patroclus, Achilles violates fundamental human norms,
discounting the value of solidarity, which encompasses display of & eoc and aidmg (cf.
24.44-5).**' Moreover, in allowing Achilles to mistreat Hector’s body, the gods — like
Achilles — disregard communal norms. As we may infer from Apollo’s rhetorical
question at 24.33-4, the gods fail to reciprocate Hector’s offerings:

o

‘oyéthol éote, Ogoi, nAnuoves ob v To0” By

"Extop unpi’ kne Podv aiy®dv te teAciov;’

“You are merciless, you gods, destructive; did not ever Hector burn thigh bones of

oxen and flawless goats for your sake?’

On the other hand, Hera focuses on Achilles’s perspective. Her opposition towards
Apollo first manifests itself in emotional terms, as introduced by the narrator at 24.55:
TOV 8¢ yolwoapévn mpooépn AevkmdAievog “Hpm (and the white-handed Hera
responded to him in anger). In her view, the protection of Hector’s body implies that
Achilles and Hector have an equal amount of tn (24.56-7). However, such an
equation cannot be permitted because it fails to account for Achilles’s divine origin
(cf. 24.59).%% Despite Hera’s ostensible defence of Achilles’s T, lines 24.27-30
show that her support of Achilles’s actions serves the defence of her own tun: Hera
fosters feelings of hatred towards the Trojans, because, when she came to Paris in his

courtyard along with Athena and Aphrodite, he favoured Aphrodite over her.*®® The

%1 From this perspective, Achilles’s anger towards Hector — as a result of his grief for Patroclus — is

excessive. Taplin (1992) 262 notes that ‘the poetry of Apollo’s speech at 33ff. ... makes powerful
connections with the ethics of the whole poem, and speaks to the human audience’. For a full
discussion of the norms between the Trojan and the Achaean community, see Chapter 5. On Apollo’s
general hostile stance towards Achilles, cf. Achilles’s reference to his death by Apollo at lliad 21.277,;
Hector’s reference to Achilles’s death by Apollo at 22.359-60; the beginning of lliad 22.

%2 To support her argument, Hera points out the affective relationship between her and Thetis (24.59-
61). Note that Hera’s emotions towards Thetis change in accordance with context; cf. Hera’s stance in
relation to Thetis in Iliad 1 (1.55-7) and Iliad 15 (15.93-4), where Hera in a brisk manner responds to
Thetis’s question about the reason of her frustration, following her encounter with Zeus.

%3 On the interpretation of these lines, see Reinhardt (1960) 16-36, especially 28, who demonstrates the
relationship between the Judgement of Paris and the Iliadic narrative. See also Stinton (1990) 17ff. Cf.
further Davies (1981) 56-62, who shows why there is the need even of this one reference to Paris’s
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reason why Apollo’s stance causes Hera’s anger is then to be found in Hera’s focus
on her own priorities: by allowing Achilles to mistreat Hector’s body, Hera gathers
that she is defending her Tywn following Paris’s insult (cf. above for Hera’s
argumentative attitude towards Zeus in the assemblie of Iliad 1 and Iliad 4). From this
perspective, as in Iliad 1, so too in Iliad 24 the tiun of a human being affects divine

decision-making and divine honour dynamics.

Allow me to summarise Section 4.1. | have here argued that, just as in human,
so too in divine assemblies, honour dynamics may create division in decision-making
processes, which is typically underpinned by anger. Anger, in turn, results from
individuals’ attempts to make normative claims based on their Tyur: when such anger
is only concerned with an individual’s subjective perception of a state of affairs, the
assembly risks taking a decision at the cost of the community, thereby jeopardising
community wellbeing. However, as | show in Section 4.2, divine assemblies do not
secure the interests of only one individual: they negotiate norms in such ways that —
even after strong disagreements — prioritise the interests of the communal, common

good.

4.2 Olympian consensus

In this section, | focus on the important role of honour and emotions in the resolution
of opposition within divine assemblies. | argue that, despite passion and conflict (see
Section 4.1), divine actors manage to acknowledge the significant role of consent
when taking decisions in an assembly context. In so doing, they eventually succeed in
accommodating different views within assemblies by deferring to communal norms,
mainly through recognising the importance of poipa in the decision-making process,

as well as through respecting one another’s twuf.

Section 4.2 is divided in two subsections. In Section 4.2.1, | show how the
gods adopt emotional and political stances that minimise the possibility of creating a
deadlock in the assembly. | do this first by analysing Zeus’s stance and then by
focusing on Zeus’s ‘opponents’. Then, in Section 4.2.2, | expand upon the idea of
effective divine decision-making, arguing that, in cases of vehement disagreements

that require major concessions, any radical yielding (which may possibly be seen as

Judgement and why this reference takes place at the very end of the epos. The connection between the
Judgement of Paris and the notion of (impartial) justice is well brought out by Allan (2006) 12-13.
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humiliating) is assuaged by permitting face-saving gestures and actions. | therefore
argue that mechanisms of face saving, which are intimately bound up with honour and

emotion, enable divine institutions to diffuse tension and create consensus.

4.2.1 Olympian reconciliation: honour and emotions

Zeus’s leadership in effective decision-making is fundamental. Although his rule
appears ostensibly despotic,*®* Zeus never actually enacts his claims of power in an
arbitrary manner, violating the norms.® This characteristic of Zeus’s leadership style
is already explicit in Iliad 1. Despite his vehement disagreement with Hera, Zeus
takes her preferences into account before deciding upon a course of action. In the first
instance, he considers the likely political fallout should he choose to grant Thetis’s
request, and reflects on Hera’s anger should the request be granted (cf. Zeus’s silence
at 1.512;*%° cf. also 1.518-21). While Zeus clearly states that he has the right to make
decisions apart from the other gods (1.545-6; 1.549-50)**" he still shows an
awareness of Hera’s important role within the decision-making process of the
Olympian assembly (1.547-8): where appropriate, Hera will be the first (among gods
and mortals) to be informed about Zeus’s arrangements. Thus, despite making

decisions on his own, Zeus gives weight to Hera’s tiun in the Olympian community.

In Iliad 8, we find another example of Zeus refraining from despotic
behaviour and tyrannical uses of authority and power.*®® In Iliad 8, Zeus announces
that the gods will abstain from influencing the battle (8.5-11), and refuses to

countenance objections to this course of action (8.12-27). This appears as a clearly

%4 Whitman (1958) 225-31 associates Zeus’s ostensibly arbitrary behaviour with the development of
Achilles’s anger.

%5 Contrast Anhalt (2017) 24, who argues that ‘the society on Olympus is firmly autocratic, and Zeus
has no obligation to the gods he rules over’. See also ibid. 9; 25; 52.

%8 On Zeus’s silence at this point cf. Danek (2014a) 15: ‘Das Schweigen des Zeus verrit, dass er
iiberlegt, wie er die Bitte der Thetis in seine bereits zuvor bestehende Planung (Zerstdrung Troias,
Beendigung des Heroengeschlechts) integrieren kann.” See also Elmer (2013) 158, who cites Clay
(1999) 43-4; Erbse (1986) 225; Montiglio (1993) 184; Tsagalis (2001) 24. Contrast Griffin (1980) 199,
who reads Zeus’s response to Thetis as ‘anxiety about the trouble he will have with his wife ..., until
he adds the terrific nod of his head’.

%7 Contrast Elmer (2013) 159, who understands Hera’s complaint at 1.540-3 as legitimate. For Hera’s
complaint, cf. above Section 4.1.

%8 Contrast Elmer (2013) 160-2. Despite noting Zeus’s mild response to Athena at 8.39-40, Elmer
(2013) gives too much attention to Zeus’s rhetoric at 8.5-17, without paying enough heed to Zeus’s real
intentions and actions. Zeus does not disregard the communal interest, although he resorts rhetorically
to threats. Following Hera’s deception in Iliad 14 and Poseidon’s intervention into the battlefield, Zeus
does not make use of the threats announced in Iliad 8. Thus, in contrast to Elmer’s (2013)
argumentation, Zeus differs from Agamemnon, such as when the latter threatens Chryses in lliad 1, and
from Hector, such as when he demands Polydamas’s silence in Iliad 18.

129



autocratic action. However, in spite of emphasising his own power (cf. the references
to his superior physical strength at 8.17; 8.27), as well as on his use of threats to
dissuade opposition to his decision (cf. Zeus’s threats against the gods at 8.12-27: he
will strike or dash to Tartarus anyone who defies his orders), Zeus still takes the
reaction of the other gods to his exercise of power into consideration, and even takes
steps to conciliate them. The first proof that Zeus is mindful of the reaction of the
other gods can be seen in his muted response (8.39-40) to Athena’s objection (8.33-
7). Athena asks Zeus to allow the gods’ contribution to the war from afar (viz. by
influencing the Achaeans’ deliberation process), to which Zeus responds with a smile,
and clarifies that he did not really mean his previous threatening words. Thus Zeus’s
threats of violence only ostensibly leave no space for disagreement, giving him the
fagade of a relentless leader. Zeus’s initiative that the fortunes of the Trojans and the
Achaeans be ‘weighted’ (cf. 8.66-74), shortly after Athena’s voicing of her request
within the assembly, likewise constitutes a conciliatory move with the aim of
‘blunting’ the impact of his ‘autocratic’ speech. However, since the ‘fatal day’ is the
lot of the Achaeans (cf. 8.72: péne §° aiciov Ruop Ayoaudv: and the Achaeans’ death-
day turned the scale), Zeus’s stance within the assembly shows that he does not
disregard communal norms. In a similar vein, in sending Iris to prevent Hera and
Athena from entering the battlefield for the Achaeans’ sake (8.399-407), Zeus does
not satisfy his own personal preference at the expense of the communal interest.
Indeed, in his announcement at the end of Iliad 8 — which follows Hera’s and
Athena’s discontent, owing to hearing Zeus’s Iris-delivered message (8.443-7) — Zeus
makes it clear that he is considerate to the poipa-defined developments pertaining to
the Achaeans’ defeat until Patroclus’s death (8.470-6).%%° This is to say that Zeus’s
order within the assembly of Iliad 8, along with his similar command at the end of the
same book, is not to be construed as a proof of arbitrary behaviour. Instead, it should
be understood as Zeus’s defence of poipa-related decisions (cf. 8.477: ‘®g yap

370

0éopatov®’™® éot’: “for so this is fated’).*™ Zeus’s acknowledgment of poipa in

%9 Note that within the assembly Zeus’s command pertains to all gods. However, in spite of their
general silence and dissatisfaction (8.28-9), objections only come from the side that supports the
Achaeans (cf. Athena’s speech at 8.31-7 — see above).

370 Kirk (1990) 334 on 447 notes that Oéopatov is to be associated with fate rather than with Zeus’s
will. Morrison (1997) 291 also shares this view that Zeus’s will is not identical to fate. Contrast Lloyd-
Jones (1971) 5: ‘Moira, one’s ‘portion’, is in the last resort identical with the will of Zeus; when Hera
reminds him that he cannot save his son Sarpedon she is only warning him that he cannot sacrifice to a
sudden whim his own settled policy.” Similarly Taplin (1992) 238 n. 59, who argues that fate ‘is not
some power independent of Zeus’; cf. also ibid. 141-2; 239. On the association between Zeus and fate,
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considering a course of action fundamentally characterises his exercise of authority.
Like Iliad 8, in Iliad 15, in order to demonstrate the legitimacy of his command, Zeus
refers to future developments.*”> That Zeus’s announced developments in the
decision-making process of lliad 15 (hamely, that his anger will not cease and that the
Achaeans will have to suffer defeats until Patroclus kills Sarpedon, Patroclus is killed
by Hector, and Hector by Achilles (15.61-8)) are not individually driven but relate to
uoipa’s judgement becomes clear during the episode of conflict between Zeus and
Hera in lliad 16. In feeling compassion towards Sarpedon (cf. 16.431: é\énog), Zeus
is tempted to save his life. Yet, as Hera explicitly states, Sarpedon’s salvation would

constitute a violation of poipa (16.440-2):*"

‘aivotate Kpovion, moiov 1ov pdbov Eeuneg;
avopa Bvntov £6vta, TaAa TETPOUEVOV aio,

ay £0éleic Bavatoto dvonyéog e€avardoar;’

‘Most dreadful son of Cronus, what sort of thing have you spoken? Do you wish again
to free a man from the ill-sounding death, although he is mortal, doomed by destiny

long ago?’

4

Since Hera refers to Sarpedon’s fate®™* in order to discourage Zeus from saving

Sarpedon’s life, Zeus’s announcement at the beginning of Iliad 15, which mentions

Sarpedon’s fortune,*’

should be viewed in terms of the role of poipa in the decision-
making process. Owing to this, we must underscore the following point. The gods
govern their actions in accordance with poipa in the sense that poipa is descriptive of

an order that the gods regard as typical. This is to say that uoipa has the form of a law

see also Whitman (1958) 225-9; Erbse (1986) 284-93. For my view on poipa, see below in the main
text.

1 In contrast to lliad 8 and Iliad 15, in the divine assembly of lliad 20, Zeus allows the intervention of
the gods in battle. (For the Iliadic theomachy, see, for example, Graziosi (2017) 49f.) However, as in
Iliad 8 and lliad 15, in lliad 20 Zeus is a defender of fate; see Zeus’s words at 20.23-30, especially line
22.30: ‘6¢idm pn kol telyog vmep uopov éEaromaln’: ‘I am afraid lest he destroy the wall beyond what
is fated’. For the meaning of the concepts of poipa, pdpoc, mdTHOC, 0itoc, K\ (Kfipsc), aica, see Erbse
(1986) 273-84.

%72 For the inconsistencies between Zeus’s predictions in Iliad 15 and the actual events, see Janko
(1991) 234-5 on 56-77.

%73 Cf. Athena’s similar reaction to Zeus’s vacillation over Hector’s life in lliad 22: 22.168-81. As in
Iliad 16, in lliad 22 Zeus does not eventually defy the role of poipa in the decision-making process.
For a comparison between these scenes, see for example Taplin (1992) 237-8.

% Also note that, at 16.452, Hera refers explicitly to Sarpedon’s killing by Patroclus.

%75 Concerning the Achaeans’ defeat and Patroclus’s death as poipa-defined developments, which are
also encompassed in Zeus’s declaration at the beginning of Iliad 15, see the end of Iliad 8 mentioned
above.
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or rule that should not be violated. Therefore, while the breach of this law or rule is
theoretically possible, the gods willingly respect it.>”® By implication, in Iliad 15, as
in lliad 8, Zeus’s unyielding stance results from his adherence to communal norms,
not his focus on subjective desires.*”” In other words, Zeus’s ostensibly authoritarian
behaviour (in both lliad 8*® and lIliad 15) does not point towards an unseemly
preoccupation with his individual priorities. Instead, it attests his being a good leader

who places communal interests and related norms above other considerations.>”

While underlining the importance of poipa in divine decision-making, Hera’s
disagreement over Sarpedon’s fortune brings out another important political facet of
collective action among the gods, viz. the mechanism of consensus. While Hera is
aware that she is unable to force Zeus to comply with her wishes, she attempts to
induce him to comply by underscoring the risks associated with disregarding poipa
and saving Sarpedon’s life (16.443: ‘€5p’- dtap oV To1 TAVTEG EMovéopey Beol GAAOL:
‘do it; but all other gods do not approve you’); that is, by underlining the communal
representation of the gods against Zeus should he disregard the role of fate.*®® A
similar scenario can be observed in Iliad 4 (cf. 4.29) and Iliad 15 (cf. 15.213-217),
whereby Zeus is reminded of the importance of the other gods in the decision-making

%76 Contrast Bonnet’s (2016) 118-27 analysis of divine assemblies, which seems to identify Zeus’s
plans with poipa, taking for granted that neither of those can be violated. Bonnet (2016) is right to
argue that Zeus is determined to maintain the current order of things. However, as this chapter shows,
this determination pertains to all gods, and Zeus’s leadership, along with the other gods’ agency, is not
to be understood as an external factor that manages or imposes the cosmic balance. Cosmic balance,
linked to the way in which the gods enact norms, is constantly negotiated.

377 Contrast UIf (1990a) 19, who argues that, like Agamemnon in Iliad 1, so too Zeus in Iliad 15 acts
against the communal norms. Contrast also Elmer (2013) 151, who argues that only gods can predict
the implications of their decisions. Humans are clearly also capable of such predictions: cf. the
embassy’s message to Achilles in Iliad 9, especially Phoenix’s intervention (see my analysis of this
passage in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2). Contrast Morrison (1997) 286; Elmer (2013) 151, who argue that
humans are always ignorant of what fate defines. It seems to me that humans may indeed have access
to this knowledge through divine mediation (cf. Achilles’s words at 9.410-16). While the gods
occasionally entertain ideas that disregard fate-defined developments (cf. Morrison (1997) 286-8), they
never choose to ignore the role of fate in the decision-making process.

%% Note that Hera has already referred to Zeus’s leading role within the decision-making process in
lines 8.427-31; especially 8.430-1: ‘keivog 8¢ 10 & @povéwv évi Boud/ Tpwoi te koi Acvaoict
dwalétm, o¢ émewés’: ‘and let him decide about what he considers in his heart with regard to the
Trojans and the Achaeans, as it is appropriate.’

%79 This statement also applies to Zeus’s BovAn (cf. 1.5), a much discussed matter; see, e.g., Schein
(1984) 59-60; Morrison (1997) 286-96; Clay (1999) 40-60, including discussion of the bibliography;
Elmer (2013) 153-9; Danek (2014a) 9-28, including discussion of the bibliography; Pironti (2016) 104-
8.

%0 To support her point further, Hera exploits moral argumentation. If Zeus decides to violate
communal norms, then he should likewise expect other gods to encroach upon those norms (16.445-9).
In short, Zeus should heed the golden rule: treat others as you want to be treated yourself. Cf.
Achilles’s criticism of Agamemnon’s leadership in lliad 1: see Chapter 2; the encounter between Priam
and Achilles in Iliad 24: see Chapter 5.
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process. As noted in Section 4.1, in the assembly of Iliad 4, Hera points out that the
end of the war between the Achaeans and the Trojans, following Zeus’s suggestion, is
not condoned by the other gods. In fact, Zeus appears to count precisely on the very
mechanism of consensus. By pretending to view the end of the war as a possible
course of action (cf. 4.16), he aims to provoke Hera’s counteraction implied by the

narrator’s words at 4.5-6:

avtiK’ énelpdto Kpoviong épebiléuev "Hpnv

KepTouiolg Enéecct, TopafAndny dyopedmv:

At once, the son of Cronus wished to attempt to irritate Hera with provocative words,

speaking in a misleading manner.*®*

Thus, although Zeus’s eventual retreat to Hera’s request that the war recommences is
not genuine,*®? Zeus’s strategic attempt to fulfil Thetis’s request — thereby honouring
Thetis (and Achilles) through the Achaeans’ defeat — relies heavily on the mechanism
of consensus in the decision-making process.*®® In short, despite Zeus’s primacy, the
consent of all gods remains central to effective decision-making. Indeed, Zeus, while
a leader, is not an autocrat: he never pushes his claims of power too far but always

recognises the views of others and the degree of agency of the community he leads.*®*

That Zeus does show respect for the rights of others is illustrated most clearly
in the divine assembly of Iliad 24, an assembly that foregrounds his leadership
abilities and substantial contribution to the efficacy of divine decision-making. The
tension created due to the opposition between Apollo and Hera (see above Section

4.1) is eased thanks to Zeus’s masterful skills vis-a-vis conciliation. Zeus

%81 For a different interpretation of these lines, see Pucci (2002) 22.

