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Editors’ preface

@ivind Andersen, who turns seventy in October 2014, is Professor of Ancient
Greek at the University of Oslo (1997-), the current secretary general of
the Norwegian Academy of Science and Letters (Det Norske Videnskaps-
Akademi) and president of the Union Académique Internationale.

His career as a classical scholar started more than forty years ago. He
acquired his doctoral degree from the University of Oslo in 1975 with his thesis
Paradeigmata. Beitrdge zum Verstdndnis der Ilias (‘Mythological Examples:
Contributions to the Interpretation of the Iliad’). In this work he explored
how stories from the mythological past are incorporated in Homer’s /liad.
Ever since then, Prof. Andersen has been making his mark on Homeric studies
with, among other works, a monograph about the Iliadic hero Diomedes and
various seminal articles on mythological examples and the shaping of the past
in Homeric poetry — many of which are still cited and discussed by Homerists.
More recently, Prof. Andersen has been preoccupied with allusion in Homeric
poetry and has co-edited an anthology on relative chronology in the early
Greek epic corpus (Cambridge University Press 2011).

Prof. Andersen has, throughout the years, shown his keen interest in ancient
philosophy through his numerous articles and translations. He has contributed
to the study of Plato through his work for the series Platons Samlede verker
(Vidarforlaget 1999-2008), both as a translator and as a member of the
editorial board. His translation record also includes authoritative versions
of Aristotle’s Poetics (Vidarforlaget 2008) and Aeschylus’ Prometheus
Bound (Gyldendal 1985). He also pioneered the revival of interest in ancient
rhetoric through the pedagogically exemplary monograph I Retorikkens Hage
(Universitetsforlaget, 1995/2004), which has been reworked into a German
version (Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft 2001) — a publication which has
received international acclaim.

Vivind Andersen’s role in the continuation of classical scholarship in
Norway has been invaluable. From his positions in Trondheim (1980-1996)
and Oslo (1978-1979 and 1997-present) he has not only written profusely
about this in the press, but he has also been a key-player in the development of
the field. He played a fundamental role in the establishment of The Norwegian
Institute at Athens in 1989 (Det norske institutt i Aten), of which he was the
first director (1989-1993). He also played a central role in the Norwegian
Research Council-funded programme for ancient studies (Antikkprogrammet
1996-2001), thanks to which the recruitment of a whole new generation
of classical scholars was secured. @ivind Andersen has also been an active
member of Platonselskabet-Nordisk selskab for antikens idétradition. In terms
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of both his scholarship and his broad academic vision, @ivind Andersen is one
of the grands hommes of Scandinavian classical philology and an example to
future generations of classicists. With this volume, we want to acknowledge in
a proper scholarly manner his position and efforts on the occasion of his 70th
birthday. The title of the volume alludes to Professor Andersen’s pervasive
interest in examples — literary, philosophical or rhetorical — but also to his own
example as a broad-minded classical scholar. In the latter sense he might be
seen, as the sketch on the cover by the Danish sculptor Bertel Thorvaldsen, as
a Scandinavian Diomedes.

Thanks go to Det norske institutt i Aten and the Department of Philosophy,
Classics, History of Art and Ideas at the University of Oslo for their support to
the project; Carlos Hernandez Garces, Catherine Parnell, and Zarko Tankosic
for their invaluable help in putting the volume together; Thorvaldsens Museum
(Copenhagen) for permission to use the sketch on the cover and, of course, to
the contributors for their punctuality and patience.

Abbreviations of ancient authors and works follow The Oxford Classical
Dictionary, while abbreviations of journal titles follow the L’Année
Philologique standard.
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Does Homer doubt the existence of ghosts?

Iliad 23.103-104

MattHEW W. DICKIE

Achilles, after the ghost of Patroclus flees his embrace, says: & nomot, 1| pé. TiC
€0t kol eiv AToao 360161 Yoy kai idmlov, dtap ppéveg ovk Evi mhumay (11
23.103-04)." His response might be paraphrased in English as: ‘ Although there
is after all even in death a spirit and a likeness, it utterly lacks intelligence’.
The emphasis in the exclamation is, accordingly, on the lack of intelligence
shown by the ghost of Patroclus. Achilles’ expression of recognition that there
are ghosts after all is really just a foil to the true burden of what he wants to
say, which is that he is frustrated and disappointed by the behaviour of the
ghost in fleeing his embrace.? Even though the focus of what Achilles says is
not on the existence of the spirits of the dead, it may still be worthwhile to take
a closer look at the form of expression he uses when speaking of the continued
existence of the spirits of the dead in the form of a likeness of the living person
and related forms of expression. The question that I should like to address is
what the existence of such forms of expression tells us about the attitudes of
those who employed them and, more specifically, whether Achilles’ use of this
way of speaking is some indication that in the world out of which the /liad
emerged not everyone was fully confident of the existence of ghosts.

The form of expression employed by Achilles is characteristically used in
both Greek and Latin literature when portraying the response of persons on
whom the truth of a proposition is borne home by circumstances. It is above
all the existence or non-existence of the gods that such expressions are used
to affirm.> What generally prompts speakers to express themselves in this way
is not a god showing himself clearly and palpably, or failing to do so, but
an indication of the existence or non-existence of the gods in the form of a
wrongdoer meeting with misfortune or virtue visited with good fortune or,
on the other hand, wickedness flourishing or virtue suffering a catastrophe.

1 There is a case to be made for reading Tt in //. 23.103. It is found in some manuscripts instead of
tic. Richardson 1993, 178 remarks that tig sits rather oddly with eidwlov and cites as a parallel Pl. Phd.
63c5: ebelmic el sivai T1 Toig TETEAELTNKOGL. Latin has the same form of expression: si sunt alig(uid)
infer[i] (CIL 6.3221.9). In Greek, the idea that there may be nothing after death is expressed with the neuter
singular 000&v or undév: el 8¢ undév €ott tedevtnoavtt (Pl. Phd. 91b3); cf. Xen. Cyr: 8.7.17: 00 yap oMmov
10010 ye €idévarl MG 0VdEY £TL £ym Ecopiat, ETEBAV TOD AvOpmmivoy Biov TEAeLTNO®.

2 Essentially the explanation of Schol. bT on Hom. /. 23.104.

3 See Oakley 1998, 422-3 for a collection of instances.
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Misfortune consequent on a failure to give the divine the honours it is due also
leads to men openly acknowledging the existence of the gods.

Those who are moved to give immediate expression to their realization that
the gods exist do so in the form of a simple declarative sentence in which the
third person of the verbs eivau or esse is used.* The second person may also
be used.’ As for ghosts, there is only one other case in all of Greek and Latin
literature, besides that in the //iad, of a person being persuaded by events, again
by the appearance of a ghost, to utter a declarative sentence acknowledging
the existence of the spirits of the dead. This is Propertius’ declaration that
the spirits of the dead amount to something, made once he has been visited
in his sleep by the spirit of his dead mistress Cynthia (Prop. 4.7.1). What he
says is: sunt aliquid manes. It is generally assumed that Propertius finds the
inspiration for Cynthia’s visit in the episode in the /liad. If that is the case, as
it seems to be, Propertius 4.7.1 is not exactly an independent witness to the
pattern of expression.

The simple declarative sentences in which a speaker, confronted by what
he takes to be the truth of a proposition, acknowledges the truth, go hand in
hand with sentences in which the proposition or the conditions taken to prove
its truth are expressed as a hypothetical. The hypotheticals are, as it were,
expressions of the doubt that those who voice their acknowledgment of the
truth had hitherto entertained. Such sentences are used of the existence of the
gods, of their interest in upholding justice on earth, then of the existence of
ghosts, of the existence of intelligence on their part, and finally of the existence
of a place that receives the spirits of the dead or of a special place in the
underworld set aside for noble and pious spirits.® So sunt aliquid manes has
as its counterpart si quae sunt manes (CLE 2170.6) or si qui estis manes (CLE
132.1) or si tamen at manes credimus esse aliquit (CLE 1190.3) or si sunt
aliq(uid) infer[i] (CIL 6.3221.9), while est caleste numen; es, magne luppiter
(Livy 8.6.5) is matched by si numina divum sunt aliquid (Ov. Met. 6.542-3).

Expressions of the form ‘if anything remains of us after death’ or ‘if there
are spirits of the dead’ are found predominantly in Latin verse-epitaphs of the
Roman Empire.” There is only one instance in Greek of a conditional sentence

4 Men. Dys. 639: giotv O¢oi, pa 1ov Atdvocov. Cf. Alem. 1.34-6 PMG: dhaoto 8¢ | £pya mdoov Kok
unoeopévot. £ott TG 61dV Tiols. I owe the reference to J.G. Howie.

5 Hom. Od. 24.351-2: Zed mdtep, | p° &nt £ote Oeol katd pakpdv "Olvpmov, | & 180V uvnoTiipeg
ataoborov HPpwv Eretcay.

6 Existence of the gods: Ov. Met. 6.542-3; Sen. Thy. 404—07; concern of the gods with justice: Soph. Phil.
1035-6; Catull. 76.17-21; Verg. Aen. 1.603-05, 2.536-7, 689, 5.688-9; Ov. Met. 6.542—4. Cf. Ov. Pont.
2.9.21-6, Tr. 1.2.97-8.

7 CLE 130.1, 1057.15, 1190.3, 1323.1, 1328.3, 2146.1, 2170.6—7. There are besides Ov. 4m. 3.59-60,
Met. 6.543-5.
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in this form.® What Greek has are sentences of the form: ‘if the dead retain
their powers of perception (0icOnoic), then they will respond in such and
such a way’.’ The form is copied in Latin, either more or less verbatim with
si superest aliquis post funera sensus (Ov. Pont. 1.2.111) or with si sapiunt
quicquid post funera manes (CLE 428.14) or some variation on it.

There are, in sum, a set of declarative sentences in which speakers give
expression to their recognition of the existence of gods, because the conditions
that, to their way of thinking, guarantee their existence have been fulfilled.
Corresponding to these declarative sentences are the conditionals whose
subject is the existence of the gods or the existence of any concern on their
part for justice. Matching these declaratives and conditionals are the set of
declaratives and conditionals whose subject is the existence of the spirits of the
dead. The declarative utterances of those moved to acknowledge the existence
of gods or ghosts have not engaged the attention of scholars interested in the
religious beliefs of the ancients. It is quite another matter with the conditional
sentences that are their formal counterparts. Some scholars have taken them
to express a degree of reservation;'” others have asserted that they are no more
than rhetorical devices for emphasizing the confidence the speaker feels in life
after death."

Of the conditional sentences, it may be observed that without knowing
what a speaker believed and what reservations he may have had we cannot
say whether hypotheticals of the kind examined here should or should not be
taken to be expressions of reservation. In the mouths of some speakers they
may have been a standard and unthinking formula used in certain situations;
others may have used them to express their reservations. Context in some
instances makes it virtually certain that the speaker frames what he has to
say as a hypothetical, just because he is not quite, or at all, certain about the
matter. When the orator Hyperides says that if death is akin to not-existing,
then the dead are free of the ills and misfortunes afflicting mankind, but if
understanding persists into the House of Hades and if the gods feel concern,
as people imagine they do, then the dead, because they have defended the
honour of the divine, are likely to meet with the greatest consideration from
the gods, it very much looks as if he puts what he says into a conditional form

8 Soph. EL 245-6: gi yap O pév ovov ya te kai o0dev GV | kelogtat Tdhag.

9 Isoc. 9.2, 19.42; Hyp. 6.43; Dem. 19.66; 20.87; Lycurg. Leocr. 136; Philemon fr. 118 Kassel-Austin;
[PL] Menex. 248b7; Aristid. Or. 3.440, 661 Lenz-Behr; GVI231.4; Lib. 6.52, 9.52; Greg. Naz. Or. 4.4 (PG
35.532).

10 Cumont 1922, 18; Lattimore 1962, 59—61; doubt whether the dead perceive: Dover 1974, 243.

11 Brelich 1935, 78; Pascal 1923, 9-10.
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because he feels he does not know what comes after death.'> When Seneca
in a consolatory letter says that there may perchance (fortasse), if what the
wise maintain is true, be a place to which the deceased has gone on ahead
and which he and his correspondent will soon reach, it is difficult to believe
there is not an element of doubt in what is said, not only because of the
qualification, fortasse, but also because, as a Stoic, Seneca can hardly have
endorsed the idea of a place in the underworld to which the spirits of the dead
departed.'® Again, the character in a fragment of New Comedy who says that
if the dead really perceive, as some men say they do, gives the appearance of
having grave reservations about the proposition.' The writer of a consolatory
letter to a father on the loss of his son displays a greater degree of confidence
in the likelihood that the spirits of the virtuous have a special place in the
underworld, by saying of the proposition he presents as a hypothetical that it
is likely to be true (domep gikog &xew).!* The qualifying clause, nonetheless,
shows that the speaker is hedging his bets.

Uttering a conditional sentence of the form under discussion creates,
accordingly, something of a presumption of reservation; some speakers may
try to dispel it and others may try to emphasize it. In the case of one particular
sub-set of conditionals, those whose subject is consciousness after death, it is
not difficult to imagine what gave rise to the apparent withholding of judgment
inherent in their use. First of all, there is evidence that it was quite possible in
a public forum to deny that men retained consciousness after death: Aeschines
says without further ado to an Athenian jury in 346 BC that whoever is dead
is unaware of the benefits conferred upon him in death.!® Demosthenes does
not deny the possibility, but poses the possibility in a conditional sentence in
such a way as to suggest it would be hard to credit.!” The picture of life after
death that we find in Homer, of a shadowy existence devoid of understanding,

12 Hyp. 6.43. Cf. the two conditionals that Socrates employs in succession to each other at P1. Phd. 91b2-7
€l Hev Tuyydvel adnd dvto & Aéym, kahdg on Exet 0 mewcbijvar, €1 8¢ undév éott tekevtioovtt ... He argues
that if the latter proposition is true and not the former, then the misguided beliefs he had entertained about
the existence of an afterlife will shortly perish with him. It follows that Socrates employs conditionals
because he does not know what happens after death.

13 Sen. Ep. 63.16: cogitemus ergo, Lucili carissime, cito nos eo perventurus quo illum pervenisse
maeremus; et fortasse, si modo vera sapientium fama est recipitque nos locus aliquis, quem putamus
perisse praemissus est. For the collocation fortasse si, cf. Cic. Brut. 87, De or. 3.88, Orat. 40, Fin. 2.5, Leg.
3.29, Att. 15.12.2; [Quint.] Decl. maior. 5.14, 6.6.

14 Philemon fr. 118 Kassel-Austin &i taig aAnOsioncty oi tefvikoteg | aicOnotv eiyov, dvdpeg dg paciv
TIVEG.

15 [Plut.] Cons. ad Apoll. 120b. Cf. Hyp. 6.43: €l &’ €otwv aicOnoig &v Adov kol Empéleto Topa Tod
darpoviov, Gomep VIOAAUPAVOLLEY, EIKOG TOVG TOIG TS TV Oe®dv Pondncavtag Theiong kndepoviag Ko
70D doupoviov Tuyxavewy.

16 Aeschin. 1.14: tehevticavia 8¢ adtov, fivika 6 HEv edepyeTodUEVOC OUK 0icBAvETAL OV €D TAGYEL

17 Dem. 20.87.
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should also be brought into the equation; it persists into later times: it is found
in Euripides, possibly in Sophocles, and much later in Ovid.'® The belief that
the dead lack understanding, although they may enjoy some other vestigial
form of existence, may then be part of what lies behind the rather precise way
in which the clause & tic €éotv aicOnoig 10ig tehevtioacty and variations on
it are framed.

I come finally to what inferences are to be drawn from declarative sentences
sometimes being used in speaking of the existence of gods and ghosts, and
sometimes hypotheticals. Men conspicuously did not, when faced with a
table or a dog, feel moved to say: ‘There are dogs or tables after all’. Nor do
they in their absence speak of their existence as hypothetical. That suggests
that people did not feel the same way about the existence of gods and ghosts
as they did about what they took to be brute physical realities. It would be
a mistake to argue that such forms of expression reflect a deep-seated and
widespread scepticism. These forms of expression do, on the other hand, seem
to indicate that the confidence people felt in the existence of the divine and
the spirits of the dead fell rather short of unquestioning certainty and that, in
consequence, they were ready to welcome such proof as came their way of
their existence and also to hedge their bets when they spoke of that existence
and the form it took.

18 Hom. 1. 23.103-04, Od. 10.492—4; later evidence: Eur. fr. 532 (Meleager) Kannicht: tovg {@vtog &b
dpav: katBavav 8¢ mag avnp | yi kol okio: TO undév gig ovdev pémet (cf. Soph. EL 245-6: €l yap 6 pev
Bavav ya te Kot 000¢ BV | keicetar TaAag); Ov. Am. 3.9.59-60: si tamen e nobis aliquid nisi nomen et umbra
/restat, in Elysia valle Tibullus erit.
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Odysseus at sea
RutH ScopeL

The misfortunes of Odysseus after Poseidon notices him on his boat at Od.
5.282-90 constitute a bewildering sequence, especially the intervention of
Ino-Leucothea, a divinity who plays no other part in the poem. Odysseus does
not trust the goddess and follows her instructions only when he has no choice.
The narrative sequence thereby ignores a common pattern of folktale: Ino-
Lecuothea’s instructions do not constitute an interdiction whose violation has
negative consequences nor is it a test.! This part of the poem is also unusual
because it includes an unparalleled series of monologues (although, of course,
since Odysseus is by himself, monologue is the only plausible form of speech).
This paper will attempt to elucidate the structure of this section, especially
Ino’s intervention. Most interpretations of the scene with Ino-Leucothea
examine it for its symbolism and in isolation; this paper will argue that its
basic shape needs to be understood within the entire narrative sequence in
which it is located.?

The entire journey falls into a set of discrete episodes. (1) Poseidon, after
delivering an angry monologue, causes a storm, and Odysseus reacts with a
despairing monologue in which he wishes he had died at Troy (299-312). The
raft is then hit by a wave that knocks Odysseus off and destroys the boat’s
rudder and superstructure. Though weighed down by Calypso’s clothing,
Odysseus makes his way back to the raft, which is driven around aimlessly.
(2) Ino appears and tells him to strip, leave the raft, and swim, relying on the
krédemnon that she gives him.* She enters the water, and Odysseus’ second
monologue debates whether to trust the goddess or not. He decides to wait as
long as the raft holds (356-64). But even as he thinks, Poseidon sends another
great wave that breaks the raft into pieces. At this point, Odysseus removes
the clothing, puts on the krédemnon, and begins to swim. Poseidon, after a
brief monologue expressing his continuing anger, drives to Aegae. (3) Athena
calms the conflicting winds, so that Odysseus swims on for two days and

1 Propp 1968 discusses interdiction (26—7) and the pattern whereby the hero is tested and receives a
magical agent (39-50).

2 The episode has sexual overtones according to Nagler 1974, 46, and Pucci 1987, 64-5; Newton 1984,
12, sees Odysseus’ nakedness as part of a rebirth after his ‘death’ on Calypso’s island (compare Holtsmark
1966, for whom the veil is “‘umbilical’). Kardulias 2001 examines Odysseus’ wearing of the krédemnon as
ritual transvestism.

3 Scholars have debated whether the gods in bird-epiphanies are only being compared to birds or actually
take the form of birds (Dirlmeier 1967; Bannert 1978). It is unlikely that Ion-Leucothea is in bird form here,
since in that shape she could hardly give Odysseus her veil.
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nights. On the third day he sees land, but the coast is rocky and is being hit
by pounding surf. Odysseus delivers a monologue debating whether to try to
swim to land or try to find a more favourable spot, thereby exposing himself to
Poseidon’s further intervention. Even as he thinks, a wave drives him against
the land, but Athena gives him an idea of how to save himself, by clinging to
the rock until the wave retreats. (4) He almost drowns, but Athena then gives
him the idea of swimming parallel to the shore, and he eventually reaches a
river. Praying to the river, he swims upstream — the unnamed river god has
answered his prayer by stopping its current — and comes to land. His final
monologue debates whether to sleep by the shore or in the grove of trees, and
he decides to enter the trees (465—73).

Certain repetitions emerge immediately from this summary; the sequence
is an excellent example of the methods of elaboration available to Homer.
Indeed, some ancient critics complained that the poet’s giiotipio led him to
elaborate too much on Odysseus’ sufferings (Schol. HP on Od. 5.401), and
analysts assumed that one poet had incorporated and expanded the work of
another.* It is immediately obvious that the entire sequence is composed of
variants on a theme. First, although the first of Odysseus’ four monologues is
reflective, and the others deliberative, all are introduced by the same formula,
dyxOncag & dpa eime Tpdg Ov peyoajtopa Bopdy (298, 355, 407, 464), and all
four begin & pot (298 and 465 likewise both end with the otherwise unattested
Ti v0 ot pnkiota yévnta).’ The sequence is defined by waves: a wave knocks
Odysseus from the boat; a wave breaks the boat into pieces; a wave drives
Odysseus onto the rocks. The river god’s current, held back in response to
Odysseus’ prayer, functions as the reversal of these dangerous waves. In the
two central sections, Odysseus ponders what to do, but the wave comes before
his decision can have any effect. Furthermore, each section presents a different
interaction between Odysseus and the gods. In the first, Odysseus recalls the
predictions of Calypso, but attributes his present difficulties to Zeus (following
Jorgensen’s rule that characters attribute the interventions of gods named by
the narrator to Zeus or an unnamed god®). Then, when Ino intervenes to help
him, he suspects deceit and hesitates to follow her directives. Only when the
wave has shattered his boat does he obey her. When he sees land but realizes
that there is no good place for him to swim ashore, his monologue is framed
by his reference to Zeus, who has allowed him to reach land, and Poseidon,

4 Fenik 1974, 143-5 discusses the doublets as a typically Odyssean technique. One analytic treatment
(Wilamowitz 1884, 135-9) imagines a Calypso-Leucothea poem and an Athena-poem that have been
merged.

5 On these monologues, see de Jong 2001, 140-1.

6 Jorgensen 1904.
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whose hatred he fears if he is pulled out to sea. Athena intervenes by giving
him ideas, but does not appear herself, nor does Odysseus seem to recognize
her interventions, although the narrator twice comments that he would have
perished without her help (426-7, 436-7). Finally, Odysseus prays to the
river-god and supplicates him, and his prayer is answered.

So there is actual development, marked by the monologues. The first
monologue is simply an expression of misery. Odysseus has managed
to save his life by clambering back on the boat, but his craft is no longer
navigable — an implicit metaphor for his inability to control events. In the
next two monologues, Odysseus deliberates, but his deliberations are entirely
futile. When he considers whether to follow the instructions of the goddess,
Odysseus reaches a conclusion (to stay on the broken boat as long as it holds
together), while when he approaches land he has not yet decided whether to
try to climb the rocks or risk being carried back out to sea when a great wave
overwhelms him. Yet the same formula marks the pointlessness of his choice
in each passage: £log 6 Tad0’ dppotve KoTd Ppévo. Kod kotd Ooudv (363, 424).
The waves make his deliberations, whether he has made a decision or not,
completely pointless. Finally, he makes a decision about where he should
sleep, with the regular formula for ending a deliberation, ®de 8¢ oi ppovéovtt
dodocarto képdiov etvon (474) — a formula which refers to Odysseus five times
out of the seven it occurs in the Odyssey — and is able to carry it out. Similarly,
only in the last section does Odysseus ask for a god’s help and receive it.
Ino helps him spontaneously, because she pities him (336); Athena intervenes
once Poseidon has left.

It is essential for the larger plot that Odysseus be wrecked, so that when he
arrives among the Phaeacians he is exhausted and naked. It is not essential,
however, that the difficulties he confronts take exactly this stylized form. It
appears, then, that the entire sequence is at least in part designed to represent
situations in which deliberation, a characteristic Odyssean behaviour, is or is
not effective. Odysseus’ mistrust of Ino is not just typical of him, but is actually
required by the sequence, because if he immediately followed her instructions,
he would not deliberate, and part of the point of the sequence seems to lie in
the futility of the deliberation. From the moment Poseidon raises the storm
until he reaches the river, Odysseus is unable to plan effectively. He survives
the first wave by swimming back to the remains of his boat, while he is able to
survive the next two waves with the help of the goddesses. Odysseus’ inability
to make and carry out a reasoned decision is a pointed demonstration of his
broader inability to act effectively.

Divine help, the second theme of the sequence, is thus closely related to
the first theme. Ino-Leucothea expresses her pity for Odysseus by asking why
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Poseidon hates Odysseus so inordinately, @dvcat’ ékmdyimg (340). The echo
of Odysseus’ name marks the situation as particularly Odyssean.” Scholars
have emphasized Ino’s similarity to Athena and have treated her as an alternate
form of Athena because she emerges and descends from the sea ‘like a sea-
crow’ (aifvin eixvia, 338, 353) and ‘Aithuia’® was an epithet of Athena at
Megara.’ The narrator, however, clearly wants to mark Ino as very different
from Athena. She intervenes before Poseidon departs; she does not recognize
Odysseus or know why Poseidon is hostile to him.

The interaction with Ino emphasizes the individuality of Odysseus even
as it renders it unimportant. The goddess puns on the hero’s name without
knowing it. Her special function as a goddess is to protect men at sea, and
she helps Odysseus as she might help any man. At the same time, Odysseus’
fear that he is being tricked is entirely characteristic of his shrewdness (he has
already shown his suspicion of Calypso at Od. 5.178-9), but his mistrust is
misplaced. Athena’s help then enables Odysseus to act in a typically Odyssean
way. We generally assume that such psychological intervention indicates an
amplification of the character’s own choices. In this passage, however, the
narrator stresses twice in 10 lines that only Athena’s mental intervention
rescued Odysseus.!? In the complex and rhetorically shifting balance between
divine and human motivation, the narrator in this passage stresses the divine
side. So instead of invoking ‘double motivation’in a way that effectively makes
Athena only a conventional way of emphasizing Odysseus’ own cunning, we
should treat this as a genuine divine intervention, even though Odysseus’
actions are exactly what we would expect of Odysseus. The octopus-simile at
432-5 brings out this ambiguity. The self-camouflaging of the octopus makes
it a natural and perhaps a traditional figure for the versatile Odysseus, but the
octopus of the simile is not successfully hiding. It is being pulled from its lair;
in this situation it is helpless."" In any case, Athena has also provided external
aid by controlling the winds as soon as Poseidon departs (382—477). Odysseus

7 There is an extended discussion of the name in Perradotto 1990, 120-42, but this passage is not
mentioned. Clay 1983, 63—4, points to the repeated play here and at 5.423.

8 Hsch. a 1892-3, Paus. 1.5.4, 1.41.6.

9 Vernant and Détienne 1978. Versions of this interpretation appear in Nagy 1985, 80; Murnaghan 1995,
66 and 79, n. 10; and Ahl and Roisman 1996, 45-6; cf. Bergren 1980, 119. According to Schol. HPQ on Od.
5.337, the line was absent from most ancient texts (¢v toig mheioot) and Aristarchus considered athetizing
it (d1otéler); the comparison recurs at 353.

10 Schmitt 1990, 49-50, cites this passage and 293 against the claim that the characters of the Odyssey
are more independent of the gods than those of the //iad: Schmitt, in accordance with his usual view of
such interventions, sees Odysseus’ particular capability here as the ability to pay attention to and receive
Athena’s help. Cairns 2001, 14-20 points out that the allocation of divine and human agency in particular
passages is often rhetorically motivated.

11 Nagy 1985, 74-6, discusses Odysseus and the octopus as figures of versatility.
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certainly demonstrates his endurance while at sea, but in the storm and its
aftermath his intelligence cannot effectively be deployed.

