Tetsuro Watsuji as one of the Pioneering Classicists in Japan
and the Iliad’

Makoto Anzai

1. Watsuji’s view about Homer’s world

Tetsuro Watsuji(1889-1960), one of the most influential writers in humanities in
modern Japan, taught as a professor of philosophy (European ancient and medieval
philosophy)?, first in Kyoto Imperial University and after several years moved to
Tokyo Imperial University (the department of European Philosophy and Ethics). He
had received, as a student of philosophy at Tokyo Imperial University, a serious and
lifelong influence from Dr. Raphael von Kdber (1848-1923), a German scholar and
a philosopher invited by the Meiji Government from Europe to help them establish
an academic system of modern Japan. The German philosopher in his later years as a
professor in Tokyo Imperial University strongly recommended classical philology to
students and offered earnestly extra reading courses in Greek and Latin every year.
Among Tetsuro Watsuji’s colleagues who had been a student of Koéber we find also
Soseki Natsume®, one of the greatest novelists (he started as a scholar of English
Literature) in modern Japan. Both Tetsuro Watsuji and Soseki Natsume wrote
memoire on their influential teacher. These are also important documents on how we,
Japanese, started to know about classical philology, the core of European humanitas.

This paper has some connections with Tetsuro Watsuji’s juvenile work on
Homeric Criticism (on so-called higher criticism or Analysis in Homeric problem),
which was written in 1920s in the form of lecture notes to be delivered in
universities in Tokyo, and first published after the Second World War (1946). I will
try here to develop his most important insights into the world of the I/iad, which
were hinted at in the book.

! This paper is a revised version of the paper I read at Fondation Hardt (Geneva), August 27th, 2007,
at an international meeting on the future of Liberal Arts, supported by JSPS (Japan Society for the
Promotion of Science). The latter half of the paper was since then translated (with revisions) into
Japanese and was published in the form of two different papers, one in a Japanese philological
journal and the other in a book (see n. 13 and 19).

2 Though his influential writings are of far wider varieties, including books on, e.g., Asian traditional
thoughts, Japanese culture, ancient Greek ethics.

3 Beside them, we also find Hidenaka Tanaka and Tsutomu Kubo, first Japanese classical philologists
and linguists.
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What he says in the introduction of the eventually published book, Homeric
Criticism*®, which I will cite later, is similar to the following words by Thucydides:

tekunoEot 0¢ pdAota ‘Ounooc: moAA@ yap Yotegov étt kal twv Towwkwv
YEVOUEVOS OVDAUOD TOUG EVUTAVTAS WVOHAOEV, 00O A&AAovg 1] TOUG HeT

AxMéwg €k e POwOTOC, olrtep kal mewtot "EAANves oav, Aavaolg de €v

Tolg émeot kal AQyelovg kal AXatoUg avakaAel. ov_unyv ovde PaoPagovg eipnke

Oux TO und¢ "EAANVAC Ttw, s EUol DOKEL avTinaAov £¢ &v dvoua anokekpolobal

[...he (Homer) has not used the term Barbarians either, because, it seems to me,
the idea of Hellene had not yet been separated off so as to acquire one common
name as its counterpart....] (Thucydides Historia, 1.3.3)

Here the historian says that, since Homer and his audience had not yet gained
the idea of Hellenes as a social unity> of the Greeks, they did not know the word
"Barbarians (who are not Greek)”, either. Since Thucydides was not a scholar in
Homeric epic, his statements about Homer and the audience sound a little vague. I
would like here to translate his “Homer” as a man roughly at the embryonic stage in
the texture of Homeric epic. There was, pace Thucydides, no such concept as
barbarians in the mind of Homer, nor in his audience’s. Among the personages in
the Iliad the poet could not have made any ethno-national distinction®. At the same
time he seems to be warning us that we should not understand the //iad upon the
basis of antagonism between Hellenes (the Greeks) and Barbarians (the Trojans and
their auxiliary troops).

4 Watsuji, T., Homeric Criticism, Tokyo 1946.

> Since Thucydides is not here conscious of “Homeric problem”, his discussion is based on,
apparently, a vague notion of a poet and the audience of early epic tradition. There is a problem
here: that Hesiod, whom we as well as ancient Greek people believe to be Homer’s contemporary,
expresses his clear idea of Hellenic unity in his poems: &AA’ émi kvavéwv avdodv dNuOV te oAV
te [ otpweatal, Boadov d¢ IaveAAnveoor @acivet. (Op. 527f); el un ég EVPolav ¢£ AVAdOG, 1
mot’ Axaiol / petvavteg xelpwva moALv obv Aaov dyewav / EAA&dog €€ ieong Tooinv &g
kaAAryOvauea. (Op. 65111); kai AoAAGdwEoOg d¢ povoug tovg év Bettadia kaAelobal @now
"EAANvag, “Muopiddveg d¢ karedvto kai EAAnves” (1. 2.684), Hooiodov pévtol kat "Agxidoxov
non eévat kat "EAAnvag Aeyouévouvg tovg ovumavtag kai IavéAAnvag, tov pév meot twv
IMoowtidwv Aéyovta wg IavéAAnveg éuvrjotevov avtdag, tov d¢ ktA. (fr. 130 Merkelbach-West
(Inachi progenies)). The huge difference between the two contemporary poets (and their audiences)
in their view on the social unity has, to my view, much to do with what is meant by “epic tradition”.
I read a short paper on this meaning of “epic tradition,” which made the difference, at the annual
meeting of IIAS (International Institute of Advanced Studies, Nara). The paper will be published in
the Acta of the Institute in a few years.