%82 Cf. Danek (2014a) 20-3, who rightly notes that Zeus’s suggestion that the gods end the war between
the Achaeans and the Trojans in Iliad 4 is actually meant to facilitate Zeus’s plan to fulfil Thetis’s
request. See also Elmer (2013) 149. Elmer (2013) 150, however, is wrong in arguing further that the
Fall of Troy goes against Zeus’s will (based on Zeus’s statement at 4.43 and 16.435, viz. that the Fall
of Troy does not heed Zeus’s preferences). See Allan (2006) 6, who rightly argues that ‘Zeus’s
presumed feelings of pity at the city’s distruction and his conviction that the fall of Troy is right are not
mutually exclusive’. Note also Zeus’s and Hera’s deal: Zeus ‘loses’ Troy; Hera will ‘lose’ Argos,
Sparta, or Mycenae (4.51-4). Zeus (ostensibly) retreats to Hera’s request only after she has referred to
both his and her own status (4.55-61), thereby underlining the importance of mutual concession (4.62-
3).

%3 Flaig (1994) 13-31 has well brought out the importance of the role of consensus in his analysis of
the Olympian assembly in lliad 4. Still on Flaig’s (1994) account, Zeus’s stance in the assembly is
perceived as authentic. For my review of Flaig (1994), see Chapter 1, Section 1.2. On the interpretation
of Zeus’s strategies in general, see also Schaeffer (1990) 48-56.

%4 From this perspective, there is no contradiction in Zeus’s behaviour as noted by Flaig (1994) 19.
Zeus’s obedience to communal norms appears to unify his behaviour throughout the Iliad.
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acknowledges the legitimacy of Apollo’s stance (through confirming the reciprocal
relationship between the gods and Hector and recognising that Hector always offered
Zeus gifts to his liking; 24.66-70), while reassuring Hera that honouring Hector does
not detract from Achilles’s tiuf (24.66).%% To this end, while addressing Thetis,**®
Zeus emphasises his own defence of Achilles’s Tyun (24.110) — an act that is bound up
with the on-going, reciprocal dynamics of honour, given that, in securing Achilles’s
Tiun, Zeus seeks to secure Thetis’s aidmg and @ihotng towards him in the future
(24.111) — and takes both Thetis’s and Achilles’s emotional state into account. That
is, he recognises Thetis’s deep distress for her son (24.104-5), and aims to appease
Achilles’s anger by incorporating into the proposed plan of action Priam’s offer of
gifts to Achilles (24.117-19).%*" Thus, by balancing Apollo’s and Hera’s differing
viewpoints — while also successfully gauging the importance of Thetis’s (and
Achilles’s) emotional state vis-a-vis the decision-making process — Zeus safeguards

the wellbeing of his community.

Like Zeus’s respectful attitude towards the rights of his counterparts, the other
gods likewise negotiate norms in ways that are ultimately respectful towards Zeus:
even though divine actors may occasionally challenge Zeus’s status, actions, and
intentions (see Section 4.1), like Zeus’s, the gods’ behaviour aligns with the
communal interest. In the divine assembly of Iliad 1, although Hera challenges Zeus’s
right to make arrangements on his own (1.540-3), she eventually recognises the
legitimacy of his action (when rejecting Zeus’s charges about her inquisitional stance
(1.553-4) which she has previously maintained, as discussed in Section 4.1). Although
Hera’s major concern regarding Zeus’s acceptance of Thetis’s request to honour
Achilles through the Achaeans’ defeat (as expressed at 1.555-9) casts doubt upon
Zeus’s intentions vis-a-vis his consideration of her preferences, Hera realises and
accepts that it would not be wise to challenge Zeus’s primacy further. In fear of
Zeus’s aggressive stance (as conveyed by his threats of violence issued against her
(1.561-7)), Hera retreats from her position (1.568-9):

%5 Contrast Elmer (2013) 173, who argues that, in the absence of any formula, pointing towards a
group response to Zeus’s solution the decision-making is based on individual preferences. See Chapter
1, Section 1.2 for my review of Elmer’s (2013) methodology.

%6 For a comparison between Thetis’s presence on Olympus in lliad 1 and in lliad 24, see Taplin
(1992) 263.

%7 The gifts typically offered to Achilles in the Iliad seek to appease his heart (cf. Iliad 9, lliad 19: see
Chapter 2, Sections 2.2. and 2.3).
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¢ Epat’- £0de1oev O¢ Podmig motvia “Hpm,

Kol p’ dkéovoa Kabfoto Emyvapyoacao Gilov Kiip.

So he spoke; and the ox-eyed lady Hera was frightened, and sat down in silence,

bending her beloved heart.

In a similar vein, despite her actions in lliad 14 (cf. Awc émdmn:*®® 14.157-66; 14.197-
210; 14.233-41;*%° 14.267-9; 14.300-11; 14.330-40), which result in (Hypnos’s and)
Poseidon’s disregard of Zeus’s command to abstain from the battlefield (14.352-87),
Hera retreats fearful (15.34-5) of Zeus’s threats of exercising violence against her,*®
and recognises the illegitimacy of Poseidon’s intervention on the battlefield in Iliad
14 (15.36-46), thereby admitting the legitimacy of Zeus’s authority. Hera’s
recognition of the need to compromise on Zeus’s request is expressed in her attempt
to rectify the situation: she swears that she is not responsible for Poseidon’s action
(15.36-44),%* going as far as stating her intention to urge Poseidon to follow Zeus’s
orders (15.45-6). Moreover, Hera accepts Zeus’s command to transmit his orders to
Iris and Apollo (15.78). All things considered: regardless of anger, Hera’s fear of the
consequences of defying Zeus’s legitimate action causes her to eventually display

emotionally-driven behaviour that does respect the current dispensation of tiun.

Unlike Hera, Poseidon’s general stance in the Iliad gives the impression that

his retreat from his position of opposition towards Zeus is not motivated by fear.3% As

%8 For an analysis of this scene, see, for example, Stanley (1993) 152-9; Pironti (2016) 89-106.

%9 This is a prominent passage regarding divine reciprocity dynamics: Hera asks Hypnos to put Zeus to
sleep; if he agrees to satisfy her request, then she will give him a throne in exchange, and feel gratitude
forever. That is, we see a clear example in which a god asks another god for a favour while explicitly
promising to reciprocate the favour in the future (cf. also, for example, 21.369-76). Contrast Slatkin
(1991) 64, who claims that ‘the conventional form in which one god asks a favour of another does not
include the reminder of a past favour or the promise of a future one on either part’.

%% Hera is reminded of the threats which Zeus did inflict upon her in the past, namely, when she
troubled Heracles in the sea with the North Wind’s aid (15.18-30).

%1 Note that Hera is very careful in her oath formulation: it is true that it was not her who urged
Poseidon to enter the battlefield, for she did not tell Hypnos to transmit a message to Poseidon; she
only asked Hypnos to put Zeus to sleep (14.233-41). It was in fact Hypnos’s initiative to inform
Poseidon about Zeus’s sleep, urging Poseidon to help the Achaeans (14.354-60).

%92 Even in lliad 8, when he rejects (8.209-11) Hera’s prompting to go against Zeus for the Achaeans’
sake (8.201-7, especially 8.205-7: ‘el mep vyap «’ €0éhowuev, door Aavaoiow dpoyoi,/ Tpdog
dndoocol kol épuképey edpvora Ziv,/ avtod Kk’ &0’ dxdyotto kabfpevog olog &v "I6n’; “for, if we,
who support the Danaans, were willing to thrust away the Trojans and restrain the wide-eyed Zeus, he
would be dejected there, where he sits on his own on Ida’), Poseidon does so out of respect for Zeus’s
rank (cf. 8.211: ‘énei ) moAd @éptepog’: ‘because he [i.e., Zeus] is much better’) rather than fear. Thus
Poseidon’s rejection of Hera’s suggestion, which seems to challenge the current order of things, shows
his determination not to violate this order. Contrast Pironti (2016) 88: ‘il fratello e cognato le oponne
un netto rifiuto (lliade, VIII, 208-211), preso dal timore della superiora forza di Zeus. Era invece non
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Zeus takes into account the verdict of poipa (see above), Poseidon manages to control
his anger (15.211: ‘GA\’ fitot vOv uév ke vepeoondeig vmoei&w’: “still, though | feel
fairly vexed, | will now draw back’) when taking Iris’s words to be words in
accordance with fate (15.206-7).3% He thus realises that it would be wise to follow the
advice of Iris (viz. to reflect upon his argumentative message, which was about to be
transferred to Zeus, and to consider the implications of his insistence on his opinion
(15.201-4)). Nevertheless, Poseidon chooses to follow Iris’s advice insofar as it
relates to his disagreement with Zeus on a personal level. While he still places this
disagreement on the fair system of the dispensation of Ty, thereby communicating
his displeasure about Zeus’s commanding tone towards those who have an equal share
with him (15.208-10), Poseidon eventually acquiesces to Zeus’s command, putting
aside his own priorities.*®* Nevertheless, if Zeus completely disregards the
prerogatives of the other gods (which are likewise based on tur distribution), then he
will have to contend with the anger that such a decision will incur (15.212-17).
Poseidon’s recognition of the legitimacy of Iris’s words and poipa, as well as his
commitment to the defence of the prerogatives of the other gods, are in the interests of
the community, because they both work for communal stability, considering the
current order of things. To this end, prudent actors retreat from their initial point of

view, which follows from Iris’s advice,>*®

thereby respecting the communal norms in
decision-making processes, while also being ready to express their disagreement with

anyone who attempts to flout them.

In addition to Hera and Poseidon, who vehemently express their opposition

towards Zeus, Athena likewise contributes to effective decision-making.*® In the

ha paura e agisce, prima in modo indiretto, infondendo corragio in Agamemnone, poi in modo diretto,
quando, insieme ad Athena, lascia I’ Olimpo’. Note, however, that Hera is not afraid precisely because
she acts together with Athena (8.350-96; cf. also Hera’s attempt to secure Poseidon’s (and the other
gods’) help noted above: 8.205-7) or acts from afar (8.218-19), which Zeus neither explicitly
confirmed nor rejected at the beginning of Iliad 8 (cf. Athena’s words at 8.35-7 and Zeus’s response at
8.38-40).

33 “1p1 Bed, péka T0DTo Emog Katd poipav Eeutec] £6OOV Kai O TéTVKTOL, 8T &yyehoc aloua €ST.

%% Cf. also Poseidon’s stance at 8.209-11; see above.

3% See Iris’s words at 15.203 (“f] T peTacTpéyelc; oTpemtai pév T ppéveg OAdv’: ‘or will you change
your mind? The minds of the great can be twisted’), which are similar to Phoenix’s words at 9.496-7
(‘6AX’ Ayked, Sapacov Bvpov péyav- ovdé Ti o ypn/ vnieic fitop Exewv: otpemtol 8¢ Te Kai Oeol
avtoi’: ‘but Achilles, tame your great anger; you should not a have a pitiless heart; even the very gods
can change their minds’). However, unlike Poseidon, Achilles does not concede to Phoenix’s
exhortation, thereby failing to make a sound judgement (see Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2).

%% As noted in Section 4.1, Athena (in contrast to Hera and Poseidon) takes a less forceful tack when
displeased with Zeus. That Athena (typically) adopts a milder stance compared to Hera (and Poseidon)
is also depicted in Zeus’s expectations at 8.406-8: ‘6¢p’ €idf] yAowkdmic, 8T’ dv @ morpl pdymror/ “Hpn
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divine assembly of Iliad 4, despite being angry with Zeus’s supposed desire to end the
war between the Achaeans and the Trojans, Athena manages to restrain her anger
(4.22-3).%" Moreover, after Zeus’s angry declaration in lliad 8, Athena expresses her
opposition to his plans without taking a provocative stance (8.31-7). She first
acknowledges the supremacy of Zeus’s status (8.31-2), and accepts Zeus’s command
to abstain from battle (8.35). But then, having invoked the gods’ great distress due to
the Achaeans’ defeat (8.33-4), she requests (as mentioned above) that Zeus permit the
gods to interfere in the Achaeans’ deliberation as a means of preventing their
wholesale destruction (8.36-7). As a result of her diplomatic manoeuvre, she manages
to elicit these reassuring words (8.39-40):

‘Bapoet, Tprroyévela, eidov tékog: 0D VO TL Bopd

npodPpovt pudéopat, 06hm 3¢ Tol §mog ivor.”

‘Fear not, Tritogeneia, dear child; | am not saying this in willing heart, and | want to

be gentle with you.’

As in Iliad 4 and lliad 8, so too in the decision-making process of Iliad 15, Athena
does not (openly) express anger towards Zeus. In fact, being afraid of the political
implications of Ares’s intention to disregard Zeus’s command and intervene on the
battlefield (15.123), Athena acts in physically and verbally aggressive ways towards
Ares: she removes parts of his martial equipment, and points out his lack of aidmbg and
voog (15.127-9). Ares’s intentions would violate the status quo, a development that, as
Athena’s harsh criticism makes clear, is utterly undesirable. Thus Athena’s fear for
the future causes her to display, in the present, behaviour influenced by anger.>® As

such, her emotions have a tangible impact on the decision-making process.

In short, the gods may be said to engage in acts that come close to crossing the

boundaries of communally endorsed behaviour. They do not, however, actually do so.

& ol 11 1000V vepeoifopor ovde yoAodpar aigl yap pot Embev évikhav Ottt vonow’; ‘so that the
gleaming-eyed Athena may know when it happens to be her father with whom she fights. Yet, with
Hera, I am not so much indignant nor angry; for she is always wont to break off what I devise.’

397 fror ABnvain dkémv v 008¢ T e,/ okvlopévn A matpi, x6hog 8¢ v dypog fipet: truly, Athena
remained silent, and said nothing, but she was cross with father Zeus, and was seized by fierce anger.
The same lines are repeated at the end of Iliad 8 (8.459-60), depicting, once again, Athena’s ability to
hold her anger.

%% Note that also Ares’s emotional and political stance within the decision-making process of lliad 15
is shaped by two different emotions, viz. his sadness for his son’s death (15.113-14) and his anger
against the Trojans, which fuels his desire to seek revenge (15.116).
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In acting collectively within a political context, the gods eventually come to respect
the Tyun of the members of the community, as well as the function of the normative
order of poipa. In so doing, they manage to compromise on different views and agree
upon decisions, thereby achieving consensus. As shall be explained in Section 4.2.2,
any compromises to the positions of others (with the aim of reaching consensus) do
not result entirely from the use or threat of force; they moreover rely on dissenters
who eventually adjust their positions willingly. I therefore argue that exploiting face-

saving mechanisms contributes to effective decision-making in divine assemblies.

4.2.2 Face-saving®®® mechanisms and willing compromises

Face-saving mechanisms facilitate the maintenance of communal equilibrium, for, by
preventing loss of face, whoever gives their consent does not feel isolated nor do they
feel that their tyun has been disregarded. Dissenters are in fact given the space and
time to remember that what is at stake is not simply their personal honour: it is the
community’s stability. The more sharply someone disagrees with the view of another
member of the community, the more necessary face saving becomes. In this section,
then, | focus on the two gods whose opposition to Zeus is the starkest, viz. Hera and

Poseidon.

In the divine assembly of lliad 1, Hera’s fearful retreat — while appearing
forced owing to Zeus’s threats, which ostensibly impose decisions (see above) — can
actually be understood as stemming from voluntary consent, accompanied by some
kind of face saving, thanks to Hephaestus’s intervention. Hephaestus first changes the
focus of the assembly from the opposition between Zeus and Hera to its political and
institutional implications, i.e., the disturbance of the divine meal (1.573-6; 1.579). The
quarrel between Zeus and Hera will have disastrous consequences, causing a rift
among the gods due to the mortals, thereby preventing the Olympians from enjoying
the feast. Conflict, then, between Zeus and Hera causes the disturbance of Olympian
collegiality, for it affects the basic, civic institution of prandial partaking, the role of
which is to diffuse tension and foster bonhomie and cooperation. Put differently, the

communal interest must stand above personal priorities or disagreements, which

%99 For the concept of face saving, see my discussion in Chapter 1, Section 1.2. Note that Scodel’s
(2008) book, Epic Facework, focuses on human rather divine affairs. For my discussion of face-saving
dynamics within the Achaean community, see Chapter 2, especially Sections 2.2.1 and 2.3.2.
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disturb the efficacy of communal processes.*® Secondly, although he points out that
Hera needs to appease Zeus (1.582: ‘GAld oL 10v 7y’ émnéecol kabdmtectan
nohokoiow’; ‘but you, at any rate, accost him with gentle words’), Hephaestus
reassures her that Zeus’s response to her conciliating approach will be positive (1.583:
‘avtik’ &mel’ Thaog OAdumog Eooetar Muiv’; ‘at once, then, the Olympian will be
gracious to us’), and tries further to console her by asking her to be patient and
acknowledging her distress (1.586: ‘tétAabt, pfjtep &un, Koi avaoyeo kndouévn mep’;
‘have patience, mother, and bear up, though distressed you may be’), as well as by
referring to his own prior experience — he makes it clear that he has suffered the
consequences of Zeus’s anger himself in attempting her rescue (1.590-4):

‘fon yap pe kai GAAot’ dAeEépevar pepadTo

piye, T0d0G TETOYMV, Ao fniod Beomeaioto.

niv & Nuap eepouny, dua 8 Nedio katadov

Kannesov v ANuve, OAlyog 6 €t Buudg évijev:

&vla pe Xivrieg dvopeg dpap kopicavto mecovia.’

‘For already in another occasion, because | wanted to help you, he [i.e., Zeus] caught
me by the foot and threw me from the divine threshold. And all day long I was falling,
and at sunset, | landed in Lemnos, and still there was little life within me, and there,

the Sintian men straightaway took care of me, who had fallen.’

Thus, using the memory of what he has suffered, Hephaestus attempts to minimise the
effect of Zeus’s aggressive behaviour against Hera, while also reminding her of
earlier times of violence within the divine community which resulted from her
disputatious stance in the past.”’ In this way, Hephaestus succeeds in being
considerate about the maintenance of both Hera’s and Zeus’s Ty, in the context of
safeguarding its communal dispensation. By showing that Zeus’s response to Hera’s
challenge does not merely pertain to Zeus’s and Hera’s interpersonal disagreement,
but rather impacts upon the entire community, Hephaestus implies that Hera should
understand that her excessive focus on her own honour affects the communal
cohesiveness. This, in turn, reduces the stakes for Hera. For now her retreat can be

viewed as an act performed to protect the common good. To this end, Hephaestus

“0 For the fundamental role of meal as an institution, cf. also Chapter 2, Section 2.3.3 including
bibliographical references, and Chapter 3, Section 3.1.

401 Thus, in addition to Zeus’s threats, Hephaestus’s reference to violence constitutes another hint at
past violence of a Theogonic type. See the introduction to this chapter and below.
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does not fail to explicitly recognise Hera’s status, for he does not utter anything of
which Hera herself is ignorant (1.577): ‘untpi &’ éyo mapdenut, Koi ot ©ep
veovor)’; ‘I advise the mother, though she herself knows’. In a similar vein, despite
consoling Hera, he recognises Zeus’s claims to tiur by referring to his rank (1.581: ‘6
yap modd eéptatoc eotwv’; ‘for he is by far the best’), as well as his physical strength.
For, if he so desired, Zeus could hurl the gods out of their seats (1.580-1). It is
therefore nigh on impossible to fight against him (1.589). Indeed, Hephaestus’s
narration of his own experience makes it clear that Zeus’s threats have a real point of
reference. All things considered, unlike Nestor (who urges both Agamemnon and
Achilles to retreat mutually (1.275-84; see Chapter 2, Section 2.1)), Hephaestus does
not mention any injustice on Zeus’s part, which could be understood as yet another
proof of Zeus’s behavioural legitimacy. Unlike Agamemnon who does not respect
Achilles, Zeus does not discount Hera’s status; and unlike Agamemnon and Achilles,

Hera takes Hephaestus’s advice into consideration.