Athena’s help, then, belongs in a series of variants of the divine helper: Ino,
the helper of men at sea, motivated by pity, provides a magical object; Athena,
who requires no special motivation because she is Odysseus’ patron, calms the
winds that Poseidon has raised and provides Odysseus with ideas that enable
him to survive; the river-god, unnamed, responds appropriately to Odysseus’
supplication and calms his flow.

Formally, this series of episodes does not resemble a paradigmatic narrative
atall. It is presented by the main narrator, not a character. Unlike a paradigm, it
has no persuasive purpose for characters in the text. Its place in the chronology
of the narrative is its place in the chronology of the story. Indeed, only the
omniscience of the external narrator makes it a coherent story at all. However,
in one respect it functions very much as character-narratives often do: it
invites immediate interpretation from the external audience and encourages
the hearer to treat it as exemplary for the narrative yet to come. The stories that
Helen and Menelaus tell about Troy (Od. 4.240—64 and 269-89), for example,
do not just disagree about Helen. They invite the audience to consider how far
the ambiguity of Helen should be generalized to all women, and in particular
they invite comparisons to Penelope; they create expectations about ways in
which the main narrative could develop.!?

Similarly, the storm-sequence, by offering a series of similar misfortunes,
each of which Odysseus survives in a slightly different way, serves to invite
the audience to wonder how much control even the cleverest man has over
events. The earlier part of this book shows Odysseus at his most capable:
he has demanded an oath from Calypso that she is not plotting against him;
he has built his raft and navigated by the stars until he is within sight of the
Phaeacians’ land (Od. 5.160-281). At sea, his deliberation is useless. The
episode thus serves the secondary, ‘key’ function of a paradigmatic insert — it
serves as a sign of what is to come."

The sequence at sea, like the stories about Helen and Odysseus, turns out
to be mainly a misdirection. Only when Odysseus is at sea, the element of his
enemy Poseidon, are his wits of no real use to him. His final deliberation about
where to sleep is more typical of the rest of the narrative, where he will make
decisions and carry them out.

12 Olson 1989.
13 On this function, see Andersen 1987, 5-7.
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Tongue-tied Aphrodite:
the paradeigmata in the Hymn to Aphrodite'

ANASTASIA M ARAVELA

The presence of mythological examples in Aphrodite’s speech to Anchises
is one of the traits which impart to the (fifth Homeric) Hymn to Aphrodite its
distinctive character as the ‘most Homeric’ of the early hexametric hymns.
Without assuming or claiming a direct link between the Hymn to Aphrodite
and Homer, this paper simply sets out to explore the interpretative perspectives
that may be gained if Aphrodite’s mythological examples are considered in
the light of the scholarly discussion on Homeric paradeigmata.?

The poetics of the Homeric paradeigma

A mythological example (paradeigma or exemplum mythicum) in Homer is ‘a
myth introduced for exhortation or consolation’.* Malcolm Willcock’s classic
definition has been refined by @ivind Andersen as follows: ‘the paradigmatic
use of myth entails the application of mythical precedent to illustrate, understand
or affect a situation; in the last case the paradigm may be used for exhortation
or dissuasion.” According to Andersen, ‘essential to the paradigmatic function
is a certain similarity or analogy ... even if difference and contrast may also
play an important part ... In each case, the actual situation is seen in the light
of a mythical situation.”

The salient traits of the Iliadic exempla, identified by Willcock, may be
extended to the Homeric paradeigmata in general:

1 Thanks to the participants of the Greek seminar at the University of Uppsala, especially to Dimitrios
Iordanoglou and Johan Tralau, for their perceptive remarks on an earlier version of this paper. I am also
grateful to Mathilde Skoie, Eyjolfur Kjalar Emilsson, Nick E. Allott, David Leith and Ian Rutherford who
read through it and gave suggestions for improvements.

2 Podbielski (1971, 71) suggested that this approach might be fruitful. However, he did not follow it
through but rather treated the examples as ‘parables’ on a par with the stories of the goddesses who do not
submit to Aphrodite (7-33) and Aeneas’ upbringing by the mountain nymphs (256-2). Smith (1981, 69)
and Lenz (1975, 111-12) have drawn attention to the paradigmatic character of the stories but have reached
partly different conclusions.

3 Willcock 1964, 142.

4 Andersen 1987, 3.
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(a) The mythical example is commonly used in speeches ... when one character wishes to
influence the actions of another; (b) The form in which the paradeigma appears is often
whatis called ring-composition. ‘You should behave in this way. A famous mythological
figure was once in the following situation (surprisingly parallel to yours); he behaved in
this way. Therefore you also should behave in this way’; (c) The parallelism between the
mythological story and the immediate situation often appears to be the creation of the poet;
(d) Homeric invention is sometimes marked by some phrase which is irrational in the
context, but whose provenance can be explained; (¢) When Homer is inventing, he tends to
use stock motifs.®

The story of Niobe, cited by Achilles to Priam in Il. 24.601b—19a, has served
as a token of Homeric exemplarity.6 Having promised to release Hector’s
body, Achilles urges Priam: ‘now you and I must remember our supper’ (601b
... VOV 8¢ pvnoopeba d6pmov) pointing out that ‘even Niobe, of the lovely
tresses, remembered to eat, whose twelve children were destroyed in her
palace’ (602-03 xoi yap T Nikopoc Ni6pn duviicato citov | i mep dddeka
Taideg €vi peydpoioty Ghovto). Achilles then relates how and why Apollo and
Artemis slew Niobe’s children, concluding the narrative with Niobe ‘who
remembered to eat when she was worn out with weeping’ (613 1} 8’ dpa citov
uvnoot’ €nel kaue dakpu yéovoa). Having wrapped up the example, Achilles
renews the invitation to Priam: ‘Come then, we also, aged magnificent sir,
must remember | to eat’ (618—19 dAL’ dye o1 Kol vl peddpeda die yepaug |
Gitov).

Aphrodite’s examples

The Hymn to Aphrodite includes not one but two consecutive mythological
examples. The first example (202—17) relates how Zeus carried off Ganymede
and made him the wine-pourer of the immortals and how the sorrow of
Ganymede’s father at the mysterious disappearance of his son turned to joy
when he received news of his son’s fate and immortal horses from Zeus. The
second example (218-38) relates how Eos carried off Tithonus and asked
Zeus that he be granted immortality, how Eos enjoyed her love with him until
he started growing old, and how at the end, when Tithonus had become utterly
enfeebled, she shut him away in a chamber (although she still took care of
him).

The examples are quoted by the divine protagonist, Aphrodite, to the
Trojan prince Anchises at the end of their single day of love-making. In what

5 Willcock 1964, 147.
6 Willcock 1964, 141-2; Andersen 1975, 179-230. The translation of the Iliadic passage is Lattimore’s
(1969).
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precedes, Aphrodite develops a great passion for the Trojan prince who, in
this poem, spends time as a shepherd on Mount Ida. Having adorned herself,
the goddess heads to Ida and seduces the gullible man by telling a false tale
— she is a Phrygian princess who has been transported there miraculously by
Hermes as Anchises’ intended wife. The audience, however, are in the know,
having been informed by the hymn’s narrator that Aphrodite’s infatuation has
been instigated by Zeus, whose ulterior aim is to restrict her ability to mock
the other gods and boast of her hold over them:’

45-528

M} 8¢ kai avt Zevg yAukdv ipepov Eufaie Oupd
avopt katabvntd pybnpevorl depa téytota

und’ ot Ppoténg evvilg amoepyuévn €in

kol Tot’ émevéopévn €inn petd ndot Beoicwy

MoV yehomoaco Prioppedng Appodit

@®¢ pa Beog cvvéuEe KaTadvntiiot yovousi

kai te katabvntovg viglg tékov dbavitoloty

&g te Beag avéée katadvntoic avbpmmolg

But upon Aphrodite herself Zeus cast sweet desire to be joined in love with a mortal man,
to the end that, very soon, not even she should be innocent of a mortal’s love; lest laughter-
loving Aphrodite should one day softly smile and say mockingly among all the gods that she
had joined the gods in love with mortal women who bore mortal sons to the deathless gods,
and had mated the goddesses with mortal men.

Like Homeric paradeigmata, Aphrodite’s examples have a rhetorical frame
— they form part of the lengthy speech (192-290) which the goddess gives to
her mortal lover when she resumes her divine form after their love-making.
This turns out to be her farewell speech to Anchises. The rhetorical frame
directs attention to the speaker’s reasons for using the examples and the poet’s
reasons for putting examples in Aphrodite’s mouth, i.e. to the primary or
‘argument’ function and the secondary or ‘key’ function of the mythological
examples respectively.’

Beginning her speech, Aphrodite is at pains to reassure a terrified Anchises

7 The different interpretations of Zeus’ aim are summed up in Clay 20062, 165-6 (and n. 43-5). Van der
Ben’s (1986, 6-7) and Clay’s (20062, 170) proposal that Zeus’ aim was to put a permanent stop to affairs
between gods and mortals, not to Aphrodite’s boasting only, has received critical scrutiny in Faulkner 2008,
10-18.

8 Text citations are from Cassola’s edition (1975) with some deviations. Translations are from Evelyn-
White’s translation (1914), or are slight adaptations of this translation.

9 The terms have been coined in Andersen 1987, 3—7.
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that no harm will befall him as a consequence of his consorting with a goddess
(192-5). She then announces that a son will result from their union, Aeneas,
and explains his name as a reminder of her terrible distress (aivov ... dyoc) at
having ‘fallen in the bed of a mortal man’ (196-9). There follows the pivotal
couplet which bridges the actual situation with the mythical past conjured up
through the examples:

20001
ayyibeot 8¢ paioto KatabvnTdV AvOphTOV
aiel G’ DUETEPNC YEVERG £100C TE PUIY TE

Of all mortal men those of your race
are always the closest to gods in beauty and in appearance.

Anchises — Ganymede — Tithonus

The verses set the scene for the first level of analogy operating in the examples,
that between Anchises and his ancestors, Ganymede and Tithonus. Anchises,
whose name partly resonates in the first component of the programmatic
ayyibeot (200),'° remains steadily in focus throughout Aphrodite’s examples.
The multivalent syntax and semantics of the adjective!! convey multiple
aspects of Anchises’ connection with the human protagonists of the examples.
Like Ganymede and Tithonus, Anchises possesses godlike beauty: he is
dyyifeog ... €166¢ te Quiv te. His exceptional beauty captivates Aphrodite
instantly and spurs her into action (55-6), as Ganymede’s and Tithonus’ good
looks once prompted Zeus and Eos to take action (203 fjproace Ov o1 KGAAOG
and 218-19 fipracey ... | ... émeikehov abavatoiot). What is more, Anchises
is a member of a family that time and again yields men to whom gods are
attracted and with whom the gods develop intimate relations (ayyifeot ... aiel
g’ duetépng yeverg).

However, the analogy between Anchises and Ganymede/Tithonus is
asymmetric in one major respect, i.e. Ganymede and Tithonus were transported
to the divine sphere and became immortal (dyyifeot in an absolute sense),
but neither of these things will happen to Anchises. Given that Aphrodite’s
programmatic statement announces a comparison between men in terms of
beauty (perhaps an ironic reversal of the famous beauty contest on Ida that

10 Van der Ben 1986, 24 (comm. on 200-01) and Faulkner 2008, 261 (comm. on 200). The adjective, an
emendation proposed by Barnes (1711), is clearly superior to the manuscripts’ &yyt Oeot.

11 Van der Ben 1986, 24 (comm. on 200-01).

12 Podbielski (1971, 66-75, esp. 71, and 102) views this thematic line as “principe compositionnel’.
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caused the Trojan War?) and also that the main topic of the exempla is the
immortality of beautiful men from Anchises’ lineage who have caught the eye
of immortal gods, the paradigmatic expectations are seriously thwarted when
Aphrodite concludes at the end of her short analeptic narratives:

239-46

ovk Ov €ymye o€ Tolov &v dbavatoloty EAoiuny
a0avatov T elvar kol (e fuota mavTo

G’ €i P&V TolobTOC v £100C TE SENOC TE

Cwotg Nuétepdg te mOo1G KEKANUEVOGS €iNgG

0VK OV £meLTd [ Gx0g TUKIVAG PPEVOG AUOKOADTTOL
VOV 8¢ o€ HEV Thya YPOG OPOToV GUEIKAADYEL
e 16 T’ Enetta TopicTotol AvOpOTOIGLY

ovAOEVOY Kapatnpdv & Te oTuYéovat Beol mep.

I would not have you be deathless among the deathless gods and live continually after
such sort. Yet if you could live on such as now you are in looks and in build, and be called
my husband, sorrow would not then enfold my careful heart. But as things are, hostile,
merciless old age will soon enshroud you, which attends men in the time to come, accursed,
wearisome, most certainly abhorred by the gods.

T010070g 80V £180¢ TE dépog Te in 241 picks up dyyideor ... €180¢ € YUYV TE
(200-01) and signals that Aphrodite’s paradigmatic thinking and reasoning
have come full circle. The correspondences and responses between 200-01
and 241-2 indicate that the two examples in Aphrodite’s speech form a
paradigmatic unity. Consequently, they should be viewed not as two contrasting
examples' but as interlocking parts in a unified train of thought and argument
explaining why Aphrodite cannot and will not transport her lover to the realm
of the gods.

In terms of ‘argument function’ then Aphrodite’s examples are artfully
ambiguous. Ostensibly directed at Anchises, they ultimately (by virtue of
the pivotal adjective dyyibeot) pertain primarily to Aphrodite herself. Their
purpose is to explain and justify her departure from the scene without her lover.
Contrary to most Homeric examples, here the prima facie addressee, Anchises,
is the silent and passive recipient of the goddess’ decision. There is no question
of the examples serving to persuade or dissuade him.'* As the decision-maker,

13 Richardson 2010, 28. Lenz (1975, 111-12 and 128) has stressed the ‘einheitliche Rammung’ of the
examples.

14 Contra Smith 1981, 69 ‘We should be alive to the possible persuasive intentions of Aphrodite’s speech;
when we have heard from her about Ganymede and Tithonos, we should be ready to perceive how, from
Anchises’ point of view, they might apply to his own case.’
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Aphrodite merely explains to him what the situation is. Her point of view,
inscribed in the second component of the programmatic dyyifeot, imbues her
paradeigmata and shapes the conclusion, to which I now turn.

Aphrodite — Zeus — Eos

Aphrodite’s conclusion is permeated by negative forms of expression (ovk
av &yoye ... Ehoiunv, ovK v Emeltd W dyog ... aueucaidmTot), obscurities and
logical cracks. The negative formulations tally with the negative conclusion:
Aphrodite will not seek to immortalize Anchises. However, this is nowhere
stated in unambiguous terms. The goddess touches upon it in 239—40 only
as a possibility which is contingent upon a fate similar to that of Tithonus
(subsumed under toiov in 239). One may reasonably object here, as many
scholars have done already, that it would not be necessary for an immortal
Anchises to age like Tithonus, if the former’s divine lover knows what to
watch out for when seeking to make him immortal.'* The goddess’ final words
on the matter (244—6) dwell on the unavoidability of aging for Anchises but
stop conspicuously short of mentioning the reason, i.e. that Aphrodite will not
seek to challenge the limits of mortality and appeal to Zeus for immortality
for her lover.

Aphrodite’s fragmented discourse and her reticence to spell out her decision
may become more comprehensible if we consider how the mythological
examples pertain to her and how the past is presented with her, and her
situation, as a point of reference. This vantage point brings Zeus’ presence
and role in the two mythological examples into sharp focus and renders them
hermeneutically meaningful at story level. The pair Zeus — Ganymede in the
first example replicates the pair Aphrodite — Anchises in the actual situation.
Shown in a situation similar to that of Aphrodite, Zeus transports his favoured
member of Anchises’ family to the divine realm and accords him a position of
honour among the immortals. He also has the power to amend any negative
repercussions of the immortalization, turning the sorrow of Ganymede’s father
into joy when he sends him news of his son and gifts (207—-17).

The constellations in the first mythological example, however, miss
out something of the actual situation in which Zeus is Aphrodite’s secret

15 Most succinctly formulated by Clay 20062, 190: ‘Her contention, however, is flawed by the simple fact
that there is no reason why Aphrodite should repeat the foolish mistake of Eos’ and Olson 2012, 253: *...
why could she not have repeated Dawn’s experiment, with the flaw in the plan corrected?’ From a slightly
different angle Bergren 1989, 35 asks ‘And why does she not at least mention to Anchises the possibility of
appealing to Zeus, if only to insist upon its futility?” For an overview of options and proposed solutions see
Olson 2012, 253-4.
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opponent, as the narratees are aware by dint of 46—52. The triangle Aphrodite
— Anchises — Zeus is replicated accurately only in the second mythological
example. This stages a lovelorn Eos transporting Tithonus to the realm of the
immortals with Zeus’ consent, only to discover that she forgot an essential
dimension of his human nature, aging. Eos does not have the power to remedy
the consequences of her lover’s ultimately unsuccessful immortalization. She
watches helplessly as he is gradually enfeebled and reduced to a mere voice
until, in the end, she cannot even bear the sight of him. Interpretations of the
poem have raised the question of whether Aphrodite is aware of Zeus’ part in
her adventure.'® Indeed, Zeus’ position of power in matters of immortalization
is acknowledged in Aphrodite’s examples. It may, moreover, be projected
onto the actual situation by dint of the example’s ‘key function’ as ‘a sign of
the main story and a comment on its own context’.'” Should Aphrodite wish to
transfer Anchises to the realm of immortality, Zeus would have to appear in
the story to sanction it. His record suggests that he would consent, but this is
not what matters most for Aphrodite.

Aphrodite’s relation to Eos in the hymn also rests on the ‘key function’ of
exemplarity. In addition to Eos’ miscalculation being a deterrent for Aphrodite,
both goddesses are on the losing end of affairs with mortals and also in their
dealings with Zeus. I suggest that the paradigmatic relationship between
Aphrodite and Eos may include a further dimension which is rooted in the
goddesses’ partly overlapping identities in terms of religious—mythological
tradition and origins. The Greek goddess Eos is the fully fledged counterpart
of the PIE goddess of Dawn, *H éusos. Aphrodite’s divine identity is
complex. Although her main realm of action is different than that of Eos and
*H éusos, and many of her divine traits derive from the Semitic/Phoenician
goddess IStar/Astarte,' part of her identity overlaps with that of the PIE Dawn
goddess."” Should the connection be accepted,” Eos may be upgraded from
a mere external parallel, a scatter-brained predecessor of Aphrodite in the
business of seducing male members of the Trojan royal family, to an alter ego
of, and a stand-in for, Aphrodite. Of course, more than speculation is hardly
possible concerning issues involving divinities and story patterns that migrate
across time and cultures. There is, furthermore, no denying that aspects of

16 Clay 20062, 190-1.

17 Andersen 1987, 5.

18 Cassola 1975, 234-9; Breitenberger 2007, 7-20.

19 Boedeker 1974, 1-42 and 64—84; Friedrich 1978, 9-54, esp. 47-9; Kolligan 2007; Janda 2010, 247-8.
Friedrich’s balanced weighing of the possibilities as well as Kolligan’s comparative study of the Greek
epithets of Aphrodite and their counterparts in the Vedic tradition are particularly convincing.

20 The possibility has been raised en passant in Friedrich 1978, 67 but has not been explored further.
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Aphrodite’s representation in the hymn relate to Near Eastern motifs?' or that
elsewhere in the Greek epic tradition she holds roles that point back to IStar.?
More importantly, even scholarly consensus on Aphrodite’s origins would not
automatically resolve the most crucial issue of all when such connections are
ventured — the issue of whether the relationship is consciously exploited in the
hymn, or whether the two figures cross paths in this story as aresult of traditional
mythological undercurrents and narrative concatenations circulating freely. Be
this as it may, the hermeneutic legitimacy of the connection rests instead on the
observation that the second mythological example, and especially Eos’ part in
it, fills in the blanks in Aphrodite’s subsequent reasoning. That Aphrodite’s
conclusion and decision may be articulated as though what happened to the
couple Eos — Tithonus would necessarily also happen to her and Anchises
shows, at the very least, how intensely the goddess identifies with Eos and her
fate. That Aphrodite is able to avoid mentioning her going up to Zeus to ask
for immortality for Anchises, as well as her encapsulation of her unwillingness
in the opaque and pregnant-with-possibilities viv 6¢ (244), is feasible because
the scene of approaching Zeus to ask for immortality for one’s mortal lover
has already been enacted in the mythological past by her stand-in, Eos. The
traditional identification with Eos allows the goddess to hide thoughts and also
avoid mentioning what gives her discomfort.

A reticence to name and reveal (or conversely, an intense preoccupation
with hiding) marks every step of Aphrodite’s thought and discourse in the
aftermath of her adventure with Anchises. Following the markedly evasive
conclusion of her paradeigmata, the goddess stresses her resulting inability to
mention that she enmeshes gods and goddesses in affairs with mortals (252—
3).2 The living proof of her union with Anchises, Aeneas, will remain ‘hidden
away’ for the first years of his life with the forest nymphs (256-80) and will
be later presented as the offspring of one of them (281-5). Anchises is most
insistently enjoined not to reveal the affair (281-90).

Accordingly, Aphrodite’s language foregrounds not-naming, voicelessness
and negative forms of voice/sound: Tros ‘groaned’ (yoaocxke, 209); Eos is vimtin
(literally ‘voiceless’, 223); the aged Tithonus’ ‘voice flows indescribable’
(pwvn péet dometog, 237); the goddess describes her own situation as §veldog
(247 ‘[words bringing] shame’)* and dyog (‘distress’). The latter word,
ryoc, is etymologically akin to the participle dyémv/dyedmv meaning ‘crying

21 Cassola 1975, 547 (comm. on 68—74); Faulkner 2008, 19-22.

22 As argued in e.g. Andersen 1997.

23 Faulkner 2008 14-18.

24 LfrE Vol. 3, 710 s.v. ‘Schimpfwoérte’, ‘Schmidungen’, ‘Vorwiirfe die man duflert od. (als Tadel der
Offentlichk.) iiber sich ergehen lassen muf’.
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mournfully’® and resonates with dy£w, which means ‘to proclaim loudly’, ‘to
sing’, ‘to make (an instrument) sound’.?® This connection is most interesting
and may even be echoed in Aphrodite’s description of her future inability
to name her triumphs over the other gods, if Buttmann’s emendation of the
manuscripts’ unsatisfactory otovaynoetot is adopted in 25227 (252-3 vdv 8¢
oM OVKETL ot 6TOW” dynoetat E€ovoptivar | TobTto pet’ dbavitolow Emel pdAoa
TOAOV GGtV | oxéTAlov oVk Ovopaotov?® ‘my mouth will no longer sound to
name this among the immortals since I was greatly blighted, a terrible blight,
not to be named ...”). Quite apart from the other factors that recommend the
emendation,” the poet’s predilection for punning on Anchises and Aeneas (192
Ayyiong— 200 dyyiBeot, 198-9 Aiveiag - aivov éxoc) increases the plausibility
of yet another pun, associating Aphrodite’s dyog with her for-ever-tied tongue
(198-9 otvexa W aivov | Eoyev dyog and 243 ovk Gv Emetta W &yog | TOKIVOC
QPEVOG AUEIKOADTTTOL — 252 0VKETL POt oToOW’ dynoetal é€ovoutjvat). Further
examples of silences and prohibitions in the last part of Aphrodite’s speech
include the nymphs’ silent presentation of Aeneas to Anchises (275 d&iovoi
te m0oida)*® and the warning not to boast of or mention the affair for fear of
Zeus’ anger (286-8, esp. 286 &i d¢ kev &einng kol énev&ear and 290 pnd’
ovouaive). Ironically, the latter mode of expression picks up Zeus’ thoughts
on Aphrodite (48, kol mot’ émevéopévn €inn). Zeus’ plan, to tie Aphrodite’s
tongue forever, has been fulfilled, and in a final ironic turn the poem reveals it
all by means of Aphrodite’s own voice (Aphrodite’s initial address to Anchises
is aptly introduced (176) with the formula &rog T’ épot’ £k T° dvoudalev).

Paradigmatic adaptations

In Homer the comparison between the actual situation, the past conjured up
in an exemplum, and other known versions of the same mythological story
suggests that the paradigmatic past is malleable and is often adapted to the
actual situation.’! This may also be true as regards Aphrodite’s paradeigmata.
In the first mythological example Ganymede is carried off by Zeus, not by the

25 LfirE Vol. 1, 17512 s.v. “voll Trauer und Klage’, ‘traurig klagend’.

26 LfrE Vol. 1, 1750—1 s.v. ‘verkiinden’, ‘besingen’, ‘ertonen lassen’.

27 Editors are divided between Matthiae’s otopa tAoeton ‘my mouth will dare’ (Cassola, Faulkner,
Richardson) and Martin’s otopa yeicetor ‘my mouth will open wide’ (Allen, Halliday and Sikes, Humbert,
West, Olson).

28 Another emendation, by Martin, of the manuscripts” dvotatov (Clarke dvotaotdv ‘to be blamed”).

29 Kamerbeek 1967, 392-3.

30 On 276-7, a thapsodic alternative couplet which is at odds with Aphrodite’s preoccupation with hiding
the affair, see Faulkner 2008, 291-2 (comm. on 274-7).

31 Willcock 1964, 152-3. The malleability of the past has been discussed more generally in Andersen
1990.



24 Anastasia Maravela

gods as in the version of the story told by Aeneas in the /liad (20.232-5 xai
avtibeog Cavoundng | 6¢g on kdAlotog Yéveto Bvntdv avOpdTTOV: | TOV Kol
dvnpéyavto Ogol Al oivoyogvety | kGAAeog etveka olo v’ dOavatoiot petein).
Since there is no reason why Aeneas would alter his family history in this
way, a plausible scenario is that Zeus’ active role in this version of the hymn
derives from his looming position at story level as a more powerful parallel
to Aphrodite.*?

According again to Aeneas’ genealogical account in //. 20.230—41, Tithonus
belonged to the same generation as Anchises. Aphrodite’s example implies a
different chronology: should sufficient time be allowed for Tithonus to age at
Eos’ side, he must have belonged to (at least) the generation preceding that
of Anchises. Again, since Aeneas would not have had any reason to alter his
family history, it is likely that Tithonus is transposed back in time in order to
serve as a comparandum to Anchises. Podbielski has argued that Eos’ request
to Zeus was modelled on her request on behalf of her son, Memnon in the
Aethiopis.* Be this as it may, it is worth noting that early poems on Tithonus
focus either on his relationship with Eos (Hom. //. 11.1-2 = Od. 5.1-2, Hes.
Theog. 984-5) or on his aging. Mimnermus presents Tithonus as endowed with
‘an imperishable evil, old age, something to shudder more than the trouble
that death is’ (fr. 4 West, JE? Tibwvdt pev £dmkev Exetv Kakov deditov < — x
> | yiipag 0 kai Bavatov piylov apyoaréov). Describing old age as an evil worse
than death is typical of Mimnermus (fr. 1 and 2 West, /E?), while the subject of
the verb cannot be ascertained.* In Sappho’s fr. 58, Tithonus is transported by
Eos to the ends of earth: ‘... being young and beautiful; yet, even him who had
an immortal bedfellow grey old age conquered in time’ (Sappho fr. 58.9—12%
kol yap w[o]ra Tibwvov Epavto Ppoddmayvy Adwv | Epmt @..afeicav PBauey’
gic Eoyata yac eépotsa[v] | Eovra [K]aAov kol vEov GAL’ adTov BUmG Epapye |
the aging of her once-beautiful partner seem even uglier.*® In both Sappho’s
and Mimnermus’ poems then the emphasis seems to be firmly on Tithonus’
aging. Tithonus’ immortality is not hermeneutically required, although it may
be implied in Mimnermus’ kokov debitov and in Sappho’s é¢ népata yaing’

32 Richardson 2010, 246 (comm. on 202—17) considers the versions as ‘essentially the same’, while Van
Eck 1978, 74 maintains that the Iliadic version is secondary.