¢ See also, E. Hall, Inventing the Barbarian, Oxford 1989, 9.
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Watsuji, despite the similarity of his basic ideas of people in Homeric epic with
Thucydides, does not mention the historian’s name in the book he published after
the war. Therefore, he surely must have reached his idea of “the war in the //iad as a
war between two groups in the same race,” which we will find in the following
citation, through his own readings of the Homeric epic, not through the suggestion
by the historian.

I am not sure if the following crucial insight” was already in his mind, when he
was giving lectures on Homeric Criticisms for the students in a few universities in
Tokyo. One thing is certain, that for him the Homeric Analysis, the chief part of his
juvenile lectures®, meant mainly Wilamowitz-Moellendorf's Die Ilias und Homer®,
as far as it concerned the part of his lectures where he discussed the /liad.

The notes for the lectures in his thirties, though, remained unpublished for more
than twenty years. We will be able to understand one of the reasons for the work to
have long remained unpublished from two following citations.

In the Introduction of the eventually published book he remarks, after giving
readers the keys to understand the background world of the [liad, as follows
(translation mine):

If it were correct, we would better consider the Trojan War not as a war
between two different ethno-nations but as a war between two groups in the
same ethnos. Later, people came to look at the war as one between the East and
the West, between Semitic and Arian. However, as far as we can understand
from what the poet Homer sings in his Epic, from the fact that enemies and
friends speak the same language, from the fact that they engage in a battle using
the same ways of fighting (arms, tactics etc.), that they believe in the same
gods.(...) I think we must conclude that they, both the Achaeans and the Trojans,
belong to the one and the same society'°.

7 We can get information about his activities before getting a chair in Kyoto from an appendix
attached to 6™ volume of his Works (in which his Homeric Criticism is included): Tetsuro Watsuji,
Works, 27 volumes, Tokyo 1957, 74.

8 The purpose of his giving these lectures seems to be twofold: first, to realize Kober’s wish to
introduce (a part of) classical philology into Japan as an important form of Wissenschaft, second,
privately for Watsuji, to acquire the method of Homeric Analysis and apply it to his coming studies
on the birth and composition of Asian Classics (Buddhist and Confucian ancient texts), which he
conducted in the following years.

° U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorf, Die Ilias und Homer, Berlin 1925.
10 Watsuji (op. cit. (in n.7)), 66.
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His remarks are about the behavior of Olympian gods in the Diomedean books
of the lliad (Books 3, 4, and 5). His words might, I am afraid, sound a little too naive
to the ears of the scholars experienced in the long tradition of Homeric studies even
after the Renaissance. The words by Watsuji in his introduction to Homeric
Criticism cited here are, however, were said with a piece of solid truth, at least to my
view. About the truth included in the citation I will discuss later. Before beginning
the task, however, I must add an unfortunate remark on the citation.

Even if the words in the introduction includes some truth about the Homeric
poetry, the words are surely at the same time discordant with the voices expressed in
the main body of his Homeric Criticism, discordant with theories he has imported
from the contemporary Homeric criticisms in Europe. His words in the introduction,
which were cited above, express the idea directly opposite to, e.g., the following

words of Wilamowitz, which Watsuji cites almost word for word in his book’s main
body:

So ist in diesem Gedichte (/I. 3, 4, and 5) tatsdchlich ein Gegensatz der Gotter
auf beiden Parteien, der aus dem nationalen Empfinden der Ionier gegeniiber
den Asiaten stammt, und der Dichter hat danach die Farben gewéhlt, nicht
plump wie der Dichter der Theomachie, aber er hat doch die Gotter energisch
Partei nehmen lassen, weil er selbst (der Dichter Homer!, a comment by Anzai)
energisch Partei nahm,!! ...

Although Wilamowitz’s words cited here are on a particular poet among the
poets of the Iliad, still we can see clearly that the background world against which
Wilamowitz understood the //iad is built on “Parteinahme” of the Olympian gods, in
other words, on peoples’ plane, on ethnic distinction between the East and the West.
We can’t know correctly what was the Greek people’s national emotion in its
historical reality to Asiatic people at the time of the final stage of the creation of the
lliad. But so far as the ethno-national emotion that the //iad as a whole expresses
concerns, Watsuji’s view printed in the introduction of his published Homeric
Criticism seems to me to be nearer to the /liad’s reality than Wilamowitz’s view
cited above. I do believe that my comment is not expressed through my Parteinahme
as a Japanese to Watsuji.

' Wilamowitz-Moellendorf (op.cit.(in n.9)), 289. See also Watsuji (op.cit. (in n.7)), 142-143.
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I also believe that these two citations (Watsuji’s and Wilamowitz’s) could have
explained the reason why his juvenile work on Homeric criticisms remained
unfinished and therefore unpublished for a long time. The contradiction is certainly
too serious to be bridged. But here I do not discuss further the reasons for
contradiction'?.

Much more serious question, which I would like to tackle here, is as follows: If
the basic view on Homeric (or more correctly, the /liad’s) World taken by both
Thucydides and Watsuji were correct, that is, if the Achaeans and the Trojans were
not ethno-nationally different people for Homer and his audience, then what was the
relation between them? This question seems to be unavoidable when we want to
understand, whether or not professionally as classicist, the //iad correctly. It is very
important for us as classicists, for the reason that the /liad is certainly built upon the
oppositions. We see the opposition of Achilleus against the Achaeans who are
represented by Agamemnon on the one hand, and of the Trojans against the
Achaeans on the other. Every reader of the lliad will admit that the lliad as a
narrative epic has something very important to communicate to the audience and to
us, through these oppositions. I will not discuss the former opposition here. It will be
obvious from what I have here explained that Watsuji’s interest was on the latter
opposition. And it is also mine here.