Hera’s consideration of Hephaestus’s advice impacts upon developments
within the assembly of Iliad 1. This impact begins with Hera’s emotional change:
whereas, following Zeus’s aggressive and threatening speech (1.561-7), Hera retreats
in fear (1.568: £ddeioev; cf. also 1.569: émyvapyaca @ilov kijp — see Section 4.2.1
above), after Hephaestus’s intervention, she is happier, and this cheerful disposition is

emphasised through the narrator’s double reference to her smile (1.595-6):*%

®¢ eato, peidnoev o€ Bea Aevkmievog "Hpn,

Hednoooo 08 madog 66E0T0 Ye1pl KOTEAAOV.

So he spoke, and the weight-handed Hera smiled, and smiling accepted the goblet out
of her child’s hand.

Hera’s emotional change, along with the acceptance of a glass of wine, allows the
gods to conduct the meal (1.595f.), that is, the divine community once again achieves

détente. Moreover, Hephaestus’s initiative to share the wine to the other gods (1.597-

%2 On how mythology can explain Hera’s smile, see Halliwell (2008) 60 with n. 24 for bibliographical
references: Hera welcomes Hephaestus’s omission to her violence against him (cf. 18.395-7, with Hom.
Hymn 3.316-18: see Gantz (1993) 74-6), which is accompanied by his realistic observation that Zeus is
able to exercise authority by leveraging his invincible strength. On Halliwell’s (2008) interpretation of
Hera’s smile in lliad 1, see also ibid. 61; 63-4; 67. Note also that Hera’s smile is emphasised by the
parataxis, as noted in Halliwell (2008) 66.
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8) prompts a change in their disposition, viz. from irritation (following Zeus’s
aggressive message) to laughter, which resulted from Hephaestus’s idea to pour wine,

exploiting his lameness (cf. 1.570 in contrast to 1.599-600):

OyOnoav &’ ava ddpa Aog Beoi Odpavimveg; and all the Uranian gods in the house of

Zeus were sorely vexed

doPeotog &’ dp EvdPTOo YEAMC HokApeSat Beoioty,

¢ 1dov "Heatotov 610 dmpota woumrvoovTa.

And unguenchable/ceaseless laughter arose among the blessed gods, once they saw

Hephaestus bustling about the house.

In this light, Hera’s disposition is not only important from an emotional point of view,
but from a political perspective. For, it marks the beginning of a change which bears
political meaning, viz. the unhampered continuation of the assembly and the gods’
feast. To this end, the emotional state of the gods, as expressed through their laughter,
is likewise significant, for it consolidates what has already been seen in Hera’s
emotional change, viz. the way in which an emotion may allow an institution — or an
institutional process — to surmount disagreement, thereby realising communal
stability.*>® Note that both the emotional change of Hera, bound up with her face
saving, and the emotional change of the rest of the gods result from Hephaestus’s
intervention which is, therefore, politically of utmost importance. Thus the way in
which all gods embody and enact communal norms within the assembly of Iliad 1

contributes to promoting the collective interest.

Similarly to Iliad 1, in lliad 15 Hera, being fearful (15.34: &¢ @dro, piynosv 8¢
Bodmeg métvie “Hpm; so he [i.e., Zeus] spoke, and the lady the ox-eyed Hera
shuddered), concedes to Zeus, suggesting her recognition of Zeus’s legitimate
statement. Yet she displays yielding behaviour, while avoiding referring to her actions
to deceive Zeus in lliad 14, with the aid of Aphrodite and Hypnos, resulting in

Poseidon’s disregard of Zeus’s earlier command. Despite Hera’s subtle attempt to

% Thus, even if Levine (1982/1983) 99 is right in arguing that the gods’ laughter pertains to their
‘supremacy’ and ‘affection’ towards Hephaestus, Hephaestus behaves in the assembly as if he wants to
provoke this laughter, using it as a means to diffuse the tension within the assembly. Cf. the function of
Zeus’s smile towards Athena in lliad 8 (8.38); on Zeus’s stance in Iliad 8, see above Section 4.2.1.
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conceal part of the truth,*®* Zeus is suspicious of her real plan of action. Indeed, as
before her defence (whereby Zeus explicitly asks her to give up her deceptions and
strategy to exploit the other gods’ help to trick him for her purposes (15.31-3)), so too
after her oath and Hera’s expression of willingness to advise Poseidon to follow
Zeus’s Will, Zeus makes it clear that he is aware of her fraud: if Zeus and Hera shared
the same opinion, with Poseidon holding another view of theirs, he would still change
his mind and comport himself in accordance with their preference (15.49-52). Still,
despite being convinced of her deceptive plan, Zeus displays a different emotional

405 and enables Hera to save face

attitude: desisting from his anger, he smiles (15.47)
by leaving open the possibility of her trustworthiness (15.53: ‘GAL’ &l oM p° €tedv ye
Kai atpekémg ayopevels’; ‘but if you [i.e., Hera] say the truth and speak accurately”).
To this end, he focuses on the next step of the decision-making process, asking her to
call Iris and Apollo (15.54-5), so that the former can transmit Zeus’s message to
Poseidon to withdraw from battle, and the latter supports Hector on the battlefield
(15.56-61). By including her in his plan of action, Zeus drives the decision-making
process forward, thereby smoothing out issues resulting from the gods’ disregard of
decision-making in Iliad 8. In so doing, he makes a kind of normative statement about
how the person whose opinion prevails within a deliberative context should behave
towards the other who has to retreat to the former’s position, a statement illustrative

of Zeus’s leadership abilities from another perspective.

In addition to Hera’s face saving, some form of face saving likewise
accompanies Poseidon’s decision to abandon his plan to defy Zeus’s command in
Iliad 15, having expressed his strong disagreement pointing out the different domains
of their tyun (15.185-93). As we noted in Section 4.2.1, what makes Poseidon change
his mind is Iris’s thoughtful intervention at 15.201-4:

‘oUtm Yap On TOL, YO 0YE KLOVOYiTa,

Tovoe Epm Al pdBov amnvéa te kpatepdv 1€,

404 Cf. the accuracy of her oath bound up with her assurance towards Zeus that Poseidon himself
wanted to help the Achaeans, as already noted above in Section 4.2.1.

% On Zeus’s smile at 15.47 (&d¢ pato- peidnoey 8¢ motip avdpdv te Bedv Te; S0 she spoke, and the
father of men and mortals smiled), see Pironti (2016) 106: ‘e dal sorriso del dio trapela la
consapevolezza che I’antagonismo di Era nei suoi confronti ¢ parte dell’ordine delle cose (cfr. Iliade,
VIII, 407-408, e supra, p. 88)’. See also Halliwell (2008) 66, who notes: it is a ‘veiled expression of his
authority and an oblique signal of his confidence that he has Hera cornered’ (p. 66); cf. also ibid. 67: ‘a
motivic counterpart to, and a kind of reversal of, Hera’s at 14.222-3".
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1| TL LETOOTPEYELS; OTPETTOL UEV TE PPEVEG EGOAMV.

0160’ ¢ mpesPutéporoty ‘Epvieg oidv Emovrar.’

‘Earth-moving, dark-haired, so, from you, am I then to transfer to Zeus this word,
which is both harsh and strong, or will you change your mind? The minds of the great

can be twisted. You know that the Erinys follow the elder forever.’

In a strategy similar to Hephaestus’s, Iris*®® manages to secure Poseidon’s consent,
because she acknowledges Poseidon’s adherence to behavioural norms: she includes
Poseidon in the ¢éo0)ot, recognising in advance the prudence of a decision to change
his mind, as well as his awareness of the consequences should he disobey Zeus’s
command. As a result, Iris provides the space for Poseidon to reconsider Zeus’s
request not by chastising him for his plans, only by reminding him of things that he
already knows, thereby recognising Poseidon’s position in the community.
Consequently, Poseidon is offered the chance to accede to Zeus’s request without
losing face. Indeed, Poseidon accepts Iris’s considerate intervention, and changes his
mind by referring to the important role of poipa (15.206-7), as discussed above. As in
Hera’s case, so too with Poseidon’s, his retreat is then framed as an act done in the
interests of the community, preventing any worsening of conflict that would have

arisen from excessive focus on the competitive aspect of honour.

In Section 4.2.2, | have shown how — in the public context of the divine
assembly in Iliad 1 — Hephaestus, an actor not implicated in the opposition,
contributes to Hera’s face saving, while the private context of Iliad 15 enables Zeus to
accept Hera’s excuses, letting her save face without losing face himself. Like Iliad 1,
in lliad 15 Iris, who is not involved in the opposition between Zeus and Poseidon but
exercises authority on Zeus’s behalf, takes over to balance the competitive and
cooperative sides of honour, allowing Poseidon to retreat from his position, without

losing face.

To summarise, then, Section 4.2 has shown that, despite anger and opposition,
divine actors when acting collectively (in assemblies) always manage to prioritise the
communal interest. Such coordination arises from the gods’ respect for the other

Olympians’ Twur, their recognition of poipa’s role and consensus in decision-making

%% On the role of Iris and Hermes in Homer, see, for example, Pisano (2016).
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processes, as well as their initiatives to facilitate others’ face saving following sharp

disagreement.

4.3 Conclusions

Chapter 4 has shown that interrelation between honour and emotions affects divine
political institutions just as it does in political institutions involving humans (see
Chapters 2 and 3). As in human communities, so too in the gods’ community, such
interrelation may generate conflict but it can also produce consensus. This is because
honour dynamics encompass both competitive and cooperative affairs, depending on
the ways in which individuals negotiate communal norms in politically deliberative
contexts. However, unlike human leadership, divine leadership always succeeds in
safeguarding communal wellbeing, because, unlike humans, the gods are committed
to maintaining the status quo without allowing conflict to harden within the
community. This commitment to the current order of things is the result of an earlier
past in which tyun was allotted between the gods as a way of avoiding violence and
its consequences; an earlier past known to us through Hesiod’s Theogony, and to
which the Iliad repeatedly alludes through Zeus’s threats and other similar references.
Although he appears to give in to his anger, thereby autocratically imposing his will,
Zeus, unlike Agamemnon and Hector, acts in considering communal practices, such
as showing respect for others’ tyun, or acknowledging the role of poipa and others’
recommendations in decision-making processes. Zeus thereby safeguards overarching
communal interests without prioritising his own desires. In a similar vein, the gods
who oppose to Zeus, sometimes pursuing their individual ambitions to the greatest
extent possible, eventually conform to the interests of the community, largely because
they recognise that Zeus’s threats do not really violate communal norms; they only
serve to remind them of former strife which they do not wish to experience again. To
this end, divine social and political interaction, which shapes and is shaped by honour
dynamics, leverages face-saving mechanisms to facilitate agreement in cases of
discord. Such instances of consenting are ultimately achieved through the individual’s
willing compliance with communal norms, and not through the exclusive use or threat
of force. In brief, the gods represent the kind of community in which there is a shared
value system whose negotiation of norms accommodates disagreement and emotional
tension without producing disastrous plans of action, nor infringing on important

concepts, such as pluralism, inclusiveness, and respect.
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5. Politics, ethics, and emotions in war: towards a superordinate

‘community of communities’ in the Iliad

In Chapter 4, I argued that, in contrast to human political institutions (see Chapters 2
and 3), divine political institutions invariably result in effective decision-making in
the Iliad. This is because the gods’ respect for one another’s Tur ultimately prevails
over any other emotion which could otherwise result in a worsening of conflict within
a deliberative context. In other words, unlike humans, the gods’ ability to negotiate
communal norms never compromises matters of communal interest. For, in acting
collectively, the gods always prioritise communal stability above all other
considerations. Chapter 4 thus delineated the way in which passion and disagreement
may form part of communal negotiations without thereby leading to disastrous results

for the community.

The negotiations discussed in the previous three chapters are negotiations
between individuals of the same community. This chapter takes the discussion a step
further by exploring negotiations that take place between different communities and
between individuals of different communities. As in negotiations between individuals
belonging to the same community, so too in intercommunal negotiations, emotions
constitute an integral part of the negotiation process. | argue that, in spite of the state
of war, the Achaean and the Trojan community, or individuals belonging to these
communities, come to negotiations, grounding these negotiations on shared ethical
values, which are reflected in institutions, such as the supplication, guest-friendship,
and religion. This may then form the basis for a shared community. However, because
the ethical values shared by the Achaeans and the Trojans are not consistently taken
into account, or are enacted only on an interpersonal level, the overarching framework
between the Achaeans and Trojans in the Iliad may represent only an abstract, fragile
kind of community. One might otherwise say that the partial enactment of ethical
values, religious beliefs, and shared norms may attest both the absence and presence

of a superordinate ‘community of communities’ within the Iliad.

In what follows, we shall explore this superordinate ‘community of
communities’ (if it indeed exists). To this end, we begin with negotiations that are
grounded in the institutional practice of oath exchange, aiming to bring an end to the

war. | then discuss Achaean-Trojan negotiations pertaining to the dead’s burial which
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results in a temporary ceasefire. Finally, | focus on the institution of supplication on
and off the battlefield. Through this, I show how suppliants — by employing the
mechanism of exchange and reciprocity — negotiate their lives, the treatment of their
corpses, or the treatment of their child(’s corpse). Across all such negotiations, the

individuals’ emotions and religious beliefs play a significant role.

In lliad 3, the Achaeans and the Trojans negotiate the end of war while
negotiating the return of Helen to Menelaus. These negotiations thereby bring to the
fore the very reason for the war’s outbreak, viz. Paris’s abduction of Helen. That the
outbreak of war is due to Paris’s fault is agreed upon by both the Achaeans and the
Trojans. Indeed, Hector, commencing the negotiation process, says explicitly that
Paris began the conflict (3.86-7):

‘kéKATE pev, Tpdeg kai Eukviudeg Ayouol,

udBov AleEdvopoto, Tod givexka velkog dpwpev.’

‘Hear from me, Trojans and well-greaved Achaeans, the word of Alexander on

account of whom this strife has arisen.”*%’

Menelaus, while acknowledging that both the Achaeans and the Trojans have suffered
owing to his conflict with Paris, likewise clearly states that Paris was the conflict’s
initiator (3.97-100):

‘kékAute VOV Kol Eueior pdatoto yap dAyog ikavel
Bouov Eudv, epovém O dtakpvOnuevar oM
Apyeiovg kol Tpdog, Emel Kok TOAAG TET0C0E

etvex’ €ung &pdog kai AAeEavopov &vek’ apyfic.’

‘Listen now to me also; for above all pain comes to my heart, and I think that the
Achaeans and the Trojans can already separate from one another, for they have

suffered much evil due to my quarrel which Alexander started.’

The agreement, therefore, between the Achaeans and the Trojans regarding the

outbreak of the war underlines that, in the context of an on-going exchange process,

“7 The same point is also made by Priam in the Trojan assembly of lliad 7 (7.374: ‘udbov
AleEavdporo, 1o giveka veikog Opwpe’). See Chapter 3, Section 3.1.
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408

initiating harm, i.e., negative reciprocity,” is normatively viewed in negative terms.

This is to say that the offended party has a right to freedom from harm. This is, in

turn, bound up with the idea of legitimate retaliation,*®

I.e., balanced reciprocity.
Balanced reciprocity is undergirded by the standards of justice, and owing to which it
can be said that the Achaeans wage war against the Trojans as a result of Paris’s

‘negative reciprocity’.

In this regard, two points can be made more explicit. First, interpersonal
conflict which involves two individuals of different communities (i.e., Menelaus and
Paris) results in a political conflict between two communities, viz. the Achaeans and
the Trojans. That is, a breach of an interpersonal tie (viz. Paris’s violation of

410 creates

Menelaus’s Eevia — an issue that Menelaus addresses explicitly at 3.351-4),
an intercommunal problem, since Paris’s and Menelaus’s connections get involved.
The Trojans support Paris, because the solidarity among the Trojans is greater than
the solidarity between the Trojans and the Achaeans.*'* In a similar vein, Tyndareus’s
oath explains why the Achaeans rally around Menelaus (cf. Paus. 3.20.9).*%
Therefore, negative reciprocity on an interpersonal level takes on an important
intercommunal dimension. Secondly, legitimate retaliation in response to negative
reciprocity is bound up with standards of justice, which are rooted in values of

honour, thereby always incorporating an affective dimension. The importance of

“% On the notion of negative reciprocity, which is distinguished from generalised reciprocity and
balanced reciprocity, see Sahlins (1972) 193-5: negative reciprocity, ‘the most impersonal sort of
exchange’, is ‘the attempt to get something for nothing with impunity’. ‘Indicative ethnographic terms
include “haggling” or “barter”, “gambling”, “chicanery”, “theft”, and other varieties of seizure.’

%9 That the initiator of conflict plays an important role within the Iliadic narrative is already seen in
how the narrator at the beginning of the Iliad associates Achilles’s anger with Agamemnon’s refusal of
Chryses’s appeal. On this matter, see Chapter 2, Section 2.1; cf. also below. On the connections
between the theme of negative reciprocity and legitimate retaliation in Homer and Herodotus, see
Gould (1989) 42-85.

M07eh Gva, 8¢ tiouobo, & pe mpoTEPO KK Eopye,! dlov AAEEavSpov, Kkoi £ufic Vmd yepol
dapocoov,/ depa TIc Eppiynot kai Oyrydvav avBponwv/ Cervoddkov koxa péfat, & kev gildotnto
rwapaoyn’: ‘Zeus, king, grant me to punish the noble Alexander who first did evil to me, and overpower
him under my hands, so that anyone from the men to come may shudder to wrong any host who has
given them friendship.” Cf. also Menelaus’s justified emotional outburst regarding Paris’s previously
poor behaviour at 3.365-8. There, Menelaus addresses Zeus, after his spear broke during his duel with
Paris. See also 13.620-39; especially 13.631-5, whereby Menelaus wonders how it is possible for Zeus
to enable victory for men that are HBpiotai.

M1 See van Wees’s (1992) fourth chapter, which explores the conflict between communities and
between individuals of different communities, in relation to the warriors’ status, underlining the
importance of connections.

12 Following Odysseus’s suggestion, Tyndareus makes Helen’s suitors swear that they will defend
Helen’s husband against any wrong done to him with regards to his marriage. For a list of Helen’s
suitors, see Apollod. Bibl. 3.10.8. Note that Achilles, who is not included in the list, makes it clear that
the Trojans have never acted against his (nor his community’s) interest: cf. 1.152-60 — see Chapter 2.
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honour dynamics in relation to Paris’s abduction of Helen comes to the fore when
Agamemnon makes it clear that the Trojans are expected to restore the Achaeans’
T (3.286: ‘tiunv 8° Apyeiolg amotvépey fiv v’ €otkev’: ‘to pay to the Achaeans
honour, which is fitting’), otherwise he is entitled to continue seeking revenge, until
the desire for the restoration of the Achaeans’ tyun is fulfiled (3.290-1: ‘avtap &yw
Kol Emerta poymoopon giveka mowviig/ avdt pévov, lmc ke TELog TOAENO0 Kixelm :
‘but I will fight hereafter for recompense, here remaining, until I have reached the
purpose of the war’). Thus Paris’s defiant behaviour involves an offence against the
T of Menelaus on an interpersonal level, as well as an offence against his (and

Agamemnon’s) allies, viz. the Achaeans, on an intercommunal level.