33 Podbielski 1971, 69.

34 The last foot has been supplied with 6 Zevg by Gesner (Zevg by Trincavelli) or aiel by Schneidewin.
35 Text as in West 2005, 5.

36 West 2005, 6 ‘He [sc. Tithonus] lived on, growing ever more grey, frail, and decrepit, while ever
beholding, and measuring himself against, the unfading beauty of his consort — even as Sappho grows old
in the face of a cohort of protégées who, like undergraduates, are always young.’

37 Brown 2011, 22.
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and abavatav dxorty. Tithonus’ youth and beauty, Eos’ love for him, his
transportation to her realm and then his inevitable aging, which is even more
conspicuously sad at the side of an immortal and eternally youthful partner:
these elements would have been in the common source of the poems, if indeed
a common source ever existed.*® The episode of Eos approaching Zeus to ask
for immortality for Tithonus is suited to and derives from the paradigmatic
logic because it introduces the supreme god in the role which Aphrodite is
unwilling not just to accord him but even to speak of in the story.

Conclusion

The Hymn to Aphrodite offers a masterful representation of psychological and
rhetorical evasion. When examined in the light of the poetics and ‘rhetorics’
of the Homeric paradeigmata, Aphrodite’s mythological examples offer
glimpses into the cognition of the humiliated and tongue-tied goddess in
the wake of her affair with the mortal Anchises. Ostensibly concerned with
Anchises, these analeptic tales are primarily shaped by Aphrodite’s point
of view as they jointly argue her decisions to leave her lover behind and to
suppress the embarrassing affair. This strategy of suppression — a veritable
triumph for Zeus’ plan to curb Aphrodite’s tongue — is effected in the examples
which bring the supreme god into centre stage, only in the past instead of the
present, and on one occasion set him up face to face with a goddess who
has a traditional kinship with Aphrodite, thus enabling Aphrodite to express
her dilemma as though it concerned somebody else. The hymn’s handling
of exemplarity matches the complexity of Aphrodite’s situation and thought-
processes at the moment when she suffers a case of ‘the biter bit’. Thus,
although it is illuminated by Homeric exemplarity, exemplarity in the Hymn
to Aphrodite ultimately surpasses the Homeric paradigm in terms of its shifts
in perspective and cognitive subtlety.

38 The relationship between the hymn, Mimnermus fr. 4 and Sappho fr. 58 is the subject of a complex
scholarly debate that cannot be summarized here. Some scholars consider the hymn as Sappho’s intertext
(Rawles 2006) while others are inclined to postulate a common source, perhaps a narrative in which
Tithonus featured as immortal and ageless (Bettarini 2007). Review of the discussion in Faulkner 2008,
270 (comm. on 218-38).
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Bacchylides 5 and the theme
of non-recognition on the battlefield

IrRenNE J. F. DE JonG

The myth of Bacchylides’ fifth ode recounts an encounter between Heracles and
Meleager in the underworld (56—175). In a highly efficient way, Bacchylides
manages to use both heroes to illustrate the gnomé ov ya[p tig] €mybovieov
n[avt]o y’ evdaipwv Epv, ‘no mortal on earth is fortunate in all things’ (53-5).
Meleager recounts his fate himself: he was successful in killing the Calydonian
boar but died in the aftermath, during the battle between Aetolians and Curetes
over the boar’s hide, through the magic of his mother who was angry because
in the confusion of that battle he had killed two of her brothers. Heracles is
at the height of his heroic career, but his death is adumbrated when Meleager
promises him his sister Deianeira as bride who, as the narratees know, will kill
her husband through magic. Both gnémé and narrative are held up to the ode’s
laudandus, Hieron: he is a model of human success (50, 190), and the dark
fates of Meleager and Heracles at first blush stand in contrast to his glorious
career, but they should still remind him that he too is subject to the mutability
of fortune and the inevitability of death for mortals.!

In this paper I will take a closer look at the beginning of the narrative,
Heracles’ arrival in the underworld and the opening exchange between the
two heroes (56—84). The point I will argue is that commentators have failed
to notice that Heracles does not know who Meleager is and has to ask for
his identity. This theme of non-recognition, which has a Homeric antecedent,
prefigures an important moment in the ensuing story of Meleager’s death.

The narrator starts his narrative by recounting how Heracles went down to
the underworld, in order to fetch Cerberus (63—4):

1 See Lefkowitz 1969, 64 and 87-90; Goldhill 1983, 79; and Grossardt 2001, 68. Cairns 2010, 226-7 also
suggests that the narratees may think of Heracles’ initiation and eventual apotheosis and connect this to
Hieron.
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&vba dvotdvov Bpotdv
yoyog €6an mapa Kokvtod pegdpotg, ...

There he [Heracles] saw the ghosts of wretched mortals by the waters of the Cocytus, ...2

With anaphoric &vBa the narrator refers back to ‘the house of Persephone’,
i.e. the underworld (59), and then proceeds to zoom in on one of its rivers,
the Cocytus. Three commentators, Lefkowitz, Goldhill, and Cairns, take £56m
to mean ‘he learnt about’ and place much weight on the choice of this verb:
Heracles’ katabasis would involve a process of learning, the hero gradually
gaining insight into the mortality of human beings, including his own
mortality.’ I would suggest slightly rephrasing this: when Heracles descends
into the underworld he of course already knows that he, like all human beings,
is mortal. What he does learn from his descent is what it means to be dead. This
starts with his actually seeing dead mortals. Thus, I follow Jebb, Maehler, and
Campbell and take £56m to mean ‘he saw’, with the connotation of acquiring
first-hand experience of something.*

The verb £66m forms the first in a string of verbs of seeing (cf. peténpemneyv,
10ev), which signal that Heracles is focalizer. He, naturally, considers the dead
‘wretched’, just as Odysseus does in Od. 11.80, when he addresses Elpenor as
o dvotnve. Heracles’ focalization of the dead as ‘wretched’ prepares us for his
outburst of tears after hearing the story of Meleager’s death (155-8).

The picture of the ghosts is elaborated in a simile (65-7):

..., 016 T& PUAL” dvepog
"I0g avo umiofotovg
TpOVAG ApYNOTAG SOVEL

... like the leaves that the wind swirls on the bright sheep-pasturing headlands of Ida.

Who is the focalizer of this simile? Most commentators connect it with
Heracles. The simile recalls the famous Iliadic one: ‘As is the generation of
leaves, so is that of humanity’ (6.146-9), which opens with oin mep pVUAL®V
veven and describes the mortality and ephemerality of men. Its evocation here

2 The text is that of Maehler 1997, and the translation my own, but it is based on those of Campbell 1992
and Cairns 2010.

3 Lefkowitz 1969, 65; Goldhill 1983, 72; Cairns 2010, ad 5.63—4 (‘But Heracles does not simply see or
recognize the yoyai: he learns how numerous they are, how their multitude expresses human mortality, and
how miserable it is to be mortal.”).

4 For this connotation of first-hand experience (after first only knowing in theory or from hearsay), cf. e.g.
Hom. Od. 3.208 and 4.26-8.
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would add to the picture of Heracles learning how the multitude of ghosts
expresses human mortality.’> There is a problem with this interpretation,
however. Heracles, of course, does not know the //iad. What he sees is a host
of flittering ghosts, and even if this would remind him of leaves being swept
by the wind, he cannot think of the Iliadic simile of the leaves nor be reminded
of its connotation of mortality. It is more likely that it is the Bacchylides-
narrator who expands Heracles’ view of the ghosts in an—intertextually
loaded—simile.® He wants to remind his narratees of the central point of the
myth, which had been announced in the gnémé preceding it, that ‘no mortal on
earth is fortunate in all things’. Indeed, the simile of the leaves in the //iad not
merely stresses the ‘precariousness of the human condition’, but it is followed
by the story of Bellerophon, another hero who dies unheroically. His fate thus
resembles that of Meleager and Heracles. Soon we will see that this Iliadic
scene is relevant for Bacchylides’ ode for another reason, too.

Heracles’ gaze next zooms in on one man among the swarm of ghosts (68—76):

Toiow ¢ PETEMPENEY EI0WA-
ov Opacvpépuvovog £y-
yeondrov IopBavida:

OV 0’ O¢ 10ev AAKU<v>10G Oowpootog ipmg
t[e]0yeotl Aapmopevoy,

vevpav EnéPace AyvkAayyh Kopovags,
yaAxedKpavov 8’ Emert’ €€

elheto 10V avomto-
Eog papétpog Tdpa

Among them stood out the ghost of the bold-hearted, spear-brandishing son of Porthaon
[Meleager]. And when the son of Alcmene, amazing hero, saw him shining in his armour,
he put the shrill-ringing string on his bow-hook, and then opened the lid of his quiver and
took out a bronze-headed arrow.

Heracles spots a very martial ghost and reacts with the heroic Pavlovian
reaction of stringing his bow and making ready to attack. In my view, this
reaction makes clear that Heracles does not know that the ghost is Meleager;
for if he had recognized Meleager, why would he attack him, a fellow-Greek?’

5 Cf. Lefkowitz 1969, 65—6 (‘the inevitability of death’); Goldhill 1983, 72; Maehler 2004, ad 5.65-7 (‘the
precariousness of the human condition’); Cairns 2010, ad 5.65—7 (‘human mortality and ephemerality’).

6 This is a regular Homeric technique, cf. e.g. Hom. /1. 22.25-32, where the Homeric narrator expands
Priam’s focalization of Achilles running fully armed and hence glittering through the Trojan plain with a
simile of a dazzling star.

7 We may recall here Od. 11.601-27, where the ghost of Heracles himself is described by Odysseus as
being very frightful since he holds his bow at the ready and an arrow on the string, yet upon recognizing
Odysseus he talks peacefully with him.
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Indeed, soon he will ask the man before him who he is (86-8).8 Commentators
so far have either missed this crucial point of Heracles not recognizing
Meleager, or have failed to give it its due weight.’

I analyse the passage as follows. Heracles sees a ‘bold-hearted’ man who
is brandishing his spear and is clad in shining armour. He does not know who
the man is and hence sets out to attack him. His focalization of the unknown
man gives, in typical Bacchylidean fashion, full, contextual weight to the
epithet éyyeomdiov (which Lefkowitz called ‘a merely generalized heroic
epithet’!?).! Tt is also suggested by 1[€]Oyeot haumopevov, an expression which
in the /liad is twice used to describe frightening heroes that are focalized by
other characters (17.214; 20.46). It is, however, the narrator Bacchylides
who adds, for the sake of his narratees, that the man is the son of Porthaon,
i.e. Meleager. In other words, the narrator intrudes on the focalization of his
character, Heracles, in order to add a name, a phenomenon found regularly in
Homer too, e.g. in lliad 3.191-2:

devtepov avt’ Odvoiia idav épéetv’ 6 yepatdc
‘eln’ diye pot kol tovode, eilov tékog, &g Tig 60 Eoti-’

Secondly, seeing Odysseus the old man asked:
‘Come, dear child, tell me also about this man, who he is.’

Priam does not know the identity of the man he is seeing and has to ask Helen
for his name, but the narrator informs the narratees that it is Odysseus, in
order that they can appreciate Priam’s ensuing positive description of this
hero."

At this point it may be relevant to ask ourselves why commentators

8 That Heracles does not recognize Meleager is not surprising, since commentators agree that a meeting
between the two heroes was no traditional element but most probably an invention of Bacchylides. Also,
Meleager is not one of the famous inhabitants of the underworld (though he does feature in Hesiod’s
Peirithou Katabasis, Fr. 280 Merkelbach—West). I owe this reference to Ettore Cingano.

9 Lefkowitz 1969 is not consistent: on pp. 66 and 70—1 she assumes that Heracles knows who he is facing,
but on p. 68 she writes ‘Heracles’ reaction o the shining figure’ (my italics). Segal 1976, 116 assumes that
Heracles recognizes Meleager (‘in his reaction to Meleager’s shade’). Goldhill 1983, 73 merely writes
‘Meleager appears to Herakles’. Only Cairns 2010, 88 notes explicitly ‘Heracles does not know Meleager,
but Meleager knows him’, but does not follow up on this observation. See also below on Heracles’ question
at 86-8.

10 Lefkowitz 1969, 66.

11 For Bacchylidean epithets having concrete, contextual value, see Segal 1976. The other epithet,
Opacvpépvovog, has a double significance: for Heracles it adds to the frightening view of the martial man
he spots, while the narratees may note that this is an epithet commonly used by Homer for Heracles himself,
and this may alert them to the affinity in fate between the two heroes, such as the rest of the myth will make
clear.

12 See discussion in de Jong [1987] 2004, 104.
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have failed to note that Heracles does not recognize Meleager. I think they
have been put on the wrong track by the anaphoric pronoun tov in Tov 8’ ¢
idev (71), which picks up (kata sunesin) eldmAov OpacvLUEUVOVOC EYXECTAAOV
[MopBavida. This suggests that Heracles sees “him’, i.e. Meleager. But here we
should realize that the pronoun functions on the level of the communication
between narrator and narratees. Putting it somewhat exaggeratedly, we should
analyse tov 0’ ¢ idev as ‘when he saw him, i.e. the martial ghost whom
I, the narrator, just told you, the narratee, was Meleager’. An exact parallel
is found in /liad 5.144-78: the narrator recounts how Diomedes kills many
Trojans (144—65); he, i.e. Diomedes, is spotted by Aeneas (tov &’ idev Aiveiog
aramdlovto otiyag avopdv: 166), who in the ensuing speech exhorts Pandarus
to shoot an arrow at the man whose identity he does not know (1®d’ Epeg dvdpi
Bérog ... , 6¢c Tig 6oe kpatéetl: 174-5). The tov at 166 anaphorically refers back
to Diomedes, but the focalizing character Aeneas does not know who “him’ is.
In the same way, Heracles in Bacchylides 5 sees ‘him’, but does not know who
‘him’ is.
The narrator now switches to Meleager (76—84):

0 6’ évavtia

Yoyd Tpo@dvn Meledypov,

Kol viv €0 eidmg Tpoceinsy:
“01€ A10¢ peyddov,

o101 T’ &v yopa, yehavooag te Oupov
un tabctov mpoiet

TPOYLV €K XEPDOV OIGTOV
yoyaiow &t eOEvmV:

oD tot 8é0g.”

But the ghost of Meleager appeared close to him and, knowing him well, addressed him:
‘Son of great Zeus, stay where you are and, making your heart smile, do not in vain shoot a
harsh arrow from your hands at the ghosts of dead men. You have nothing to fear.’

As is apparent from my translation, I connect (with Jebb) viv as object with £
eidmg,"® whereas most other commentators prefer to take €0 £idmg absolute, ‘in
full knowledge’, ‘in his full experience’. Their analysis ties in with the thesis
already referred to above, that Heracles is portrayed in this myth as a learner:
during his visit to the underworld he comes to understand what being dead is.
Meleager, €0 €idamg, already has this superior form of knowledge: ‘Meleager’s

13 Lefkowitz 1969, 69 also seems to follow Jebb, paraphrasing the lines as ‘Meleager’s approach,
recognition of Heracles, use of the patronymic title “son of great Zeus”, and specific request’ (my italics).
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knowledge in particular is of the futility of Heracles’ action; he does not know
that the dead are mere insubstantial shades’.!* Thus, shooting arrows at ghosts
is futile (“in vain’), since they are dead already, and Heracles has ‘nothing to
fear’ because dead ghosts are too insubstantial to kill him.

I agree that Meleager in his speech imparts knowledge to Heracles, but, as
in the case of €d6m, I think commentators are reading too much into the Greek,
here into &V &idmc. The interpretation I prefer, taking viv €9 &idmg together
as ‘knowing him well’,"> signals that Meleager recognizes Heracles, as also
transpires from the opening of his speech: ‘Son of great Zeus’.'® To mark his
recognition is important, in that it stands in contrast to Heracles, who, as his
reaction now makes explicitly clear, does not know whom he is facing (84-9):

Oappnoev &’ dvaé
APQrtpuoviadog,

simév 18 “Tig AOavaTOV
1 Bpot@v TotovToV £pvog

Opéyev v moig yOovi;
tig &’ Extavev;’

And the lord, the son of Amphitryon was amazed, and said: “What god or mortal nurtured
such an offshoot, and in what land? Who killed you?’

Rather than countering Meleager’s vocative ‘Son of Zeus’ with a vocative of
his own, Heracles enquires after his interlocutor’s identity: ‘What god or mortal
nurtured such an offshoot?” Commentators have failed to give this question
its due weight. Lefkowitz does not discuss it at all, and Goldhill writes that
Heracles ‘wants to know the nature of Meleager’s parentage and birth, not
precisely who he is’ without explaining why this would be so.!” Macehler, rightly,
calls it a variant of the epic tig md0ev &ig avdopdv; — the standard question to
ask who someone is — but does not consider the fact that the question therefore
implies that Heracles, so far, has not recognized Meleager.'

When we do take the fact that Heracles asks for Meleager’s identity

14 Cairns 2010, ad 78; similarly Goldhill 1983, 72 and Machler 2004, ad 78.

15 Maehler 2004, ad 78 notes that ‘In Homer i8¢ never refers to a person as object’. But we do find oida
+personal object at Hom. Od. 6.176-7.

16 This vital point of Meleager’s instant recognition of Heracles remains, even when one does not accept
the construction viv &0 £iddc. Why does Meleager immediately recognize Heracles? I would suggest that it
is his famous bow which gives away the hero.

17 Lefkowitz 1969; Goldhill 1983, 73.

18 Maehler 2004, ad 86-8. He adduces Pind. Pyth. 9.33-35 as parallel for a question arising out of
amazement and admiration (and we may add: ignorance): there, Apollo comes across a girl wrestling with
a lion (whom the narratees know to be the nymph Cyrene), and asks Chiron tig viv dvOpdnmv tékev;
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into account, we have the following situation at the opening of the myth in
Bacchylides: one hero, Heracles, does not recognize his ‘opponent’ and has to
ask who he is, while the other, Meleager, does. We now realize the additional
relevance of the Iliadic intertext, the meeting between Glaucus and Diomedes
in Iliad 6, to which oid te OAL’ had directed us. There too we have one hero,
Diomedes, who, challenging his opponent to fight, first asks him who he is,
and then another hero, the Lycian Glaucus, who does know whom he is facing
(as is clear from his opening vocative: ‘great-hearted son of Tydeus’) and
explains who he is,!” which leads to the peaceful conclusion of the meeting.*
Thus, the Homeric intertext does not merely provide a parallel for the outcome
of the meeting between Heracles and Meleager, as Goldhill suggested,’! but
also for the theme of (non-)recognition on the battlefield.

We may now ask ourselves why Bacchylides worked this theme into the
opening section of his myth. My suggestion is that in so doing he foreshadows
an important detail in the ensuing story of Meleager’s death. The hero’s death
is precipitated by the fact that he unintentionally kills two of his own uncles
on the battlefield (127-35):

‘€v0’ £y®d TOAAOTG GVV dAhOLg
"louchov KaTéKTOVOV
€60A0V T° Apdpnta, Boovs pdtpwag: 00
yap KoptepdOupog Apng
Kpivel pilov év morép,
TP & €K YEWPDV PEAN
Yoyoig Emt SLGHEVEDV
eottd Odvatov e pépet
Toiow av daipwv 0&A.”

‘On that occasion I killed, among many others, Iphiclus and noble Aphares, swift brothers
of my mother. For hard-hearted Ares does not distinguish a friend/relative in battle, but
blind do the missiles go from one’s hands against the souls of one’s enemies and bring death
to whoever god wants.’

19 Just like Meleager, Glaucus does not give his name but identifies himself by referring to the name of his
father: c¢f. Hom. /1. 6.206 and Bacchyl. 5.97 and 101.

20 The meeting of Glaucus and Diomedes is splendidly analysed by Andersen 1978, 95-110.

21 Goldhill 1983, 72, n. 23.
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Commentators are not clear on what exactly happens, and they merely state
that Meleager inadvertently kills his uncles.”? There are, in principle, two
possible ways of reading the incident: Meleager aimed at an enemy but hit
his uncles instead,” or in the mélée of the battle Meleager did not recognize
his uncles and, taking them to be enemies, killed them — an instance of what
is known in military history as ‘friendly fire’. In my view, the phrasing of the
gnomé, with the verb kpivewv and the epithet tueAd for the arrows, favours the
second interpretation: in the heat of the fight, with dust rising and men clinging
together, it would be difficult ‘to distinguish’ friend from foe, and spears,
metonymically standing for the men who throw them, are ‘blind’. Meleager
killing his two uncles is a case of ‘friendly fire’: he failed to recognize them
and thus accidentally killed them.

If T am right about this interpretation of lines 127-9, we can understand why
Bacchylides shaped the beginning of his myth the way he did: there too we
are dealing with the situation of one hero not recognizing another and aiming
his bow at him. Thus, Bacchylides has turned it into an anticipatory doublet:**
the climactic and fatal event of the myth, Meleager killing his two uncles
because he does not recognize them (and dying himself as a consequence), is
effectively prepared for by a minor and innocent rehearsal at the start, when
Heracles, not recognizing Meleager, sets out to ‘kill’ him.>® Bacchylides’
intertextual play with the Iliadic meeting between Glaucus and Diomedes
turns out to be even more brilliant, since that scene, too, deals with the theme
of (non-) recognition on the battlefield.

22 Macehler 1997, ad 136 writes ‘he has killed his uncles “aus Versehen™’; this becomes in the English
version (2004, ad 136) ‘not intentionally’. He and other commentators adduce Hom. Od. 11.537 (éniu& 6¢
te poiveton Apng) and /7. 18.309 (&uvog 'Evodog, kai te ktavéovto katékta), but both passages merely
express the ideas that war makes many casualties and that one’s luck can always change since the man who
has killed may soon be killed himself. The situation in Bacchylides 5 is different, however.

23 This is the situation we find in another description of a boar hunt, where Adrastus inadvertently kills the
son of Croesus instead of a boar (Hdt. 1.43), and of course it occurs quite often on the Iliadic battlefield (e.g.
1l.4.491-2).

24 Such anticipatory doublets are a Homeric device and are found regularly in Bacchylides, e.g. Ode 17:
Theseus in his self-introduction to Minos briefly recalls how Nereids gave his mother a golden veil at the
moment of her marriage to Poseidon (37-8), an event which is replayed at 112—18, when Amphitrite gives
him a purple cloak and garland.

25 1 thank my audience at the University of Ca’Foscari, Venice, for their helpful comments.
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The bloody dust of the nether gods:
Sophocles, Antigone 599—603!

DoucLas CAIRNS

VOV yap Eo)ATOC VTEP

pilag €rétato edog v Oidimov dopoig: 600
Kot od Vv gotvia

Oedv TOV vepTéP®V AUl KOVIG,

Aoyov T’ Gvota kol epevdv ‘Epvig.?

Though current editions of the plays of Sophocles (Dawe’s Teubner, Lloyd-
Jones’s and Wilson’s OCT, and Lloyd-Jones’s Loeb) all print the emendation
kortig for MSS’ kovig in Antigone 602, there can be little doubt that k6vig is what
Sophocles wrote.* Emendation is supported mainly by unease regarding the mixed
metaphor that (on most interpretations) results if kovig is read;’ but the metaphor
remains mixed in many interpretations of the emended text too; and in any case
it is by no means clear that mixed metaphor should be grounds for emendation,
especially in this most Aeschylean of Sophoclean odes.® The inadequacy of the
alternative, xomic, is widely noted: whether as ‘scimitar’ or as ‘chopper’ the word
seems inappropriate in register for this context; and why the nether gods should
wield such a weapon in this case has not been satisfactorily explained.”

1 Ttis a pleasure to offer this small token of esteem for @ivind Andersen, a fine scholar and a gracious
interlocutor. For help in its preparation I am indebted to Patrick Finglass, Alessandro lannucci, and Andrea
Rodighiero.

2 See below, ad fin., for translation.

3 Among recent commentators on the play, Miiller 1967, 143, and Brown 1987, 173 defend komig, while
Kamerbeek 1978, 120, Griffith 1999, 226, and Susanetti 2012, 276 argue for kovic. The conjecture is
normally attributed to the ecclesiastical historian John Jortin, but Professor Finglass advises me that it was
first proposed by Reiske (1747, 727-8). It seems to have been independently suggested also by Askew,
apud Heath 1762, 119.

4 See recently e.g. Ferrari 2010, 52—8 (in detail) and Gagné 2013, 367-8 (briefly).

5 The point is made with greatest vehemence by Platt 1910, 249-50. Jebb was similarly convinced in his
Ist ed. (1888, 601-02), but more hesitant in the 2nd (1890, 11415 and in the Appendix, 253-4); cf. Brown
1987, 173. Lloyd-Jones 1957, 17 is right to recognize that the objection is not decisive. In favour of the
mixed metaphor, see esp. Tyrrell 1888, 139; also Campbell 1879, 508—09 on 603; Booth 1959.

6 See Tyrrell 1888, 139; Easterling 1978, 146.

7 See Tyrrell 1888, 139; the force of his argument against komnig is granted, at least partially, by Jebb 1890,
115, though he is able to show that the term is not alien to tragic diction (ibid. 253—4; cf. Platt 1910, 250;
Lloyd-Jones 1957, 18; Long 1974, 213 n. 2). See also Easterling 1978, 146—7; Griffith 1999, 226 on 601-03
(though he retains reservations about K6vig).
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Though Jebb thought that the prominence of ‘dust’ in the preceding scenes
of the play might explain a copyist’s slip, kovig for komic, in 602,* others have
recognized that the term is in fact emblematic of Antigone’s action in burying
her brother’s body.” Someone, according to the Guard in the first episode, has
sprinkled the body with ‘thirsty dust’ (tov vekpov tig dpting | Oayag BEPnke
Kaml xpoti duyiav | kK6Vv maiovag, 245-7); the corpse was thus covered in a
light coating of dust, as if someone had attempted to avoid pollution (Aemn
&’ dryog pedyovtog Mg Emfv kovic, 256). This is the dust that the Guard and his
fellows swept off, as he tells us in his second report, 409—10, exposing the
rotting corpse (Lddv, 410),'° only for Antigone to repeat her previous action
by once more covering the body with ‘thirsty dust’ (kai yepoiv €000¢ dwyiav
oépeL Koviy, 429). The corpse is thus bloodied and rotting, and the dust is dry
and absorbent; well might it be described as gowvia in 602. And as dust is an
agent in 602, so it is ‘thirsty’, i.e. quasi-personified, in 246 and 429.

In the Guard’s second narrative, moreover, Antigone’s return to the corpse
is facilitated by a dust-storm, an ovpaviov dyog (418) or Oeia vooog (421) that
fills the air, so that, even though the sun is high in the sky, the Guards cannot
see (415-21)." When it clears, Antigone is seen (koi 1000 GmoAlayEvtog v
1POVO pokp®d, | N maig opartat, 422-3); she sees the body denuded of dust
(426), curses those who uncovered it (427-8),!* and immediately restores its
covering of thirsty dust. As a result, she is captured and sentenced to death.
The interplay of light and darkness in this scene prefigures the imagery of the
second stasimon, in which Antigone’s act of sprinkling the bloody dust is said
to extinguish the light of hope in the House of Oedipus.'

The Chorus-leader suspected that the first burial might be divinely inspired
(278-9). The second burial is facilitated by a sudden, uncanny, and perhaps
god-sent storm (421). The sprinkling of dust is a ritual act to ward off &yoc
(dopayiotevoag 6 ypn, 247; dyog pedyovtog g, 256). The Guard’s second
narrative, in which the dust-storm facilitates Antigone’s renewal of the
corpse’s coating of dust, forms the immediate prelude to Antigone’s defiance
of Creon (441ff.). In the second line of her first continuous speech in defence

8 Jebb 1890, 115.

9 See Booth 1959, 77; Easterling 1978, 148; Gagné 2013, 368; cf. Hermann 1825, 63 (quoting Triclinius;
see Dindorf 1852, 316.24-6). For what follows in section I of this paper, cf. Ferrari 2010, 56-7.