On this opposition, however, Watsuji did not reach the stage where he could
give us a detailed description. We cannot find any more words on the opposition in
his introduction nor elsewhere in the whole work. His view remained a mere
negation of East-West distinction between the Achaeans and the Trojans. Neither
did Thucydides give us plain words on that account. They simply warn us against
the understanding of the /liad on the basis that the Greek (and the Europeans) have
gained after the creation of the /liad.

I would like to make an attempt to give the answer in their stead, the answer that
might offer a considerable help for the future Homeric study, however scanty and
weak the evidence for that might be.

I would like to begin with my conclusion. My provisional answer to the
question is as follows: The relation between the Achaeans and the Trojans is not of
two ethnically different groups of people, but of the central and the marginal parts of
one society. Needless to say the Achaeans sit in the center and Priamus’ polis stands
at the periphery of the society. In other words, if the /liad is constructed basically

12 Though the book was eventually published, the fact does not mean that the chasm was bridged over.
The publication simply indicates how strong was the influence which the popular author had on the
publishers.
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upon the notion of historical progress of a society, and I believe it is, the center (the
Achaeans) could mean, like everywhere in literary narratives in general, more
developed part of a given society, and the margin (the Trojans) less developed one.

In the following two chapters, I would like to discuss two passages of the lliad
that seem to be concordant with the view left to us by Thucydides and Watsuji on
the relation between the Achaeans and the Trojans in the Iliad, and to give some
support to my provisional conclusion.

2. 1I. 2.527-533"

(- by West, {} by Zen. and Anzai)
Aokoawv d’ 1yepovevev OiAnog taxvg Alag -
{pelwv, o tL té00¢ Ye oog TeAapwviog Alag
AAAQ TTOAD pelwv: 0ALyog pev énv AtvoOwoné,
€yxem 0 éxékaorto [MavéAAnvacg kat Axaiovg:} -
ol Kovov T’ évépovt' Omdevta te KaAAlapdv te
Bnoodv te Zxaopnv te Kol AVYELS EQATELVAG
Tdopnv te Ogodviov te Boaryplov dugt 9éeboa
[And of the Locrians was a leader the swift son of Oileus, Aias
{the less, in no wise as great as Telamonian Aias,
but far less. Small of stature was he, with corselet of linen,
but with the spear he far excelled the whole host of Hellenes and Achaeans.}
These were ...]

Recently again classicists argued over the genuineness of 528-30. E. Hall
argued against 14, following Zenodotus, and Hornblower '* for the genuineness,
putting the word ITavéAAnvag in the center of their arguments. M. West, the editor
of the most recent //iad, whose judgment is printed in the citation, seems to believe

13 In Chapters 2 and 3, I basically print the text by M. West, Homeri Ilias, Stuttgart 1998(1-X1I). This
chapter’s argument has been enlarged and translated after the reading in Geneva into Japanese and
published as a chapter (pp.253-275) with the same title in a book: (ed.) T. Sato and the Department
of Linguistic Sciences, Graduate School of Letters, Hokkaido University, Linguistics at the Front,
Sapporo 2010.

14 See n.6.

5. Hornblower, A Commentary on Thucydides, vol.1, Oxford 1991, 17. The other verse that is
doubted by Hall as post-Thucydidean intrusion is 2. 867 (on Karians), on which I will later
comment briefly (n.18).
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that the lines are by the poet himself!¢, though with considerable amount of
hesitation; the hyphens might indicate his concern. ITavéAAnvag certainly strikes a
suspicious note (see the passage of Thucydides cited above), but at the same time the
parenthetical sentence (from oOriyog to Axalovg) too gives an awkward rhythm to
the flow of the lines. From a purely syntactical viewpoint alone, the intervening 528-
30 makes it very difficult for us to see the relation of the antecedent (Aokowv) and
the relative (ol). In addition, 528-30 includes a formal problem as a part of Achaean
catalogue.

Achaean catalogue (I did not mention Trojan catalogue, only for the sake of
simpler outlook) contains 28 entries of the people, and there are only three patterns
of introducing these entries, as to the ways of giving the leader’s (or leaders’) name
and his/their followers’ local identities'”:

Pattern (A): Followers in gen. pl., then the name of the leader(s), then the verb
expressing the act of leading (&oxw etc.), then followers’ localities introduced by the

relative ol(x5 within the Achaean catalogue including our example of lesser Ajax):

AVt Pwxnwyv Yyediog kat Emtiotoogog noxov,

vieg Tpitov peyaBvuov NavpoAdao,

ot Kvnapiooov éxov ITuOwva te metorjecoav

Kotoav te CaBénv kat AavAda kat [Mavorma,

ol T Avepwoetav Kat YAUTOALY ap@eVELOVTO,

ol T’ apa T motapov Kneuoov diov évaiov,

ol te Allawav Exov mnyng émt Kngooto® (1. 2.517-523)

Bowrtawv pev [nvéAewe kai Anjitog noxov

Aokeoidaodg te ITpoOonvawo te KAoviog te,
0t 0" Yoinv évépovto kat AUDADa metorieooav
Lxotvov te ZkwAOV e ToAVKvUOV T Etewvoy,

16 This argument involves an important textual issue: “Whose text of the Iliad is to be reestablished?”
I take Thucydides as the standard. West seems to judge this part genuine whatever is the standard, if
not the unusual one: he has, elsewhere, avoided the problem by taking the “EAAnveg in
IavéAAnvag (530) to designate those who live in “northern Greece” against Axauoi (“those who
live in southern Greece”). See West ad Hesiod, Op, 528 (West, M., Hesiod, Works and Days,
Oxford 1978). But West’s view is against the originally usual meaning of the word
“EAAnvec”(“people living along the river Spercheios”). See Lexikon der friigriechischen Epos, s.v.
IMavéAAnvec.