Note, however, that the Trojans’ support for Paris on an intercommunal level
does not entail their approval of his behaviour on an intra-community level. For, in
Hector’s view (3.39-57),**% Paris’s abduction of Helen is a matter of Paris’s own
disgrace (3.42)."* Still this transgression is taken to be as Troy’s calamity (3.50) that
could even justify Paris’s being stoned to death, although that is prevented thanks to
the Trojans’ fear or cowardice (3.56-7) and their feelings of solidarity (as
aforementioned). In the face of Hector’s fierce criticism, Paris tries to save face to
some degree. To this end, he emphasises Hector’s hardness (even comparing his
unbending will and fearless heart to the force of an axe, as employed by artisans in
shipbuildings — cf. 3.60-3), and allusively denies any responsibility for abducting
Helen, claiming that he only accepted her as a present (an offering from Aphrodite)
because men should not reject god-given gifts (3.364-6).*"> Nevertheless, Paris
recognises the legitimacy of Hector’s rebuke, and acknowledges the fairness of his
criticism (3.59). Note, however, that, because Paris’s proposal to Hector that he fight
a duel with Menelaus, the war be made to end, and the fortune of Helen (as well as

416

her possessions) be decided by the duel’s outcome (3.67-75)"" is placed as late as in

13 Contrast van Wees (1992) 172; see Chapter 1, Section 1.2.

% In this context, Hector’s charges against Paris contrast with his neutral formulation at 3.87, quoted
above. Concerning line 3.87, ‘The little or no acknowledgement of blame in Hector’s description of
Paris’, claimed by Taplin (1992) 98, is to be associated with the public context of Hector’s speech (cf.
also Priam’s words in the assembly of lliad 7 at 7.374 — see above and Chapter 3, Section 3.1) rather
than Homer’s awareness of the ‘complexities of human affairs’ that prevents him from presenting
Paris’s blameworthiness in ‘black or white’ terms, as Taplin (1992) argues.

% Contrast Scodel (2008) 53, who argues that Paris’s mild response to Hector does not conceal any
face-saving attempt, which is to be associated with Paris’s ‘lack of heroic aiddg’.

18 paris is willing to fight Menelaus only after Hector’s reproach: see his stance at 3.30-2, where,
afraid of facing Menelaus on the battlefield, Paris hides himself among the other soldiers. Contrast
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the tenth year of the war, this proposal scarcely reveals any sensitivity on Paris’s part
regarding moral or political considerations. Instead, the Trojans’ initiative to negotiate
the end of war*!" resulting in a truce and a duel**® is to be construed from an artistic
perspective: lliad 2 to Iliad 8 seem to remind the audience of the beginning of the
war, recapitulating its origins and the reasons why conflict between the Achaeans and
the Trojans began in the first instance.**

The pact between the Achaeans and the Trojans that Menelaus and Paris fight
a duel is based on, and bound by, the mutual exchange of oaths (cf. 3.73; 3.94; 3.105;
3.256).*% The need to exchange oaths is underlined by the extensive references to
institutional protocol (cf. 3.268-309), implying a lack of trust between the two
communities. This lack of trust is particularly evident on the Achaeans’ side towards
the Trojans: owing to Paris’s transgressive behaviour on an interpersonal level,
Menelaus challenges the trustworthiness all of Priam’s sons on the intercommunal
level, stressing the importance that Priam superintends the oath process (cf. 3.106-7).
Moreover, Agamemnon refers explicitly to the consequences on the Trojans’ part in

421
h:

the event that they fail to meet the conditions of the oat the Trojans’ failure to

Redfield (1994) 113-14, who considers Hector’s charges of cowardice on Paris’s part unwarranted.
Hector blames Paris precisely because he saw him retreating (3.38): tov &’ "Extwp veikeooev idmv
aioypoic Eméecotv; but Hector saw him [i.e. Paris] and rebuked him with shameful words.

I Cf. Hector’s acceptance of Paris’s proposal and its announcement to the Achaeans (3.76; 3.86-94).
8 Cf. Menelaus’s acceptance of Hector’s proposal (3.97-110) and the implied joy of the Achaeans and
the Trojans in the hope of the end of the war (3.111-12). Note that the Achaeans’ and the Trojans’
common emotional response is expressive of a view. That is, as in lliad 19 (19.74: &g &pab’, oi &’
gyapnoav dukviudeg Ayawoi; so he spoke, and the well-greaved Achaeans rejoiced), so in lliad 3
(3.111: &g £pab’, ot & €xapnoav Axawoi te Tpdég te; SO he spoke, and the Achaeans and the Trojans
rejoiced), reference to the group’s emotional state communicates the group’s approval of what has
preceded. Contrast Elmer (2013) 127-8 with n. 33, who seems to exclude the ‘expressive’ from the
‘affective’, and uses this similarity between Iliad 3 and Iliad 19 to argue that ‘Achilles remains as alien
to the Achaean community as Paris or another Trojan’. On my view regarding the Achaeans’ response
to Achilles’s speech in Iliad 19, see Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2.

“19 liad 1 to Iliad 9 can be understood as one section of a ring composition: Iliad 1 describes the
beginning of the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles, while Iliad 9 explores the attempt at its
resolution; Iliad 2 returns to the beginning of the war, and the catalogues of the Achaeans and the
Trojans, while lliad 8 seems to refer to the end of that phase, with the Trojans suddenly overcoming the
Achaeans; lliad 3 includes a truce and a duel, as does lliad 7. For a discussion of the theme of ‘ring
composition’ in the lliad (including a discussion of bibliographical references), see, for example,
Douglas (2007) 101-24. On the parallels between Iliad 1 and Iliad 24 specifically, see, for example,
MacLeod (1982).

20 For an analysis of the oath ritual in Iliad 3, a comparison with Iliad 19, and the relation between
ritual practice and epic narrative, see Kitts (2005) 115ff.

2L Unlike Agamemnon, Priam does not specify any consequences should the Achaeans break the oaths.
This difference may be linked to the Trojans’ imminent violation of the oaths (cf. Pandarus’s act of
shooting an arrow against Menelaus following Athena’s intervention: 4.93-126 — see below) or the
absence of any violation on the part of the Achaeans in the past.
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restore the Achaeans’ T (cf. 3.284-7;*% see also 3.458-60) would entail the war’s
legitimate continuation (cf. 3.288-91), as explained above.

While intimating a lack of trust, the mechanism of the oath exchange attests
the existence of a common belief between the two communities which can ground a
state of @uotng in the future (cf. 3.73: ‘oi &’ dAAol @uAdOTTO KO OpKlol TOTA
tapovtes’; ‘but the rest of you having taken solemn oaths of friendship’; similarly at
3.94 and identically at 3.256). Thus, while casting doubt on the trustworthiness of
Priam’s sons, Menelaus’s trust in Priam’s presence as a protector of the oaths (cf. the
double reference that Priam be present in the oath exchange: 3.105-110; 3.250-8)
enables the Achaean-Trojan negotiations to come to fruition. To this end, the
invocation of Zeus, the rest of the gods, and other divine entities in order to safeguard
the observance of the oaths of friendship (cf. 3.276-80; 298-301; 308-9) is important,
revealing the Achacans’ and Trojans’ common belief in the same gods. This means,
importantly, that the Achaeans and the Trojans share same religious, moral
convinctions. Still the fact that some of the gods whom the Achaeans and the Trojans
both worship support the Achaeans (while others among them support the Trojans)*?®
signifies that the Achaeans and the Trojans also share a common space. For since the
gods themselves comprise a community, the Achaeans and the Trojans belong to a
community that has to interact with these gods, who have laid down certain common
standards for all communities. By implication, while underlying the importance and
formality of the oath exchange, the presence of the gods in the oath exchange is linked
to appropriate behaviour, which the members of both communities ought to display.
The importance of respecting the oaths is best reflected in the curse upon the oath-
breaker, which, being part of the oath process, is uttered by both communities, and
aims to arouse emotions of fear and/or shame (cf. 3.298-301), thereby discouraging

the oath’s violation:

‘Zed K0d1oTE péytote kol a0dvartot Beol dAlot,

OMIATEPOL TPOTEPOL VITEP OPKLN TNUNVELALY,

#22 The condition of T is only stated at this stage of the negotiations because ‘it has been ... taken for
granted ... and ... a solemn oath requires careful formulations of the conditions’: see van Wees (1992)
175 n. 28. Contrast Wilson (2002) 178, who seems to contradict herself by citing van Wees (1992) in
support of her argument, while also arguing that ‘Agamemnon calculates that he is in a position to
achieve more than just a balance for Menelaos [and] elects to seek a favourable disequilibrium’.

428 Cf. situations of conflict between the gods, as discussed in Chapter 4, as well as the involvement of
the gods in the violation of the oaths in lliad 3, below.
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0O% 6@ EyKEPAAOC YAUASIC PéoL (g BSE 0lvog

aOTAOV Kol TEKE®V, GLoyol 6 dALolol dapeiey.’

‘Zeus, most honoured and greatest, and you, other immortal gods, whichever of the
two sides might first violate the oaths, like this wine, let their brain and that of their

children run to the ground, and their wives be spoils of others.’

From this perspective, the political consequences for the Achaeans and the
Trojans (that is, the end or the continuation of the war) depend upon the emotional
behaviour of the members of both communities towards the oaths. For, if each side
takes certain norms into account which are acknowledged by both communities (viz.
respect for the oaths and the gods, who operate as oath protectors), their trust in this
common institutional mechanism (namely, the oath exchange) will overcome any
distrust resulting from their enmity, thereby enabling the resolution of intercommunal
conflict, while potentially establishing grounds for future cooperation. If, on the other
hand, either of the two sides displays shameless behaviour, then the end of the war
will be suspended, and emotions of revenge will come into play once again. That is, if
both the Achaeans and the Trojans enact the dynamics of shame, then their
intercommunal conflict will come to an end. These shame dynamics unfold in the
imagination of disgrace. By means of projection, the imagined disgrace would cause
either party to shrink from violating behaviour in order to maintain their honour, the
result of which will be the display of respectful behaviour towards the oaths.*** In this
light, a mechanism that rests on a shared ethical and religious background, which is
acknowledged by both communities, creates expectations between the Achaeans and
the Trojans, and functions as a bridge for their intercommunal negotiations.

Nevertheless, the Achaean-Trojan negotiations in lliad 3 do not produce the
intended outcome: while Aphrodite has removed Paris from the battlefield, securing
for him safety and protection in the palace (3.373-83), Athena, having taken the form
of a Trojan warrior, urges Pandarus to defy the oaths and shoot an arrow against
Menelaus (4.93-126). Then, Agamemnon while addressing the wounded Menelaus,

voices his readiness to heed the (emotional) conditions of the oaths, that is, to seek

“2% In connection to the role of imagination in the experience of the emotion, cf. the argument of the
embassy in Iliad 9. In this regard, see the reference to Aristotle’s De Anima and Gallagher’s (2020)
account in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2. See also Chapter 1, Section 1.2 for Elster’s (1999) account on
shame in relation to honour dynamics.
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revenge, expressing his certainty that — sooner or later — Zeus will enable the Trojans’
defeat (4.155-68).° The violation of the oaths therefore confounds any expectations
that piAotng between the two communities can be established, while waiving thereby

the possibility for instantiation of an overarching community.

In lliad 7, the two communities proceed to negotiations once again. Rather
than negotiating the end of the war (as in Iliad 3), in lliad 7, Hector, following divine
intervention (viz. Apollo’s and Athena’s debate which results in Helenus advising
Hector (7.24-53)), proclaims his intention to fight with anyone of the best of the
Achaeans in order to achieve temporary ceasefire (7.74-5). The Achaeans’ hesitation,
here, appears stronger when compared to lliad 3.%® This hesitation is bound up with
the Achaeans’ shame at the prospect of refusing, shame that eventually prevails over

their fear of facing Hector (cf. 7.93), with Menelaus assenting to Hector’s proposal.**’

28 rejects

Nevertheless, after considering Hector’s fighting abilities, Agamemnon
Menelaus’s willingness to fight Hector (7.115-16), while Nestor reprimands the
Achaeans for their initial cowardice (7.124f.). Ajax is eventually summoned to
confront Hector in the duel as a result of the draw (7.187-92). As in lliad 3, in Iliad 7
Hector invokes Zeus to secure the observance of the truce conditions (7.76).

7% there is no extensive reference to the oath

However, unlike lliad 3, in lliad
protocol.**® Although there is no use of the oath protocol to its fullest extent, the duel
benefits from another institutional practice — common in both communities — viz. the

heralds’ mediation. Their intervention, which is undergirded by a strong sense of

25 Cf, also Agamemnon’s similar words at 4.234-9 when he attempts to encourage the troops.

%26 1n both Iliad 3 and lliad 7, silence is the Achaeans’ first reaction to the Trojans’ proposal (cf. 3.95;
7.92). In both cases, this silence is interrupted by Menelaus. However, unlike in Iliad 3, in Illiad 7 the
narrator comments on the time taken before Menelaus’s intervention; cf. 3.96: toiol 8¢ kai petéeue
Bonv dyaBog Mevékaog (and then among them the brave Menelaus shouted aloud); 7.94: oye o8¢
Mevélaog dviotato koi petéewne (after a long time Menelaus stood up and spoke among them). About
the face-threat considerations in the context of Hector’s proposal in lliad 7, see Scodel (2008) 69-71.
2T The Achaeans do not consider denying Hector’s proposal by leveraging the Trojans’ failure to
respect the oaths in Iliad 3. Thus they seem to agree with Hector’s view that Zeus has defined the
Trojans’ violation of the oath in lliad 4 (cf. 7.69) — cf. below. On the violation of the oaths, see, e.g.,
Taplin (1992) 104-6.

2% On Agamemnon’s behaviour in these first books of the Iliad (from Iliad 1 to Iliad 8), see Taplin
(1990) 60-70.

“2% For the absence of hostility in this duel and its function, see van Wees (1992) 200-2.

% This absence may be understood in the context of what is at stake: in Iliad 3, the communities
negotiate the end of the war, while, in lliad 7, they aim at a brief truce. The same idea of what is at
stake might also explain why unlike Iliad 3, in Iliad 7 the Achaeans do not touch upon the Trojans’
untrustworthiness by referring to the Trojans’ failure to respect the oaths. Rather they appear to accept
Hector’s view that Zeus has defined the Trojans’ violation of the oath in lliad 4 (7.69). Note, further,
that unlike Paris, Hector has not displayed violating behaviour in the past, which makes him more
trustworthy. Nevertheless, at 3.106, Menelaus does not distinguish between Priam’s sons (See above).
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fairness (cf. their unanimous feeling for an even result (7.274-82)), ensures that the
duel goes smoothly, while supporting the negotiation process on an intercommunal
level. Indeed, although the duel itself only involves two individuals, the brief truce
pertains to all members of both communities. Note, however, that unlike the rest of
the members of the Achaean and Trojan communities, Hector and Ajax gain further
benefits from their fighting. For, while both are willing to recognise and accept their
tie in the duel (cf. 7.284-302), Hector stresses their friendship, which unites them
regardless of their previous fighting and the context of war. To this end, he proposes
an exchange of gifts (7.299; cf. also 7.303-5), which are testament to their ongoing
@oTnG in the future (7.299-302):%%

‘ddpa 8’ Ay’ GAANAOIOL TEPIKAVTA dMOUEV AP,
dopa Tic O’ elnnov Ayadv 1€ Tphov te:
“fuev Euapvactny Epidog mepi BupoPdporo,

NS ot &v errdTnTL SéTuoryey dpOuncovte.”’

‘Come on! Let us both give to each other renowned gifts, so that any of the Achaeans
and the Trojans may say so: “these two both fought each other in heart-devouring

battle strife and then again, before they parted, joined with each other in friendship.” ’

An lliadic example that explicitly reveals how interpersonal relationships
between individuals who belong to different communities unite them, despite their
being opponents on the battlefield as a result of intercommunal conflict, is the
encounter between Diomedes and Glaucus in Iliad 6. Because Oeneus, Diomedes’s
grandfather, has offered hospitality to Bellerophon, Glaucus’s grandfather (6.216-17),
which was then sealed by a gift-exchange (6.218-20), Diomedes and Glaucus decide
to maintain and extend their ancestors’ tie. When facing each other on the battlefield,
they agree to keep away from each other during the war (6.226), and like the attitude
of their grandfathers as well as Hector’s and Ajax’s practice they exchange armour,

proud of their interpersonal connection (6.230-1):

‘Tevyen &” aAANAAOLS Emapeiyouey, O@pa Kol 01d€

YvéGLY, 811 EEivol matpdIol edyOued’ givar.’

1 On the different kinds of gift exchange between enemies in the lliad, see van Wees (2002).
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‘But let us exchange armour, S0 that these over here may know that we boast of being
hereditary guest-friends.’

In this light, individuals that are connected by bonds of &evia and/or eiAdtng
appear to be willing to overcome intercommunal conflict, thereby attesting the
existence of an overarching framework, which is ethical in nature and transcends
individual communities. Thus, like that of Diomedes’s and Glaucus’s, Hector’s and
Ajax’s practice also implies this kind of overarching framework, although this
framework pertains only to these two individuals, without being extended to all of the

Achaeans and Trojans.

In addition to their battlefield negotiations which resulted in Paris’s and
Menelaus’s duel in lliad 3 as well as that of Hector and Ajax duel in lliad 7 —
negotiations that, while bringing different results, were both bound by oath
exchanges, thereby attesting the Achaeans’ and Trojans’ belief in the same gods — in
Iliad 7, the Achaeans and the Trojans once again proceed to negotiations. On this
occasion, the two communities negotiate a truce to collect and take care of their fallen
comrades’ corpses. Although their political aim is to restore their tyun following
Paris’s disrespect for Menelaus’s Eevia (as well as the violation of the oaths in Iliad
3), in the council of Iliad 7, the Achaeans reflect upon their moral obligations to the
dead: Nestor prompts the Achaeans to bury the dead (7.327-37), which they approve
(cf. 7.344). Thus, although they partly reject the message of the Trojans’ heralds
(7.385-93), viz. to take Helen’s possessions, leaving her in Troy, and returning home
(as clarified by Diomedes’s sharp response (7.400-2) and its endorsement by the

1**2 to make a

group (7.403)), the Achaeans eventually agree with the Trojans’ proposa
truce for the corpses’ collection: Agamemnon upholds the community’s unanimous
response by communicating his pleasure (7.406-7) — another reference to the role of
emotion in political decision-making processes — while granting the Achaeans’
consent to the burial of the dead (7.408-11), consent that was given earlier in the

Achaeans’ council.

Like battlefield negotiations in the context of the truce in Iliad 7, vis-a-vis the
duel between Hector and Ajax Achaean-Trojan respect for the dead is also taken into

account. While proposing to fight with any of the Achaeans (7.74-5), Hector specifies

2 For the Trojans’ proposal and a discussion of the relevant passages, see Chapter 3, Section 3.1.
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how the warrior’s corpse (following their duel) should be treated irrespective of
whether the vanquished warrior fought for the Achaean or the Trojan side. Although
he appears to consider the removal of the armour a legitimate act that proves the
warrior’s victory,”®® Hector suggests the corpse be returned to its community for
proper burial (7.77-84). An individual’s honour might then be increased, albeit not
completely disregarding the opponent’s tiur|, as appears in Hector’s imaginary speech

(7.89-90):

¢ “avopog pev tode oijua milot Kotatedvnadtoc,

Ov mot’ dpiotedovra katékTOve aidonog “Extwp.”’

¢ “This is the tomb of a dead man, whom once, though being the best, the splendid
Hector killed.” ’

Thus the grave (a physical object) operates as a material representation of both the

winner’s and the loser’s honour.***

In contrast to both scenarios of Achaean-Trojan negotiations in Iliad 7 which
consider the fortunes of the dead, there are (at least) three cases (viz. Sarpedon’s,
Patroclus’s, and Hector’s case) whereby the proper burial of the dead is hampered by
the enemy. That is, the warriors’ failure to protect their comrades’ bodies is linked to
the possibility of the opponents’ unseemly treatment of the corpses.*® Thus, although
they may occasionally operate as an engine for fruitful negotiations, it is possible that
ethical values — such as the shared respect for the dead — are legitimately suspended
during the battle, thereby invalidating the Achaeans’ and the Trojans’ readiness (Or

willingness) to share membership in any kind of community.