10 Cf. Tiresias at 1022.

11 On the association of the god-sent dust storm and Antigone’s sprinkling of dust on the corpse, cf.
Linforth 1961, 212—-13.

12 A decisive objection against those, from Adams 1931 via McCall 1972 to Honig 2013, who maintain
that Antigone did not perform the first burial.

13 Booth 1959, 76 is right to emphasize that the essential contrast in 599-602 is between ‘light” (and the
upper world), the subject of the first sentence, and ‘dust’ (of the nether gods), that of the second. This
contrast is destroyed if we read komig.
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of her act she invokes 1] EOvoikog T@v katw Oe®dv Aikn (451; cf. her references
to Hades and the gods below at 519, 521, 542). Her act is one of dusting
the blood-stained corpse of her duotpog (512—13), one that brings about her
death, a further stage in the terrible history of her family, whose immediately
previous stage is the mutual bloodshed of her brothers, including the one who
wanted to taste the blood of his compatriots and kin (120-2, 201-02). She
performs this act out of devotion to the nether gods (and in full acceptance
that it means her death, 4604, 497-9, 5467, 555, 559-60). This will — as
far as the Chorus know, since Creon has declared his intention also to put
Ismene, her EOGvarpog (488), to death (488-90, 580—1) — put an end to the
House of Oedipus. Whatever they think of her deed, moreover, the Chorus
did not, in the second episode, approve of the defiance that sealed her fate:
for them, it reveals the savage character that she has inherited from her father
(471-2). According to Creon (562) she has been dvovg from birth. No one
who has succeeded in remaining sentient during the performance of the play
so far could fail to understand the Chorus’ statement that the burial of the
body (‘the bloody dust of the nether gods’), together with Antigone’s defiant
words, indicative of the delusion and derangement that have beset a family
so afflicted by inter- and intragenerational strife (Adyov T” dvotla Koi @pevdv
"Epwvig), spells the end of the House of Oedipus.'

II

It is thus clear that kovig is the correct reading. But if doubt remains, it may
be dispelled by external evidence, for the contribution of intertextuality to the
resolution of this issue is substantial, and it has been almost entirely ignored.

First, there is the evidence of Aeschylus’ Septem. This is a major intertext
for the play in general and for the second stasimon in particular.'® Significantly,
the latter’s echoes of the choral ode at Septem 720-91, though spread
throughout the stasimon, exhibit a marked clustering at lines 599-603.'¢ In
that passage of Septem, Aeschylus’ Chorus, like Sophocles’ in the Antigone’s
second stasimon, place the family’s current woes in the context of its history.

14 Regardless, for the moment, of the difficulty over the precise sense of kat’ ... aud. See Section III
below.

15 See (on the parodos) Else 1976, 35-40; Davidson 1983, 41, 43—8; Dunn 2012, 268-70; Rodighiero
2012, 108. On the specific debt of the second stasimon to Septem 653ff., 720-91, and 875-1004, see Else
1976, 16-24 (esp. 16-18), 28; cf. Bowra 1944, 87; Ditmars 1992, 77-9; Cairns 2014, 17-19. Gagné’s
scepticism on the latter point (2013, 373) is misplaced; one does not have to go all the way with Else’s
interpretation (which is in some particulars dubious) to see that the second stasimon’s relation to Septem is
an intimate one.

16 As shown by the table in Cairns 2014, 18.
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Most striking for our purposes are the terms in which the Chorus foresee the
mutual fratricide at 734-7:

€mel 8’ AV aDTOKTOVMG
avtodduktot Oavoot kai yoio kovig
i pehopmoysc aipa oiviov,

tig Gv KaBappovg Topot;

When they die, slain at each other’s hands, and the earth’s dust drinks the black and gory
stream of their blood, who could provide purification?

Here is the link between the ‘thirsty dust’ of Ant. 246—7 and 429 and the ‘bloody
dust’ of 601-02. The collocation of k6vig and goiviov in particular argues for
oowia ... kOvi¢ in the latter place. Throughout the song in Sepfem, moreover,
the mutual fratricide is traced to the twin causes of mental impairment and
the Erinys that recur in our Antigone passage. These are its opening words
(Septem 720-6):

TEQPIKA TAV OAEGIOKOV

0eov ov Beolg opoiav,

ToVoAN 07 KokOpovTY

matpog evktaiov Eptvdv

tehéoar T0G TEPOvLLOVG

katapag Oidumdda Prayiepovog:!”
nodoréTop &’ Epig 66” dTpvveL.

I shudder that the un-godlike goddess, destroyer of houses, the all-true prophet of evil, the
Erinys invoked by the father, has brought to pass the angry curses of deranged Oedipus.

The notions of Oedipus’ derangement, his curse, and the Erinys recur in ring-
composition at the end of the ode (778-91), but a further reference to mental
impairment at 753-7 is of particular relevance for our purposes. Here, it is
Tapdvold ... pevding that leads Oedipus to couple with his mother (756-7);
and the children that result from his ‘sowing the sacred field of his mother,
the place where he had been reared’ (753—4) are a ‘bloody root-stock’ (pilav
aipotoscoay, 755).18 Though the second stasimon’s debt to Septem 720—
91 has been much noted, it does not seem to have been remarked that the
language of Ant. 599—603 in particular forms such a dense cluster of allusions

17 The term Brayippov is a frequent gloss for decippwv, cognate with dtn, the key concept in the Chorus’s
song at Ant. 583-625. See Apoll. Soph. Lex. Hom. 2.7 Bekker; Hsch. o 28; Etym. Magn. 20.49-50; Schol.
bT on /I. 23.603; Brayippwv also qualifies dtn at Triphiod. 411. On Brafn-words as glosses for d, see
Dawe 1968, 101, 105; Stallmach 1968, 44; Cairns 2012, 42 n. 100.

18 “piCo of a family is a common poetic metaphor’, Finglass 2011, 468 on A4j. 1178 (with refs).
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to the central concepts of that ode. The occurrence of pila, kovig, and poiviog
in both places, given the similarity of their reference, the proliferation of other
points of contact, and the thematic similarity between Aeschylus’ ode and
Sophocles’, in itself strongly suggests that gowia ... KOvig is genuine in Ant.
601-02.

Dust’s thirst for blood (Septem 735-6) is also found in two passages of the
Eumenides. At 647-8, Apollo reminds the Erinyes that

avdpoc & Emetday i’ AVOsTAoT KOVIC
Gro& Oavovrog, ovtig éot’ avaotaotc.'?

When once the dust has sucked up the blood of a man that died, there is no resurrection.

Later in the play, the Erinyes, now reconciled, pray that the dust should not, in
pursuit of revenge killing, and to the ruin of the city, drink the citizens’ blood
(980-3):

1ndE modoo kOVIC HELOY aijLe TOATEY
SV opyav mowvag

AVTLPOVOUG, GTag

apmoricotl TOAEWG.

And may the dust not drink the black blood of the citizens, angrily pursuing vengeance in
retaliatory killing, the city’s ruin.

Again, KOvig is personified, and the thematic similarity between these passages
and the contexts of Septem 735—6 and Ant. 599-603 helps corroborate the
conclusions that we have drawn from the relation between Antigone and the
Septem.

But the association between blood and dust goes back further, all the way
to Homer. Already in 1959 Booth cited ‘the Homeric stock phrase aipott kot
kovinot mepupuévog’ in support of kovig at Ant. 602.2° That phrase does not
in fact occur;?! but the words aipatt kai kovinot are regularly associated with
death in battle,”? and blood and dust also co-occur in other locutions.?* One

19 For the thought, cf. Ag. 1019-21; slightly more remotely Cho. 66—7; other passages in the Oresteia and
beyond in Fraenkel 1950, ii. 459.

20 Booth 1959, 77.

21 The nearest thing is mepuppévov aipatt ToAAD at Od. 9.397 (echoed in Eur. Alc. 496 and Bacch. 742;
Hdt. 3.157.1; Xen. Ages. 2.14; Theoc. Id. 26.25).

22 11. 15.118, 16.639-40, 795-6, Od. 22.383—4 (aipatt Kol Kovinot).

23 See 1. 11.163-4, 13.617. The motif of the earth soaked with blood is, of course, more common, as are
locutions which have warriors falling or lying (etc.) in dust; I restrict myself here to phrases that combine
KOV1G or kovin with some term for blood.
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of these is perhaps worth quoting as a possible inspiration, even if only as a
verbal echo, for Ant. 601-02. This is Od. 18.97-8:

s ’ 3 LI 7 ’ k3
avtika 8’ MABev ava oToOH Poiviov aipla,
Kad 8’ Emes’ €V KOVINGOL HOKMV.

Immediately the red blood filled his [Irus’] mouth, and he fell bleating in the dust.

For the expression ‘bloody dust’, however, the nearest Homeric parallel
comes in two Iliadic passages in which the fall of a warrior (first Asius, then
Sarpedon) is compared to the felling of a tree (//. 13.389-93 = 16.482-0):

fpune 8 dg dte TiI¢ Spdc fipimey 7 dxepoic,

ne mitug PAOPY], TV T° 0VpeSL TEKTOVESG AVOPES
gE€topov mEAEKEGTT VENKEST VITOV £lvail:

®¢ 0 mp6c0’ inmwv Kol Sippov KeITo TavuchEls,
BePpuyds, KOVIOG dedpayEVOg QiLATOEGONG.

He fell, as when an oak or a white poplar falls, or a tall pine, that in the mountains carpenters
have cut down with newly sharpened axes, to provide timber for a ship. So he lay stretched
out in front of his horses and chariot, roaring, grasping the bloody dust.

These are important lines. The simile and death description are not only
memorable in themselves; their repetition in the context of two significant
deaths — especially the second, which marks the completion of a stage in the
great sequence of conflicts that culminates in the deaths of Patroclus and
Hector and looks beyond the poem to the death of Achilles — reinforces their
memorability.* Now, kovi¢ aipatdésooa is not gowvia kovig. But still T think
we can prove that these passages were, at some level, in Sophocles’ mind
when he wrote Ant. 601-02.

The perfect participle, dedpaypévoc, is rare. It is the only part of the verb
dpdocopar (‘grasp’) to occur in Homer, and it occurs only in these two
passages.” Its first extant occurrence in post-Homeric literature is in the
Antigone. It occurs once more in Attic verse in line 1413 of Euripides’ Orestes,
and not thereafter until Dionysius of Halicarnassus cites Homer’s verses four
centuries later (Comp. 4.27, 4.29). The word’s occurrence in Antigone comes
in the Guard’s speech at 235, where he describes himself as ‘clinging to the
hope’ that he cannot suffer what he is not fated to suffer (tfjg éAmidog yap
Epyopan dedpayuévos, | To pn mabeiv av dAlo ANy 10 pdpouov). Ten lines

24 See Janko 1992, 97 on 389-93.
25 Janko 1992, 97 observes that ‘falling in the dust and grasping it in handfuls’ is relatively common, but
this is the formula 6 &’ év kovinot tecmv Ere yaiav dyootd (/7. 13.508, 13.520, 14.452, 17.315).
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later he breaks the news that someone has sprinkled ‘thirsty dust’ on the corpse
of Polynices (245-7). The Guard describes himself as clinging to hope in a
phrase whose only Homeric precedent involves the grasping of bloody dust;
the Chorus in the second stasimon attribute the annihilation of hope for the
House of Oedipus to the bloody dust of the nether gods. The Homeric phrase
KOV10G dedpayLévog aipotoéoong has combined with the more obvious debt to
key passages of the Septem to produce Sophocles’ powia kovig.2

That sources for Sophocles’ phrase should be found in Aeschylus’ Septem
and in the //iad does not merely support the reading kovig at Ant. 602. The
links to Septem (where pila at 755 represents the family line that now ends
with the deaths of Eteocles and Polynices, and where, at 735-6, the yoio kovig
drinks their aipo @oiviov) and Homer (where the dust is regularly bloodied by
the dying warrior) indicate that the resonances of the Antigone passage include
not only Antigone’s act of sprinkling dust on the corpse but also the death of
Polynices and his brother in fratricidal combat. The associations of gowia
kovig belong with the passage’s other affinities with Sepfem in reinforcing the
ode’s central perspective, that Antigone’s act and its consequences replicate a
pattern of disaster and derangement that has beset more than one generation
of the Labdacids.

III

To conclude, I need to say a little more about how we are to understand powvia
KoOvic in its immediate context. First, its relation to Adyov T’ Gvotla Kai ppevidv
Epwvig in 603. It is debated whether this phrase should be regarded as in
apposition to kovig in 602 or as giving two further items in a list that begins
with kovig in 602.7 If, as I argue, powia kovig refers primarily to Antigone’s
act of burial (though with resonance also of her brothers’ mutual slaughter as
portrayed in Septem), then Aoyov dvoia might be regarded as a further cause
of the family’s extinction, namely Antigone’s defiant speech in defence of that
act in the second of these episodes. Antigone herself expects that her defiance
will be regarded as popia (469-70), the Chorus-leader comments on the
temperament that she has inherited from her father (471-2), and Creon sees

26 The participle BePpvymdc also appears in Homer only in these two similes, though the finite verb B£ppuyev
occurs at //. 17.264 and Od. 5.411-12 (both of the roar of the sea); cf. cognates at Od. 5.319, 12.241-2.
The association with the sea in these passages is a more obvious inspiration for the description of man
‘passing through the roaring swell’ (mepipvyiotstv | mepdv v’ oidpacv) at Soph. Ant. 336; but if Hom. /1.
13.389-93 and 16.482—6 were in Sophocles’ mind, then the influence of BeBpvymg in these passages might
just be felt here too.

27 See esp. Lloyd-Jones 1957, 18-19; Long 1974; Easterling 1978, 148; Kamerbeek 1978, 120; Lloyd-
Jones and Wilson 1990, 129; Ferrari 2010, 54; Gagné 2013, 368.
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her words as ¥Bpic that compounds the BBpig of the original offence (480-3;
cf. his reference to her dvowa at 562). This, I think, must be the proximate
reference of the phrase, and so Adyov 1T° Gvola kol epevdv Epwvig are the
second and third causes of the extinction of hope for the House of Oedipus.?®
Yet Adyog is not merely speech, but also reason, and if we take the phrase in
that sense, then Aoyov 1’ dvoia kol ppevdv 'Epivig can explain, in apposition,
the twin causes of Antigone’s action in burying her brother — her own lack
of reason and the influence of an Erinys on her mind. Though the former
explanation is the more immediately relevant, the latter is also possible; both
connotations may be present, and we need not be forced to choose between
them.

But what precisely is it that the personified kdvig does? The real problem
with the passage is not with kovig, but with kat’ ... dud. Most scholars translate
the verb as ‘harvest’ or ‘cut down’. Recently, however, both Ferrari and Gagné
have revived the argument that in this case the verb has the sense ‘scrape up,
heap up, heap upon’, (LSJ s.v.) attested for xarapdopon at /1. 24.165 in the
context of Priam’s mourning for Hector (24.163-5):%

apel o0& ToAAN
KOTPOG ENV KEPOAT] T€ KOl aYEVL TOTO YEPOVTOG,
TV POl KUAVOOLEVOG KOTAUNGATO XEPGLV £f|OL.

Much dung lay on the head and neck of that old man, which he had heaped up on himself
with his hands as he rolled in it.

Many have insisted that audw, ‘harvest’, and audopor, ‘gather’ (normally in
the middle voice) are different verbs.*® The clearest indications that this might
be the case are to be found in passages such as Od. 9.247, where the object of
aunoapevog is the milk of Polyphemus’ herds; but where the object of apdopat
(or a compound) is also something (such as a crop) that can be harvested
or reaped the two senses are easily assimilated.>! Among the compounds of

28 So, most neatly, Gagné 2013, 368.

29 Ferrari 2010, 54-5; Gagné 2013, 367; cf. Campbell 1879, 508 on 602—03, followed by Kamerbeek
1978, 120. The debate is an ancient one, since the two senses of dpdw/dpdopon clearly lie behind the
scholiast’s suggestions Oepilet kai ékxomter fj kahvmet (Schol. on 602; cf. on 599: vdv yép, pnoty, Smep v
Aetyovov yeveds To0To pHEALEL KAADTTEW 1] KOVIG).

30 See (with varying degrees of confidence) Bechtel 1911, 36—7; Chantraine 1968-80, 72; Irigoin in LfgrE
i. 606-07, 613—14; Frisk 1960, 88-9; Beekes 2010, 82, 84; cf. West 1966, 332 on Hes. Theog. 599.

31 So Jebb 1890, 253; West 1978, 354 on Hes. Op. 775. Cf. e.g. Hdt. 3.98.4, 4.199.1; Ar. Thesm. 494; Eur.
fr. 419.4 Kannicht (/no); Ap. Rhod. Argon. 1.688, 3.858-9 (comparing Soph. fr. 534 Radt, with Hunter
1989, 90 ad loc.); cf. the proverb dAlot puév oreipovat, GAlot 8¢ auncovtal, Diogenianus 2.62, Leutsch-
Schneidewin i. 205.
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these verbs, émapdoupart is regularly used of heaping up earth and is found
several times (in later authors) with k6vic.>? In a few cases, the active voice
has the same sense, as, for example, when Diogenes Laertius 6.79 reports the
final request of his namesake, the Cynic philosopher, that after his death those
who survive him should simply throw his corpse into a ditch and sprinkle a
little dust over it (gig ye pOOpov cuvdcon kai OAiynv koviv Erapfoat).® In the
case of xotapdm, the compound used in Ant. 602, the sense ‘gather, heap up’
is found only with the middle voice.** In two such cases, both in Josephus,
the substance in question is kovig. At 2.322 the high priests, in a gesture of
supplication, appear before the people of Jerusalem ‘their heads sprinkled with
dust’. The manuscripts are divided between katopopévovg PEV THS KEQOATS
KOvv and KoTopmpEVOLS HEV TNV KEPAATV KOVeL, but the former is the better
attested construction, one that is in fact found as a variant in section 601 of
the same book.?* The simple verb dudm, on the other hand, does occur in the
active voice, and in the same sense, in an epigram of the Late Hellenistic
poet, Antipater of Sidon, AP 7.241.3—4, where the grieving tutor of a deceased
Ptolemy ‘gathers dark dust in his warlike hands and pours it over his head’
(xepoiv apnooag | avopopdyolg dvopepay kpatog Hmepbe koviv). Though none
of the relevant occurrences of the active verbs, dudw or émaudw, with the
middle sense (‘gather’, ‘heap up’, ‘pour’) is as early as Sophocles, there is
perhaps enough here to suggest that, had he wanted to use kat’... aud to refer
to the gathering and pouring of dust, he could have.

But did he? In none of the other locutions in which (én)apdw, énapdopar,
or katopdopot refer to the heaping up or pouring of dust (vel sim.) is the dust
(vel sim.) the subject of the verb. We can envisage aud standing for dudtot
with koviv as object, but can we construe xot’ od viv ... dud KOvi¢ in a way
that makes the verb passive (‘dust is gathered over it’) or intransitive (‘dust
gathers over it’)? There is no parallel for a move as bold as this.*® With either
of these senses, moreover, one might expect a genitive after katd rather than

32 Earth: Thgn. 428; Hdt. 8.24.1; Xen. Oec. 19.11 (etc.); kovic: Philo, De Josepho 25, De vit. Mos. 1.29;
Lucian, Anach. 2; Origen, C. Cels. 6.15; Julianus Arianus, Comm. Job 34.7. Cf. Odysseus’ piling up leaves
to make a bed at Od. 5.482. énopdo is the compound that is found most frequently in the sense ‘gather’,
‘heap up’; anopdo and £€apdo, by contrast, both active and middle, are found almost exclusively in the
sense ‘cut’, ‘reap’, ‘harvest’.

33 Cf. Epiph. Panarion 1.343.27 (contrast the use of the middle at 2.514.20). Cf. also the use of the active
with earth as object at lambl. P 31.192 and of a covering of leaves at Heliod. Aeth. 2.20.3.

34 Pace Ferrari 2010, 55, who finds the active verb in this sense at Posidippus 19.13—14 Austin-Bastianini,
where Poseidon is said to be capable of sinking an entire island in the sea (pelo koTapunoelg eiv Gl vijoov
6\nv). But this is much more likely to be xotopdm, ‘mow down’ (so Austin and Bastianini 2002, 41).

35 katopunodpevog T KepaAfic kovy in MS L and in the quotation, Suda k 651 s.v. kotapncdpevos. The
other MSS read katoracdpevoc. Cf. n. 36 below.

36 See Jebb 1890, 253, against Campbell 1879, 508.



48  Douglas Cairns

an accusative.’” And, for what it is worth, of the five other instances of dudwm
or its compounds attested for Sophocles, none involves the sense ‘gather’ or
‘heap up’.*® The use of the passive at Aj. 1178 is particularly suggestive: here,
as he positions Eurysaces at Ajax’s corpse in supplication, Teucer prays that
anyone who might attempt to drag the child away should be ‘cast unburied
from the land, the root of his whole family extirpated’ (d0antog ékmécol
v0ovog, | yévoug dmavtog pilav EEnunuévog).

All these considerations suggest that the primary sense of kat’... dud in
Ant. 602 is ‘cuts down’. Its subject, k6vig, is, as we have noted, a metonymy
for Antigone’s action in sprinkling dust on the bloody and defiled corpse of
her brother. Since that is the case, however, the association (from Homer
onwards) of both katapdopar and koévig with death and mourning probably
permits us to assume that the sense ‘heap up (over)’, though not part of the
verb’s denotation in this context, is nonetheless felt as an active connotation.
The verbs (kat)opdw/(kot)apdopat occur in prose as well as in poetry; they
are not especially rare; and as their denotations, ‘reap’ and ‘gather’, are
both common and relatively stable, the verbs cannot quite be seen as what
Michael Silk has called ‘iconyms’.* But since there is a degree of overlap and
assimilation between these senses, it seems possible that a given instance may
well have the denotation of one and a connotation of the other — especially
in a context in which the influence of Aeschylus is so clear and so strong and
Sophocles’ language is at its most dense and suggestive.

Let us assume, then, that xot’... dud in Ant. 602 means ‘cuts down’
(appropriate to piCag in the previous sentence), but with overtones of ‘covers’,
‘conceals’ (appropriate to @dog). The reference of viv in 601 is not certain,
but since @doc is the subject of the previous sentence, it is more likely to be

37 As in the Josephus passages above, if we read katopmpévovg/katounoapevog the Kepaiig koévi (cf. n.
34 and text ad loc.). Cf. Pherecr. 126.2-3 Kassel-Austin; also the epigram of Antipater quoted above (where
kpatog Umepbe expresses the same idea). As the examples quoted above have shown, moreover, it is the
substance that is gathered or poured, not the object onto which it is poured, that is the object of apdopou,
EMOLUAOLLOL, KOTOUAONAL, ete.

38 See Trach. 33 (¢€apdv, ‘reaping’), Phil. 749 (dméunoov, ‘cut off”), fr. 534.7 Radt (fjua, ‘harvested’);
even the bare citation apdoeton (fr. 625) is glossed by Hesychius (who quotes it from Sophocles’ Troelus)
in the sense ‘harvest, i.e. kill’. For 4j. 1178 see text above.

39 An iconym is ‘an archaic and poetic word which has lost its denotation, and thus is used with various
connotations in a range of applications which defy classification as discrete but related senses of the same
word’. This is my paraphrase (Cairns 1998, 62) of Silk’s own, lengthier definition at 1983, 311-12. See esp.
his page 311: “‘An iconym is a word which has lost its denotations. Its usage is unpredictable and unstable.
It has certain properties which ordinary words do not have, but it has less meaning than any ordinary word
has.’
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‘light’ than ‘root’.* Lines 599-600 offer two metaphorical notions: the root
that is the Labdacid line and the light (of hope) represented by Antigone (and
Ismene). The expectation that the dust cast by Antigone on the corpse should
extinguish the light is not entirely disappointed — it is there in the secondary
connotation of kat’... dud that we identified above. But rather than meet that
expectation in full, Sophocles has done something more interesting: the light is
not extinguished in a layer of dust, but cut down, as if the light spread over the
root were the root itself and the dust that extinguishes it a knife.*! Antigone is
the main referent of the @dog that represents the hope of the continuation of the
line through the offspring she might have had; but she also belongs to the pila
qua family line, and it is her act in sprinkling the bloody dust that extinguishes
the light and extirpates the root. The lines constitute a particularly dense and
rich example of the well-attested phenomenon of interaction in Greek poetic
imagery;* it would be a great pity to lose that through emendation.

The remaining puzzles that are sometimes raised in connection with this
passage are more easily solved. The presence of viv in 601 confirms the
asyndeton between 599—600 and 601-03 and rules out the attempt to introduce
arelative pronoun (whether by reading 6mep for vmép with Laurentianus 31.10
supra lineam and Hermann in 599 (cf. Schol. ad loc.) or by restoring 0 before
MSS’ tétato in 600, with Hermann).* Ferrari believes that tétato in 600 can
stand, giving - -~ 77| 77 7 -| 7 - 7- (a cretic instead of an iamb in the second
metron) in responsion with - - =~ 7| 777 7 -| "~ "~ (a regular trimeter) in 588.*
But whether we restore responsion with ététato (Brunck) or keep tétarto
makes no difference to my argument here. And so we can translate (rendering
kot ... apd by the passive in English for the sake of word order):

For, as it was, a light had been extended over the last root in the house of Oedipus; it in its
turn is cut down by the bloody dust of the nether gods, folly of speech, and a Fury of the
mind.

40 So Kamerbeek 1978, 120 on 599-603; Tyrrell and Bennett 1998, 82-3; that the reference is to pilag is
stated already in Schol. Ant. 601; cf. Platt 1910, 250; Easterling 1978, 147; Lloyd-Jones and Wilson 1990,
129; Lloyd-Jones and Wilson 1997, 74.

41 Cf. Tyrrell 1888, 139; Booth 1959.

42 See Silk 1974.

43 In defence of the asyndeton, see Lloyd-Jones 1957, 17, with parallels; cf. Kamerbeek 1978, 120 on
599-603; Lloyd-Jones and Wilson 1990, 129; Ferrari 2010, 53. As Lloyd-Jones and Wilson observe, with a
relative clause in 599-600, we should expect a demonstrative pronoun rather than viv in 601.

44 Ferrari 2010, 53, citing other Sophoclean cases (4). 369/384, OT 867/877, OC 1454/1469) in which
such alleged freedom of responsion in lyric iambics is similarly removed by emendation.
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Translating a paradeigma in Sophocles:
Oedipus Tyrannus 1193

OLIVER TAPLIN

I am at present preparing a translation of the tragedies of Sophocles for
publication in the Oxford World’s Classics series — thanks to the time liberated
by reaching retirement! In attempting the lyric passages I have tried to follow
the sentiment of Joseph Brodsky, who, reviewing versions of Mandelstam,
wrote in the New York Review of Books for 7 Feb, 1974: ‘Translation is a
search for an equivalent, not for a substitute ... A translator should begin his
work with a search for at least a metrical equivalent of the original form.” The
verse-forms that [ have used, even employing rhyme, are (of course) specific
to English, and might well not be at all suitable for other languages. I hope
that, nonetheless, they may be of some interest.

The word paradeigma is used of Oedipus by the chorus in Oedipus the
King, at line 1193. So a draft of the choral ode, lines 11861223, which is
surely one of the greatest in Sophocles, seems an appropriate offering for
@ivind Andersen. Here it is, with no further prevarication:

Human generations,

in my calculations

your whole life-sum, worked out,
comes to nothing, naught.
Who can add up, after all,
happiness in total

reaching more than seeming,
and decline from seeming?
With your fate before me,
paradigm before me,

yours, Oedipus, [ boast
nothing human blest.