17 We can find virtually the same analysis in: G. S. Kirk, The Iliad: a commentary, vol.1, Cambridge
1985, 170.
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Odomelav I'oalav te kat evELY0EOV MukaAnooody,
ol T’ apg’ Aou’ évépovro kat Eidéoov kat EouBodacg, ({1. 2.494-498)

Pattern (B) (the reverse of (A)): followers’ localities introduced by the rel. (of),
which is resumed with t@v and governed by the verb expressing the act of leading
(aoxw etc.), (x18 in Achaean catalogue):

O1d" Apyodg ' eixov TipuvOa te tetoeooav

‘Eouovnv Aoivnv te, Babiv kata kOATOV €xovoag,

Toolnv’ Hiovag te kat apmneAdevt’ Enidavoov,

ol T’ éxov Atytvav Mdomnta te kovpot Axawv,

TV avl’ 1yeuoveve Bonv dyabog Atoundng

kat XOévedog, Kamavnog ayaxAeitod @idog vide: (11. 2.559-564)

Pattern (C) (the simplest and straightforward form): the leader’s name in nom., then
the verb ayw and the people’s name(or vijacg) with an attribute which is to identify
the followers’ locality, then the extension to the followers through relative
clauses(x5 in Achaean catalogue):

Alac 0’ éx ZaAauivog ayev dvokaideka viag, (1. 2.557)

TAnmoAepoc &' HoakAeldng i te péyag te
£k Podov évvéa vijag ayev Podlwv ayeodxwv,
ot Podov apgevépovto dia toixa kKoopnBévteg... (1. 2.653-655)

Our Catalogue on the lesser Ajax and his followers (527-535) is on the pattern
(A). The purpose of the Achaean catalogue is simple and plain. It is to give us the
basic information about who were present on the Trojan shore under whose
leadership (O0toL aQ' 1yepoves Aavawv kat koipavot joav 2.760). The uniformity
is not astonishing: the //iad is created orally.

I would like to add one more fact: syntactically all these introducing parts (who
were present under whose leadership) are formed within a single sentence. There is
an extension of the followers by relatives everywhere. Sometimes, leaders are given
an appositional extension (2.564 italics, 2.518 italics etc.). There is an extension of
the followers’ locality even within a relative extension (2.572). However, in all the
items in the Achaean catalogue, the first mention of the name of the leader(s) and
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the local identification of the followers is done in a single sentence. This is not
surprising: the role of each catalogue is, after all, to identify the group, “Who is
leading whom?” In this respect our example featuring the lesser Ajax (2.527-533)
forms an exceptional case, because an independent sentence intrudes before the
formal link closes with a relative.

Athenian catalogue, 2.546-556 could be counted as another exception. But it is
not, I think. The seemingly independent outlook of 547-551 depends largely on
editors’ taste for punctuation. They are all extension of the followers’ name within
the relative clause introduced by other relatives.

Ot d ap” ABnvag elxov évktipevov mroAieBpov

onuov EpexOnog peyaAntopog, v ot AOrvn

Ooée Alog Ouyatnp, Téke 0& Leldwog dpova,

Kad O &v AON VNG eloev € &V miovL vnor

EvOa O¢ v TavoLoL Kal AQVELOLS IAdovTatl

KovEOL AONvalwv mepLteAAOpEVLV EViavTV:

TV avd’ 1yepovev viog Ietewo MeveoOevg. (1. 2.546-553)

My conclusion on 1/.2.528-530 is that they are surely the part that has been
drawn into the main tradition of the I/iad’s after the death of Thucydides. The
interpolation will be probably from post-Homeric epic verses and featuring the
lesser Ajax!8. But this is only a preparation. No signs are drawn out to give a
detailed picture of the poet’s idea on the opposition between the Achaeans and the
Trojans.

3. Iliad 4.422-445"

0 &' 61’ év atyA@ moAvnx €l kopa BaAaoong

13 In this paper I do not discuss another part of the //iad, which has also been suspected in connection
with Thucycides” words cited above. It is /I. 2.867-869: Naotng av Kagav nynoato paoBago-
@vwv,/ ot MiAntov é€xov ®Owwv T 60og A&iELtoPuAAov / Maiavdgov te goas MukdAng T’
atmewvae kaonver Here, the word BaoBagopwvwv, which is at the center of the issue, is used
without any reference to national-ethnical judgment. It is possible that the stem PagPao- was
originally a description of the pure sound-quality of the language (“rugged” etc.) and only later
developed the use which primarily implies a quality of a language to make a national-ethnic
distinction.