3 Examples of this practice are: 4.465-6; 5.48-52; 5.163-4; 6.70-1; 10.342-3; 10.387; 12.195; 15.343
13.201-2; 13.640-1; 17.60; 17.537; 21.183; 22.376. The heroes continue fighting to get (5.617-22;
15.556-61) or protect (13.425-8; 16.538-47; 17.366-9; 17.415-22) an opponent’s or a fellow’s armour
respectively.

3% Cf. the distribution of the booty in connection to the individuals’ tiun, as discussed in Chapter 2,
Section 2.1.

% Cf. Glaucus’s anxiety for Sarpedon’s body at 16.545; Patroclus’s words at 16.559, showing that
Glaucus’s anxiety has a real reference point. Regarding Hector’s and Patroclus’s cases, see details
below. Note that indignation (16.544; 17.254) and/or fear (17.240) motivate(s) the comrades of the
dead; anger, a vindictive disposition, and/or feelings of superiority incite the opponents (16.829-36;
16.546-7; 22.830-9).
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If, in the cases of Sarpedon and Patroclus, the opponents do not ultimately
succeed in taking the body away,**® and no negotiations between the two parties arise,
then the fate of Hector’s body (which is linked to Achilles’s desire for vengeance)
shows best that warriors in battle act in a state of cognitive dissonance. For, while
they are mindful of ethical values, they are mindful of those only unilaterally. That is,
because they consider the loss of their fellows to be an inappropriate act, their actions
are driven by anger and strong desire for revenge, viz. they take their opponents’ acts
of killing their comrades in personal terms. However, the very participation in war
implies that warriors expect their opponents to kill combatants on the other side. By
implication, Aristotle’s definition of anger in the Rhetoric (viz. that anger is a
response to unwarranted slight (Arist. Rh. 1378a31-3)),**" while applicable to
instances within a specific community (e.g., the Achaean — see Chapter 2), does not
apply to the typical case of anger’s expression between members of communities at
war.**® For, in the context of war, the act of killing an opponent is legitimate, owing to
which anger is inapposite (on Aristotle’s account). However, because warriors do
become angry towards their opponents, anger does not then respond to unjust
behaviour in a normative sense. Instead, it reveals what warriors perceive as

descriptively unfair.

Bearing this scenario in mind, let us now move on to another example of
Achaean-Trojan negotiations, in particular the encounter between Achilles and Hector
in lliad 22. Like his stance in Iliad 7, in Iliad 22 Hector suggests that the winner of
the duel between himself and Achilles give the opponent’s corpse to his community
(22.256-9), invoking the gods to uphold this clause of the agreement (22.254-5).*° In
contrast to Hector’s disposition for arrangements, Achilles does not see any point of
contact that would allow for any form of negotiations or would set up any kind of

expectations for friendship and exchanging oaths (22.261-7):

“Extop, un pot, GAaGTE, GLVNLOGUVAS BYOPEVE.

MG 0VK AEovot Kol avopacty OpKia ToTA,

% Note that, in contrast to the case of Patroclus’s body (17.708ff.), in the salvation of Sarpedon’s
corpse, divine actors are involved (16.667-83; cf. also 16.453-7); see Segal (1971) 19.

37 Note that, in the De Anima, Aristotle (Arist. DA 403a29-b2) considers also other cases of anger.

% For a discussion of Aristotle’s prototypical definition of anger, as well as less prototypical scenarios
connected to Homeric x6Aoc, see Cairns (2003) 26-9. Cf. also Chapter 2, Section 2.1.

9 For a detailed analysis of the encounter between Achilles and Hector in Iliad 22, see, for example,
Taplin (1992) 240-7.
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000€ AVKO1L TE Kal Apveg OpO@pova Buuov Eyovoty,
AL KoK POVEOVST SIAUTEPES AAANAOLIGLY,

¢ ovK £€0T° €UE KOl 68 PIANPEVAL, OVOE TL VLY
Opxia Eccovtat, Tptv v’ 1 £1epOv Ye meEGOHVTA

oipaToc aoat Apna, TaAaDPIVOV TOAEGTHY.

‘Hector, do not mention any agreements to me; I do not forgive you. As there are no
trustworthy oaths between lions and men, nor wolves and lambs have united spirit,
but forever contrive bad things for each other, so there can be no love/friendship
between me and you, nor shall there be any oaths between us, before the one or the

other, having fallen, gluts with his blood Ares, the warrior with the bull’s hide shield.’

From Achilles’s point of view, the simile marks the distance between himself and
Hector, hinting at his intention to not treat Hector as a human being.**® Such an
intention is driven by Achilles’s fierce anger, which accompanies his return to the
battlefield, expressed explicitly through the use of literal emotional language (e.g.,
Zeus’s reference to Achilles’s emotional state in the divine assembly of Iliad 20
(20.29: yweton aivig); the narrator’s reference to Achilles’s disposition in his first
encounter with Hector in Iliad 20 (20.442: peveaivwv)), as well as the use of several
similes (e.g., the passage at 20.490-9, which compares the destructive power of fire to
Achilles’s violence on the battlefield; or lines 21.12-16 that juxtapose grasshoppers,
attempting to save themselves from fire by falling into the river, and the Trojans,
whose dead bodies are piled up in the river Xanthos, as a result of Achilles’s rage).
Achilles’s intense anger explains, then, his blanket rejection of negotiations with
Hector, which is in turn linked to Achilles’s need for retaliation for the death of his
comrades (22.271-2):

‘Eyyet Eud dapdg: viv 8’ aBpoa mhvt’ dmoticelg
KNoe’ udV £tdpwv, odg Ektave Eyyel Ovwv.’

‘But now you [i.e., Hector] will pay all at once for all the sorrows of my comrades

you killed with your spear being in rage.’

0 See Segal (1971) 36-7, who notes that this simile ‘is only the last stage in a gradual progression’ of
a number of animal similes that precede; cf. 22.93-5; 22.1; 22.189-92; 22.139-42.
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Note, however, that among Achilles’s comrades, Patroclus enjoys a special position,
with his death hugely impacting upon Achilles’s burning desire for retaliation. The
intensity of this desire is not merely seen in Achilles’s one and only motivation for
life (cf. Achilles’s words towards Thetis at 18.90-3) and his implicated insistence that

the Achaeans return to the battlefield immediately:***

it is repeatedly underlined
through Achilles’s eagerness to kill all the opponents he encounters on the battle in
order to confront Hector. In Iliad 20, the narrator marks Achilles’s thirst to meet
Hector (20.76-8), and following Hector’s escape from death thanks to Apollo’s
intervention, Achilles voices his readiness to kill other Trojans until he runs into
Hector once more (20.452-4). Achilles’s state of readiness to confront anyone he
encounters reaches its zenith in Iliad 21. Even if he has to fight against a divine entity,
viz. the river Xanthos (cf. 21.233-344), and prompts its anger due to his relentless fury
and pursuit of revenge (21.130-6; 21.146; 21.234; 21.305-7; 21.324-5), Achilles is
resolved to obey no request — not even Xanthos’s (21.214-21) — until he meets Hector
(21.223-6).**? Therefore, when he comes to meet him, not only does he dismiss
Hector’s call for arrangements, before their duel starts (as quoted above), and
ironically comments upon Hector’s failure to consider his reaction while stripping
Patroclus of his arms (22.331-6), but he also rejects Hector’s supplication shortly
before his death, which consists in Hector’s pleading with Achilles to exchange his
body with ransom (22.338-43).**® In sharp contrast to Hector’s request, Achilles can
only think of letting Hector’s body be eaten by dogs and/or vultures (cf. Achilles’s
words towards Hector: 22.335; 22.348; 22.354; Achilles’s words towards Patroclus:
23.21; 23.182-3).*** Once Hector lies dead before him, Achilles begins the process of
mutilating his corpse: he pierces Hector’s feet from heel to ankle in order to fasten
them with straps to his chariot, and starts dragging his body (cf. 22.395-404),
transferring it to the Achaeans’ camp (an act that Andromache sees from the Trojans’

wall (22.462-5)). He then proceeds with further mutilation — thrice every morning —

! Regarding Achilles’s emotional state following Patroclus’s death and its impact on the

developments of the assembly in Iliad 19, see the discussion in Chapter 2, Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.3.

*2 On Achilles’s cruelty in the context of the fight in Scamander and the outrage of the dead bodies,
see Segal (1971) 30-2.

2 For a comparison between Achilles’s rejection to accept émowa in Iliad 9 and Iliad 22, see Taplin
(1992) 245. For a comparison between Achilles’s rejection of Hector’s and Lycaon’s supplication, cf.
Segal (1971) 38-9. For my view on the theme of supplication, see below.

4 Note that Achilles’s fury is so fierce that his emotion urges him to even eat Hector (22.346-7). On
the narrator’s comment on Achilles’s shameful intentions towards Hector’s body (22.395) and relevant
discussion of the bibliography, see de Jong (2012) 162-3 on 395. On the cannibalism theme in Homer
(as an Indo-European motif), see Griffin (1980) 19-21.

158



dragging Hector’s body around Patroclus’s tomb (24.12-18), which gives rise to

445 and which Priam

Apollo’s indignation in the divine assembly of lliad 24 (24.50-2),
will learn from Hermes on his way to the Achaeans’ camp (cf. 24.416-17).*
Achilles’s unrestrained fury towards Hector appears to be the result of his perception

that Hector was not entitled to kill Patroclus.

Note, however, that Achilles is not alone in mistreating the enemy’s dead
body. In contrast to his eagerness for negotiations with Achilles in the context of their
duel (as well as in the context of his duel with Ajax), Hector displays different
behaviour in the context of Patroclus’s death: he erroneously imagines Achilles
ordering Patroclus to kill Hector (16.839-41), sarcastically observing Achilles’s
absence at Patroclus’s side (16.837), and, most importantly, he announces that
Patroclus’s corpse is to be eaten by vultures (16.836), while eagerly dragging the
corpse with the aim of its decapitation (17.125-7).*’ From this perspective, albeit to a
lesser extent, not just Achilles, but Hector, too, fails to enact consistently ethical
norms while fighting: although Hector did try to mistreat Patroclus’s corpse, he then

implored Achilles to accept his parents’ ransom in exchange for the body.

While Hector does not make an appeal to save his life, in contrast to the
majority of battlefield suppliants, his supplication introduces into our discussion the
association between battlefield supplication, as part of Achaean-Trojan negotiations
and the suppliant’s bias: although battlefield suppliants have just attempted to Kill
their opponents, they eventually come to plead with them to save their lives. Yet,
whether they manage to prevail upon their opponents appears to be dependent upon
the latter’s emotional state in the context: turning down the battlefield suppliant’s
request does not seem to bring any sanctions for the individual rejecting the
supplication. However, in off-battlefield supplications, the religious sanction comes

into play in the event of a rejection. This difference aligns with Parker’s distinction

5 For a discussion on Apollo’s stance in the gods’ assembly in Iliad 24, see below in conjuction with
Chapter 4, Section 4.2. For the fact that mutilation is not to be viewed as an illegitimate practice when
a state of war exists, but it is only Achilles’s long-lasting mutilation of Hector’s body that goes beyond
limits, see, for example, van Wees (1992) 129-30. See also below. That the stem dewc- in Iliad 22, Iliad
23, and lliad 24 is used in both objective and subjective terms, see Danek (2014b) 137-9. For a
comparison between the motif of the body’s mutilation in Homer and Assyrian practices, see Griffin
(1980) 45-9.

8 On Achilles’s mistreatment of Hector’s corpse, see also Hecuba’s reference in her mourning of
Hector at the end of lliad 24 (24.755).

“7 See also Thetis’s message to Achilles at 18.175-7, communicating Hector’s intentions towards
Patroclus, and Hippothous’s dragging of Patroclus’s body by his foot at 17.288-91.
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between ‘spare me’ and ‘help me’ supplications.**® Thus the context in which a
supplication occurs — whether on or off the battlefield — explains why the acceptance
of ransom appears optional in battlefield situations but not in cases away from the
battlefield.

Below, I further inform our discussion of Achaean-Trojans negotiations. | first
do this by exploring cases of battlefield supplication. Then, | focus on examples of
off-battlefield supplication. As we shall see, examples of Homeric battlefield or
conflict supplication are both rejected (cf. Agamemnon’s practice in Iliad 6, lliad 11;
Achilles’s practice in lliad 20; Iliad 21; lliad 22; and Odysseus’s practice in Odyssey
22) and accepted (cf. Lycaon’s reference to his first supplication in lliad 21 and
Achilles’s tendency to spare suppliants before Patroclus’s death, as mentioned by
Achilles in Iliad 21 and by Hecuba in lliad 24, as well as Phemios’s and Medon’s
fortune in Odyssey 22). Yet, because cases of rejected battlefield/conflict supplication
are not followed by any form of sanction, it seems that accepted battlefield/conflict
supplications point towards a supererogatory practice. On the other hand, the off-
battlefield context seems to attest the necessity for Achilles to accept Priam’s
supplication in Iliad 24, and gives grounds for the acceptance of Odysseus’s
supplications in Odyssey 6 and Odyssey 7.**° By implication, the rejection of

Chryses’s pleading in Iliad 1 (which is a priest’s supplication in an off-battlefield

%8 parker (1983) 181. This difference is rejected by Naiden (2006). On this, see, e.g., Naiden (2006)
120, and especially Naiden’s (2006) 133-6 account of the reasons for rejecting supplication. However,
precisely because battlefield suppliants are enemies who have been acting against the supplicated,
battlefield suppliants do form a different kind of suppliant. Even if the supplicated does ‘not describe
battlefield suppliants as belonging to a different type’ (Naiden (2006) 136), the pragmatics clearly do.
Naiden (2006) 161 does, however, mark the difference in terms of outcome depending on the context:
‘Rejection is more common in the Iliad than in the Odyssey because battles are more frequent’.
Contrast Pedrick (1982) 129: following her argument, a significant number of supplication rejections in
the Iliad (in contrast to the Odyssey) can be explained by the ‘very different attitude toward the force of
the ceremony’ in each epos: Iliadic ‘supplication operates strictly on a human level, commanding
respect only so far as custom and human sanctions compel’, whereas in the Odyssey, ‘Zeus appears as
the upholder of the suppliant’s appeals’, even if his protection is not granted everywhere in this epos.
Pedrick’s (1982) claim is misguided: gods do get involved in lliadic supplications. See the role of
Apollo in the supplication of Chryses in lliad 1, and Apollo’s, Zeus’s, Thetis’s, and Hermes’s
involvement in Priam’s supplication in lliad 24 (see below). As in lliadic battlefield supplications, the
context of the conflict explains the non-involvement of Zeus in Odyssey supplications (cf. Parker’s
(1983) distinction between ‘spare me’ and ‘help me’ supplication mentioned above).

*9 Note that, in the case of the Cyclops’s rejection of Odysseus’s supplication (Od. 9.273-80), the
Cyclops does not share the norms that generally serve as grounds for an appeal, and are mentioned by
Odysseus, namely, the respect for and belief in Zeus in connection to his role as protector of the
suppliants and strangers (Od. 9.269-71). Note also that Odysseus’s incentives regarding whether he
gets the Cyclops’s presents (Od. 9.228-9), along with his decision to enter his cave and consume food
without permission (Od. 9.231-3), align neither with the standards of the suppliant’s nor with the
stranger’s behaviour. In the latter connection, see Naiden (2006) 139-40.
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context) is a fundamental mistake that causes all of the Achaeans to suffer the

consequences.

In Iliad 6, Adrastus touches Menelaus’s knees, making a ritual gesture,*°
pleading with him to save his life, and promising that his father would offer Menelaus
dmowo. in exchange for his life (6.45-50). That is, by exploiting the mechanism of
exchange and reciprocity, Adrastus attempts to escape death, while securing for his

1 Although he would have shown pity (6.51-3;

opponent a visible proof of success.
6.55), Agamemnon’s reminder of the Trojans’ violation (along with his demand for
the death of all the Trojans) changes Menelaus’s mind (6.53-61): Menelaus breaks
physical contact with Adrastus, allowing Agamemnon to kill the suppliant (6.63-5).
Rather than being a comment on the part of the narrator, the expression aicyio
napewmadv (saying what is proper: 6.62), which follows Agamemnon’s criticism
towards Menelaus’s initially merciful stance, is to be understood as an embedded
focalisation*®? capturing Agamemnon as a harsher and more vindictive character than
Menelaus.*>* However, even if aioyua napemdv (6.62) expressed the narrator’s own
judgement, there would not be an enormous difference in our understanding of the
passage, since there is no individual criticising Agamemnon for his stance, nor any
form of sanction that follows the killing of Adrastus.*** From this perspective, far

from representing a normative response to a battlefield supplication, Menelaus’s

0 On the importance of physical contact in the supplication process, see Gould (1973) 76-7; 96-8.
Note also Gould’s distinction between ‘complete’ supplication and ‘figurative’ supplication, i.e.,
supplication that does not involve physical contact: e.g., Odysseus’s supplication to Nausicaa in
Odyssey 6 (6.149-97). Naiden (2006) 43-69 emphasises the complementary role between words and
gestures in supplication, although his interpretations are not always persuasive. See below.

1 Cf. Gould’s (1973) 75 important point: ‘A prime interest of iketeia is that it displays a particular
instance of the ritualisation of reciprocity around a value (prestige) of universally accepted significance
in the society of ancient Greece.” Contrast Pedrick (1982) 129, who argues that suppliants in the Iliad
offer ransom to make their case stronger, because the supplicated has no religious or moral qualms; in
her view, ‘the main purpose of supplication in this epic [i.e., the lliad] is to get one’s request heard’. In
contrast to Pedrick’s (1982) account, cf. the point made above regarding her argumentation.

2 For this narratological term, see de Jong (1987/2003).

% Agamemnon’s stance in the context of Adrastus’s supplication is similar to his ruthless behaviour in
Iliad 11. After pointing out the reason for his revenge (11.138-42), Agamemnon rejects Peisander’s and
Hippolochus’s supplication (11.130-5) and Kills them (11.143-7). Wilson (2002) 166 argues that
because ‘Helen is eventually recovered, the path devolves into all life for outrage, that is, loss of timeé’.
Wilson (2002) 166 argues that Agamemnon suggests the rejection of dmowa ‘in favor of poiné for prior
damage’. Note, however, that Helen has not been returned by the time of the supplication.

% For further discussion on aiowuo mopeumdv, see Wilson (2002) 166-7 with n. 25 for bibliographical
references; Taplin (1992) 72 n. 11: ‘I should add that I take aiciua mapewmdv [‘saying what seemed
right’] at 6.62 not as the poet’s own moral corroboration, but as marking that the sentiments strike
Menelaus as aiocwa’; contrast Most (2003) 55 ‘Homer expresses explicit approval of Agamemnon’s
words, calling them oiocwyo (‘fated, fitting’) (6.62)’; and Naiden (2006) 143: ‘One endorser [of
Agamemnon’s speech] is the narrator of the Iliad.’
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initial pity towards Adrastus, as well as his willingness to accept the ransom seems

optional.**®

Like Iliad 6, in Iliad 21, the state of war between the Achaeans and the
Trojans does not obligate the acceptance of a defeated enemy’s supplication.**® After
making physical contact with Achilles (cf. Lycaon’s touching of Achilles’s knees at
21.68; 21.71), explicitly uttering this contact in his appeal (cf. the use of the verb
yovvoduon at 21.74), and asking for Achilles’s aidmg and &ieog (21.74), Lycaon
pleads with Achilles not to kill him, reminding him of his formerly benign behaviour
(cf. 21.75-9).**" Although Achilles agrees with Lycaon that he would usually show
Eeoc and aidde in the past, avoiding killing his opponents (cf. 21.100-2),*®
Patroclus’s death has altered Achilles’s approach to battlefield supplication. Achilles
is no longer willing to spare the lives of any of his vanquished foes, especially if this
foe is Priam’s son (21.103-5).**° Like the case of Adrastus, whose death is linked to
Agamemnon’s and Menelaus’s retaliation for the Trojans’ former violations,
Achilles’s anger over Patroclus’s death (see above) causes him to display vindictive
behaviour that prevents him from feeling compassion towards his opponents. In fact,
Achilles justifies his decision not to spare Lycaon’s life by emphasising humans’
common fate, viz. their shared mortality. Since no single person is spared death, it
does not really matter whether Lycaon is killed now (21.106-13). Indeed, because
Patroclus (who was much better than Lycaon) died (cf. 21.107), and as Achilles (who
is better than both Patroclus and Lycaon) will die (cf. 21.108-13), Lycaon must die as

“*° Naiden (2006) 143 rightly observes that ‘Menelaus intends to accept the offer, the usual practice in
the Homeric background.” Note however that all actual examples of battlefield supplication in the Iliad
fail (cf. Adrastus’s, Peisander’s and Hippolochus’s, Tros’s, Lycaon’s, and Hector’s supplication).