Your arrow-shot, so certain,
won you happy fortune;

you brought down the maiden
of the clutching talon;
stopped her riddling power,
shielding as a tower
death-blows from my country.
So we called you mighty
king, and heaped upon you
all the highest honours,
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and you ruled as lord
of this great Theban land.

Now, though, what a different story!
Who is housed with wilder grief,
who sunk in deeper misery,

with this changing of your life?
All-too-famous Oedipus,

you have made the voyage twice
into one engrossing harbour:

as a child you grew there,

then you plunged in as a husband,
coming back as groom there.

How could they, your father’s furrows,
mauled in marriage by your plough,
how endure so long in sorrow,
never crying out aloud?

Time all-seeing has uncovered,

and, despite you, lit on you,
showing that the selfsame mother
bore you and your children too,
wretched son of Laios.

Oedipus incestuous;

judged your union no union.

How I wish I’d never met you —
never set my eyes upon

you, as I now lament you,

from my mouth keen sorrow pouring.
I tell you the bitter truth:

you gave back my breath, restoring,
and you’ve closed my eyes in death.



Ist bei Euripides Medea als heroisch-ménnliche
Personlichkeit geschildert?

WOLFGANG KULLMANN

In der Beurteilung der euripideischen Medea hat sich in der Forschung eine
Auffassung weitgehend durchgesetzt. Diese besagt, dal die Figur der Medea wie
ein mannlichen Held, etwa der /lias, als eine heroische Personlichkeit geschildert
werde, die weitgehend durch ihre Sorge um ihre Ehre bestimmt werde, was sich
in der Ermordung ihrer Kinder zeige, und im Widerspruch zu ihren miitterlichen
Gefiihlen stehe.! Diese Auffassung soll kritisch hinterfragt werden.

Hierbei ist zu beriicksichtigen, dal} ein griechischer Dichter der klassischen
Zeit bis zu einem gewissen Grade vom Mythos bestimmt wird und diesen zu
seinem Thema in Bezug setzen muf. Das Thema ist offensichtlich das Schicksal
einer Frau, die von ihrem Mann wegen einer neuen Beziehung verlassen wird.
Euripides hat sich offensichtlich durch die Argonautensage dazu anregen
lassen, die Medea als eine Frau kennt, die durch ihre Zauberkiinste aus Liebe
zu Jason diesem bedingungslos zum erfolgreichen Bestehen vieler Aufgaben,
vor die er gestellt wird, verhilft. Nach der Sage flieht sie mit ihm aus Kolchis
bis zur Riickkehr Jasons in das thessalische lolkos. Dieser Erzéhlstrang fiihrt
bis zur Ermordung des Pelias, der Jason zu seiner wenig hoffnungsvollen
Fahrt zur Riickholung des Goldenen Vlieses veranlaf3t hatte. Nach Euripides
muf} das Paar von dort flichen und 148t sich in Korinth nieder. Diese Stadt
gehort zu einem anderen Sagenstrang, mit dem Medea auch verbunden ist:

Wie durch den korinthischen Dichter Eumelos in seinen Korinthiaka [fr. 3 Bernabé,
PEG] {iberliefert ist, stammt Medeas Vater Aietes aus einer Verbindung des Gottes Helios
mit Antiope und erbt Korinth. Die Erbschaft ging auf Medea iiber, und durch sie wurde
Jason Konig von Korinth. Sie versteckte ihre Kinder im Heratempel und hoffte, sie durch
irgendeine zauberhafte Behandlung unsterblich zu machen, was mif3lang. Jason stellte sie
zur Rede und verzieh ihr nicht, sondern trennte sich von ihr und reiste nach Iolkos [Eumelos
fr.5 Bernabé, PEG aus Pausanias]. Man kann mit gutem Grund vermuten, da3 Euripides
durch diese Erzdhlung angeregt wurde. Die Motive ,,Totung der eigenen Kinder” und
»Scheitern der Ehe* kehren in anderem Zusammenhang und anderer Deutung wieder. Nach
einer anderen Erzdhlung jagen die Korinther die Medea fort. Sie 148t die Kinder in Korinth
zurlick. Die Korinther toten sie; es wird aber das Geriicht verbreitet, Medea hétte sie selbst
getotet [Kreophylos fr. dub. 9 Bernabé, PEG]. Die Motive ,,Weggang Medeas von Korinth*
und ,, Totung der eigenen Kinder* tauchen also ebenfalls in anderem Zusammenhang auf.?

1 Knox 1977; Bongie 1977; Hose 2008, 49—54.
2 Page 1952, xxi—xxv.
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Es ist denkbar, dall diese Sagenversionen Euripides zu seiner Schilderung
assoziativ veranlafit haben, aber sie konnen zur Klidrung der angeblich
heroisch-ménnlichen Schilderung der Titelheldin nichts beitragen, ebenso
wenig wie die Morde des Apsyrtos und des Pelias. Bestimmte Details der
Sage konnen nicht verschwiegen werden, auch wenn sie mit dem mehr
,birgerlichen Thema des Ehestreits im Grunde nicht zu vereinbaren sind. Das
Problem besteht schon fiir den Iliasdichter, dessen aufgeklarter Polytheismus
mit einem Sagenstoff wie dem Parisurteil nur schwer in Einklang zu bringen
ist. Und es besteht in der einen oder anderen Form in den meisten Tragddien,
und natiirlich besonders bei einem so modernistischen Dichter wie Euripides.
Dies muB bei der Interpretation bis zu einem gewissen Grade toleriert werden.

Die euripideische Medea besitzt andererseits Eigenschaften, die als eher
weiblich galten, wie aus Aristoteles, Hist. an. 1X 1,608B 9—13 hervorgeht,
der vielleicht dieses Drama kennt: Sie ist eifersiichtig, unzufrieden mit ihrem
Schicksal und neigt zu Liige und List.

Es stellt sich daher die Frage, ob wir berechtigt sind, hier nur einfach
eine dichterisch fragwiirdige Ubertragung minnlicher Ehrvorstellungen
der Helden der Ilias auf die Frau Medea zu konstatieren, oder ob wir doch
Medeas Verhalten als aus ihrer Zeit, dem 5. Jahrhundert vor Christus, heraus
als weibliches Verhalten verstdndlich machen koénnen.

In das Zentrum des Problems fiihrt Medeas beriihmter Monolog 1021-80.
In ihm wird das Schwanken Medeas sichtbar, ob sie die Kinder téten soll oder
nicht. In fiinf Abschnitten ringt sie sich dazu durch, sie zu téten.?

Im ersten Abschnitt 148t sie erst zum Schluf verschliisselt ihre Tétungabsicht
erkennen, wenn sie zu den Kindern sagt, sie wiirden ihre Mutter nicht mehr
wiedersehen, weil sie in eine andere Lebensform abtriten (1039-40). Im
zweiten Abschnitt wird sie vom Anblick der Kinder durch ihre miitterlichen
Gefiihle veranlaf3t, wie es scheint, ihren Totungsplan aufzugeben. Sie sagt
wortlich (1040-5):

Ach, ach, was schaut ihr ich mit euren Augen an, Kinder? Was lacht ihr mich zum letzten Mal
an? O weh, was soll ich tun? Meine Beherztheit war dahin, Frauen, wie ich die leuchtenden
Augen der Kinder sah. Ich kann es doch nicht. Fort mit den bisherigen Plénen. Ich fithre
meine Kinder aus dem Land! ...

Im dritten Abschnitt wird das Motiv, das sie zum Kindermord treibt, genauer
sichtbar (1040-8). Sie sagt (1040-5): ,,Doch, wie geht es mir? Soll ich meine
Feinde unbestraft lassen und mich verlachen lassen? Ich muf} dies durchstehen.

3 Kullmann 2002, 191-2.
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Wie feige, meinem Sinn zirtliche Worte zu gestatten! Geht aus dem Haus,
Kinder, ... Ich werde meinen Arm nicht authalten.”...

Im vierten Abschnitt spricht Medea ihren Thymos an, also das Organ fiir
irrationale Regungen und Affekte (1056-8): ,,Thymos, tue dies nicht, Armer!
Schone die Kinder! Wenn sie dort mit uns leben, wirst du deine Freude an
ihnen haben!*

SchlieBlichfolgtdannim 5. Abschnitt doch der endgiiltige Totungsentschluf3:
,Ich begreife durchaus, was ich fiir schlimme Taten zu tun im Begriff bin. Aber
mein Thymos ist stirker als meine verniinftigen Uberlegungen, der Thymos,
der schuld an dem groBten Unbheil fiir die Menschen ist.*

Was hier im 3. Abschnitt als Motivation zu dem Entschluf} erscheint, ist
das, was den grofiten Anstof erregt hat und als heroisch-ménnlich interpretiert
wird. Aber ist dieses EhrbewuBtsein und die Angst, sein Gesicht zu verlieren
und zum Gespdtt der Menschen zu werden, wirklich auf das Ménnerbild der
1lias und verwandter Dichtung reduzierbar? Im Epos selbst, in der es um Krieg
und Kampf geht, ist es schwierig, ein Gegenbeispiel zu finden. Immerhin
finden wir Vergleichbares unter den Géttinnen.

In lias TV 50ff. reizt Zeus Hera und Athene mit dem Gedanken, den Krieg
um Troia friedlich zu beenden. Hera ist bereit, ihre drei liebsten Stadte, Argos,
Sparta und Mykene, deren Einwohner sie verehren, zerstdren zu lassen, wenn
Zeus nur nicht von der Zerstorung Troias ablafBt, wobei sie auch betont, dal3
sie Kronos’ dltestes Kind ist. Offensichtlich ist Hera bereit, alles, was ihr lieb
und teuer ist, vernichten zu lassen, weil sie sich durch das Parisurteil in ihrer
Ehre gekrénkt fiihlt. Ihr Gedanke ist in jedem Fall ganz mal3los.

Auch Sappho’s hohnische Worte iiber ihre Konkurrentin in fr. 55 Voigt sind
hier zu erwéhnen, die fast so klingen, wie manche ,,Nachrufe®, die die Helden
der Ilias gegeniiber ihren sterbenden Gegnern abgeben. Sappho malt sich aus,
wie Andromeda (oder eine andere Konkurrentin) ruhmlos sterben wird. Thr
Haf und ihre Verachtung sind maf3los.*

Aber auch in der Tragddie ist der vermeintlich ,,ménnliche* Charakter
Medeas nicht singuldr, sondern begegnet auch bei anderen Frauen. Es
geht um die soziale Sprengkraft des Lachens. Bezeichnend ist Sophokles’
Schilderung der Reaktion der Gottin Athene angesichts des wahnsinnigen
Aias, der eine Rinderherde als seine vermeintlichen Feinde getotet hat. In Aias
79 sagt sie zu Odysseus: ,,Ist es nicht das siileste Lachen, iiber seine Feinde
zu lachen?* Dieses Lachen ist genau das, was Aias aus Furcht in den Tod
treibt. Athene’s Lachen hat nichts Méannliches an sich, sondern ist Ausdruck

4 Page 1955, 133-5.
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der (gegebenenfalls aggressiven) ‘shame-culture’ des 5. Jahrhunderts,? die
geschlechtsiibergreifend ist. Vergleichbar ist die AuBerung Elektra’s in
Sophokles’ gleichnamigem Stiick (Soph. £l 1153—4): ,,Es lachen die Feinde.
Meine miitterliche Unmutter ist rasend vor Freude.* Es ist keine Schuld der
Mutter, die Elektra’s Gefiihle bestimmt, sondern eine Ehrverletzung.” Auch
Antigone kommt es auf die Ehre an: Sie fiihlt sich in Ant. 839 durch das
Niobebeispiel des Chores verlacht, d.h. verspottet.

Wir miissen zur Kenntnis nehmen, dal} es in archaischer und klassischer
Zeit einen raueren Umgang der Menschen miteinander gegeben hat, auch
wenn natlirlich in der Dichtung wie immer nur Extremfélle zur Sprache
kommen. Der Mensch hatte noch nicht oder nur unvollkommen gelernt, sich
auf sein Gewissen zuriickzuziehen und fiihlte sich in seinem Selbstbewultsein
viel starker als heutzutage von dem Urteil seiner Umwelt abhéngig und hatte
Angst, sozial ausgegrenzt zu werden. Mit der Zunahme des Schuldgedankens
ist der Mensch stirker gegen die Offentliche Meinung gefeit. Auch die
zeitgendssische Komddie des Aristophanes liefert uns fiir Ehrverletzungen
viele Details. Es verbirgt sich dahinter ein interessantes anthropologisches
Problem, das wir hier nur skizzenhaft erwdhnen konnen.

Wir haben uns ausfiihrlicher mit dem Fragenkomplex in einem Aufsatz
iiber ,,Die antiken Philosophen und das Lachen® beschiftigt, der zu zeigen
versucht, daf3 die geschilderte Ehrmentalitét noch weit iiber das 5. Jahrhundert
hinaus in der Antike wirksam ist.® Wir bringen dazu hier nur ein paar Beispiele.

Selbst fiir Platon hélt das Verlachtwerden fiir etwas Gefdhrliches. Der
Philosoph, der von der Schau der Ideen in die Politik zuriickkehrt, hat Furcht
verlacht zu werden und bei der Umsetzung seiner Ideen umgebracht zu
werden (Resp. VII 517A 2ff)). Auch wenn Sokrates in Resp. VI 506D-F vor
dem Verlachtwerden Angst hat, als er sich anschickt, das Sonnengleichnis zu
erzdhlen, ist dies wohl nicht als bloBBe Koketterie zu deuten. Wie Platon iiber
das (Ver-)Lachen denkt, wird deutlich, wenn er darlegt, daB3 die Wachter nicht
lachlustig sein sollen (Resp. III 388E 5). Damit ist zweifellos kein Lacheln
verboten, sondern ein schméhendes asoziales Verlachen anderer.

Im Hellenismus ist ein besonderes Phdnomen das kynische Lachen.” Die
schamlosen Provokationen des Diogenes bezeugen indirekt das Fortbestehen
der ‘shame-culture’ auf einer niederen sozialen Ebene. Eine groBe Rolle
spielt das kynische, auf Menippos zuriickgehende Verlachen der Méchtigen
und Reichen, das wir in der Weiterbildung des Lukian, etwa in den Dialogi
mortuorum, kennenlernen, so im 22. Dialog, wo die drei Kyniker Antisthenes,

5 Zu den Gegensatz von ‘shame-culture’ und ‘guilt-culture’ vgl. Dodds 1951, 28-63.
6 Kullmann [1995] 2010, 203-22.
7 Kullmann [1995] 2010, 2144f.
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Diogenes und Krates iiber die jimmerliche Ankunft einiger Toter lachen. Das
kynische Lachen ist also Therapeutikum fiir die Armen, die sonst im Leben
verlacht und erniedrigt werden. Es ist die proletarische Umkehr der amiisierten
Arroganz, die derartige Personen im Leben zeigten. Es setzt zwingend das
Fortbestehen der ‘shame-culture’ voraus, um diesen Terminus pauschal
zu gebrauchen, obwohl er in groflerem Zusammenhang der Vertiefung
bediirfte. Selbst bei den vornehmen Neuplatonikern findet sich das aggressive
hamische Lachen iiber diejenigen, die im ,,Aufstieg™ auf einer niedrigeren
Stufe stehen (Plotinus Enn. 1 6,7,17ff.; VI 6,18,31ff.). Das Lachverbot im
friihen Christentum ist kein Zeichen von Weltfeindlichkeit, sondern Achtung
des aggressiven Lachens, das auch in der Spatantike noch die Bedeutung der
Ehrverletzung belegt, gegen die das Christentum angeht.

Um zur Medeagestalt des Euripides zuriickzukehren: Medea sagt nicht
»lch ermorde die Kinder (an denen und deren Fortkommen Jason so sehr
héngt) wegen seiner Gewissenlosigkeit mir gegeniiber* bzw. sie verzichtet
im BewuBtsein ihrer moralischen Uberlegenheit nicht ganz auf den Mord,
sondern ,,Ich ermorde sie, weil ich durch Unterlassung einer Rdchung mein
Gesicht verliere.*
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‘Logos’ and ‘epeisodion’ in Aristotle’s Poetics
ADOLF KOHNKEN

‘Logos’ and ‘epeisodion’are central terms in the Poetics but their interpretation
is highly controversial, although Aristotle offers a definition by contrast in
chapter 17 (1455a34-b23).! Two recent translations of this chapter, which
have strikingly little in common given that they are supposed to reproduce the
same Greek text, may serve to illustrate the point:

(1) Stephen Halliwell?

... the poet should lay out the general structure of his story, and then proceed to work out
episodes and enlarge it. What I mean by contemplating the general structure can be illustrated
from Iphigeneia. A girl was sacrificed and mysteriously vanished from her sacrificers; she
was planted in another land ... Subsequently, it happened that the priestess’s brother [i.e. the
brother of the girl who had become priestess] came to the place (the fact that a god’s oracle
sent him, and the reason for this are outside the plot).> Captured on his arrival, he was on the
point of being sacrificed when he caused his own recognition ... The upshot was his rescue.
[Thus far the outline of the Iphigeneia]. The next stage is to supply names and work out the
episodes. But care must be taken to make the episodes integral — as with the fit of madness
which occasions Orestes’ capture ... Now, in drama the episodes are concise, while epic
gains extra length from them. For the main story of the Odyssey is short: a man is abroad
for many years ... [he] launches an attack, his own safety is restored, and he destroys his
enemies. This much is essential; the rest consists of episodes.

(2) Arbogast Schmitt*

Die Geschichten (logoi) ... soll man in einer Grundskizze entwickeln, dann erst soll man sie
so <wie eben beschrieben> in Szenen einteilen und <bis ins Detail> ausfiihren. Wie man
sich die Anlage einer Grundskizze vorzustellen hat, kann man am Beispiel der Iphigenie-
Handlung klarmachen: Ein Madchen wird geopfert und, ohne dass den Opfernden klar ist,
was geschieht, entriickt. Es wird in ein anderes Land versetzt ... Einige Zeit spéter geschieht
es, dass der Bruder der Priesterin [i.e. des Médchens] kommt. Dass er dies auf Weisung
eines Gottes tut — der Grund fiir diese Weisung liegt auBlerhalb des Handlungsrahmens —
und mit welcher Aufgabe, gehort nicht zum darzustellenden Handlungsverlauf.® Er kommt

1 See Kéhnken 1990, 129-49.

2 Halliwell 1987, 50-1.

3 Apparently Halliwell accepts, like Rudolf Kassel (1965), the variant £€€m tod pvbov as against the
alternative ££m tod kaBoLov: however, the context demands £€m tod kaboAov, which is the topic discussed
in chapter 17 (see 1455b1-2 éktifecbar kaBoLov and Bewpeichor 10 kaBOLov); see also Neschke-Hentschke
1975, 292 and Kohnken 1990, 138 n. 48, cp. 136 n. 40. Elizabeth Belfiore’s attempt (Belfiore 1992, 360
with n. 10) to keep both versions is not convincing. Aéyog in 1455b17 is not to be identified with pudOog
(although Kassel maintains this in his index).

4 See Schmitt 2008, 24-5. See also Kéhnken 2009 and Heath 2013.

5 The transmitted Greek text is disputed, see Kassel’s edition (1965) ad loc. It is not clear which version
is presupposed by Schmitt (cf. above n. 3).



62 Adolf Kéhnken

also, er wird gefangengenommen, und in dem Augenblick, in dem er geopfert werden
soll, kommt es zur Wiedererkennung ... Das ist dann der Anfang der Rettung [thus far
the ‘Grundskizze’]. ‘Der ndchste Schritt ist bereits, den Figuren Namen zu geben und die
einzelnen Szenen auszuarbeiten. Dabei muss man darauf achten, dass auch diese kleineren
Handlungseinheiten charakteristisch sind, wie z.B. im Orest der Wahnsinnsanfall, der
zu seiner Festnahme fiihrt. Im Drama sind die Einzelszenen kurz, die epische Dichtung
erreicht durch sie ihren grolen Umfang. Die Odyssee-Geschichte ist ja nicht lang: Jemand
ist viele Jahre von zu Hause weg ...” [‘Grundskizze’ of the Odyssey, ending with] ‘er geht
zum Angriff iiber, bleibt selbst unversehrt und vernichtet die Feinde.” Das ist das, was zur
Geschichte gehort, das andere gehort zur Ausgestaltung der einzelnen Szenen.

Is Aristotle talking here about the essential ‘general structure’ of a story as against
(inessential) ‘episodes’ (Halliwell) or about the ‘Grundskizze’ von ‘Geschichten’
and their ‘Ausgestaltung’ (‘distribution’) into ‘einzelne Szenen’ (Schmitt)?

The meaning given to Aoyoc (Aoyor) and €neicddiov (€neicdo1a) in the two
translations quoted is evidently different. Is the wording of the original tovg te
AOYOUG ... O€l ... éktiBecBo kaBOAOL, to be understood as ‘lay out the general
structure of a (specific) story’ (Halliwell) or as ‘(gegebene) Geschichten in
einer Grundskizze entwickeln’ (Schmitt)? Does €10’ obtwg éneicodiody Kol
nmapoateivev suggest ‘then proceed to work out episodes and enlarge’, sc. the
story (Halliwell) or rather ‘dann erst sie’, sc. die Geschichten, ‘so wie eben
beschrieben, in Szenen einteilen und bis ins Detail ausfithren’ (Schmitt)?° Does
Aristotle say ‘The next stage is to supply names and work out the episodes’
(Halliwell) or rather ‘Der néachste Schritt ist bereits, den Figuren Namen zu
geben und die einzelnen Szenen auszuarbeiten’ (Schmitt). Does he call for
‘care ... to make the episodes integral’ (Halliwell) or ‘darauf (zu) achten, dass
auch diese kleineren Handlungseinheiten charakteristisch sind’ (Schmitt)?

Schmitt rightly accepts Klaus Nickau’s demonstration’ that the term
‘epeisodion’ means ‘Szene’ (‘Einzelszene mit Handlungsfunktion’). To
translate it by ‘episodes’, as Halliwell consistently does, is certainly misleading
because it suggests ‘mere (i.e. inessential) episodes’, which is hardly what is
meant by Aristotle, as the context shows. Halliwell himself makes this clear

6 I chose the two translations quoted because they show the main problems more clearly than others; but
see also Manfred Fuhrmann’s translation of chapter 17 (Fuhrmann 1994, 54-7): ‘Die Stoffe ... soll man ...
zunéchst im allgemeinen skizzieren und dann erst szenisch ausarbeiten und zur vollen Linge entwickeln
... (where e.g. ‘Stoffe’ for Adyot is strikingly against Aristotelian usage) or Malcolm Heath’s paraphrase
(Heath 1991, 390—1 on ch. 17): ‘... in approaching a story one should set it out in universal terms ... It is
important to realise that ... [Aristotle] is not talking ... about the plot of Euripides’ play ... he is talking
about a preliminary outline ... it is only when Aristotle sketches the way in which this outline has been
“episodised” in Euripides’ play that causal connections are indicated’ — a strange claim that is incompatible
with the text and also ignores essential scholarship on ‘epeisodion’ (see next note).

7 Nickau 1966. See also Fuhrmann 1994, 54-7 ‘Szenisch ausarbeiten’, ‘Szenen’ and Kéhnken 1990,
136ff.
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by his understanding of 6nwg 6¢ Eoton oikeio T énelcddio. Here, his ‘integral’
for oikelo is much more to the point than Schmitt’s strange ‘charakteristisch’.
The latter’s translation of this phrase, by ‘man muf} darauf achten, daf3 diese
kleineren Handlungseinheiten charakteristisch sind’ is hardly correct (nor
is Fuhrmann’s ‘die Szenen miissen auf die Personen zugeschnitten sein’);
oikelog cannot have this meaning.® Thus, these translations fall short of doing
justice to the meaning of the components of chapter 17 within their immediate
context and also in terms of their relationship to other parts of the Poetics.

In the context of chapter 17 of the Poetics, Aristotle discusses how a poet
should proceed when composing his poem, and he takes as his examples the
Iphigeneia and the Odyssey. In both cases he distinguishes between the ‘logos’
and the ‘epeisodia’ of the dramatic and epic poems respectively. In both cases
the meaning of ‘logos’ is defined by a quotation of the basic facts of the stories
of the Iphigeneia and Odyssey in anonymous form (first stage: consider to
kaB06Aov) and contrasted with the detailed plots of the Iphigeneia and the
Odyssey as we have them (second stage: adding the names and developing the
éne1s0o1a). To develop the basic constituent facts of a story (10 kabo6Aov) into
a specific tragedy or epic is called énel00100v Kol mapateivewy in Aristotle’s
terminology. Consequently, the scenes or parts of a developed drama or epic
poem are called ‘epeisodia’ (see 1455b13, for the Iphigeneia plays; 1455b16
and 23 for epic poetry/the Odyssey). What Aristotle calls ‘logos’ in 1455b17
is replaced by ‘idion’ in 1455b23, the characteristic outline (10 pév odv iS1ov
t0D10) as against the actual developed scenes (1 6’ GAAa €me150010). Aristotle’s
two examples (the ‘logos’ of the Iphigeneia and the ‘logos’ of the Odyssey)
are framed by corresponding sentences. On the one hand, ‘the “logoi” should
be set out in general form and subsequently be developed into epeisodia ...’
(preceding the ‘Iphigeneia-logos’),” and ‘after that specific names should be
added and the epeisodia be composed, while, most importantly, care should be
taken that the epeisodia are integral parts’ (closing the ‘Iphigeneia-logos’).'
On the other hand, ‘in dramatic poetry the epeisodia are short, while the epic
poetry finds its length by them’ (preceding the ‘Odyssey-logos’),!! and ‘this is
the essential outline, everything else is scenic elaboration (epeisodia)’, (the
closing sentence of the ‘Odyssey-logos’)."

The sense and implications of Adyog and €ncic6d100 become even clearer
when these terms are compared to the terminology in other passages of the

8 See Bonitz 1870 s.v. and LSJ °1940, 1202 s.v.

9 1455a34-b2 to0g 1€ AOYOUG ... OEl ... £kTifecO01 KaOOLOV, £10” OBTMG EMEIGOSI0DY KAl TAPUTEIVELY.

10 1455b12-13 peta todta 8¢ 1jdn DmoBévta Ta Ovopata £nelcodiody dnwg 6¢ £otat oikeln T0 EXEIGOSL.
11 1455b15-16 &v pév odv toic Spdpacty To Emetcddio sHviopa, 1) & éxomotia T0VTOIG UNKOVETAL

12 1455b23 10 pév odv idtov Tod10, T8 §” HAA EnE1cO10L.
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Poetics. In chapter 9 when comparing ‘poiesis’ (its subject is T& KaBoA0ov, ‘the
universals’) and ‘history’ (its subject is 10 ko’ Ekactov, ‘the particulars’)
Aristotle gives a definition of kaf6Aov which adds to our understanding of
chapter 17: ‘universal is what a certain type of character will probably or
necessarily say or do which is what poetry aims at by adding names only
afterwards;'3 the particular, on the other hand, is what Alcibiades did or
experienced’ (i.e. the name has priority; primary is a particular person).
Likewise, in chapter 17, there are no names in the general outline of the
Iphigeneia and the Odyssey (their ‘logos’ is equivalent with o kaf6Aov and
10 i010v), the names only come in with the scenic elaboration (¢rgi60d100v) of
a specific play or epic (Euripides’ Iphigeneia in Tauris or the Odyssey). Thus,
the position of ‘history’ in chapter 9 is, in chapter 17, taken by the established
plots (udOou) of Euripides’ Iphigeneia and Homer’s Odyssey.

Of the terms used by Aristotle in chapter 17 (‘mythoi’, ‘logoi’/‘logos’,
10 KaboAov, Enelcddiov/-a, TO 1d1ov) ‘mythos’ is applied to a developed and
finalized plot. ‘Logos’ is applied to the starting outline of such a plot (one
which is set out in general form: specific names are avoided). It is equivalent
to 10 xaBolov and 10 dwov (the essential characteristic subject-matter) and
contrasted with ta éne1o6010, the specific scenes of the completed work.