19 This chapter’s argument has been enlarged and translated after the reading in Geneva into Japanese
and published in the form of an article (M.Anzai, “The Language and the Social Unit: /I. 4.422-
445" Philologica IlI, Societas Philologorum, 2008, 48-65).
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0QVULT ETOCUTEQOV Ze@PVEOL VIO KLVI)OAVTOG!
TIOVT HEV TE TTEWTA KOQUOTETAL, AVTAQ ETIELTA
X€00W ONYVOUEVOV peYAAQ Boépel, ApQLOE T dKkoag 425
KUQTOV €0V KOQUEQOUTAL ATIOTTVELD AXAOG &XVTV*
WG 0T émaoovTEQaL Aavawv KIiVuvTo @aAayyeg
VAgEWS TOAEOV D€ KéEAEVE DE OLOLV EKAOTOG
NYEUOVWV: 0L O’ AAAOL KTV {oarv, 0VDE ke paing
t0000V Aaov €mecBat éxovt’ év otr)0eotv avdny, 430
oLyT) OeldLOTEC ONUAVTOQAS AL OE AL
TevXex MOWKIA" EAauTie, TX ELEVOL E0TLXOWVTO.
Towec d', g T' Bleg MOAVTIAHOVOS AVOQOG €V AVAT)
pvolat éotrraoy ApeAyopevat yaAa Aevkov
alnxec pepaxviat Akovovoat 0T AQVQY, 435
@ Towwv aAaAnTog ava otEaTOV EVELY OPWEEL
0V YaQ TAVTWV 1ev Opog Bpdog ovd’ i ynoug,
AAAX YAWooa HéUIKTO, TTOAVKANTOL D é0arv AVDQEG.
0poe d¢ Tovg pEV Apng, Toug D¢ YAavkwTig AOrvn
Aeluog t' 110¢ POPog kat ‘Egic dpotov pepaviy, 440
Apeog avdOPOVOLO Kaotyvrtn ETdon Te,
1T OALYN HEV MOWTA KOQUOOETAL, AVTAQ ETELTA
oVEAVQ E0TNELEE KAQT kal €Tt xOovi Batver
1) oV Kal Tote velkog opoliov Eupaie péoow
E0XOHEVT KaO' OUIAOV OPEAAOLOA OTOVOV AVOQWV. 445

It will be convenient, here again, for the coming discussion that I state briefly
my overall interpretation of this passage at the start.

Here, in two similes (422-431, 432-438), the poet describes the two armies’
difference in terms of organization. The keys for the two armies are, silence (&krv
loav) for the Achaeans on the one hand, disorderly bleating or voices (alnxés
pepaxviat) for the Trojans on the other. The poet is attempting, it seems to me, to
make us understand, by two similes, the great difference in the quality of the armies,
a contrast between the organized and well-disciplined Achaean army and the badly
organized Trojan army. Therefore, he is here establishing the relation indirectly (if
the organization of the army was, as always in the historical societies, a reflex of the
societies concerned), as a basis of his narrative. He is giving us a contrast between a
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progressed and more tightly composed Achaean society and a primitive and loosely-
knit Trojan society. But in the latter half of the citation, after the reference to the
Trojans’ and the auxiliary forces’ language (437ff.), these descriptions seem to go
into confusion, at least if we understand the descriptions according to the majority
interpretation.

But my view is that it is not the //iad’s text but the traditionally influential
interpretation of the latter part of the citation that is responsible for the confusion.
The interpretation seems questionable particularly concerning the following two
points:

(1). The cause of Trojan army’s disorder is attributed to their language mixture
according to the majority understanding. But the idea that the meaning of yAwooa
(438) as a “language” which allows one to discriminate the nationality or ethnicity,
may be groundless, if we accept Thucydides’ and Watsuji’s understanding of
Homeric society?’.

(2). The most recent edition of the /liad by M.West indents the word 6poe/wooe
(439). The indention leads us to understand that the object of narration has changed,
from that of Trojan army to both armies (the Trojans and the Achaeans). This
understanding is popular today and we can understand that the editor’s indention is
to clarify his wish that we should follow this lead. I think this is based on a wrong
interpretation of the overall structure of 4.422-445. A clumsy current understanding
of the lines directly following the indention (439) suggests that the popular
interpretation of the context might be wrong.

Before beginning my version of operation to try to restore a proper context, let
me show the origin of the confused understanding. The confusion is certainly a
traditional one. The following citations tell us that the understanding (or confusion
in the interpretation) is of ancient origin.

(1). Eustathius, ad 437-82!:
«OV yap mavtwv Nev 0pog 0pdog ovd' i YNEvs, AAAX YAWOO  EUEULKTO, TTOAD-
KAnTOoL 0’ €oav Avdec», Nyouv €k TOAAwV ovykAnOévieq YAwoowv. ot yaQ

20 Here the word “society” does not involve the historical reality.
2l M. van der Valk (ed.) Eustatii archiepischopi ad Homeri Iliadem pertinentes, vol.1, Leiden 1971,
783
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‘EAANvVeS wg OpoyAwooor, oV TOAVKANTOL Poaxy Tt Katax tag dxAéktoug
dLaPEQOVTES KAl OVOE TOLS TOTIOLG TTOAVOTIEQEES KAL TTAVL HAKQAV OLEOTWTEG.
[therefore they were called in from several ethno-national language speaking parts]
(2). Apollonius Sophista, Lexicon Homericum, s.v. ToAUKANTO*:
<MOAVKANTOL> Ol ATtO MOAAWV TOTIWV KekANUévoL BonOetv.