#%¢ Contrast Thornton (1984) 138-9, who argues that Lycaon’s performance of the supplication ritual
‘should prevent Achilles from killing” him.

7 For other discussions of the episode, see, e.g., Taplin (1992) 218-24; Cairns (1993) 116-18. On
Wilson’s account (2002) 171, Lycaon’s attempt to differentiate himself from Hector by referring to
their mothers ‘only underscores his desperate strategy’, and ‘has no basis in Homeric or Greek
convention’. Although it is true that Lycaon’s attempt to distance himself from Hector is part of his
rhetorical strategy, the motive to distinguish someone’s children on the basis of their mother can
likewise be found elsewhere in the lliad; see, for example, 24.495-7, whereby Priam, in his
supplication towards Achilles, mentions that 19 out of his 50 sons were begotten from the same
mother, while the rest of them were the offspring of other women in the palace. Note, furthermore, that
in attempting to deter Priam from going to Achilles’s tent (24.204-5), Hecuba refers to Priam’s sons as
if they were his alone, not hers as well.

48 This is corroborated by Hecuba’s words towards Hector’s corpse in lliad 24, namely, that unlike his
attitude towards Hector, Achilles spared other sons of Hecuba, selling them as slaves (24.751-3).

% For another example of Achilles’s refusal to accept battlefield supplication after Patroclus’s death,
cf. Tros’s supplication at 20.463-72. On the economics of Lycaons’s exchange in the past, see Scodel
(2008) 79-80. On the material economy and its connection to esteem in the Iliad in general, see, for
example, van Wees (1992) 238-48.
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well (21.106). Lycaon’s appeal to ¢ihdtng, as implied in his reference to Achilles’s
former offer of food (21.76),%° is then ironically accepted: ‘@rAé, pidoc, Odve ko
o0’; ‘but, friend, you die, too’ (21.106).** As in Adrastus’s case, so to0 in Lycaon’s,
the suppliant is killed, once the physical contact is broken (cf. 21.115: &yyog pév p’
aopénkev; he [i.e., Lycaon] released the spear). Still, unlike Adrastus, Lycaon is killed
by the supplicated (cf. 21.116-20).

The fact that sparing the suppliant’s life in cases of battlefield supplication
rests on the disposition of the supplicated is further corroborated by evidence from the
Odyssey. Although the supplication of Leodes in Odyssey 22 (Od. 22.310-29) neither
takes place on the battlefield nor does it pertain to individuals belonging to different
communities, it is nonetheless an example of supplication in a situation of conflict.
After performing the ritual gesture of supplication by touching Odysseus’s knees (Od.
22.310), Leodes (one of Penelope’s suitors) pleads with Odysseus to show &ieog and
aidmg (Od. 22.312) and spare his life. Unlike the other suitors, he never said or did
anything against the women in the palace; he only urged them to display proper
behaviour, and, because they never listened, they will now have to pay with their
death (Od. 22.312-17). These appeals to reciprocity and justice do not convince
Odysseus, however, who rejects the supplication and kills Leodes (Od. 22.321-9).%¢
Granted that none of the characters condemns Odysseus’s act — nor does any form of
sanction follow — Odysseus’s rejection does not appear to violate any ethical norms or

standards.

While, in lliad 21, Achilles uses the idea of humanity to reject Lycaon’s
supplication, in lliad 24 humanity serves as the ground for Priam’s supplication,
which gains acceptance. This difference is to be understood in the context of the

difference in pragmatics, which seem to compel Achilles to adopt a different

0 Thus Naiden (2006) 120 is incorrect to argue that transactions linked to suppliants and slavery
exclude any element of group membership. Note, furthermore, that, in Parker’s (1983) terms, Lycaon’s
attempt to convince Achilles to spare his life is grounded in his attempt to make a ‘help me’ rather than
‘spare me’ supplication. This is to say that, by referring to their iAdtng bond, and by emphasising his
former relationship with Achilles, Lycaon seeks to underline that Achilles should (rather than could)
save Lycaon’s life, since following Parker’s (1983) 182 analysis, ‘the ‘spare me’ [as opposed to the
‘help me’] suppliant has no Zeus of Suppliants to invoke in his defence, and thus nothing like an
absolute title to mercy’. See Parker (1983) 181-2.

“®! For a detailed analysis of this passage and the use of the word gikoc which highlights Achilles’s
ruthlessness rather than suggesting his softening, see Fisher (2020) 31-58.

2 Contrast Odysseus’s compassionate stance in the supplications of Phemius and Medon, following
that of Leodes (cf. Od. 22.330-80): it is only Telemachus’s intervention that persuades Odysseus to
spare Phemius’s and Medon’s life.
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(emotional) stance: rejecting Lycaon’s appeal on the battlefield appears to be different
from the flagrant mistreatment of dead bodies and rejecting the pleading of a father
who meets the murder of his son to offer ransom for his son’s corpse in an off-
battlefield context. In the latter connection, as we shall see below, Achilles’s own

progress through the process of grieving also makes a difference.

That Achilles in Iliad 24, in contrast to lliad 21, should display different
behaviour is made explicit in the god’s debate in the assembly of Iliad 24. There,
Apollo criticises not only Achilles’s behaviour for lacking &ieog and aidmg (24.44-5),
but also the behaviour of the gods, who are tolerant of Achilles’s stance (24.33-41).
That is, the gods’ tolerance of Achilles’s merciless and shameless behaviour implies
not only Achilles but also the gods’ failure to respect the norms: on the one hand,
Achilles violates the norms concerning the treatment of the corpse (in off-battelefield
context); on the other hand, the gods fail to reciprocate Hector’s offerings. Following
Apollo’s argument, instead of being rigid and unyielding, Achilles must moderate his
ferocity and show compassion.”®® That is, human beings should have feelings of
justice and make righteous judgments, reflecting a willingness to change their minds
(cf. Apollo’s words for Achilles’s attitude at 24.40-1: ‘@ obt’ dp @péveg eioiv
évaiotpol obte vonuo/ yvoaumrtov évi otbecot’). However, as we saw in Chapter 2
(Sections 2.2.2 and 2.3.1), Achilles has a difficulty in modifying his perspective,*®*
which runs counter to the standards of prudent actors, who are typically able to
change their view not only according to Apollo’s argument here discussed but also
following Phoenix’s advice towards Achilles in Iliad 9 (as discussed in Chapter 2
(Section 2.2.2)), and Iris’s exhortation to Poseidon in Iliad 15 (as discussed in Chapter
4 (Section 4.2.1)). Because even those who have lost their child or sibling manage to
mitigate their grief and mourning after a while (for Moipatw made humans that are able
to endure pain (24.46-9)), Achilles, who lost Patroclus, should likewise be able to
handle his emotions. In this regard, Apollo does not make any differentiation between
individuals suffering at peace and those at war. This, in turn, implies an overarching

ethical framework which delimits someone’s experience of suffering, regardless of

“83 For the connection between anger and pity in the Iliad, and the poem’s unity, see, for example, Most
(2003) 50-75, especially 71-5; Kim (2000).

6% Note, however, that, unlike Iliad 9, in lliad 19 Achilles eventually aligns his behaviour with
communal norms. Nevertheless, as we explain in this chapter, Achilles’s grief over Patroclus does not
justify the ongoing mutilation of Hector’s corpse. Regarding why this development must take place
from the perspective of literary criticism, see Segal (1971) 13-17.
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one’s comrades or opponents on the battlefield. To this end, individuals should be
able to handle their own 6vuéc rather than acting violently like a beast, seeking food
(cf. 24.41-3). By implication, mistreating bodies in the way that Achilles mistreats
Hector’s corpse does not conform to proper human behaviour but rather matches
action that an animal would perform. Thus Apollo’s point does not focus so much on
Hector (being human) but on Achilles (being inhuman).*® In displaying relentless
behaviour, mistreating Hector’s body (around Patroclus’s tomb) (24.50-1; 24.54),
Achilles achieves nothing other than the serious possibility of invoking the véueoig of
the gods (24.52-3):

‘€Aker 00 U ol 16 ye KAAAIOV 0VOE T  dpevov.

un ayafd mep 6vit vepeson0dpéy ol fueic.’

‘But, for him [i.e., Achilles], this [viz. the dragging of Hector’s corpse] is not
beneficial nor makes him better. Though he is noble, he better not let us become

angry towards him.’

Thus, if Achilles remains incapable of enduring pain, insisting on his dishonouring
behaviour towards Hector, Achilles will fail to embrace transcendent human values
which require limitations in one’s expression (and experience) of grief, as well as
showing respect towards the dead. Failure to display such decency would legitimately
incur Olympian sanctions following the gods’ véueoic. Thus the grounds of Apollo’s
argument, viz. the person’s necessary ability to change their mind, and most
importantly the resilience and the limitations of one’s grief as human universals (esp.
when considering the implicated indignation of the gods following one’s failure to

respect ethical values) make Apollo’s argument unbiased.

“%% I this light, Apollo’s reference to the emotions of &keoc and aiddc can only be understood within a
moral context. Naiden’s (2006) 10 review of past scholarship seems to differentiate from emotions and
morality: ‘As a consequence, Onians did not discuss myth or morality, and passed down these
omissions to Gould and later scholars. Instead he stressed the psychology of ritual, a topic that also
entered into later scholarship, which sought to describe the emotions suitable for Kontaktmagie,
notably aidgs, a sense of respect for the gods.” In the latter connection, Naiden cites Cairns (1993), but
neither Cairns (1993) nor Gould (1973) understands emotions in a vacuum. See, for example, Gould’s
(1973) consideration of the context, noted above, which is clearly taken into account by Cairns (1993).
On the fact that Cairns situates emotions within a particular context, see also Chapter 1, Section 1.2,
where Cairns (2001a) is discussed. Naiden (2006) makes similar criticism on pp. 69-70; 78-9. Note,
however, Naiden’s (2006) overall approach of supplication as a ‘quasilegal practice’ is pertinent, and
his analysis covers an impressive collection of evidence from Near Eastern literature and Homer to
Hebrew, classical, and Roman sources.
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The fact that Apollo, albeit a partisan of the Trojan side,*®

proffers an
impartial argument, is corroborated by Zeus’s attitude. Zeus agrees with Apollo that
Hector’s body has to be given up to Priam (24.65-76), highlighting his personal anger
towards Achilles regarding his mistreatment of Hector, while also communicating the
anger of the rest of the gods as a result of this mistreatment (cf. 24.113-15)." Zeus
then goes on to show support to Priam, when securing the successful prosecution of
Priam’s expedition: not only does he respond positively to his appeal for an omen
(24.314-20) after Hecuba’s exhortation, he also sends Hermes (who specifies the
supplication’s content regarding Priam’s reference to Achilles’s father (24.465-7)) to

accompany Priam to Achilles’s tent (24.152-4; 24.334-8).%%

Taking Apollo’s and Zeus’s stance into account, the following point must be
raised explicitly. The fact that there is a war between the Achaean and the Trojan
community does not justify any sort of behaviour towards individuals belonging to a
different community. In the context of battle, the validity or suspension of ethical
boundaries may rest on the warriors’ disposition Vis-a-vis the different circumstances
of negotiations. However, in off-battlefield situations, individuals should be amenable
to respecting human commonalities and moral values which transcend individual
communities. As the discussion of the divine debate in Iliad 24 has shown, these
values point towards an ethical community that could include not only the Achaeans
and the Trojans, but any human being, with religion constituting a means for
enforcing moral norms. Still the idea of a human community that creates an
overarching, ethical framework between individuals of different communities within
the Iliad is not sufficiently robust. This is because there is no political institution to

impose sanctions in the event of those norms’ violation. Indeed, precisely because this

6 See, for example, his intervention in stopping Athena from helping the Achaeans at 7.24-7; his
substantial contribution to Hector’s victory over Patroclus at 16.788-93; his rescuing Hector from
Achilles’s attack at 20.43-4.

“" Note, however, that, unlike Apollo, Zeus does not make any explicit reference to Achilles’s lack of
aidwg or £leog. Note, furthermore, Zeus’s affirmation that Achilles is not ‘Gepov’ (‘senseless’),
‘doxomog’ (‘inconsiderate’), or ‘GAitiuwv’ (‘transgressor’): 24.157; 24.186. Cf. MacLeod (1982) on
24.154, and Danek (2014b) 143.

“8 On Zeus’s endorsement of Priam’s supplication, cf. also the former’s words towards Thetis at
24.117-19, namely, that Iris would communicate Zeus’s support to Priam; Zeus announces the same
message to Iris herself at 24.144-51, and Iris delivers it to Priam at 24.169-87.

166



level of human community is very abstract, Priam’s supplication towards Achilles

appears to be a decidedly risky undertaking.**®

The risk of Priam’s expedition is marked by the contrast between Priam,
desiring to meet Achilles, and the Trojans, who are hardly able to hold him back
(22.412-13), as well as Hecuba initially*” being at odds with Priam’s intention to
plead for Hector’s body in Achilles’s tent (24.201-8; 24.288-9). Nevertheless, Priam’s
profound grief at his son’s death urges him to attempt supplicating Achilles: because
Hector’s death heightens Priam’s pain, which was already intense owing to the death
of his other sons (22.422-6; cf. also 22.43-55), he entirely overlooks the perils of his
course of action.*”* Owing to this, his need to mourn his son’s death grows stronger
than his thoughts regarding, or fear of, Achilles’s callousness (cf. 22.418: ‘Aicoop’
avépa todtov drdafatov’™ Sfpiuoepyév’: ‘I should plead with this man, who is
outrageous and violent’). Achilles’s cruelty also makes an appearance in Hecuba’s
objection to Priam’s plan. However, unlike Hecuba, who takes Achilles’s ruthlessness
for granted (24.206-8; cf. also 22.88-9),*”® based on Achilles’s merciless behaviour
towards Priam’s sons in the past (24.203-5),*”* Priam still hopes that Achilles will

accept his pleading out of respect for his age (22.418-20) and his status as a father, as

9 In chapter 7 of his book, Hammer (2002) associates Achilles’s behaviour towards Priam with

Achilles’s review of ‘his sense of worth through recognising how his choices affect him, as his choices
affect others’ (p. 172), and shows that Achilles’s turn from ‘suffering-from’ Agamemnon’s violating
actin lliad 1 (p. 175) to ‘suffering-with’ Patroclus after his death (p. 176) enlightens Achilles’s stance
towards Priam in lliad 24 (pp. 176-82). Although this analysis of Hammer is insightful, | do not agree
with its culmination, namely that ‘pity provides the foundation for a political ethic that makes possible
community life in the context of community suffering” (p. 189): Hammer’s interpretation of Priam’s
encounter with Achilles presupposes that Priam and Achilles are members of the same political
community, but they only share membership in the human community, if that is indeed a community.
For a thorough review of Hammer’s book, see Cairns (2004) 345-9. Cf. Chapter 1, Section 1.2. For my
analysis of Priam’s supplication, see below.

1% Hecuba gives eventually her consent only because Zeus obtains his approval (cf. 24.296-8). For
Zeus’s approval, cf. 24.314-20; see above.

™ Taplin (1992) 265 notes that ‘the extraordinary courage of Priam’s enterprise is brought out by the
protraction of his departure from 188 to 329 [in Iliad 24]".

2 De Jong (2012) 168-9 on 22.418 notes that ‘Gtdodadov, “outrageous”, refers to behaviour which
breaks social or religious rules’. Cf. also Priam’s words at 22.62-76 regarding the Achaeans’ cruelty in
general. In his attempt to rouse Hector’s pity and prevent him from fighting Achilles, Priam refers to
what he is afraid might happen, viz. seeing his sons killed, his daughters captured, thereby becoming
slaves, his palace to be ransacked and conquered, with Priam himself being eaten by his own dogs.

% Wilson (2002) 174 claims that Hecuba is willing to leave the body of her son as prey for the dogs. In
my view, she only feels compelled to do so owing to Achilles’s cruelty. Like Priam (see above),
Hecuba, too, experiences deep grief regarding Hector’s death (22.405-7; 22.430-7), grief that is linked
to intense anger and a vindictive disposition: Hecuba wishes she ate Achilles’s liver (cf. 24.212-14),
which is redolent of Achilles’s words towards Hector, viz. that his fury could cause him to eat Hector’s
flesh (22.346-7) — cf. above.

47 Contrast Hecuba’s words towards Hector’s corpse at 24.751-3, aforementioned in connection to
Achilles’s practice towards supplication before Patroclus’s death.

167



expressed in the analogy he makes (viz. when referring to himself and Achilles’s
father). *”> (The importance of this analogy, which Priam first mentions in Iliad 22
(22.420-1) and then performs in lliad 24 (24.504), is underlined by Hermes’s advice
towards Priam at 24.486-7, shortly before Priam encounters Achilles). That is, Priam
is determined to pursue ethical expectations which, being linked to Achilles’s respect
for Priam’s tyuf},*’® are based on Priam’s and Achilles’s shared humanity. Priam’s
argument regarding the father-son relationship does not then pertain to the specific
relationship between Priam-Peleus and Hector-Achilles: it refers to any father-son

relationship, which is inevitably found on either side of any political division.

What is of utmost importance here is that, while Priam explores the institution
of supplication — as well as that of religion through his appeal for Achilles’s respect
towards the gods (cf. 24.503: ‘aideio Beovg’) — the main point of the analogy
regarding the father-son relationship and the idea of a shared humanity is firmly
grounded in an emotion: pity. That is, although supplication and religion are
necessary for Priam’s enterprise, they are not sufficient, for, if Achilles does not
weep, then Priam’s venture will fail. Thus, to render his supplication successful,
Priam aims for Achilles’s pity, and, to this end, he makes the point that he is, in fact,
less fortunate than Achilles’s father. The greater misfortune of Priam is emphasised
more than once. At the beginning of his speech, Priam points out that, although he and
Peleus are of the same age, unlike him, Peleus lives peacefully among his people, and
may hope to meet Achilles, since the latter is alive (cf. 24.486-92). Likewise, in the

last lines of his appeal, Priam stresses yet again (24.503-6):

‘UM aiidelo Bgovc, Ayhed, a0TOV T’ EAENGOV
LVNGAUEVOG GOD TTPOS €Y &’ EAeEVOTEPOG TIEP,
ETAv & o’ ob td T1¢ emyOdvVIo BpoTdg dANOC,

AvopO¢ TadoPdvotlo moti otopa yelp’ Opéyesbar.’

"> On the relation between father and son in Iliad 24, see, for example, Felson (2002) 46-50; Pratt
(2007) 38-40; Tsoutsouki (2014) 78-92. Mueller (1984) 73 notes that the theme of fatherhood points
towards ‘a shared humanity that transcends the opposition of Achaean and Trojan in which their
hostility is rooted’.