13 This is sometimes misunderstood, see e.g. Halliwell 1987, 41: ‘... which poetry aims at despite its
addition of particular names’.
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Between mythography and historiography:
Diodorus’ Universal Library'

SuzANNE SAiD

Between 60 and 30 BC, Diodorus Siculus composed his Universal Library *
and attempted to ‘give a full account of all the events that have been handed
down to memory and took place in the known regions of the inhabited world’
(1.9.1).° He began with the legends of both Greeks and barbarians and covered
the affairs of the known world ‘down to the beginning of the war between the
Romans and the Celts’ (1.4.5-7), i.e. until 60 BC.

Gods and heroes are therefore included in Diodorus’ history. This inclusion
is made possible because, as opposed to ‘the celestial gods who always
existed’ (1.2.10), ‘others, as they say, first lived on earth as mortals and were
granted immortality only after their death because of their cleverness and
their benevolence to mankind’ (1.13.1). Indeed, these gods belong by right
to human history. Accordingly, there is no reason to distinguish between
‘le temps des dieux’ and ‘le temps des hommes’ in Diodorus’ Universal
Library.* For him, as for his contemporary Varro,’ it is only the criterion of
knowledge that determines a distinction between various periods. First, there
was a totally unknown time (Varro: @dniov) that left no memory; second, an
ancient time which is only dimly known through the myths of both Greeks and
barbarians (Varro: pv0wodv); and third, a ‘historical’ period (Varro: ictopikov)
beginning with the Trojan War, for which a chronology has been established
by Apollodorus. This explains why Diodorus explicitly set apart the first six
books in which he recorded ‘the events and legends prior to the Trojan War’;
for, as he said, ‘in these we have not fixed the dates with any precision’.®

When he deals with mythology, Diodorus is aware of the difficulties
experienced by the historian, as demonstrated by the preface to book I'V. First,
‘the antiquity of the events recorded makes them hard to find out and causes
much embarrassment to the historians’ (4.1.1). Again ‘the dates reported
cannot be checked accurately and as a consequence this “history” is held

1 Itis a great pleasure and an honour to contribute to the volume for @ivind Andersen, a dear friend and
a well-known scholar. Given the broadness of his expertise, which also includes historiography, I hope he
will have some interest in a paper devoted to the status of mythography in Diodorus’ Universal Library.

2 On Diodorus’ handling of the genre of ‘universal history’, see Sulimani 2011, 21-55.

Translations are by Oldfather 1935.

Vidal-Naquet 1981.

Quoted by Censorinus, DN 1.1.2.

Diod. Sic. 40.8.
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in contempt by the readers’ (4.1.1). Moreover, ‘the number and variety of
the heroes, demigods and men whose genealogy is traced make the account
difficult to follow’ (4.1.1). Last but not least, ‘there is no consensus among
the written sources relating the ancient deeds and legends’ (4.1.1). This is the
reason why the Hellenistic historians ‘avoided the history of fabulous times’
(4.1.3).

Beginning his narrative on the labours of Heracles, Diodorus also draws
attention to another set of problems: ‘because of the antiquity and the lack
of plausibility of the facts which are related about this hero, the historian
is compelled either to omit his greatest exploits and clean up in some way
his glory or, by telling the whole story, to make it unbelievable’ (4.8.2). As
opposed to Plutarch who, in his Life of Theseus, chose to ‘clean up the mythical
through reason, and compel it to submit to us and take on the appearance of
history’ (Plut. Vit. Thes. 1.5.), Diodorus decided to give up plausibility and
criticized those who apply the false ‘principle of current things’’ to Heracles:

some readers set up an unfair standard requiring in the accounts of ancient myths the same
exactness as in the events of our own time and, using their own experience as a norm,
estimate the might of Heracles by the weakness of the men of today so that they refuse any
credibility to the account of these deeds because of their excessive magnitude. (4.8.3)

Reading these lines, one is tempted to think that Diodorus turned his back on
critical historiography and that his purpose and method were the same as those
of the first historians who wrote before the Peloponnesian War, according to
Dionysius of Halicarnassus in his treatise On Thucydides 5:

Keeping in view one single and unvarying object, that of bringing to the common knowledge
of all whatever records or traditions were to be found among the natives of the individual
nationalities or states ... and to deliver these just as they received them without adding
thereto or subtracting therefrom, including the legends which had been believed for many
generations and dramatic tales which seem to men of the present time to have a large
measure of silliness.

Actually, Diodorus’ handling of mythology is more complex: if he relates
some myths without comment, he also often happens to ‘historicize’ and
rationalize them. I propose in this paper to account for this complexity, first
explaining why Diodorus chose to include myths in his universal history, and
then examining how he did it.

7 Veyne 1988, 47.
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1. Why Diodorus tells myths

An initial answer to this question has been suggested to me by a recent paper
of K. Clarke, ‘Universal Perspectives in Historiography’.®* By going further
back into the past, Diodorus wants first to demonstrate the superiority of
his work over all the other universal histories, as he says in his preface to
book I: ‘Although the profit which history affords to its readers lies in its
embracing a vast number and variety of circumstances ... only a few writers
have undertaken, beginning with the earliest times and coming down to their
own days, to record the events connected with all peoples’ (1.3.2), as well as
in his preface to book I'V:

For instance Ephorus of Cyme, the pupil of Isocrates, when he undertook to write his
universal history, passed over the ancient myths and began his history with a narrative of
the events which took place after the return of the Heraclidae. Likewise Callisthenes and
Theopompus who were contemporaries of Ephorus avoided the history of fabulous times.
(4.1.3-4)

Diodorus also aims to establish in this way the continuity and unity of
human history by demonstrating the links between the most ancient past
and the present. While separating clearly the most ancient past (books [-VI)
from the historical past which begins with the Trojan War (books VII-XL),
he illuminates the existence of a continuum with a series of prolepses and
etiologies in the mythological books, as well as analepses in the historical
books.

1.1. Prolepses and etiologies in books [-VI

Diodorus often mentions in books I-VI events which will happen later on
and will be related in books VII-XIV. When, in book IV, he narrates how
‘Tlepolemus, the son of Heracles, divided Rhodes into three parts and founded
there three cities’, he also reminds the reader that ‘in later times he took part
with Agamemnon in the war against Troy’ (4.58.8). The foundation of Alesia
gives him the opportunity to remind his readers that this city ‘remained free
from the days of Heracles and was never sacked until our own time’ (4.19.2),
when it was taken by storm by Caesar.

Diodorus systematically uses etiology: many cities, peoples, and places got
their present names from ancient heroes. In book IV for example, after Iolaos’
victory over the natives in Sardinia, we read ‘the plain is called to this day
Iolaeium’ (4.29.5) and ‘he gave his name to the folk of the colony he founded

8 Clarke 1999.
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there’ (4.30.2). This link between the mythical past and the present often relies
on fanciful or approximate etymologies: Alesia is supposed to be a derivative
of ¢An ‘the “wandering” of Heracles on his campaign’ (4.19.1) and the name
of the harbour Caietes, which is said to be a distortion of the name Aictes,
Medea’s father, becomes a token of the return voyage of the Argonauts by way
of Italy (4.56.6).

The mythical past left material traces also in physical geography, flora, and
fauna. The pillars of Heracles were set up by the hero (4.18.2). The breed of
Diomedes’ horses, which were once captured by Heracles, continued down to
the reign of Alexander (4.15.4). Conversely, not a single wild beast is to be
found in Crete since it was freed by Heracles of the wild beasts which infested
it (4.17.3).

Some existing cults are also linked to ancient myths. The triennial festival
held by the Greeks in honour of Dionysus is explained by his journey to India,
which lasted three years (3.65.8), and the sacrifices of the Rhodians, performed
without fire, reproduce the behaviour of their founders, the Heliadae, who
forgot to light fire under the victims (5.56.6-7).

1.2. Analepses and mythical digressions in books VII-XL
Memories of the mythical past explain some historical events in books
VII-XL. The ancient prestige of Thebes, ‘a city widely known both for its
achievements and for the myths that had been handed down about it’ (19.53.2)
is the reason why Cassander undertook to re-establish it after it was destroyed
by Alexander (19.51.1-8). Conversely, the destruction of Orchomenus by the
Thebans in 364/3 BC is explained not only by the help given at this time by
the knights of Orchomenus to the Theban refugees who attempted to change
the constitution of Thebes to aristocracy, but also by the tribute Thebes paid to
the Myniae in the heroic age (15.79.5).

As C. P. Jones demonstrated in his book Kinship Diplomacy in the Ancient
World, the mythical past played a major part in contemporary diplomacy. His
book actually begins with an example borrowed from Diodorus (17. 96.1—
2).° The Indians called Sibians, descendants of the soldiers who came with
Heracles to the rock of Aornus, welcomed Alexander who was also descended
from Heracles (17.96.2 ‘they met the king, renewed their ties of kinship, and
welcomed him enthusiastically in every way, as being their relatives, and
brought him magnificent gifts’). Alexander himself used the same argument
to win over the Thessalians ‘by reminding them of his ancient relationship to
them through Heracles’ (17.4.1).

9 Jones 1999.



Between mythography and historiography 71

The mythical past also surfaces in the ‘historical’ books in a series of
digressions linked to placenames. For instance, the march of the Persian
commander Memnon of Rhodes across Mount Ida and the encampment of
Alexander near the Caucasus are used as a pretext to allude to the judgment
of Paris and the Idaean Dactyls, and Prometheus’ punishment respectively
(17.7.3-5, 83.1).

1.3. A tentative explanation
This proliferation of mythical stories in Diodorus’ Universal Library, and
more generally in Hellenistic historiography, may first be explained by a
change in the tastes and interests of the readers. As E. Gabba has pointed out:!'°

The mythical and legendary phases of Greek prehistory and proto-history with their store
of divine and heroic genealogies, which had been eliminated by Thucydides’ history,
recovered a role and function in works of history, as demonstrated by the fragments of the
Atthidographers, Timaeus, Theopompus, the criticisms of Ctesias or Ephorus expressed by
Plutarch or Strabo and the mpaypoartik iotopion of Polybius, which is the exception that
proves the rule.

Diodorus himself explicitly acknowledges his taste for the unusual at the
beginning of book IV: ‘In the three preceding books we have recorded the
fabulous deeds among other nations and what their histories relate about the
gods ... speaking generally we have described everything which was worthy
of mention and marvellous to relate’ (4.1.5). This is also demonstrated by the
large number of occurrences (346 in total) of this word-family in his work.
The historian’s taste for the unusual is also the reason why he decides to report
the courage of the Libyan Amazons, which ‘presupposes an amazing pre-
eminence when compared with the nature of the women of our days” (3.52.4)
and did not omit the story of Zeus changing the colour of the bees, precisely
‘because it is most astonishing of all’ (5.70.5).

Diodorus’ integration of myths into his Universal Library can also be
explained by the purpose he assigns to history in the prologues of books I
and IV, which is often recalled in his narrative. According to him, universal
history is useful to all men because it gives to its readers ‘the most excellent
kind of experience’ (1.1.1.) and uses the mistakes and the successes of others
as examples. By portraying the evil as well as the noble deeds of men of the
past, by praising the good and conferring on them immortal glory (1.1.5, 1.2.2,
23.15.1, 31.15.1, 37.4.1) and degrading the bad (1.1.5), the historian urges
men to virtue and deters them from vice, as did the epic poets before him

10 Gabba 1981, 53.
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who also provided examples to follow and avoid, as T. P. Wiseman pointed
out." This is why Diodorus twice uses metaphors for history which are usually
applied to poetry: history has ‘the most divine voice’ (1.2.3) and ‘celebrates
forever in her songs (kafvpvnoev'?) all the past heroes with the appropriate
praises’ (4.1.4). At 4.1.4 he states: ‘We expensed all the care within our power
to the ancient history. For very great and most numerous deeds have been
performed by the heroes and demi-gods and by many good men likewise.’

This moral aim also explains why Diodorus does not hesitate to add a more
edifying version to the traditional story. In book V he prefaces the traditional
story of Zeus’ accession to power with another one: ‘some say that he [Zeus]
succeeded to the kingship ... not by overcoming his father with violence, but
in the manner prescribed by custom and justly, having been judged worthy of
that honour’ (5.70.1).

According to Diodorus, myths not only provide examples, they also
demonstrate their effectiveness. The last Dionysus, son of Zeus and Semele,
and Heracles, son of Alcmene, both emulated their prior namesakes." In the
same way, Jason emulated the campaigns of Perseus (4.40.2) and Theseus the
labours of Heracles (4.59.1).

2. How Diodorus relates myths

2.1. The place of myths

In a history that goes from the earliest times to the beginning of the war
between the Romans and the Celts, the ‘organization of the work’ (oikovopia)
is critical. Actually, Diodorus often points out in books I to VI, which are
devoted to the most ancient times (i.e. to the events prior to the Trojan War),
that he is aiming at due proportion in his account.'* Yet he has omitted nothing
from the myths concerning Heracles

On the one hand, he often acknowledges that he has ‘dwelt overlong’
(memieovdapev) on some topics in order to be thorough (1.90.4, 4.49.4), to
give the gods their due (4.83.7), or to delight the lovers of reading (2.54.7).
On the other hand, he points out that he will deal briefly (cuvtopmg)'® with the
myth told by the Indians about Dionysus, the extraordinary island discovered in
the Ocean by Jambulus, and other stories. He sometimes justifies the omission
of many among the myths told about Medea, ‘considering it unnecessary and

11 Wiseman 1979, 144.

12 This verb is used elsewhere for poets (Diod. Sic. 11.11.6) and choruses (Diod. Sic. 17.50.6).
13 Diod. Sic. 3.74.1: Dionysus and 5.76.2: Heracles.

14 Diod. Sic. 1.9.1, 1.9.4, 1.29.6, 4.5.4, 4.68.6, 6.1.3: ctoyaloLevol TG GLLUETPIOG.

15 Diod. Sic. 2.38.3,2.55.1, 3.62.3, 5.6.1, 6.1.3.
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long to tell all of them’ (4.56.2) and will be content to add those items that
have been passed over concerning the history of the Argonauts (4.56.2).

2.2. The organization of Diodorus’ mythological books

After reading the preface to book I one may conclude that these books are
exclusively concerned with mythology, which is wrong. Actually the first
three books about the deeds and the legends of the barbarians, beginning
with the Egyptians, combine ethnography and history with mythology in the
manner of local historiography. Book V, which is devoted to the islands, is
structured in the same way. Only in book IV can one find mythology pure
and simple, that is ‘the stories told among the Greeks concerning the most
renowned heroes and demi-gods of the ancient times’ (4.1.5). As for book
VI, given that we have only fragments or summaries, it is difficult to assess
precisely the organization of its content. Moreover, some myths are set out in
various parts of his work, as demonstrated for instance by J. Fabre-Serris in
relation to Dionysus.'¢

To better understand the way in which Diodorus deals with myths, it is
worth comparing the structure of book IV with the three complete books of
pseudo-Apollodorus’ Library. The mythographer systematically arranges his
work according to genealogies. In book I he includes Ouranus and the gods
(1.1-6.3), Prometheus, his son Deucalion (7.1-2), and his descendants down
to Jason and the Argonauts (7.2-9.28). In Book II he covers the family of
Inachus from Belus down to the Heraclidae. In book III he follows the family
of Agenor (1-7), Pelasgus (8-9), Atlas and his daughters (10-12.6), Asopus
(12.6—13) and Cecrops down to Theseus (14—16).

The structure of Diodorus’ book IV is more complex. It does not follow any
chronological or genealogical order, but rather moves from one topic to another
by free association, and the propriety of the transitions is more asserted than
demonstrated. It begins with Dionysus (4.1.6-5.4) for chronological as well
as logical reasons: ‘we shall begin with Dionysus because he not only belongs
to a very ancient time but also conferred very great benefactions upon the race
of men’ (4.1.6). There follows an appendix devoted to the gods associated
with him: Priapus (4.6.1-4), Hermaphroditus (4.6.5) and the Muses (4.7.1-4).
He then turns to Heracles (4.7.4-39.4), who is followed by the Argonauts
(4.40.1 ‘since Heracles joined them in their campaign, it may be appropriate
to speak of them in this connection’). Then he introduces a digression which
is devoted to the sons of Helius, Aietes and Perses and their daughters Hecate,
Circe, and Medea (4.45.1-46.5). He gives a detailed account of the Golden

16 Fabre-Serris 2006.
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Fleece (4.47.1-6) ‘in order that nothing which belongs to the history we have
undertaken may remain unknown’ (4.46.5) before resuming the story of the
Argonauts (4.48.1-56.8). From 4.57.1 to 58.6, the story of the Argonauts
and Heracles’ deeds are appropriately followed by a narrative on the deeds
of Heracles’ sons. The transition between Heracles and his descendants and
Theseus (4.59-62.4) is justified by their likeness (‘since Theseus emulated the
labours of Heracles’, 4.59.1). Then Diodorus decides to relate the rape of Helen
and the wooing of Persephone by Peirithous (4.63.1-5), ‘for these deeds are
interwoven with the affairs of Theseus’ (4.63.1). But there is no justification
whatsoever for the introduction of the stories of the Seven against Thebes and
the Epigonoi (4.64.1-67.6), Salmoneus, Tyro and their descendants down to
Nestor (4.68.1), the Lapiths and the Centaurs (4.69.1-70.4), Asclepius and
his descendants (4.71.1-4), or the story of the daughters of Asopus and the
sons who were born to Aiacus (4.72.1-7). These stories are often introduced
by the same formula: ‘now we shall endeavour to set forth the facts about’
(4.68.1,71.1,73.1, 84.1). But at 4.73.1 Diodorus goes back to earlier times in
order to tell the stories of Pelops, his father Tantalus, and Oenomaus (73.1)."
Since Tantalus was driven out by Ilus, son of Tros, his story is followed by
the tale of Ilus and his ancestors (4.75.1-76.5). But the ending of book IV
and the stories of Daedalus, the Minotaur and the expedition of Minos into
Sicily (4.76.1-79.7), the myth of the mothers (4.80), Aristeus (4.81-82), Eryx
(4.83), Daphnis (4.84), and Orion (4.85) can be explained by geography, since
Sicily is the setting of all these legends.

With few exceptions, in this book Diodorus keeps to his distinction
between the most ancient history and the truly historical times that begin with
the Trojan War. The story of the Heraclidae ends with Tlepolemus who ‘later
on took part with Agamemnon in the war against Troy’ (4.58.8). The same
goes for the descendants of Salmoneus and Tyro, a line that ends with Nestor
(4.68.6), the Asclepiads (Podaleirios and Machaon 4.71.4), the descendants
of Aiacus (Achilles and Ajax 4.72.7), and the lineage of the Trojan kings
(Memnon and Hector 4.75.4). The two exceptions are linked with Sicily and
its cults, with the arrival of Merion after the end of the Trojan War (4.79.6),
and with Aeneas’ visit to Eryx (4.83.4).

17 “To do so we must revert to earlier times and give in summary the whole story from the beginning.’
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2.3. The narrative of myths

As he points out in his preface to book IV, Diodorus is well aware of the
existence of various versions of myths. But as opposed to Hecataeus, who
was selective and only reported ‘what seemed to him true’,'® Diodorus, like
Strabo and Pausanias after him, often gives many versions of the same story
and leaves his reader the choice: ‘As it is not easy to set forth the precise
truth on such matters, the disagreement among historians must be considered
worthy of record, in order that the reader may be able to decide upon the truth
without prejudice’ (1.56.6). This is the reason why, as he says at 3.62.1, ‘after
having made mention [at 1.23.7] of the birth of Dionysus and of his deeds as
they are preserved in the local histories of that country [Egypt], we consider
as appropriate in this place to add the myths about this god which are current
among the Greeks’, even if there is no agreement among sources. He begins
with ‘those authors who use the phenomena of nature to explain this god and
call the fruit of the vine Dionysus’ (3.62.3). He then quotes ‘the mythographers
who represent the god as having a human form’ (3.61.3). After stating ‘the
accounts of the birth of Dionysus that are generally agreed upon by ancient
writers’ (3.66.1), Diodorus echoes the rival claims of Greek cities and Libyan
Nysa to the birthplace of Dionysus (3.66), and ‘in order not to omit anything
which history records about Dionysus’ (3.66.5) he presents in summary what
is said by the Libyans and those Greek historians whose writings are in accord
with these.

2.3.1. Registering diversity
Diodorus sometimes contents himself with registering that ‘generally the
ancient myths do not give a simple and consistent story’ (4.44.5), be it about
the names of the gods (1.25.1), the location of their tombs (1.27.3-6), the
origins of the cities (2.56.3—4), the identity of their eponymous hero (4.55.2—
3), or their first inhabitants (5.6.1).

Faced with this multiplicity, Diodorus adopts various strategies. At the
beginning of book I he states his principle: ‘Concerning the myths which are
told about each of the immortals, we shall refrain from setting forth the most
part in detail ... yet whatever on these subjects we may consider as relevant to
the several parts of our history we shall present in a summary fashion’ (1.6.1).
But he does not always stand by it.

He may sometimes refrain from bringing to his readers’ attention the
existing contradictions between various accounts if these accounts are given

18 Hecataeus Fr. 1 Fowler: dg pot Soksi 6An0éa stva.
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in various parts of his work. In book III, for example, he relates the usual story
of the death of Semele (3.64.3—4). But in book V he quotes a different version,
which was given by the Naxians who transformed her death into an apotheosis
(5.64.3-4).

When he reports some variants of the same myth side by side, the
difference is usually limited to mere details. At 4.13.1, for instance, he offers
three descriptions of the way in which Heracles was able to bring back the
golden-horned doe, but stresses that ‘this labour was in any case accomplished
without using violence or running into perils’.

At times he also gives two explanations of the same event and leaves
the decision to the reader, as when he reports the setting up of the Pillars by
Heracles: ‘On this question, however, it will be possible for every man to
think as he may please’ (4.18.5).

It is interesting to note that Diodorus sometimes attempts to vindicate
the existence of heterogeneous versions of the same myth. For instance, he
explains the existence of various locations for the tombs of Isis and Osiris
by relating the priests’ refusal to divulge the truth to the masses (1.27.6).
He also accounts for some mythical transpositions: the long passage of time
explains why the Libyan Amazons have been superseded by the Amazons of
the Thermodon, who were more recent and better known (3.52.2) and why the
latter Dionysus as well as the latter Heracles have inherited the life plan and
the exploits of their homonymous predecessors (3.74.3).

2.3.2. Choosing a version

When Diodorus chooses among various mythical versions, he sometimes
accounts for his choice by stressing that he has chosen to follow ‘those
who give the more plausible account and are the most trustworthy’ (5.80.4).
Actually Diodorus often gives weight to his choice by stressing the number or
the reputation of his sources: for instance, at 4.7.1-2 he agrees that the Muses
were the daughters of Zeus and Mnemosyne, since this is said by the majority
of the mythographers and those who enjoy the greatest reputation, and he
also agrees that the Muses were nine, based upon the authority of the most
distinguished men such as Homer and Hesiod and others like them.

Some of his choices may clearly be explained by parochialism. In the
dispute between the Egyptians, the Athenians, and the Sicilians over who was
the first to be given the gift of corn by Demeter (5.69.1-3), it is obvious that
the Sicilian Diodorus decides in favour of his countrymen by echoing their
arguments at greater length than the others.

Nevertheless, it would be wrong to look for systematic consistency in the



Between mythography and historiography 17

Library, as demonstrated by a comparison of Diodorus’ narrative on some
metamorphoses. At 5.23.3-5 he clearly rejects the myth of the metamorphosis
of the sisters of Actaeon into poplars shedding tears of amber:

The creators of these fictitious tales are wrong and have been disproved by facts at later
times and we must give ear to the accounts which are truthful. Actually the amber is gathered
on the island we have mentioned [Basileia] and is brought by the natives to the opposite
continent and it is conveyed to the regions known to us.

3

But the metamorphosis of Derceto at 2.4.3, which is introduced as ‘a
legend told by the most learned among the inhabitants of the region’, is not
followed by any negative comment. Diodorus even concludes the story of
the metamorphosis of Actaeon by saying: ‘we may well believe that, once he
had been changed into the form of one of the animals he was wont to hunt, he
was slain by the dogs which were accustomed to prey upon other wild beats’
(4.81.5).

2.3.3. Historicizing myths
As a historian Diodorus also attempts to validate myths. He often relies
on existing monuments, a phenomenon which has been well analysed in
connection with Livy by Emilio Gabba:

In the first two books of Livy legendary or historical events are in a certain sense validated
by reference to monuments, in particular statues, still visible in the time of Livy or his
sources. Such references were intended to guarantee the historicity or at least the credibility
of the legend or event in question. It seems clear that these monuments were at first invested
with fantastic meanings of different kinds but always related to legendary episodes. In a
complete reversal of roles, the monuments then became documents which guaranteed the
historicity or credibility of the legends or stories which had grown up."

Existing cults and customs, as well as place names, may be used for the same
purpose. Actually the first six books of Diodorus are replete with ‘indications’
(onueia), ‘proofs’ (texunpia), ‘demonstrations’ (dmwodei&elg), or ‘testimonies’
(noptdpra) of this kind. Most instances are to be found in book I. The Egyptians
draw on the existing tombs of Osiris and Isis located either at Memphis or on
the border between Egypt and Ethiopia (1.22.1-2) to prove the existence of
these gods. They also rely on existing rituals and cults to demonstrate that many
Greek myths originated in Egypt: ‘many other things of which mythology tells

19 Gabba 1981, 61.
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are still to be found among the Egyptians, the name being still preserved and
the customs actually being practiced’ (1.97.1). For instance ‘to prove that the
discovery of the corn took place in Egypt, they offer the following ancient
custom which they still observe’ (1.14.2), i.e. they dedicate to Isis the first
stalks of grain. They even combine various pieces of proof. To demonstrate
e.g. that Athens was an Egyptian colony, they successively rely on vocabulary
(“for the Athenians are the only Greeks who call the city astu a name brought
over from the city called 4stu in Egypt’, 1.28.4), political organization (the
Athenians like the Egyptians are divided into three categories, eupatrids,
geomoroi and demiourgoi, 1.29.4), onomastics (Menestheus was the son of
Petes, an Egyptian name, 1.28.6), religion (‘their Eumolpidai were derived
from the priests of Egypt and the Kerykes from the [Egyptian] pastophoroi’,
1.29.4), and external appearance and manners (1.28.4). Yet Diodorus is not
convinced, ‘since they offer no precise proof whatsoever for these statements
and no trustworthy historian testifies in their support’ (1.29.6).

Yet many similar pieces of evidence are endorsed elsewhere in Diodorus’
work, or at least he does not openly question them. He refers in book I to certain
proof of Dionysus’ expedition in India given by the Indians: the existence of
a city called Nysa and the ivy ‘which is still to be found only in that region’
(1.18.7). In book III he adds: ‘Furthermore, there are pointed out among the
Indians even to this day the place where the birth of the god came to pass, as
well as cities that bear his name in the language of the natives, and many other
notable testimonials to his birth among the Indians’ (3.63.5). Diodorus is also
aware that ‘those inhabitants of Libya who dwell on the shore of the Ocean lay
claim to the birthplace of the god, and point out that Nysa and all the stories
which the myths record are found among themselves, and many proofs of this
statement remain in the land down to this day’ (3.66.4), given that ‘many ancient
Greek writers of myths and poets and not a few of the later historians agree with
this account of the Libyans’ (3.66.4). The same is true for some Greek cities:

The inhabitants of Teos advance as a proof that the god [Dionysus] was born among them
the fact that, even to this day, at fixed times in their city, a fountain of wine, of unusually
sweet fragrance, flows of its own accord from the earth. And as for the peoples of the
other cities, they in some cases point out a plot of land which was sacred to him, in other
cases shrines and sacred precincts which have been consecrated to him from ancient times.
(3.66.2-3)

Inbook V Diodorus reports the Sicilian traditions about Demeter and Core, who
made their first appearance on this island. Relying upon ‘the best authorities
among historians’, he tells us that ‘in the plain of Leontinoi the wheat men
call “wild” grows even to this day’ (5.2.4), points out the importance of their
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cult in Sicily (5.2.5), locates the rape of Core in a meadow close to Enna and
proves it by a lengthy description of this place — it is strikingly beautiful and,
to one’s amazement, violets bloom throughout the entire year (5.3.3).