[rtoAvKANTOL, those who are called in from many places as an auxiliary force]

These ancient interpretations have one thing in common. They explain the
Trojan force’s disorder by their several languages, by their incapability in mutual
communication. Of course if we accept the views expressed by Thucydides and
Watsuji, these are examples of anachronistic reading; the discrimination of people
through their languages and cultures had not yet been established in the age of
Homer and his audience. We can further observe that these interpretations of the
words yAwooa and moAvkAnTot, by giving the Trojans and the allies’ different and
therefore mutually not understandable languages as the reason of their disorderly
bleat (435), close the logical sequence of the part began at 433. Once a logical
sequence closes, it can easily produce the idea that a new part with new object (both
the Trojans and the Achaeans, respectively or mixed) will begin (i.e. from 439). This
understanding of the context is still alive in contemporary commentaries. For
example:

“Compare the words of Iris-Polites to Hektor at 2.803f. (moAAot yoo katax
aotv péya Iowdpov émiovgoy/ &AAN d dAAwV YAwooa moAvomeQéwv
avBocmwv-??) and the conclusion that each group should be given orders by its
own leaders. Here the idea is similar but the expression completely different.
The émiicovgot are now TOAUVKANTOL.AVOQES, ‘men summoned from many
places’ etc.”?*

The following two remarks of the same commentator, too, are built on the same
basis of the understanding of the context. Let me cite these together, for the
convenience of the discussion:

22 1. Bekker (ed.), Apollonii Sophista Lexicon Homericum, Berlin 1833, 132.

231 have not found a way yet to explain this cited part properly. I am still struggling on the way to
remove anachronistic understanding from the //iad, that is, anachronistic according to the view of
Thucydides and Watsuji on Homeric world.

2 @G. S. Kirk, op. cit. (in n.17), 380.
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"(ad 439) As usually but not invariably in Homer, the pév-clause refers to the
last to be named of a preceding pair (here, the Trojans) and the d¢-clause to the
first, in a chiastic arrangement. Ares is Athena's pro-Trojan counterpart as war-
deity.”?

"(ad 440-441) Despite the close relationship of Eris, Strife, to pro-Trojan Ares,
these three are to be understood as spreading the spirit of war among both sides

equally."?¢

The commentator surely thinks that the part describing the Trojan army has
come to the end at 438 and that the change in the object to be described comes with
de-prima (439). The keys to reach the understanding of the proper context of 422-
445 seem to me, if we concentrate our attention to the word(s) in the text, to lie
within the closer examinations of the followings:

(1). Whether the word yAwooa means the language which marks a difference
among ethno-national communities, as Eustathius understood, or it simply means
the organ to pronounce words>’?.

(2). Is “ol amo moAA@V tomwv kekAnupévol” (Apollon.) a correct gloss on the word
mtoAUkANTOL? The meaning “from many places”, which is ascribed to moAv-, is
very unlikely. moA¥- in Homer and elsewhere in Greek language means usually,
‘much’ (internal acc. to the latter part of the word) or ‘many’ (which works as a
subj. to the verbal meaning of latter part of the word).

(3). Who are the persons designated as objects that stand under the influence
(excitement/fear) of Athena, Ares, Deimos, Phobos, and Eris? Do the particles by
uev, o¢ work as Kirk explains? And do 1" 110¢, xat (both, in usual scenes, mean
simply “and”) work in such a complicated role as will be necessary once we take
pev, d¢ as Kirk explains? His comments, from linguistic point of view, are far from

persuasive. However, no better interpretations seem to have been offered.

These seem to be the most conspicuous problems in the confused understanding
of the lines 437-440.

2 Kirk ad 4.439 (Kirk, op. cit. (in n. 17)), 380.
26 Kirk ad 4.440-441(Kirk, op. cit. (in n. 17)), 380.
27 For parallel use in Homer, see, €.g., 008’ &l pot déka pév yAwooay, déxa d¢ otdpart elev (11 2.489).
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The best way to begin the “operation” will to discuss first the last problem. Let
us examine Kirk’s commentary cited above.

The confusion seems to lie deeply in the understanding of the “whole” in the
context, which must have been put down before we divide it to the “parts” expressed
in the form of Tovg pév, toug 8¢, T' 1O, kat (439-440). Logically, if we start with
the division of the whole that is composed of; a) the Trojans on one side, and; b) the
Achaeans on the other (439), there remain no other simple groups available for the
addition by 1’ 11d¢, kat (440). No other groups of soldiers are present before us.
Therefore, it becomes necessary, almost automatically, to create the persons who are
to be attacked by Deimos (fear), by Phobos (panic flight), and by Eris (rivalry), who
neither are the Trojans nor the Achaeans. We therefore will be forced to create other
groups than the Trojans and the Achaeans, more or less artificially, as Kirk was
forced in his commentary. However, the conjunctions used here (pév, d¢, T, 1d¢,
kat) cannot carry these difficult and artificial tasks. Their functions seem, usually,
simply to add other items to the preceding one(s).

It is obvious that the attribution of Ares to the Trojans and of Athena to the
Achaeans has caused the difficulty. I think that a part of the confusion owes its cause
to our deeply held tendency to see the lliad as a description of the war between the
Greeks and the Trojans, between two different “countries”, between Arian and
Semitic according to Watsuji. Certainly we know very well that Ares’ favour is for
the Trojans and Athena’s for the Achaeans in the //iad. But these “Parteinahme” of
the two gods are not a completely fixed fact within the epic (see also Edwards ad /1.
18.5162%):

ol 0’ loav'1oxe & apa oprv Aong xat ITaAAacg AOrvn

appw xovoeiw, xovoewx de elpata €éoOny,

KaA@ Kal Hey&dAw oLV tevXeoty, We te Oew meQ

appic apllnAw: Aaot d’ vmoAiloveg oav.