#® Cf. Menelaus’s respect towards Priam’s age in Iliad 3, as noted above. On the factor of age as a
niun-related claim, see, for example, van Wees (1992) 75. Contrast Gould (1973) 94, who argues that
the suppliant ‘stresses his own defencelessness and lack of any claim to tiun’. Contrast Thornton
(1984) 118, who agrees with Gould (1973). See also Thetis’s supplication to Zeus based on her tiun, as
discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.
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‘But respect the gods, Achilles, and upon me take pity, remembering your father; still
I am more pitiable; | endured what no other mortal upon earth up until today has

endured, to kiss the hands of the man who has killed my children.’

By implication, the analogy between Priam and Peleus is not to be understood in
absolute terms. Indeed, while relying on similarity, it incorporates a certain

differentiation: as Priam puts it, he is more pitiable than Achilles’s father.

Importantly, Achilles’s memory of his father*”’

(24.507; 24.511-12) and compassion for Priam’s age (24.516). This causes him to

accept Priam’s supplication.*’® Although he initially pushes (albeit gently) Priam’s

stimulates his sensitivity

hands from his knees — breaking physical contact, thereby circumventing the
supplication ritual — Achilles eventually displays behaviour in accordance with the
ceremonial process. Like Alcinous in Odyssey 7 who leads Odysseus to sit down (Od.
7.167-71),*" Achilles asks Priam to take a seat (cf. 24.522). While he accepts the
dmowa in exchange for Hector’s body, in keeping with his general attitude (cf. Iliad 9
and Iliad 19),®° Achilles is not overly attached to the ransom: he shares it with
Patroclus (24.590), as well as with Hector (24.580-1). Priam and his escort will carry
Hector’s body, shrouded in clothing which forms part of the émowa for Hector’s

release.

That said, Achilles does not come to terms with Priam’s point of
differentiation between Priam and Peleus, viz. that Peleus is more fortunate than
Priam. For, while he is rich and king of the Myrmidons, and while he is mortal with a
goddess for a wife, Peleus has a single child that will die an untimely death. Instead of
taking care of his own father, Achilles ‘brings cares’ to Priam (24.534-41), a tragic
contrast, communicating Achilles’s realisation that Priam is just like his own father.
That is, Achilles’s rejection of Priam’s argument (such that Priam is less fortunate

than Peleus) is bound up with Achilles’s acknowledgement of a shared humanity. In

" Note the repetition of the verb wpviioke. This verb is uttered twice in Priam’s appeal to Achilles
(24.486; 24.504) and once again in the narrator’s description (24.509) before Achilles’s answer to
Priam.

#78 Contrast Achilles’s lack of readiness to accept Hector’s ikeoia in Iliad 22 (22.345) despite Hector’s
attempt to arouse Achilles’s compassion by referring to the latter’s parents (22.338). On the connection
between Achilles’s pity towards Priam after satisfying his anger towards Hector, see Most (2003) 71-4.
On Achilles’s (lack of) pity towards the Achaeans, see Chapter 2, Sections 2.2.2 and 2.3.1.

7 On the symbolic function of the procedure, see Gould (1973) 79.

“80 See Chapter 2, Sections 2.2.2 and 2.3.3 respectively. Note also that, unlike Agamemnon in Iliad 9,
Priam does not place any emphasis on &rowa but on himself and his role as a father: see Taplin (1992)
269.
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stating that humans, unlike the gods (who have no sufferings), may experience a mix
of good and evil, or only evil, depending upon Zeus’s distribution (cf. Achilles’s
narration of the jars of Zeus at 24.525-33), Achilles actually recognises that all human
beings belong to the same community of suffering mortals, whereby being at peace
with the conditions under which all human beings exist, shows an awareness of the
fact that everyone is just like everybody else, insofar as rules that apply to one
individual may indeed apply to all. By implication, an individual who is suffering is
not the only one who suffers, and, therefore, one has to find a way to continue one’s
life — a point that reminds us of Apollo’s argument in the Olympian assembly of Iliad
24, discussed above. Hence, Priam should not mourn endlessly, for his grief will not
bring Hector back (24.549-51).

From this perspective, Achilles’s rejection of Priam’s greater misfortune
(compared with Peleus) is intimately linked to his taking pity on Priam, as well as the
idea that Priam’s suffering for Hector would not differ from Peleus’s suffering for
Achilles.”® This is, in turn, bound up with Aristotle’s analysis of pity in the Rhetoric.
In that account, pity is the kind of pain that one feels for the other’s suffering which
one might expect oneself to suffer, particularly when one feels close to this suffering
(cf. Arist. Rh. 1385b13-16).“®* Thus Achilles takes pity on Priam, for he realises that
human vulnerability affects all humans. He thereby understands that humans are all
subject to the same conditions. Achilles seems then to perceive himself and Priam, as
well as any other individual, as members of the human community. Yet, because the
Achaeans and the Trojans will not end the war, this community — if it indeed exists —
is fragile, and can therefore be understood only in abstract terms.

While Priam’s venture is based on an element of impartiality, thereby
decentring the individual from the self, as well as on Priam’s longing for Achilles’s
acknowledgement and acceptance of their shared humanity, it also creates a personal
connection between Priam and Achilles insofar as the sympathy generated involves

f_483

seeing this person as someone like onesel What this means is that one follows the

8 Thus, while Hammer (2002) 184-5 is right to note that the analogy between Priam and Peleus does
not have to work on all possible counts, | do not agree with his claim that the differentiation between
Priam and Peleus creates a distance, therby affecting the supplication effectively.

“8 For a detailed analysis of the definition of pity in Aristotle’s Rhetoric, see Konstan (2001) 128-36.
“8 The absence of any other Trojan apart from Priam in the supplication process (24.470-2), as advised
by Zeus (24.148; cf. also 24.177), reinforces the personal, emotional element of the encounter between
Priam and Achilles.
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principle of the ‘golden rule’ (viz. that one treats the other as oneself would want to be
treated).*®* In this regard, Achilles’s emotions of wonder are particularly important. In
amazement, Achilles sees Priam kneeling before him, performing the supplication
ritual: Priam touches Achilles’s knees and hands, thereafter proceeding to kiss the
hands that killed his sons (24.478-80).“® Achilles’s amazement is emphasised by the
simile that compares his wonder at Priam with people’s wonder in observing an exile
seeking refuge in a foreign land, having committed a murder in his own community
(24.480-4).*® The simile’s literary power lies in its reversal.*®” For, while not in his
own community, it is not Priam who is a killer but Achilles. Priam, who is not a killer,
has to make an appeal, because previously Achilles has rejected entreaty that raised
the same point, viz. the exchange of Hector’s corpse for dmowo (cf. Hector’s
supplication). Achilles’s wonder at Priam is linked to Achilles’s perception of Priam’s
heart which is as thought it is made of iron (24.521; cf. Hecuba at 24.205), as well as
to his acknowledgement that Priam’s act of entering the enemy camp is an example of
a truly formidable act (24.518-21). Priam’s courageous deed forms, then, a kind of
apoteia, that is, a great achievement. For, through this deed, Priam, an old man,
bears all the hallmarks of a great warrior, a substantial political figure in his own
right, causing Achilles to admire Priam’s act and speech (24.631-2). Achilles’s
emotions of admiration and wonder towards Hector’s father remind one of his c€Boc
towards Andromache’s father: although he killed him, Achilles, out of deep respect
for Eetion, not only did not remove his armour, he also took care of his proper burial
(6.416-20). Thus, in accepting Priam’s supplication, while also being awed by
Priam’s achievement, Achilles shows behaviour that, although contrasting with his
previous attitude towards Hector’s corpse, is analogous to the respectful behaviour he

has displayed in the past. For, out of awe, Achilles himself facilitated Eetion’s burial,

8 Contrast Zanker (1994), who believes that reciprocity plays no part in this scene. On the issue of
behaving in accordance with the ‘golden rule’, cf. Achilles’s criticism of Agamemnon in lliad 1 (see
Chapter 2); Hera’s point in her argument with Zeus regarding Sarpedon’s fate in Iliad 16 (see Chapter
4, Section 4.2.1).

8 Naiden (2006) 46-7 argues that the suppliant’s gesture of kissing the hands of the supplicated
depends on the circumstances, e.g., whether the supplicated is sitting or holding a knife. He then claims
that because, according to Eustathius, the hand ‘represents the power to make a pledge’, Priam ‘is
expressing his wish that Achilles makes a pledge; the kiss adds deference to this wish’. In my view, the
fact that Achilles is in a position that allows Priam to kiss Achilles’s hands underscores Priam’s
tremendous courage which, in turn, inspires Achilles’s astonishment for Priam, an emotion that is
essential for the outcome of this supplication. Contrast Crotty (1994) 71, who interprets Priam’s kissing
of Achilles’s hands as if ‘There could scarcely be a more extravagant proof of the greatness of
Achilles’ victory.” Note that Achilles’s acceptance of the ransom creates a win-win situation.

“8 For the connection between 8apumog and aidac in this context, see Cairns (1993) 119.

87 See Elmer (2013) 179.
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and, out of similar wonder, Achilles accepts Priam’s supplication, allowing him to
honour Hector’s death. Although essential to the outcome of supplication, wonder and
admiration do not have the form of an obligation conferred by the rules and norms of
a concrete political community: one could experience these emotions towards any

human being that would achieve such a great accomplishment as Priam’s.

Nevertheless, Achilles’s acceptance of Priam’s supplication is not entirely the
result of Achilles’s respect for their shared humanity, nor their interpersonal
interaction and mutual admiration (cf. Priam’s admiration towards Achilles at 24.629-
30). It requires Achilles’s reflection on his own emotions and their implications, a

lesson that Achilles paid for with Patroclus’s death.*®®

As a result, while affirming
Hector’s release (24.561-6), Achilles first explicitly warns Priam to comply with his
commands (i.e., to accept his invitation to take a seat; 24.523), attempting to control
his anger (24.560) and not to reject the supplication (cf. 24.568-70). He then orders
the slaves to take care of Hector’s body away from his tent, considering, in advance,
that Hector’s view may stir up his anger, resulting in his transgression of divine orders
(cf. 24.582-6).®° Moreover, while advising Priam to limit his grief over his son
(24.549-51),° Achilles explicitly accepts that his lamentation for Patroclus has
certain limitations, understanding that Priam’s offer justifies the release of Hector’s
body. Therefore, when addressing Patroclus, he asks him not to get angry with him
for returning Hector’s corpse to his father (cf. 24.592-4). Achilles’s acknowledgement
of the bounds of grief goes hand-in-hand with his acknowledgement of the need for
food and rest (24.601; 24.618-20). Thus it is only during his encounter with Priam

that Achilles appears to fully assimilate Odysseus’s message in lliad 19.*°" Achilles’s

“88 Cf. Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1: Achilles realises the bad consequences of his excessive anger on his
side; the embassy’s message in Iliad 9 is proven right. Contrast Achilles’s behaviour in lliad 9,
whereby he is unable to grasp the implications of his anger despite the ambassadors’ message; see
Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2. Contrast Achilles’s behaviour in Iliad 19, where he needed Odysseus’s
intervention to understand that his anger against Hector disregards certain communal processes; see
Chapter 2, Section 2.3.3.

“8 |n contrast to scholars, such as Whitman (1958) 183 and MacCary (1982) 92, van Wees (1992) does
not view Achilles’s quick temper at 24.559-69 as a flaw arguing that the heroes’ tendency to get angry
is linked to the notions of honour, deference, and respect: see van Wees (1992) 109ff. Cf. Chapter 1,
Section 1.2.

9 Note, however, that Priam’s insistence on seeing his son when responding to Achilles (24.553-5)
would provoke Achilles. Achilles’s success in dealing with his emotions at this stage of the poem
prevents an excessive reaction on his part: see Taplin (1992) 273.

1 Contrast Achilles’s insistence on omitting the meal and returning to the battlefield in Iliad 19. As in
the case of Achilles’s remembrance of his father, his recognising of the need for food is likewise linked
to memory (cf. the narration of the myth of Niobe at 24.602-17, where there is also an emphasis on
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and Priam’s meal (24.621-7),"%? as well as Priam’s overnight stay in Achilles’s
quarters (24.635-6; 24.643-8; 24.650), seal Achilles’s acceptance of Priam’s
supplication, while also reminding us of Achilles’s previous stance towards the
institution, as expressed through Achilles’s attitude in his first encounter with Lycaon
(see above). From this perspective, the change in Achilles’s emotional state (viz.
moving on from a fixation on his own suffering, thereby allowing himself to
sympathise with the suffering of another human being) causes him to respect Priam
(as already communicated by the gods), and further perform the normative behaviour
associated with Eevia, namely, the offering of food and hospitality. Thus Achilles’s
behaviour towards Priam reminds us once again of Alcinous’s behaviour towards
Odysseus in Odyssey 7: like Odysseus, Priam is also first a suppliant and then a guest.
Thus Achilles’s attitude is typical of the standards of supplication which is normally

extended to Eevia in off-battlefield context.**®

Yet the fulfilment of Priam’s request (that he is given Hector’s corpse)
requires not only Achilles’s reflection on his own emotions but also his attention to
Agamemnon’s and the other Achaeans’ dispositions and reactions. Achilles, therefore,
urges Priam to sleep outside his tent, and arranges a truce with Priam, such that he
makes it possible for him and the Trojans to pay homage to the fallen Hector
(24.650f.). This truce is not purely a personal but clearly also a political decision,
since it impacts on the political setting by interrupting the fighting. Still Achilles’s
choice to omit the procedural part of the decision-making process (which, as we saw
in Chapter 2, demands the Achaeans’ consensus) posits that the shared plights and
sufferings of humans stand above political priorities and other hostilities.*** Achilles

takes a political decision for emotional reasons, having formed emotional ties with

memory, expressed through the repetition of the verb pywvioxw: 24.601; 24.603; 24.613). On the
Niobe narration, see, for example, Kakridis (1949); Whitman (1958); Willcock (1964).

92 Griffin (1980) 16 sees Achilles’s and Priam’s meal as ‘a metaphor which enables Achilles to return
to humanity before he meets death’.

“% For a detailed comparison between Priam’s and Odysseus’s supplication, see Gould (1973) 79-80.
On the intimate connection between Eevia and supplication in Homer, see Gould (1973) 91-4.

4 Elmer’s (2013) 181 analysis of Priam’s scene with Achilles does not seem to consider the
importance of the truce in ethical terms. It rather overemphasises the absence of collective decision-
making in lliad 24 through a comparison between Priam’s encounter with Achilles and the Achaean
council and Trojan assembly in the truce arrangements for the burial of the dead in lliad 7. If Priam’s
and Achilles’s encounter aims to single out the personal, emotional bonds between human beings (in
spite of major differences that may seperate them), then the private context of Priam’s and Achilles’s
encounter is justified. Neither the divine decision-making in lliad 24 (see Chapter 4, Section 4.2) nor
Achilles’s initiative in arranging the truce is to be linked with an individual’s unilateral decision as
Elmer (2013) 181 claims for both cases. It is instead concerned with Zeus’s enactment of communal
norms in the first case, and Achilles’s respect for common ethical values in the second.
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Priam. After all, Chapter 3 showed that decision-making that is only procedurally (not
also constitutively) rational may have disastrous consequences for the community.
That said, although Achilles’s and Priam’s agreement to facilitate the proper process
of grief and lamentation over Hector underpins the ability of human solidarity and
sympathy to transcend political differences — including the mutual antagonism
engendered by war — this transcendence brings together these two individuals,

something that is not also extended to their communities.

Thus, because Priam’s supplication and the E&evia ties between Priam and
Achilles do not thereby bind the Trojans and the Achaeans on an intercommunal level
but only Priam and Achilles on an interpersonal level, yet, in influencing the course of
the war, they can only hint at a kind of a shared community that remains undeveloped.
It remains undeveloped, because, after the truce, the Achaeans and the Trojans will
continue fighting, and the audience — being aware of the tradition — well knows that
the war will result in the absolute destruction of Troy, as well as the killing of Priam
over Zeus’s altar by Achilles’s son (Neoptolemus), the desecration of shrines, and the
murder of Astyanax.*”® Although Priam’s accepted supplication by Achilles only
creates an interpersonal bond, it is nonetheless significant that the lliad ends with a
truce between the Achaeans and the Trojans. For the outcome of Priam’s and
Achilles’s encounter evinces the possibility of the instantiation of a superordinate
‘community of communities’ in contrast to the tragic and destructive nature of war.
Indeed, the fact that this possibility is partly owing to the best Iliadic fighter may
sound almost incredible or paradoxical when we think of Achilles in Iliad 9, in lliad
21, and lliad 22. However, it is rather almost natural when we think of Achilles’s
affection towards Patroclus, his respect towards Eetion, as well as his sympathy

towards the battlefield suppliants preceding Patroclus’s death.

Before moving on to discuss the final instance of Achaean-Trojan
negotiations, as well as the last example of off-battlefield supplication, (viz. Chryses’s
appeal to the Achaeans), let us first summarise Priam’s venture. Priam’s supplication
constitutes an example of effective Achaean-Trojan negotiations off of the battlefield,
which is based on shared ethical values and norms, acknowledged and enacted by

Priam and Achilles. Despite Achilles’s excessive grief regarding Patroclus’s death,

%% Cf. the events that are described in Iliupersis as we know them through the summary of Proclus’s
Chrestomathy in Photius’s Bibliotheca. See, also, Virgil’s Aineid, Book 2.
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which is intimately linked with his excessive anger against Hector,*® Zeus can
guarantee Achilles’s respect for a supplicant (24.158; cf. also 24.187), reassuring
Priam that his life will not be endangered if he goes on the expedition to meet
Achilles (24.152; 24.156; cf. also 24.181; 24.185), thereby neutralising Hecuba’s not
unreasonable objections. Zeus’s assertions about Achilles’s trustworthiness prove
right to the extent that Priam has no concerns about Achilles’s reliability by the end of
their discussion: Hermes has to interrupt Priam’s sleep, reminding him that, just
because Achilles did not harm him, does not mean that he is not in the enemy’s camp
(24.683-4). Then, when returning to the Trojans, Priam reassures them that they have
twelve days for Hector’s lamentation, thereby communicating his trust towards
Achilles’s pledge (24.778-81). Nevertheless, Priam’s eventual unconcern does not
mean that Hecuba was completely wrong to doubt Achilles’s sympathy. What makes
the difference, however, is that Achilles is now able to reflect upon, and manage, his
emotions. This furthermore enables him to enact the laws of human decency,
recognising that not just himself and Priam but all human beings share in the same

suffering.

In contrast to Priam’s supplication in Iliad 24, Chryses’s supplication in Iliad
1 is unfruitful.**’ Note, however, that while both Priam’s and Chryses’s are off-
battlefield supplications (pertaining to a father’s negotiations for the return of his
child or his child’s body) Chryses’s supplication is significantly different: it does not
have any personal character, and fundamentally depends upon the institutional context
of his priesthood — as well as his offer of boundless ransom, which involves the
principles of reciprocity. Chryses’s priesthood and the ransom (in conjunction with
the Achaeans’ consensus to Chryses’s appeal) advance the reasons why Chryses’s
supplication should be accepted: it creates a more robust ground for negotiations in a
state of war insofar as the expectations that are built up are not merely speculative (as

in the case of battlefield supplications) but normative.

“% See above, and Chapter 2, Section 2.3.