Diodorus is not the only one who uses this type of argument. In book IV,
he quotes ‘many among the ancient historians as well as later ones, including
Timaeus’ (5.56.3) who similarly demonstrated that the Argonauts, on their
way back, made their course to the west. He points out that the Celts who
dwell along the Ocean particularly venerate the Dioscuri (4.56.4), lists a series
of place names, such as harbours called Argoon and Telamon, thus attesting
that the Argonauts sailed about the Tyrrhenian sea (4.56.6), and he refers to
objects such as the bronze tripod that was presented to Triton and inscribed
with ancient characters which stood among the people of Euesperis in Libya
until recent times (4.76.6).

It is not only through Diodorus’ attempt to argue the validity of some myths
but also through the attention paid to chronology that Diodorus demonstrates
that he remains a historian even when he deals with mythology. In book I his
Egyptians rely on relative chronology to demonstrate that Heracles was an
Egyptian by birth: it is generally accepted by the Greeks that the hero fought
with the Olympians against the Giants, which is inconsistent with his late birth
(one generation before the Trojan War) (1.24.2), since the Giants were born
from the earth at the beginning of the world. Likewise, his primitive weapons,
as well as his ridding the earth of its monsters, suggests that he lived when
mankind first appeared on earth and not, as the Greeks say, one generation
before the Trojan War (1.24.3).

2.3.4. Rationalizing myths
Following Christopher Pelling, I shall distinguish between two kinds of
rationalization: ‘The first tries to make sense of legends by explaining how they
come about ... it explains away a legend’, the second consists of ‘contextual
explaining’: ‘the essence of the story remains, but it comes to make literal
sense by being plausibly contextualized’.?® Actually Diodorus makes use of
both of these kinds of rationalization.

20 Pelling 2002, 174-5.
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2.3.4.1. Explaining away mythical implausibilities

I will begin with the second type of rationalization — that is, ‘an attempt to
get rid of the corrosion of the legend and recover the hard core of history’.*!
Like former historians, Hecataeus, Herodotus (in his preface), or Thucydides
(in the ‘Archaeology’), Diodorus implicitly rationalizes the myth by omitting
implausible details such as a divine mother or the miraculous transportation
of a corpse. His Memnon is only ‘the son of Tithonus’ (2.22.1). His divine
mother, Dawn, has disappeared. When he died, ‘the Ethiopians recovered his
body, burnt the corpse, and took his bones back to Tithonus’ (2.22.4).

Sometimes Diodorus puts two versions of the story side by side, the
mythical and the true one, without making his choice explicit. At 4.70.4, after
quoting the writers who say that the Hippocentaurs were born from Centaurs
having sex with mares, he mentions those who say that ‘they were called
Hippocentaurs because they were the first to ride on horses and were then
made into legendary beings combining two natures’.

More often, Diodorus clearly indicates his preference for the true, i.e. the
plausible story by the way he introduces it. At 2.10.1-2 he gives two versions of
Semiramis’ end: the first one, the apotheosis, is given in direct discourse (‘she
at once disappeared, as if she were going to be translated to the gods, as the
oracle had predicted’), whereas her metamorphosis into a dove is put in inverted
commas and is ascribed to mythographers. Again he introduces with a mere
oot (‘they say’) the rationalized version of the death of Icarus: he fled from
Crete in a boat and ‘disembarking carelessly he fell into the sea and perished’,
whereas he introduces the marvellous story of his flight with ‘some writers of
myth say’ and justifies his reporting of the legend by mentioning that he shares
a taste for marvellous stories with his audience (‘even if this is a tale of marvels,
nevertheless I have thought it best not to leave it unmentioned’ (4.77.6).

Sometimes Diodorus explicitly corrects the traditional myth and replaces it
with a more plausible story: ‘Prometheus, son of lapetus, did not steal the fire
from the gods and gave it to mankind, as some mythographers say. The truth
is that he was the discoverer of the firesticks from which it may be kindled’
(5.67.2). The same is true for Atlas, Aeolus and Hyperion. ‘They say that Atlas
perfected the science of astrology and was the first to bring forth the doctrine
of the sphere, and it was for this reason that they thought that the entire heaven
was supported by him’ (3.60.3).

In book IV, after relating at length the 12 labours of Heracles according to
tradition (4.11.3-28.4), Diodorus proposes a rationalized version:

Since he was admired for his courage and his skill as a general, he gathered

21 Bowersock 1994, 1.
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a most powerful army and visited the entire inhabited world, conferring his
benefactions upon the race of men, and it was in return for these that with
general approval he was given immortality. But the poets, following their
custom of giving a tale of wonder, have told the myth that Heracles, single-
handed and without the aid of armed forces, performed the labours which are
on the lips of all (4.53.7).

Like the 4th-century mythographer Palaephatus, who rewrote the story
of Pelias’ murder by transforming the sorceress into a clever woman who
discovered a red-and-black plant-dye and the benefit of steam baths for
men,”* Diodorus also rationalizes the killing of Pelias by Medea by replacing
miracles with make-believe (4.51.1-52.2). To persuade Pelias that she was
able to rejuvenate him, Medea disguised herself as an old woman and then
washed her body to appear again as a maiden. Then she promised to transform
an old ram into a lamb. But here also there is no miracle, for she drew out of
the cauldron not a living lamb but ‘an image of a lamb’ (4.52.2).

Diodorus also uses the natural allegoresis to replace the myth (ub6og) with
the truth (0 dAn01g Loy0g). In book I he quotes the first Egyptians, who call the
spirit Zeus (1.12.2), the fire Hephaistos (1.12.3), the earth Demeter (1.12.4),
the wet element Oceanus (1.12.5-6), and the air Athena (1.12.7). “Whereas
the myths relate that Plutus was the son of lasion and Demeter, the truth is that
he is the wealth of corn given to Iasion because of Demeter’s association with
him at the time of the wedding of Harmonia’ (5.49.4). He also substitutes a
true explanation for the mythical origin of Rhodes, which supposedly resulted
from the love of Helius for the Nymph: ‘The truth is that the island which was
originally muddy and soft was dried up by the sun and gave birth to living
creatures’ (5.56.3).

These interpretations are sometimes supported by ‘etymology’, i.e. the
‘analysis of the original meaning of names [which] enables the Stoic philosopher
to recover the beliefs about the world held by those who first gave the gods their
present names’,” a method which is best illustrated by Diodorus’ interpretation
of Athena in book I. At 1.12.7-8 the equation of Athena with the air is based
first on some details of her myths: ‘she is considered as the daughter of Zeus
born from his head and conceived as a virgin because the air is by its nature
uncorrupted and occupies the highest part of the universe. This is the reason
why the myth tells that she was born from the head of Zeus’, an interpretation
that relies on the two meanings of the Greek verbs @Bsipewv and SrapOeipewv ‘to
corrupt’, but also ‘to deflower a woman’. This allegoresis of Athena as the air is

22 See Stern 1996.
23 Long 1992, 54. See also Most 1989.
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also supported by her epithets which are proper to air: ‘she is called Tritogeneia
“thrice born” because the nature of the air changes three times in the course
of the year, in the spring, summer and winter’ and ‘she is called Glaucopis
“blue eyed” not because she has blue eyes, as some Greeks have held — a silly
explanation indeed — but because the air has a bluish appearance’ (1.12.8).

2.3.4.2. Explaining the origin of myths

Diodorus usually chooses to explain away the myths by telling us how they
originated from some confusion between proper and common nouns, from a
misunderstanding of homonyms, or from literal interpretation of metaphors.
This is the case for the story of Heracles killing the eagle which was devouring
Prometheus’ liver (1.19.1-4). Actually, Prometheus was governor of an
Egyptian district flooded by a river, which was given the name ‘Eagle’ because
of the violence of its water. Prometheus was about to commit suicide when
Heracles speedily stopped the flood: ‘This is the reason why some Greek poets
worked this fact into a myth’ (1.19.3).

Confusion between homonyms also accounts for other ‘monstrous myths
invented by the Greeks’ (4.47.2). The stories about the cruelty of the Colchi,
their fire-breathing bulls, and the sleepless dragon guarding the Golden Fleece
all originated from a confusion of names: the soldiers stationed there, who
were Taurians originating from the Thracian Chersonese, were made into fire-
breathing bulls because they had killed foreigners. ‘Similarly the guardian of
the sacred precinct, who was a man called Dracon, was transformed by the
poets into the monstrous and fear-inspiring beast’ (4.47.3). There are many
other instances of such an explanation relying on the confusion between names
and common words or between homonyms: the ypvoa pfjia of the Hesperids
were either golden apples or flocks of sheep that were called golden because
of their beauty or because of the colour of their fleece which was like gold,
and the dpdxwv who guarded them was not a monstrous dragon but a shepherd
called Dracon (4.26.3); the golden fleece was not a ram’s (kp1dc) fleece but
rather the gilded skin of Phrixus’ slave, who was named Krios (4.47.6).

Other myths originated from a metaphor taken literally. First the ‘true facts’
according to Diodorus: ‘they say that Lamia was a queen of surpassing beauty
whose appearance became, with the passing of time, bestial on account of the
savagery of her heart’ (20.41.3). After the death of her children she would
put to death all the new-born babies unless she was drunk (20.41.3). Then the
myth: ‘for that reason some have invented the myth that she threw her eyes
into a flask, metaphorically turning the carelessness produced by the wine into
the aforesaid measure, since it was wine that took away her sight’ (20.41.5).

Some myths originated from some material detail of the true story (4.47.4).
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The mythical Phrixus was said to have been borne through the sky by a ram
(xpudg) with a golden fleece together with his sister, Helle, who fell into the
sea called Hellespont. Actually, ‘he made his voyage upon a ship which bore
the head of a ram upon his bow and Helle feeling seasick while leaning far
over the side of the boat fell into the sea’ (4.47.4).

The story of Proteus is rationalized by a combination of the methods that
were used to explain away the myths of Aeolus and Ammon. According to
Diodorus’ Egyptians, the Odyssean Proteus was actually an Egyptian king
called Cetes (1.62.2):

some traditions record that Proteus was experienced in the knowledge of the winds and that
he would change his body sometimes into the form of different animals, sometimes into a
tree or fire or something else, and it so happens that the account which the Egyptians give
of Cetes is in agreement with this tradition’

since this king

from his close association with the astrologers had gained experience in such matters; and
from a custom which has been passed down among the kings of Egypt has arisen the myth
current among the Greeks about the way Proteus changed shape. For the kings of Egypt
were used to wear upon their heads the forepart of a lion, or bull, or snake as symbols of
their rule; at times also trees or fire [Ammon]. (1.62.3)

In book I, Egypt is twice said to be the source of Greek mythology: firstat 1.9.6
‘it is in Egypt where mythology places the origin of the gods’, and second at
1.23.8: ‘in general, they say, the Greeks appropriate to themselves the most
renowned of Egyptian heroes and gods as well as the colonies sent out by
them’. Actually the Egyptians say that some gods and heroes were transferred
from Egypt to Greece: ‘They say that Perseus was born in Egypt and that the
origin of [sis was transferred to Argos by the Greeks, who invented the myth of
Io metamorphosed into a heifer’ (1.24.8). This is also true for the Greek myths
of the underworld which imitate some Egyptian customs, since in Egypt the
corpse, once embalmed, crosses a lake (1.92.2) called Acherusia [hence the
Acheron] ‘in a boat whose ferryman is called Charon by the Egyptians in their
language’ (1.92.2). So, ‘Orpheus, they say, who in the old days travelled in
Egypt and witnessed this custom, invented his mythical description of Hades,
reproducing it in some respects but in others inventing on his own account’
(1.92.3).

The best illustration of these transfers is the explanation given by Diodorus’
Egyptians — i.e. Diodorus in the guise of an Egyptian — of the legend of
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Dionysus. In the beginning (1.23.3-6), one is faced with an unfortunate
accident: Semele, the daughter of Cadmus, who is said to be Egyptian instead
of Phoenician, ‘was raped by someone, became pregnant, and after seven
months gave birth to a child whose appearance, according to the Egyptians,
was like Osiris’ (1.23.3). When Cadmus found out what had taken place,
having at the same time the reply from an oracle commanding him to obey
the laws of his fathers, he both gilded the infant and paid him the appropriate
sacrifices, as if he were an epiphany of Osiris. ‘He attributed the fatherhood of
the child to Zeus, both magnifying Osiris and averting slander from his raped
daughter’ (1.23.6). This lie, motivated by self-interest, is followed by the
decisive intervention of the poet Orpheus — also to be explained by personal
motives:

At later times Orpheus, who was held in high regard among the Greeks for his singing,
initiatory rites, and instructions on things divine, was entertained as a guest by the
descendants of Cadmus and accorded unusual honours in Thebes. And since he had become
conversant with the teachings of the Egyptians about the gods, he transferred the birth of
the ancient Osiris to more recent times and, out of regard for the descendants of Cadmus,
instituted a new initiation, according to which the initiates were told that Dionysus had been
born from Semele and Zeus. (1.23.7)

The combination of the gullibility of the people, the reputation of Orpheus,
and self-interest explains why the Greeks first welcome this myth:

the people observed these initiatory rites, partly because they were deceived through their
ignorance (partly because they paid attention to the reliability of Orpheus and his reputation
in such matters and most of all because they were glad to receive the god as a Greek. Later,
after the writers of myths and poets had taken over this account of his ancestry, the theatres
became filled with it and among following generations the belief in the story became strong
and immutable. (1.23.7-8)

Conclusion

This interest in the origins of mythology makes Diodorus a forerunner of
Fontenelle, whose treatise On the Origin of Fables (Sur [’origine des fables,
1724) has been called ‘the cornerstone of modern mythology’.** Moreover,
his book, despite or maybe because of its discrepancies, helps us to better
understand the complex reception of myths at the beginning of the Empire, the
importance of which was demonstrated by my colleague Alan Cameron in his
book Greek Mythography in the Roman World (2004).

24 Graf 1993, 14.
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‘One size to fit them all’:
the reader in Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries

ErRik WELO

Galen was a prolific writer whose texts were read by many readers; but who
did Galen himself think his readers were? In this paper, I look at the references
to the audience in Galen’s commentaries on several Hippocratic texts.! Galen’s
voluminous commentaries on selected texts from the Corpus Hippocraticum
provide important information about Galen’s views on the readers of his
writings. This is even more so since the commentary, as a genre, is meant
to assist the reader of the text on which it comments. My main argument
will be that Galen reflects actively on what it means to write for a broader
audience and takes into account a variety of possible readers of his text. Galen
realized that he had a varied readership, not all of whom had the same level of
preparation or intelligence. Galen’s approach to his readers is, however, more
varied than a simple dichotomy. At the same time, he retains the topical fiction
of writing for a small group or even for a specific individual, allowing himself
to make use of traditional topoi of modesty.

1. Galen and his Hippocratic commentaries

Among other works dealing with the medical tradition before him, Galen
wrote several commentaries on Hippocratic works.? Some of these texts have
prefaces, while others do not (though of course in some cases the prefaces
may have been lost). In some of the prefaces, Galen describes how and why
he wrote them. These comments throw light upon how Galen thought of the
relationships between author and reader and between teacher and student.
Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries are not dedicated to specific persons,
like e.g. On my own books (dedicated to Bassus), On the order of my own
books (to Eugenianus) or The exercise with the small ball (to Epigenes), but
to anonymous friends and followers. Galen’s relationship with this important

1 I will cite Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries from the editions in the Corpus Medicorum Graecorum
(CMG), except for the commentaries On fractures and On joints, which are cited from Kithn’s edition.
When citing from the CMG editions, I give the page numbers in Kiihn’s edition which are printed in the
margins of the CMG texts. A Roman numeral indicates the volume number in Kiihn’s edition, which is
marked by a capital K after the page number.

2 Thm 2002, 88-121 conveniently collects the information on Galen’s various works of Hippocratic
commentary.
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group of readers has been studied recently by Mattern.’ At the same time,
Galen explicitly mentions other kinds of readers.

We are lucky that Galen left two short works in which he discusses his
own works. These are On my own books* and On the order of my own books.’
In the first of these texts Galen describes how his commentaries fall into two
groups: an early group written for friends only and a later group written for
wider circulation. The early group of commentaries also differed from the
later in that Galen mostly gave his own views on the Hippocratic texts and did
not always note the views of earlier commentators. The fact that Galen did not
have his library at the start of his stay in Rome would have contributed to this.°
The later group of commentaries were, according to Galen, ‘composed with
an eye to general publication’.’

Unfortunately the section dealing with the Hippocratic commentaries in On
the order of my own books is partly lost. In the preserved part of the text Galen
states that he has written commentaries on some Hippocratic texts and intends
to comment on all of them if time permits. In the case of this not happening,
Galen recommends some earlier commentaries (those by Pelops, Numisianus,
Sabinus and Rufus of Ephesus) and warns against others (those by Quintus,
Lycus and Satyrus).?

The question of the intended audiences of Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries
is complicated by the way Galen presents their genesis. Galen begins the
section about Hippocratic commentaries in On my own books with the words:
‘As with my other works written for friends, so especially with the works of
Hippocratic commentary, I had no expectation that they would reach a wider
audience (pollous hexein).”® Some were written for friends (philoi) or followers
(hetairoi).'" Some of the texts written in this way were later distributed more
widely against Galen’s own will, or at least without his knowledge, while
others were written for publication (ekdosis). It is difficult to know to what
extent this claim reflects reality or whether it is part of a common prefatory
topos. Mattern, in the most extended recent discussion of Galen’s relationship
with his readers, notes that the scenario described above is extremely frequent

Mattern 2008, 14-21.

XIX: 8—48K.

XIX: 49-61K.

6 Galen assigns the commentaries on Aphorisms, Fractures, Joints, Prognosis, Regimen in Acute
Diseases, Wounds, Injuries to the Head and book 1 of the Epidemics to this group (XIX: 35K).

7 This group includes the commentaries on books II, IIT and VI of the Epidemics, Humours, Nutrition,
Prediction, Nature of Man, In the Surgery and Places, airs, and waters.

8 XIX: 57K.

9 XIX:33K.

10 Mattern 2008, 15 argues that the meanings of these two terms often overlap.

Wk W
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in Galen’s writings.!" Galen’s ‘friends and followers’ are clearly important to
him, but as I will show below, Galen also openly acknowledges the existence
of another group of readers. In order to gain a better understanding of the
commentaries as didactic texts, both groups must receive equal attention.

To get a clearer picture of Galen’s audience, we should turn to his actual
practices. Galen’s commentaries contain references to the reader not only in
the prefaces, but also in the body of the texts. Galen not infrequently addresses
his reader in ways which show that he is present in the mind of the author and
the exegete.

2. The schema isagogicum

The prefaces and introductory discussions in the Hippocratic commentaries
provide us with much of our information about Galen’s conception of his
public. In his book on the history of the schema isagogicum in Antiquity, Jaap
Mansfeld has shown how Galen’s commentaries may illuminate the form and
methods of ancient exegesis and philosophical education.'? The commentaries
are didactic texts which exemplify many of the traits of later exegetical works
in the philosophical tradition, although in a less systematic fashion.

The goal of Mansfeld’s study is to gain a better understanding of the methods
of philosophical education in Late Antiquity, but his conclusions are still
relevant to Galen’s brand of medical education as well. Even though medicine
and philosophy had different sets of canonical texts, he detects pervasive
parallels between the two fields. Thus, Mansfeld places Galen squarely in the
mainstream of ancient exegesis. The broadness of Galen’s own educational
background is well known,!* and this lends credibility to Mansfeld’s claim
about the inspiration for Galen’s didactic practices:

Likely enough, his hermeneutical reflections and his ideas on the proper qualifications and
aims of the exegete as well as on the qualities and preparation to be required of one’s
students were much more stimulated by the classes in philosophy he had attended in his
youth and the philosophical exegetical literature he had seen than by his medical education
or the commentaries on Hippocrates he knew.'

11 Mattern 2008, 15.

12 Mansfeld 1994.

13 See e.g. Nutton 2004, 216-29.
14 Mansfeld 1994, 175.



90  Eirik Welo

The schema isagogicum consists of points to be discussed at the outset of the
study of a text. They include the following:"

* the theme, aim, and purpose of the text (prothesis, skopos, operis intentio);
» the text’s position within a corpus;

» its utility (khrésimon, utilitas);

* an explanation of its title;

* its authenticity;

» the division of the text into chapters, sections, and parts.

Mansfeld demonstrates convincingly how elements of the schema isagogicum
can be found in Galen.'® Although Galen never uses an explicit introductory
schema, he touches upon most of'its contents in various places in his exegetical
works. Galen discusses the authenticity of Hippocratic texts in the preface to
the first commentary on book VI of the Epidemics, for example.!” He explains
titles, as for example in the preface to the commentary on the /n the Surgery'
and in the commentary on Prorrhetic.” As we will see below, he also comments
frequently on the utility of the texts of the Corpus Hippocraticum.

The schema isagogicum presupposes a reader who is interested in
approaching a text in a specific, (educational) context and in a specific
(methodical) way. The fact that Galen touches on so many of the same points
indicates that Galen himself has this kind of reader in mind even though his
commentaries are not written as part of a formal curriculum.?

3. Readers in the Hippocratic commentaries

Let us first take a look at how Galen refers to different types of readers in his
prefaces. Galen’s typical way of presenting them can be seen in the following
example:

gpol pev ovd” dAo T BiAiov &ypdon yopig tod dendijvai tvag §j eilovg | £taipovg kol
HaMoTo ToVg €ig amodnuioy pakpotépay oteAlopévove, aéuboavtag Exev DmOUVN U
TV O Epod Pnoéviev ovtolg 1 deryféviov &v taic tdv (Pov dvotopais Kom <toig

15 Mansfeld 1994, 10-11.

16 Mansfeld 1994, 131-47.

17 XVII/1: 793-7K.

18 XVIII/2: 629K.

19 XVI: 490K.

20 As noted by Nutton 2004, 228f., Galen and his works were known throughout the Roman Empire shortly
after his death. For the use of Galenic texts in the medical curriculum in Alexandria in Late Antiquity, see
Iskandar 1976.
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SMIGKEYEGL> TMY VOGOVVTMY. el 8 EkmesdvTo TVl Kol dALo1g ESoey déia omovdiic etvar,
TPOTPEYOLEVOLG e Kol a0TOlG Gmavta TG laTpikig Té(vNg 0 HéPN CLUTANPDGAL, KATA
TOV aTOV TPOTTOV OV oM Ticlv Edmka kol T00Tolg Enpala. YryvdcKov 8’ EHantov &v drnacty
ol &yeyphoety Enynodipevoy del T Trmokpdtong yvouny, duo 1@ Kol tig EmkopotdTog
adToDd TV pYoEmV TapatedeicOar, TEPITTOV YOO LNV EVALYPAPEY EENYHGELC &V DTOUVIHLOGL
K0’ gkdotnv AEEWY A’ apyilg Emg TéNOVG Amdvtmv avTod TOV Piffliov.?!

I haven’t written any other book without some friends or followers asking me and especially
those who were going away on a long journey, wanting to have a memory (hypomnéma) of
things I had told them or things I had demonstrated at animal dissections or visits to the sick.
But since some became known and were taken seriously by others, when people turned to
me to cover all the parts of the art of medicine, I did this for them in the same way as [ have
already given (books) to others. Knowing, however, that I myself in everything I had written
was always explaining the doctrine of Hippocrates, and at the same time adding the most
fitting of his words, I thought it superfluous to write commentaries to every single word
from the beginning to the end in all his books.

In this quote from the preface to the second commentary on the third book
of the Epidemics, Galen presents a typical (and idealized) picture of his
readership; he returns to it often. The work in question, he claims, was written
for a specific reason. Friends or followers, especially those going away on
a trip, have asked him for a hypomnéma of things he has already said or
demonstrated. Galen mentions different contexts: a) animal dissections and
b) visits to patients. Others have asked Galen to cover other aspects of the
medical art in written form and some have even asked for commentaries on
Hippocratic texts, but Galen initially thought this unnecessary because he had
written other, general works on Hippocrates’ views.

We may note some recurring themes here. First, the written text is in a
sense secondary: it is a Aypomnéma, an aid to remembering what Galen has
already said or written. The reason why a written text is necessary is purely
practical: the reader cannot be present to listen to Galen himself and/or will not
have access to his other written works (in the case of Hippocratic exegesis).
Secondly, the genesis of the text is presented in an individual context. Galen
writes for a specific individual who will take the text that he receives with him
on his journey.

Galen then recounts how his writings became known not only to his
friends, but also to other doctors who subsequently encouraged him to write
commentaries on all the Hippocratic texts. Here, Galen takes up the same
point that we met in On my own books (XIX: 35K): while his Hippocratic
commentaries were originally only meant for himself or for a small circle of

21 XVII/1: 576-7K (= Wenkebach 1936).
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friends, at some point Galen chose to publish them. Accordingly, the texts from
this point on have a twofold nature consisting of both individual instruction
and public argumentation.

Further on in the preface to his second commentary on book III of the
Epidemics, Galen relates that many friends asked him to discuss and refute
earlier interpreters of Hippocrates. This leads Galen to defend himself
against accusations of exceeding length, a criticism he also touched upon in
his introduction to his second commentary on the first book of Epidemics.
There is a slight discrepancy between Galen’s words here and in On my own
books: in the latter text, the fact that wrong explanations of Hippocrates are
praised is given as the reason for explicitly mentioning and criticizing earlier
commentators (XIX: 35K). In the commentary on book III of the Epidemics,
other doctors are said to have asked Galen to do this. The end result, however,
was the same, and the different versions indicate that the question of whether
commentaries should include discussion of the views of earlier commentators
was on Galen’s mind.

This preface provides us with a picture of an audience that was steadily
growing and gradually becoming more varied. Galen’s fame grew as well. His
audience consisted not only of friends and students who were eager to learn
about Hippocratic medicine but also of Galen’s peers, other doctors competing
in the same marketplace.

This first group of readers (friends and followers) has a particular function
in Galen’s texts: they explain why the text was written to begin with (although,
as he stresses in On my own books, the ultimate origin of the texts was his
own personal study notes on the works of Hippocrates). Galen more often
talks about these model readers than fo them.”? They are invoked to explain
the nature of the text to another kind of reader: the one who is reading it after
it was published.

In his preface to the second part of the commentary on book I of the
Epidemics, Galen again comments on the different kinds of readers who might
read his text.

®OC &y 00V EKEIVaV HEVNIEVOV MY, 550, TOV VOV Aeyoévav EEnyhosng Settal Tpocincom,
otoyalopevog oite LOVOV TAV E€0YATmg AUab®dV odte poveov TV ikaviy €Oviav TV
TaPOoKELNV: TPOG Gmavtag yop 6 tolodrog Aoyog EEet petpiog. Td@v 8 GAA®V O PEV TOIG
€oyaTmG apadéoty olkelog avidoet Tovg v &gt S1t TO UijKOG, O O€ TOVTOLG EMTNOELOG ACOPNG

22 Galen addresses his reader(s) using both the second person singular and plural. The second person
plural often (though not always) refers to the first group of readers discussed above, namely friends and
followers who have asked for the text in question. Searches of the TLG show that Galen uses the second
person singular more frequently than the second person plural. The singular may of course be generic in
some cases (cf. German ‘man’).
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£€otat toig apobéoty. GAL’ 0VSE ¥p TO1g TOOVTOIG VIOUVILAOY EVTIVYYAVELY GyamdVTOG,
GAN” GAlo Tap’ BAov kol BAA®G dkoVvoaVTEG TAATOHTEPOV TOANAKIG TOTH SuvnOeiey <av>
Gvev Tapokofg Ekpavidve T ypnotdv.?