[Then they had started. Ares and Pallas Athena led them,

both ...] ({l. 18.516-519)

Here, the god and goddess appear in the [liad as gods of war, bellator and
bellatrix, not as gods who “Partei nehmen” either to the Achaeans or the Trojans.
Unmistakably these (war gods in general) are the original images of the gods for
Greek language. Gods who “Partei nehmen” are more or less specific to the //iad or

28 M. Edwards, The lliad: a commentary, vol. 5, Cambridge 1991, 219.
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Homeric Epic, or to those poetical works under the influence of Homeric Epic. In
principle both aspects (as gods who “Partei nehmen”, and as war gods in general)
can appear according to the context. I believe that here (4. 422-445) the more
original images of the two gods have emerged. I believe this is the only way to avoid
the confusion seen in the traditional misunderstandings.

If we allow the possibility that the two gods appear here as war god and goddess
in general, who are to encourage any soldiers in a given context, and that they might
not be acting as a patron on either side (the Achaeans/the Trojans), we could be in a
better position where we can avoid attributing artificial meanings to pev, d¢, T 10¢,
Kol

In the scene described in the lines 439-445, both armies are standing at separate
places in the field. They meet first at line 446 (Ot o' Ote 01 O €éc x@wEov éva
Euviovteg (kovto [Then, when both armies went to the same place and met ...]). It
is very unlikely in epic diction that both these two groups of persons, who are to be
imagined as standing apart, become the foci of two different sentences in the same
line one after another, with simple help of pév and d¢, and it is also very unlikely in
epic diction that a person who has occupied the center of narration (the Trojans,
here) should be discarded and new one (the Trojans and the Achaeans together)
should be introduced by the simple help of d¢ (6poe d¢ 439).

When we understand the gods, Ares and Athena, as war gods in general, not as
gods who “Partei nehmen”, and when we understand that those particles are used
with their usual meanings, I think the context becomes much clearer: Ares is
encouraging here some of them (the whole is still “the Trojans”, and the description
continues on Trojan side), and flashing eyed Athena others (some others of the
Trojans, again), and Deimos others (some others of the Trojans, again), and Panic
Flight others (some others of the Trojans, again), and Eris others (some others of the
Trojans, again). The function of the particles employed here of course is simple
additions.

The description continues, after 439, still on the side of the Trojans. Of course
the first d¢ (6poe d¢ 439) can work out the function. The description of Trojan Army
without strict discipline continues here. They are occupied by several emotions,
excitement before war, terror, panic flight, etc. Then comes Eris, “hostility”, sister of
Ares. While the hostile groups (the Trojans see the Achaeans approach) come nearer
until they meet, she, Eris, becomes stronger and stronger, even for those badly
disciplined soldiers, even for the Trojans (422-445).
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What is more important, we can thus get the description of the Trojan army
without proper discipline after the line 439, and this description corresponds to the
characterization of the Trojans in the simile (sheep bleating severally in the court of
a rich man before milking or some other treatment). The lines that are cited above
(422-445) show us the scene where even undisciplined soldiers that look like
gathered sheep can become courageous soldiers by the help of Eris.

Before entering a brief lexical discussion concerning yAwooa (438) and
mtoAvkAnTo, I would like to make sure on one point about the context. If the lines
439-445 still continue a description of Trojan soldiers’ emotion (not of the soldiers
of both armies) just in front of the enemy, the Greek army, and if we follow the lead
of Eustathius and Apollonius here, then we will get the following order, 1) simile of
the Trojans as groups of sheep (433-6); 2) the mention of a wide variety of
languages (with ethno-national connotation) of the Trojan soldiers, though in fact
this is the traditional interpretation of the passage (437-8) for a long time; 3) the
description of different psychological responses seen in the Trojan (perhaps) soldiers
at 439-445. It will be very difficult to draw a logical sequence of ideas from this
order of descriptions. On the other hand, if the context flowed, 1) the simile of
sheep; 2) the free and widely different words (or expressions) for the soldiers (of
course the soldiers are the Trojans) to express their sentiments (437-8); 3) a variety
of gods who enkindle a variety of emotions, it will be easy for us to draw a logical
sequence from these verses.

Therefore, first, we had better take the meaning of yAwooa not as the
“language” that makes ethno-national differences among people, and that will build
up a group to become a basis for nations, but as the “language” that merely
expresses people’s thoughts and emotions. Since both meanings of yAwooa (as
“language” with ethno-national connotation, and as an organ of expression of ideas)
are in use in the Iliad, we cannot get the “evidence” for us to decide?’. But on
moAvkAnToL, I can have a hope that we can reach somewhere.

I said the meaning, “called from many places,” traditionally attributed to the
composite adjective moAvkAeitog (or moAvkAntoc) for a long time, is unlikely. It
certainly is odd. If so, what is the meaning?

As Leaf noted on I1. 5.491°, we are not certain on one point: whether we should
spell the word moAvkAnToL or moAvkAertor? What is more important, we are far

2 Only at one place in the Jliad (2.488), the word is used to make a national difference of the people
concerned. Other examples from the /liad are used with the other meaning. Should we doubt the
authenticity of the verse or the part including the verse?