7 Although he is not a Trojan, Chryses still represents an individual who belongs to a politically
different community to that of the Achaeans which, in the context of the Trojan war, is included among
the Achaeans’ enemies (Chryses’s daughter forms part of the Achaeans’ spoils given to Agamemnon
after Thebe’s conquest: 1.366-9). Therefore, I include Chryses’s case in my discussion of the Achaean-
Trojan negotiations off of the battlefield. Note, also, that, while his community is included in the
Achaeans’ enemies, in his appeal Chryses wishes that the Achaeans conquer Troy and return home
safely (1.18-19).
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That these expectations are to be understood in normative terms is already
hinted through the narrator’s evaluative comment at 1.9-12. Here, the narrator
ascribes the plague in the Achaean camp to Apollo’s anger; anger that is owing to
Agamemnon’s dishonour of Apollo’s priest, (viz. his rejection of Chryses’s appeal). If
the narrator’s comment (namely, that such a rejection has induced religious sanction)
only implies the illegitimate nature of the rejection, then the Achaeans’ consensus in
respecting the priest (1.23) explicitly stresses Agamemnon’s anti-normative attitude.
The Achaeans’ consensus regarding Chryses’s request shows that Agamemnon, being
unable to enact ethical values, disregards the Achaeans’ and Chryses’s shared ethical
expectations (that religious norms and norms of fair compensation must be respected),
while also invalidating the Achaeans’ political expectations on an intra-communal
level: since Chryses’s appeal addresses all the Achaeans (1.15), and the Achaeans’
response is collective and unanimous (1.22), thereby rendering Chryses’s supplication
a political matter, Agamemnon must take the Achaeans’ judgment into account.**®
Nevertheless, he decides to act unilaterally. While disregarding (1.29) the Achaeans’
verdict to respect Chryses and accept the exchange of Chryseis with ransom (1.22-3),
he disdains Chryses’s status — status that is explicitly communicated through Apollo’s
wreath and the oxfjmzpov that Chryses holds (1.14-15),**° and further implied by
Chryses’s appeal that the Achaeans respect Apollo (1.21). That the status of a priest
must be respected is further corroborated by Od. 9.197-201. Although there is no
reference to supplication in this context, we still hear about Odysseus’s decision to
spare Maron’s life out of respect for his priesthood, and Maron, like Chryses, shows
his readiness to reciprocate in offering Odysseus ‘splendid gifts’ (Od. 9.201: ayiad
d®pa). Thus not only does Agamemnon devalue precisely what he must respect, i.e.
Chryses as a priest (cf. Agamemnon’s contemptuous reference to Chryses’s priestly
symbols at 1.28)°° he also rejects the mechanism of reciprocity. Given the
Achaeans’ consensus on accepting Chryses’s ransom (1.23), the mechanism of

exchange has a double function: it allows a transaction between a community and an

“%8 See Chapter 2, Section 2.1.

*%9 Naiden (2006) 56-7 is right to point out that, by holding both the wreath and the ciifjrtpov, Chryses
uses ‘a signal that is supplicatory with one that is not’. He is moreover correct in saying that, in so
doing, Chryses ‘combines ways, hoping that the Greeks will act both as supplicandi and as worshippers
of his god, Apollo’. Yet this combination does not imply that ‘the suppliant does not know which way
to deal with the supplicandus’. On the contrary, the combination shows the suppliant’s attempt to make
his case stronger.

500 Note that Agamemnon disregards Chryses’s status as a father, too (cf. Agamemnon’s detailed
reference to Chryseis’s fate away from home at 1.29-31).
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individual belonging to a different community, while also allowing the individual
directly implicated in the transaction to maintain his status on an intra-communal
level. That is to say, the exchange of Chryseis’s with ransom would be a win-win
situation: Chryses would get his daughter back, and Agamemnon would get
‘boundless ransom’ (1.13: anepeict’” dmowvay), i.e., he would enhance his Tty within
the Achaean community after the concession of his yépag, which symbolises his status
— Agamemnon uses a yépog to leverage ‘boundless ransom’; he gives something up,

but gets more in return, confirming his status as the stronger party.>*

Chryses’s paternal affection for his daughter, Chryseis, motivating his journey
to the Achaean camp, as well as the Achaeans’ acclamation (cf. 1.22: énevepnunocov)
to respect the priest (cf. 1.23: aideicOai 0’ iepéa) show how emotions play a part in
successful negotiations between parties belonging to different political communities
in a warring context. Still Agamemnon’s failure to acknowledge values transcending
communities, e.g., the respect for priests, and abide by communal rules, which might
respond to and regulate issues coming from outside of the community, shows how
emotions may operate to the detriment of negotiations. Owing to his displeasure
following Chryses’s appeal (1.24), Agamemnon becomes aggressive towards
Chryses, ‘sending him away in a bad manner’ (as the narrator comments at 1.25:

*02 thereby rejecting his supplication. However, the illegitimacy of this

KOK®OG apiet),
rejection bears consequences that are in turn linked to an individual’s emotions. For,
while he obeys Agamemnon’s command owing to his fear, causing him to retreat (cf.
1.33), Chryses’s grief for his daughter prompts him to seek vengeance against the
Achaeans, appealing to Apollo: ‘ticeiav Aavaoi éuda ddkpva coiot Bélecowv’; ‘let the

Danaans pay for my tears with your arrows’(1.42).

In brief, Chryses’s supplication in the off-battlefield context, his priesthood,
and the offer of ransom give grounds for effective negotiations between opposing
parties in a state of war. Nevertheless, despite the dynamics of consensus within the

Achaean community, making an explicit statement that Chryses’s appeal must be

1 On the connection between yépag and Ty, see the discussion in Chapter 2, Section 2.1. On
Agamemnon’s anger regarding Chryses’s request as a face threat to Agamemnon, see Scodel (2008)
127-8. If Scodel (2008) rightly interprets Chryses’s request as a face threat from Agamemnon’s point
of view, Agamemnon is then wrong to perceive Chryses’s request as such. The ransom balances out the
concession of Chryseis, while Agamemnon’s respect for the Achaeans’ consensus would uphold
Agamemnon as a good leader within the Achaean community, because he would abide by communal
norms.

502 Bor Agamemnon’s emotional state in this context, cf. Chapter 2, Section 2.1.
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accepted, the eventual rejection of Chryses’s supplication, owing to Agamemnon’s
failure to align his behaviour with intra-communal norms and shared ethical standards

between individuals of different communities, does not allow negotiations to thrive.

Let us now summarise what has been discussed in Chapter 5. Here, | have
shown that Achaean-Trojan negotiations between communities, or between
individuals of different communities, are based on common religious beliefs, shared
ethical values, and/or the acknowledgement and acceptance of sharing the same
human nature. These factors create an overarching structure that is ethical in character
and stands above individual communities, thereby pointing towards a superordinate
‘community of communities’ in the Iliad. Although this superordinate community
includes mechanisms such as that of exchanging oaths and reciprocity, institutions
such as iketeio, Eevio and/or @uidtng, institutional practices like the heralds’
mediatorial duties, as well as shared respect for common claims to T, it does not
include principally political institutions, such as the assembly and/or the council.
Examples of failed, or only partially successful, negotiations between the Achaean
and Trojan communities (with their implied return to the state of war) evince the fluid
nature of the kind of community that the Achaeans and the Trojans may share, while
the fact that negotiations between individuals of different communities may bring
together only individuals, not communities, demonstrates their shared membership on
a rather more abstract level. In this light, the kind of community that unites the
Achaean and the Trojan communities does not have the sense of a shared, politically
robust, community. Indeed, one might say that the bonds tying individuals of the
Achaean and the Trojan community — not the communities themselves — attest both
the absence and presence of community between the Achaeans and the Trojans within
the lliad. The individuals’ awareness of their emotions and and their ability to reflect
upon the implications emotions can cause are essential for a well-tempered operation
of overarching ethical structures. Emotions such as anger and vengeance may be
justified when, for example, a dishonourable act has taken place. Cooperation can
only be promoted, however, when one’s perception of an act is based on an impartial
consideration of ethical values. Still the members of the Achaean and Trojan
communities rarely think in bidirectional terms. In a similar vein, thinking of the other
by putting yourself in their shoes, that is, by thinking and acting in accordance with
the ‘golden rule’, gives grounds for collaboration, with the emotions of trust, respect,
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admiration, and sympathy performing a fundamental role. However, the experience of
these emotions regarding the Achaeans and the Trojans typically unfolds on an

interpersonal level.

In sum, then, Achaean-Trojan negotiations on an interpersonal and
intercommunal level show the existence of shared ethical values and religious beliefs
that because they are not consistently taken into account, and/or are enacted on the
interpersonal level, do not culminate in a shared basis for political debate and
collective decision-making for both the Achaean and the Trojan community; still they
offer the aspiration of a superordinate ‘community of communities’ for the future.
This future is not a particular future in the sense of a historical stage (e.g., by
Alexander the Great and by the Romans, who conquered others’ lands, nor by the
United Nations and EU). While, nowadays, (some) citizens in certain countries are
fortunate enough to be entitled with fundamental rights, countries still wage wars that
harm and damage one another, with global capitalism benefiting the developed world
at the expense of the developing world.*® The lliadic idea of the possibility of a
superordinate ‘community of communities’ is then instantiated every time the lliadic
reader realises that, in the very first work of European literature, when an enemy dies,
it is just as pitiful and sad as when a friend dies. In this light, it would then be
legitimately to say that lliad 24 and the encounter between Priam and Achilles offer a

definition of what it means to be human.

%3 On the ways in which global capitalism brings benefits to some people of the world by harming
others, see, for example, Sassen (1988).
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6. Conclusion

This study explored the role of emotion in relation to Iliadic politics. | contended that
research regarding lliadic politics would benefit from a greater attention to the ways
in which leaders experience emotion vis-a-vis the enactment of communal norms and
the management of honour dynamics, especially within deliberative contexts. My
approach is undergirded by the idea that emotion is a kind of script. As such, | hereby
studied emotion in relation to its embeddedness within the narrative and social context
of lliadic political communities. In so doing, | brought out the connection between
emotion as a social phenomenon and politics as shaped by individual psychology
within the Iliad. Here, | advanced a new interpretation of Iliadic politics. | did so, by
combining the insights of enactivism, Aristotle’s notion of ta tfic yoyfg méOn, his
analysis of the reasons for otdoiwg in Politics V, as well as socio-political and
philosophical approaches to the internalisation of norms and the importance of ‘the
other’ and ‘the group’. On this novel account, lliadic politics are intimately bound up
with the individual’s emotions, while emotions shape, and are shaped by, communal
norms, which are not fixed or imposed, but are enacted, thereby being continuously
negotiated by all community members. Against this background, my thesis explored
variants of leadership as they are played out in the contexts of negotiation and
decision-making within lliadic political institutions. These contexts have
encompassed the communities of the Achaeans, the Trojans, as well as the gods and
the kind of community formed between the Achaeans and the Trojans. | hereby
demonstrated that the wellbeing of the community relies on leaders who consider the
emotions and interests of all community members, without being self-centred by

indulging personal priorities and desires at the expense of the communal good.

After establishing the framework of this project (Chapter 1), we began our
analysis of Iliadic politics in Chapter 2, whereby we considered the political
community of the Achaeans, in particular investigating the conflict between
Agamemnon and Achilles from its outbreak in lliad 1 to the Achaeans’ attempt at its
resolution in lliad 9 and its official resolution in Iliad 19. I showed that when honour
dynamics lead to strife, they are typically underpinned by anger, anger that may be
based on normative but not always legitimate claims. Conflict results from a myopic

preoccupation with one’s perception of personal honour, which — as seen in

181



Agamemnon’s stance in lliad 1 — is bound up with antagonism rather than
cooperation and respect. By failing to honour Achilles and recognise his claims to
T among the Achaeans, Agamemnon provoked Achilles’s withdrawal from battle,

thereby bringing suffering to the entire community.

Unlike Agamemnon, Achilles’s anger in the assembly of Iliad 1 is legitimately
grounded. For, removing a warrior’s yépagc, which he was given by the Achaeans in
recognition of his Ty, is a fundamental violation of protocols, and flagrantly
disregards the communal norms, especially the distribution of prizes. Thus, in lliad 1,
because Agamemnon fails to display just behaviour, Achilles becomes angry, which
is bound up with his respect for the communal norms. However, in insisting on his
anger (thereby isolating himself from the community) and failing to feel &\ieog
towards his comrades (thereby falling short of his social obligations towards his
comrades) despite the ambassadors’ appeals in Iliad 9, Achilles is likewise engrossed
in the subjective aspect of honour. This focus renders his anger pathological, resulting
in his rejection of the embassy’s message, a decision that incurs severe repercussions
for Achilles as an individual (see Patroclus’s death) and the community as a whole
(see the Achaeans’ defeat on the battlefield). From this perspective, because both
Agamemnon and Achilles fail to successfully evaluate their emotions, they are unable
to recognise the important role of intersubjectivity in honour dynamics, which

powerfully impacts upon the communal wellbeing.

In contrast to Agamemnon and Achilles, Nestor’s performance in the
assembly of Iliad 1, as well as the assembly and council of lliad 9, and Odysseus’s
interposition in the assembly of Iliad 19 show that honour dynamics may also result in
cooperation between members of a community, thereby serving the interests of all.
This aspect of honour dynamics is bound up with the leader’s ability to listen to
others’ advice, considering in advance and in detail the course of an action, while
successfully evaluating their own and others’ emotions vis-a-vis the communal
norms. As demonstrated in Chapter 2, Odysseus’s and Nestor’s leadership showcase
emotional intelligence and accurate judgement, which enable the leaders to uphold

standards of justice and reciprocity.

Thus Chapter 2 showed that consensus is an essential part of effective

decision-making: failing to achieve consensus leads to the community’s suffering, as

182



seen in lliad 1 and Iliad 9. Consensus, however, is not sole criterion of wise decision-
making. The fact that decisions must be not only procedurally but also constitutively
sound became especially explicit in Chapter 3, which focused on Hector’s leadership
within the Trojan community. Despite securing everyone’s consent, the decision
proposed by Hector (as approved by the Trojans in the assembly of Iliad 18) led to
their defeat the next day, and to Hector’s own death. Following this point, like
Agamemnon in Iliad 1 and Achilles in Iliad 9, Hector’s inability to heed to
counsellors’ sagacious advice is part and parcel with his poor leadership. By
discounting Polydamas’s valid claims, Hector fails to realise that his desire to gain
more honour impeded him from safeguarding the safety and interests of the
community. Indeed, excessive confidence vis-a-vis the likelihood of Trojans’ victory
over the Achaeans was grounded in Hector’s mistaken assumption of Zeus’s support.
In failing to properly evaluate his emotions, Hector led the Trojan assembly of Iliad
18 to make a fatally injudicious decision, thereby condemning his community to

suffer.

Poor leadership and decision-making (as illustrated in the respective
leadership styles of Agamemnon, Achilles, and Hector) do not entail that honour
dynamics only result in the community’s suffering. On the contrary, Nestor’s,
Odysseus’s, and Polydamas’s interventions prove that honour is an inclusive value. In
fact, as discussed in Chapter 4, in contrast to both the Achaean and the Trojan
community, the Olympian community exemplifies how the negotiation of honour can
always serve communal interests despite any concomitant emotional tension and
conflict. Zeus’s leadership style, along with his and the other gods’ commitment to
protecting the status quo (while also acknowledging the role of poipa in the decision-
making process), is bound up with negotiations of communal norms which, albeit
occasionally affected by the gods’ focus on the subjective aspect of honour, are
ultimately grounded in intersubjectivity. Thus the gods’ respect for the others’ claims
and rights surmounts their personal primacies. The gods’ commitment to enacting
communal norms (considering the other) results from earlier periods of actual
violence which greatly disturbed the status quo. This pattern is borne out in the
succession struggles of Hesiod’s Theogony, while also seen in Zeus’s threats and
other similar Iliadic references. Thus Thetis’s request that Zeus honour her by

honouring Achilles may upset the ‘honour equilibrium’ among the gods in the

183



assembly of Iliad 1, for example, given that the implications of Thetis’s request clash
with Hera’s priorities to defend her Ty following Paris’s Judgement. Still this
equilibrium is eventually achieved thanks to everyone’s contribution. Reciprocal
esteem dynamics (shaping and shaped by everyone’s sound evaluation of their own
and others’ emotions) are operative to this end: Zeus acknowledges Hera’s role in the
decision-making process; Hera concedes that Zeus’s motives are not at the expense of
the communal interest; Hephaestus allows Hera to save face when she has to retreat
from her initial stance; while the rest of the gods respond cheerily towards
Hephaestus’s gesture to serve wine. In sum, the Olympian assembly in lliad 1
constitutes a clear example whereby the gods successfully manage honour dynamics

in spite of any passionate disagreement.

Chapters 2-4 discussed negotiations of honour vis-a-vis individuals’ emotions,
with each chapter focusing on a specific community, while Chapter 5 broadened this
analysis by exploring honour negotiations between (individuals of) different
communities. Although belonging to politically different communities, the Achaeans
and the Trojans share same ethical values, religious beliefs, and institutions. Despite
the state of war, consensus upon these matters brings these communities in certain
cases together, thereby creating a common ground. However, because commonalities
are typically only instantiated on an interpersonal level (and rarely on an
intercommunal level), 1 contended that any union between the Achaeans and the
Trojans appears to attest both the presence and the absence of a shared community, or
to form an abstract, fragile kind of community. This kind of community is ethical
rather than political in nature, for it lacks any politically robust institutions (such as
the assembly and the council), which typically enable political debate and decision-
making. Thus no superordinate ‘community of communities’ can ultimately be
realised within the lliad to any great end. Nevertheless, the Iliad offers its readers the
aspiration of such a community. Above all, this possibility is to be found in the
encounter between Priam and Achilles: Achilles’s &ieog towards Priam, as well as

their mutual respect and admiration offer a definition of what it means to be human.

My overall approach to emotion vis-a-vis politics offers significant
advantages. | demonstrated that honour dynamics, which are bound up with political
scenarios of conflict and cooperation (as they play out within Iliadic deliberative
contexts), are ultimately underpinned by the individuals’ emotions. That is, in taking a
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more dynamic approach compared with previous accounts, | argued that political
processes and actions which affect community wellbeing are greatly illuminated when
we foreground the role of the individuals’ emotions. In this regard, | clarified that
emotions per se do not have positive or negative valence; it is the context that affords
them their particular meaning. For, emotions spring from certain causes, and imply a
certain kind of intentionality. Emotions also trigger, and are triggered by, personal
interactions which thereby affect political debate and decision-making processes. In
bringing these insights to the fore, my research illuminated the connection between
the importance of ‘the other’ and leadership within the Iliad. | argued that leaders
secure the wellbeing of the community by enacting communal norms bidirectionally.
Thus, with regard to honour dynamics, it can be said that leaders act rationally, in
both procedural and constitutive terms, by acknowledging and evaluating their own
and others’ emotions, thereby enabling dissenters’ psychological flexibility (viz. the
leeway to change their minds), promoting inclusion and diversity in the process of

political decision-making.

This research on Iliadic politics, then, contributed to the study of the history of
emotions, while also broadening the methodological apparatus employed in Iliadic
studies. Specifically, by taking an interdisciplinary approach (when, for example,
dealing with questions regarding the universality or cultural specificity of emotion,
and by adopting an inclusive approach thereby, in terms of both the category and the
phenomena), | showed that emotions are a valuable tool for the study of Iliadic
politics. To this end, | brought together Aristotle’s approach on ctdoig in Politics V,
on which account individuals’ psychology forms part of the constitution, alongside
modern socio-political and philosophical theories regarding the intimate link between
emotions and (the internalisation of) communal norms (on which, see Elster (1999),
Bourdieu (1977), Honneth (1995), Goffman (1969), and Gallagher (2020)). Such an
interdisciplinary methodology contributes, then, to the vitality of research in Homeric
studies, thereby allowing Homerists to raise new and contemporary questions with
regard to Homer. At the same time, this study contributes to broader intellectual
discourse. For, its insights — especially regarding the dynamical nature of respect and
honour — are positioned to illuminate, for instance, psychological and philosophical
approaches to esteem dynamics, thereby attracting the interests of scholars in other

fields. In brief, while enriching our understanding of lliadic politics through the study

185



of emotion, my thesis informs and fosters dialogue across disciplines. In so doing, my
thesis shows that the Iliad — the oldest extant work of Western literature — still today
constitutes the fount of inspiration for the humanities and social sciences, and

accordingly promotes critical thinking and reflection.
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