30W. Leaf, The Iliad, vol.1. London 1900, 228.
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from being confident about the stem kA-, kAv-, kAa-, kAe-3letc. and their mutual
relations. Therefore possible candidates for the meaning of the word are logically
almost countless. I will here discuss only two likelier explanations.

If we can read moAvkAettou here, i.e., if moAvkAntot and moAvkAettol are
virtually the same word, I think we should take the following data into account, and
interpret the word as “much famed.”

Datum (1): Since the meaning of the adjective tnAexAeitdc, “far-famed” (tnhe-
meaning “far”) seems to be constant and tnAexAeitotl émikovgot (nom. appears as
T’ énikovgotr) always occupies the end of verse, tnAexAertot seems to be
established as an epithet to the émikovgor**within the Iiad.

Datum (2): moAvkAertog in Pindar (O1.6.71, fr.194.4) means “much famed”.

Datum (3): At /. 10. 420 moAvkAntot (or moAvkAeLtol) émiikovpol occupy almost
the same position as the combinations cited in note 32, nevertheless the
compound adjective has been long interpreted as “summoned from many
places,”* similarly as in the case of ToAUkANTOL (or TOAUKAELTOL) in OUr passage
(4.438). But 1 strongly doubt this (moAvkAntot at 10.420) traditional
interpretation of the adjective. It is against the rule of meaning in compounds. It
seems to reflect an unconscious prejudice of ancient Greeks after the Classical
Age against the people in Turkish Peninsula as a mixed one. I doubt this peculiar
meaning attributed to the adjective is also an ad hoc one fabricated by later
readers of the /liad to fit into the context and their view of the world. Surely the
allies’ wives and children were not near to be watched (10. 422). So the
traditionally ascribed meaning (“summoned from many places) here sounds
passable, apart from the linguistic awkwardness. But the allies are naturally
fighting for the host without having brought their families. I agree with
Hainsworth that moAvkAntot (or oAvkAettor) 1s used here as a metrical variant
by the poet of Doloneia®*, and, though the commentator of the Cambridge Iliad
repeats here the traditionally assumed meaning, I myself would like to take this
word to be with the meaning suitable for the epic “Allies”. In terms of linguistics

31 See, for example, P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue greque, Paris 1999, s.vv.
KaAéw, kAéog etc.

3211.5.491,6.111,9.233, 11.564 (v.1. moAvnyegéeg by Arist.), 12.108.

33 B. Hainsworth, The lliad: a commentary, vol. 3, Cambridge 1993, 195.

34 Not a beautifully made variant, perhaps. See the hiatus caused by the drop of t’, and the conjectures
suggested by Heine and recc; of course the insertion of t is contextually impossible.
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and epic diction, I consider “much famed” as far better meaning of moAvkAintot
(or moAlvxAettor) at 7/.10.420 than “summoned from many places.”

This line of explanation and its conclusion have one fateful weakness: the noun
to be combined with the word is not émikovpot here (4.438). In its stead we find
0’éoav avdpes. What is more important is that the adjective here seems strongly to
recommend itself to be taken as a predicate adjective. Since d'éoav avdeg is
metrically equal with t’émikovpot, and since both moAvkAnToL (ToAvKAELTOL)
d'éoav avdpec (4.438) and moAvkAntol (or moAvkAertor) émikovgor (10.420)
occupy the same position in the verse, we can still stick to the idea that the adjective
is used here (4.438) under a strong influence of oral diction and the use and meaning
of tnAexAertot (“far-famed”) and its (semi) variant (moAvkAettor), thus we can take
the meaning to be “much famed” here.

With all the above considerations in mind, the following treatment of the word
(moAvkAnToL Il 4. 438) seems now best to me.

(1). We should spell it as moAvKANTOL

(2). Its stem is the same with kaAéw (c¢f. kAntog, 11.9.165, Od.17.386).

(3). Its meaning is “much called”, “much invited.”

(4). It works here as a predicate to &vdoec, and the latter part of the verse means,
“The soldiers were invoked much, i.e. severally.” And it explains the former half
of the verse, which has explained why “Their voices or expressions were mixed, i.e.
confused.” Therefore the latter half of the verse explains what is described as
happening inside the soldiers’ heart. Therefore the line is formed parataxically, and
the later half works as a cause to the former half.

(5). The lines 439-441 explain or develop the idea included in moAvkAnTOL O’ €000V
avdoec. So the first 5¢ of 439 is 8¢ for y&o™. This passage describes how these
gods or personified psychic phenomena attacked the Trojan soldiers, and finally
built them into a body prepared for fight.

4. Conclusion

Since Watsuji’s Homeric criticism, as 1 said above, does not inform us the
detailed textual basis for his understanding of the Homeric world, I am not certain
which Homeric passage made him hold and express his thought similar to that of

35 J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles, 2" edn., Oxford 1951, 169-170.
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Thucydides. Here, however, I think I could show that, by following the lead by
Watsuji and Thucydides, and by making ourselves free of the prejudice concerning
the nationalistic distinction in the Iliad posthumously fabricated by the readers, we
can reach a better understanding of the context of the verses cited. I believe I could
reconstruct the intention of the poet who attached particular importance to Iliad
4.422-445. Here the contrast between the advanced and disciplined army (=society)
of Achaeans and natural and disordered Trojans is designed and expressed in the
form of a simile, and this contrast is the basis on which the poet, probably the last
poet in the long creation history of the //iad, wanted his audience to enjoy his long
narrative.
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