As regards those things of what is said now that need explanation, I will add it [sc. the
explanation], aiming not only at those who are utterly uneducated nor at those who have
sufficient preparation. For such a text will be balanced towards everybody. But of the
alternatives, the one suited to those who are utterly uneducated will trouble those who are
trained because of its length while the one suitable to them will be unclear to the uneducated.
But even they should not be content with using commentaries such as these, but hearing the
same things from others in other ways time and again more broadly they would be able to
learn something useful without mistake.

Galen recognizes that different readers may have different needs. Galen
promises to explain what is in need of explanation. His use of the verb
stokhazomai ‘aim’ is significant. Galen has a clear conception of the diversity
of his readers: they have different levels of preparation but will be served
by the same text nonetheless. This is the paradox of writing for the masses:
one size will have to fit all (hapantas). Among potential readers we find at
the bottom hoi eskhatos amatheis (‘those who are utterly unlearned’) and at
the top the hoi hikanén ekhontes tén paraskeuén (‘those who have sufficient
preparation’). Galen emphasizes that catering too much to either group will
make the text unappealing to the other.

In his short prefaces to the individual parts of his Hippocratic commentaries,
Galen addresses his readers in a more direct way. While the function of the
audience in the main prefaces is to explain (to a reader who may not be part of
this original audience) why Galen has chosen to compose his commentaries
the way he has, here Galen speaks to a reader who is actually in the process of
reading his text. Before starting on the next part of the commentary, Galen says,
we should remember what was said earlier: ‘If anybody doesn’t remember
this, he should read it carefully again and only then start on the explanation of
the present text’.>* This kind of comment envisages a much more active reader
than the one described as the original readership.

In his preface to the first part of the commentary on the sixth book of
the Epidemics, Galen returns to the question of how to deal with the earlier
exegetical tradition. He relates this explicitly to the length and level of detail
proper for a commentary. Whenever Galen discusses length, the question
is always of the proper length in relation to a group of potential readers.
Galen’s usually chooses the middle way, and this shows his understanding of

23 XVII/1: 84-5K (= Wenkebach 1934).
24 <> HepVNUEVOC 8¢ TIC OV elmov <oDPIc> Avayvodg EmUEADS adTY TPOG THYV TAV VDY TPOKEIUEVOVY
&nynow agveicbm (XVII/1: 647K = Wenkebach 1936).
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the dilemmas facing an author who is writing for a heterogeneous audience.
Again, the needs of the reader are central to his argument.

TOTEPOV UEV 0DV EUEWVOV E6TIV AIEVTOV adTdY | HOVEOV TdV EDAOYOG HETOypayavTov T
INdevoc BAm¢ nepviicatl, GKOTOVUEVOS EDPOV, &l HEV T() WKEL TAY DIOUVIUATOV ODSELC
Euedle <t®V> dvayvoooudvay adtd Suoyepaively, maviov pepviicdol kdAAov ivar,
LELPOUEV®DV O& TOAAMDY 0L TOVTOLG HOVOV, GALY Kol TOIG GUUUETPMG EYOVCL KOl HOVa
o1oLdAlOVI®V TO YPNOIUN, HEGNV TV TOVT®V AUEOTEPOV momcacal Ty EERynoy Kol
T00T0 gV0EC Ev Apyi] TpoewmElV, OMWG AMUAALATTIOVTOL TOVOE TAOV VITOUVNUAT®OV Ol un
YOIPOVTEG TOVTOG. £YM eV YOp, Bomep kol TAAA TOvTa TOALOIG TMV denbévimv Etaipmv
yapouevog €moinoa, Kol tag EEnynoeig tavtag Ekeivov Eveka ouveédnka. Oewpdv & ig
TOAAOVG EKTMTOVTA TO YPOPOUEVE TPOOLi®V TO100TOV £3eNONV.>

Considering whether it is better to mention all or just the sensible ones or none at all, I have
found that if none of the readers would take offence at their length, it would be better to
mention everyone. But since many criticize not just these, but also those which are more
concise and only care about what is useful, I decided to make my interpretation in the
middle between both of them and to say this right at the beginning, so that those who do not
like them can stay away from these commentaries. For just like I made all my other writings
in order to gratify many of my followers who asked me for it, I have put together these
explanations as well for their sake. But seeing that the writings became known among the
masses [ needed prefaces such as these.

Since readers criticize not only long and detailed commentaries (which provide
information on textual criticism and the views of earlier commentators) but
also the commentaries which are written more symmetros (‘concisely’), Galen
will try and write something which is in between these extremes. He warns
those readers who are only interested in what is (practically) useful right from
the start, so that they can choose others types of texts. Here, Galen is actually
dissociating himself from a group of potential readers. This is necessary
because his commentaries are now falling into the hands of many people.

In the first part of his commentary on Fractures, Galen again distinguishes
between pupils and a more general reading audience, as shown in the following
example:

£y yap Otav HEV TaPMV TOPOVTL GLVAVAYIVOGSK® Tt BiAiov, dkppdg otoxdlecOat dvvapot
100 pétpov Tiig E€Nynoemg, anofrénmv €xdotote TPOg TV T0d pavbdavovtog EEv. dtav
5¢ ypoow mictwv, obte 10D dplota mapeskevacuEvoy ovte Tod yeipiota ctoydlopat. TO
Lev yap tolg mhelotolg aoapsg £otat, TO 6¢ avidtat ypovilovtag v T0ig capéoty. dplotov
obv fyoduan t@v péonv EEwv éxdviov otoxdlesOar TovTov 8¢ dmotuyydvev &ml Tovg
EKTIKOTEPOLG EMOMTEWV UAALOV. 0VOE yOp OAmG VTOUVAHOCLY €vTuyyavew G&ud, Tovg

25 XVII/1: 795-6K (= Wenkebach 1940).



‘One size to fit them all’ 95

KOTOTEPOVC TG HéOTC EEEMC, OIC AyamNTOV £6TL TOPY SIOACKAAMY BKOVGAGT TOAAAKIC T
anTd Kot GAANY Kol ANV AEEWV Epunvendueva cuviEvorl TV Aeyopévov.2

For whenever I read a book with someone, I am able to aim precisely at the proper measure
of explanation, each time considering the level of training of the learner. When, however,
I write for everybody, I aim neither for the best equipped nor for the worst. For the former
procedure will be unclear for most people while the other makes trouble for those who
must spend a long time with things that are evident. So, I think it best to aim for those who
are moderately equipped. And if I miss that, rather to look to those who are a little better
equipped. For I don’t think those who are below the mean should use commentaries at all.
For they prefer to hear the same things many times from their teachers and understand what
is being said through various reformulations.

On the one hand, Galen envisages a situation in which he personally (parén
paronti) teaches a certain text (sunanagindosko). In this case, it is possible to aim
precisely for the most fitting level of exegesis on the basis of the level of the
pupil (#6n tou manthanontos hexin). When one is writing for everybody (pasin),
on the other hand, it is impossible to please all readers at the same time. In this
case, Galen aims for the middle. Galen considers written commentaries to be
more suitable for those who are above average. Still, Galen recognizes that not
all of his readers will belong to the group of suitably intelligent learners.

Itis striking that when Galen describes his potential readers, the heterogeneity
of this group is almost always underlined. Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries
are not written to function as didactic texts at a specific level of education.
Different readers will be interested in reading Galen’s explanations, and
their reaction to the text will be determined by their background and level of
preparation. It is noteworthy that Galen envisages readers of his commentaries
on the Hippocratic texts On joints and On fractures as people who have no
experience of anatomy.

pog 8¢ v E€nynow lopev avtod Tocodtov mpogmdveg £Tl, O kol €ml ThHg mepl Aypdv
€&nynoewg mpogimopev, og &otv N Epunveia od Tamokpdrtovg ikavdg capng royiotg
&nynoemg deopévn td T0 TpdTo podnuoTo pepodniott kol gibopuéve Aégemg dkove
avopog modanod: Kol &l Tig oVTg mapeskevacuévog €n” avlponeiov 6otV Oedcarto
TaG KAt TOG dpHpdoels cuvbioels 1| Taviwg ye €mt mbnkeiowv Ett pdAAOV avT@d coet
eaveitat T Kot toUTo 0 PBiPAiov. i 8¢ kal pudv dvartopdig Epmeipog Eyot kai GAlwg €in
@QVGEL GUVETOC, 016 8Tl Kal ToVT® TOAY T@Y &V TOIGdE TOIC VIOUVILAGL YEYPOUUEV®Y
Qavetltat meptrta EOAvovTL voely Ty A&y Tod madatod Kol Tpd TdvV UV EENyNnoemv. aAL’
gmel un) povov Toig To10VTOIC VIOUVALATA YPAPOUEY, GEvoV eivol pot Sokel TV GAoV
otoyalopéve, €l kol Bpoyeid T1g dodpeia gaivorto pun mapépyeodat tavTny.?’

26 XVIII/2: 318-22K.
27 XVIII/1: 303-04K.
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Let us move to the exegesis of it, having said before as much as we said also in regard
to the exegesis of fractures, that the interpretation of Hippocrates is sufficiently clear and
needs very little explanation for the one who has learned the basics and is used to reading
texts of an ancient author. And if someone is prepared and has looked at the compositions
of joints in human bones or at least in the bones of apes, the themes of this book will appear
even clearer to him. If he also has experience of the anatomy of muscles and in addition is
intelligent by nature, then surely for him many things written in these commentaries will
appear unnecessary since he has already understood the text of the ancient writer even
before my explanations. But since we don’t write commentaries only for this kind of person,
it seems better to me, as [ aim for the others, even if a small unclarity should turn up, not
to bypass it.

We have seen above that there are some students who, in Galen’s view, will
not profit from reading commentaries. In his comments on the beginning of
the Prognostic, Galen indicates that he does not intend all readers to read
the whole text of his commentary. Discussing different types of exegesis
‘explanation, interpretation’, Galen writes:

Bypt ugv odv Todde TV EEyMoty émomaduny Tod mpootpiov TNV Tod Kotd TO Oeiov
onuatvopévov dié Ppayutdtmy, dmep 160¢ £ENyNHoemc AOY®mV GPUOTTEL TOIC TEMULSEVIEVOLC
LEV 0 Tp@TO, omeLSOVGL € Eml TO ypNoov Tod PifAiov. tolg & fjtot Aééemeg EAAnvikilg
anbeowv f| Kol tolg <tfic™> &v AOyoig dxolovbiag apabicy 1 ol TV YPNCUOTATOV HEV
aperodot, datpifouot 6 kol VOV EKOVTES £V TOIG GOPIGTIKOTEPOLS TOV AOY®V, ETEPOG 1610
€ENynoedv €01t TPOTOG O Sl LOKPOTEPOV TTEPULVOLEVOS, OV vrepPaively dhov EEeaTt TOlg
€ml 10 ypfolpov oneddovoty Enehiéoct o petald tod Piffhiov, péyputep Gv €n’ Ekeivnv

dpikovrar v pficwy, g1 pyl- ‘okéntecdat 8¢ dde yp1 &v Toioty 6EEGL voorpact’.?

Until now we have given the exegesis of the preface except for the meaning of theion
concisely. This type of exegesis of the words is fitting to those who are learning the basics
and looking for what is useful in the book. But for those who either are unused to Greek
expressions or also for those who have not learned about the sequence of arguments or those
who are not interested in what is useful, but are already by their own choice spending their
time with more sophistic arguments, there is a separate mode of exegesis which is more
expansive. The whole of this may be skipped by those who are looking for what is useful if
they roll past the part of the book until they come to that lemma which begins ‘In this way
one must investigate in the acute diseases....

In this passage, Galen addresses two different groups of readers in the same
practical manner that we saw earlier. Galen states that his mode of explanation
so far has been suitable for those readers who are learning the basics and are
interested in the usefulness of the book. As we have seen above, usefulness (zo
khrésimon) is a keyword in the schema isagogicum.

28 XVIII/2: 6-7K (= Heeg 1915).
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There is, however, another separate type of explanation which is more
detailed. Galen’s description of the type of reader who might be interested in
this form of explanation includes the following: a) those who are unfamiliar
with the Greek language (lexis Helléniké), b) those who do not know logic,
and c) those who practise sophistic arguments. It is noteworthy that the
second group of readers envisaged here by Galen is again quite varied. They
are opposed to readers who only seek practical, useful instruction and are
characterized by their apparent willingness to engage with Hippocrates’ text
in a more detailed way, either through philology or philosophy.

In a final example from the third part of the commentary on the Prognostic,
Galen returns to his familiar account of the genesis of his Hippocratic
commentaries:

d00 mpayparteiog xete (TPOg VUAS Yop AEYy® TOoDTO TOVG £TAPOVS, OGO KATVOYKAGHTE L
pn Tponpnuévov EEnynoeic ypdwar tév Tamokpdtove cuyypapdTmy), &v oig dmovta mepi
e Kploipmv Nuep®dv gipntat Kol Kpicewv. iote 8° 1L Kol avTig ovy Mg ékdodncouévac,
AN &g map’ Vpiv povolg Eoopévag Eypaya. cuvéPn 8 ékmecelv adTag Kol Topd TOAAOTG
elval, kabdmep kol dAAa TOAAL TdY Vuiv yevopévov. 80ev ovd’ dEnyeicOot mponpodumy
€v vmopviHacty ovdev @V Tnmokpdrtovg Pifriov. doa yap €ig v tévNV ypNnoye Top’
avTod pabdelv Edgt, yéypamtal pot kot moAAAG mpoypoteiog dpa taig oikelong EEnynoeotv.
€mel 8’ Evion TV AéEewv doapiotepov gipnuévan LoxOnpag EEnynoemg ETuyov, dG ApESKEV
VLAV undéva TdV ypoyavtov Dropvipata, BErTiov 8€ antdv otoydoacbat tig Tnrokpdtovg
YVOUNG E50KOVV DUV €YD, St TODTO e Kol d1d ypappdtov nEwwoarte, Tapacyely Opiv, drep
£V 101G 010 AOY®V GLUVOLGTIoIG NKODGUTE. KAY® TODT’ a0TO TPOETOV DUV, MG dvayKkaiov £oTat
T0g &é€nynoelg avopdlovg £cecbat pn maoog opoing E€nyovpuévouv pov tag AEEelg, AALN
TELEMTEPOV PEV, DTEP OV 0DIOUOOL TV EUDY TPOYUATEIDY EUVIOVELGO, 18 KEQOAAIV
8¢, mepi MV {dM TeEMémg v Ekeivauc SAOOV, Tva ) TOAAGKIC DTIEP THV oTOV TPAyUdTmY
avoykalopoat ypaeew.?

You have two treatises; I am saying this to all you followers who have forced me against my
will to write explanations of Hippocratic writings. In these everything concerning critical
days and crises has been said. But know that these too I wrote not for publication, but for you
only. They happened to come out and be in the hands of many, just like many others which
were made for you. For this reason I did not choose to explain in the form of commentaries
any of the books of Hippocrates. For what one should learn from him that is useful for
the art of medicine, has been included by me in many treatises together with the relevant
explanations. But since some of the words which had been expressed rather unclearly
received bad explanations, so that none of the texts of those who have written already were
sufficient for you, and since you thought that I could hit the target of Hippocrates’ opinion
better than them, for this reason you asked me to provide you in writing too with those
things you had heard in discussion when we were together. And I have told you before
exactly this, that it is necessary that the explanations will be uneven since I will not explain

29 XVIII/2: 229-31K (= Heeg 1915).
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all passages in the same way, but more completely those things which I haven’t mentioned
in any of my treatises, more concisely those things which I have gone through thoroughly in
those books, so I won’t be forced to write many times about the same topics.

In this passage Galen returns to themes which we have already met in other
prefaces to commentaries. He addresses directly the followers (hetairoi) who
have made him write explanations of Hippocratic texts and points them to
two other works which are relevant to the Prognostic. He insists again that his
writings were not originally meant for a wider audience and that he himself
did not choose to write them. The faulty interpretations of other writers have
forced him to put into writing the teaching which originated in an oral context
(haper en tais dia logon sunousiais ékousate). The present commentary will
supplement his earlier writings and will therefore go into more detail on some
points and less detail on others.

The two groups of readers are kept strictly separate. In the passage just
discussed, Galen remarks that his comments will differ depending on whether
or not he has already treated the questions in other works. There is, however,
no mention of the different levels of understanding which different readers
bring to the text.

Unfortunately, we do not know much about the specifics of how Galen’s
texts were studied in his own lifetime or in the century following his death.*” In
later times, Galen’s texts entered the formal curriculum of medical students.*!
The references to and discussion of their likely audiences within the texts
themselves do, however, provide us with a glimpse of who Galen thought
his readers would be. Galen consistently describes two different groups of
readers. On the one hand, we find his friends and followers, to whom a written
text is a substitute for personal instruction; on the other, we find a surprisingly
varied group of readers who are dependent on Galen’s written text alone.
Galen shows himself to be conscious of the varied needs of this second group
of readers and so indirectly provides us with a picture of how his texts were
used in his time.

30 It is clear that they were spread widely, cf. Nutton 2004, 228f.
31 See Iskandar 1976.
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Ibsen and Sallust
EciL KRAGGERUD

When @ivind Andersen, as the first director of the Norwegian Institute
at Athens, arranged a pioneering conference on ‘Antiquity in Norwegian
Literature’ in November 1992 with his Bergen colleague Asbjorn Aarseth,
the result was a thorough and useful survey.! However, the most conspicuous
example of influence T am aware of was only superficially touched upon.? I
will try below to fill that lacuna now, basing my article on my study Catilina
og Ibsen.?

On the face of it, one might think that Henrik Ibsen would interest a
classicist primarily because his modern dramas quite often convey a spirit
akin to Greek drama and to Euripides in particular.* But this influence is hard
to pin down in detail. As was his wont, Ibsen reveals very little about his
influences. He probably never saw a Greek play performed on stage and none
was ever staged in Norway before Ibsen’s death, as far as I know.’ As for
ancient literature, then, Ibsen’s use of the historians, Sallust and Ammianus
Marcellinus, in his so-called ‘Roman dramas’ is much more evident than
the possible general influence from Greek tragedy.® Whereas Ammianus is
important to every student of Kejser og Galileeer,” Sallust has hardly received
the attention he deserves in Ibsen’s biography.® Indeed, had it not been for
Sallust or, to put it bluntly, had it not been for that notorious villain Lucius
Sergius Catilina, I am not sure that Ibsen would have become a dramatist or, at
least, he would not have made his debut early enough to attract the attention of
the violinist Ole Bull, who recruited him for his newly established Norwegian
Theatre in Bergen in 1851, thus giving Ibsen the mandate to write dramas to
be produced each year.’

At the age of 15, Ibsen had been sent by his bankrupt father from the town
of his birth, Skien, to the tiny town of Grimstad further down the coast in
order to become an apprentice at the local pharmacy. Hopefully, he would
in due time be able to enter university and become a medical practitioner.

Andersen and Aarseth 1993.

Haugan 1993, 151.

Kraggerud 2005.

Kraggerud 2013.

See Kraggerud 2013, 1101, n. 3.

The designation stems from Rudolf Sokolowsky’s 1902 article in the German periodical Euphorion.
See in particular HIS 6K.

e.g. Figueiredo 2006, 70.

See Kroepelien 2006, 123-49.
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While he was going about his duties in the pharmacy, literary interests took up
much of his spare time. In the third year, 1846, Ibsen received the shock (and
humiliation) of his life: at 18 years old he became a father. The mother of the
child was a maid in the pharmacist’s house who was 10 years older than him.
Ibsen was sentenced to pay maintenance for his son for 14 years. This new
obligation in his life, which was disclosed in detail only some years ago,'’ is
reflected more or less dimly several times in his plays.

At the age of 20 he began to prepare for entrance to university. Latin,
which he already a basic knowledge of from his time in Skien, was a crucial
subject for an external candidate. He hired a private tutor to assist him with
the most demanding parts of the curriculum. But in the winter of 1848/49
the preparations came more or less to a halt; the cause of this educational
derailment was his urge to write a play about Catiline, in verse as convention
then required. Catiline was prominent in his Latin reading;' 25 years later,
Ibsen found the play essential enough to his production to revise it for a
second edition. It is in this edition that he offers us a rare glimpse into his past
and discloses why he had been so fascinated by Catiline. The preface gives
us a highly interesting, but somewhat one-sided, account of the background
to his first play. Ibsen tells us about the agitated times back in the late 1840s,
about the February revolution which led to a call for emancipation among
oppressed people across Europe, and about Denmark’s war with mighty
Prussia in Schleswig. He was himself ablaze on behalf of liberty and was at
odds with his own little community, where he felt much constrained by his
circumstances. ‘Then I read Cicero and Sallust on Catiline and I devoured
these writings. As can be seen, | did not share their opinion about Catiline’s
character and behaviour.” Ibsen vents his contempt for the demagogue Cicero
‘who did not dare to attack Catiline unless he could do so safely’. By 1875
Ibsen had far more knowledge about Roman history than in 1848/49. In the
sixties he had read that great masterpiece, Theodor Mommsen’s Romische
Geschichte."> Tbsen would probably have subscribed to Mommsen’s low
opinion of Cicero’s personality. But when Ibsen gives us the impression that
he himself by and large disapproves of Sallust, this is at best insufficient.
Being a historian, Sallust had a basic advantage over Cicero, since history had
a stronger appeal to Ibsen than rhetoric. Sallust had, moreover, chosen to deal
with Catiline as his first main character of Roman history because he wanted
to direct attention to a particularly ugly excrescence on Roman society. Sallust
had seen his own society in a very critical light. The historian’s philosophical

10 Dahl 2000.
11 On Catilina see Eitrem 1940, 103-26 and 147-51, and Larson 1999, 85-106.
12 HIS 12, 323.
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bent makes his account of Catiline a valid diagnosis of the Roman society
of his youth, whereas Cicero’s scornful attacks contain no such analytical
dimension. Ibsen, however, had no intention of writing a correct account of
the crisis that occurred between early November 63 BC and early January 62
BC, the time which was covered by his play. He felt free to reshuffle some
events and even alter others deliberately. For instance, Lentulus, Catiline’s
second in command, appears just before the last battle and tries to assassinate
Catiline because Ibsen wanted to dramatize a tension between them, a tension
which is hinted at by Cicero (/n Catilinam 3. 9). In his play, the envoys from
the Allobrogian Gauls meet Catiline himself in Rome, i.e. before Catiline’s
hasty departure from the city and contrary to the historical record.

It is easy to distinguish Ibsen’s primary concern: his play is very much
about Catiline’s tormented soul. Ibsen’s attention is focused upon a deeply
divided character who is unable to control the conflicting forces in himself.
His protagonist cherishes an idealism that cannot be reconciled with his gross
ambition. His admiration of noble love alternates with hedonistic lust and
egoism. These conflicts enable us to observe the hallmark of Ibsen’s genius — a
penetrating analysis of character combined with a critical scrutiny of his own
self. A couple of Ibsen quotes are particularly relevant here: in an untranslatable
epigram he says: ‘To live is war with trolls | in the vault of the heart and brain.
| To write — that is to experience personally the Day of Judgement.”"® In a
letter he writes: ‘All I have written has in the closest way to do with what I
have lived through’.!* Tbsen bears witness to this self-diagnosis in the first act
where we meet Catiline the seducer, a scene blowing up Sallust’s short piece
of information about Catiline’s affair with a noble lady and with a Vestal virgin
(Sall. Cat. 15. 1). In Ibsen’s play the Vestal Virgin is pivotal. The clandestine
encounter between Catiline and the priestess is disclosed. She, called Furia by
Ibsen, is seized and condemned to death, whereas Catiline escapes. She is later
saved from her dungeon and becomes the sort of demon for Catiline which her
name had foreboded. Ibsen has doubled the motif of seduction by giving the
priestess a sister who was driven to suicide by Catiline. Without knowing who
the culprit was, Catiline is induced by Furia to swear a solemn oath to take
vengeance on her sister’s seducer, whereupon it is revealed that he himself is
the guilty man. Thus, Catiline condemns himself to death. This self-inflicted
curse comes true at the end of the play when Catiline survives the battle;
as for the curse, it is implemented in an intricate arrangement involving the
demonic Furia. Catiline murders his loving wife Aurelia, Furia kills him while

13 HIS 11, 613, see also 11, 452 and 14, 47.
14 HIS 14,47, 14-16.
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Aurelia’s forgiving love saves his soul, and he can die on her dying breast
while the vanquished Furia retreats from the scene.

In this way Ibsen enhanced one passage in Sallust, making ruthless and
sacrilegious lust a core element in Catiline’s tragedy. With open eyes he
also incorporated into his drama other destructive traits of the reckless man
portrayed by both Sallust and Cicero. But as Aristotle taught us in the Poetics,
a bad character is no fit subject for tragedy, so the Catiline of the sources was
no tragic hero. Ibsen’s Catiline is a mixed character. His Don Juan nature and
roguish side are at war with a genuine social conscience which is unable to
accept the injustice caused by greed and exploitation. But his political idealism
is not allowed to outshine his darker sides. On the contrary, the better part of
his nature does not stand a chance of prevailing in the course of the drama.

Sallust was in fact able to provide the young playwright with all he
needed for his character, mostly because of Sallust’s technique as a historian.
Sallust uses speeches to demonstrate the motives of his protagonists in the
Thucydidean manner, by inserting the speeches, and even letters, with the
effect of activating the forensic principle audiatur et altera pars and thereby
introducing a true dialectic element in his history. This element contributes to
shed light on the rebellion, however criminal its leaders were in the eyes of
the historian. The revolutionary feelings beneath it all are interpreted rather
well by Sallust in chapter 20, where Catiline expresses strong indignation
over people’s living conditions. The only possible escape from their slave-
like existence is to seize liberty. The ruling class exploits the whole world and
sprawls in its own riches. The virtues and merits of the common people count
for nothing. Catiline’s followers are called proletarians (miseri), but that may
have been only partly true since some may well have lost their livelihood
due to their own incompetence and extravagant lifestyle. But Sallust must
have acknowledged that the call for the abolition of debt was widespread and
justified. A serious revolt cannot be explained only as a result of low morals
and bad character. Ibsen had a sharp eye for both sides of the case. His main
point was, however, that true, unselfish idealism and a just cause may well
be represented by a more-than-dubious character; and Ibsen has no need to
step outside of Sallust’s treatise to create such a self-contradictory protagonist.
In chapter 28, Sallust mentions the subversive political activity of Gaius
Manlius in Etruria. Manlius had much success because of people’s poverty
and resentment. Equality and justice served as a muster call. This resentment
is elaborated in Manlius’ letter to Q. Marcius Rex, who was sent by Rome to
quench the rebellion (chapter 33). Manlius explains to the general that the aim
of the revolt is to restore what people have lost due to their economic ruin,
namely their liberum corpus. A prerequisite for being a Roman citizen is that
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you have that basic liberty, a fundamental human right. Neither power nor
wealth is the insurgents’ aim according to Manlius. His appeal is followed
by a harsh attack on the corrupt practices of the praetors. Similarly, in his
letter to Catulus in chapter 35, Catiline emphasizes his efforts on behalf of
impoverished people.

In this indirect way, Sallust concedes that the arguments of Catiline
and Manlius are significant factors in explaining the strength of the revolt.
Likewise, the episode of the Allobrogian envoys in chapter 40 reveals the same
indignant dissatisfaction with being oppressed by debt and taxes. Ibsen avails
himself of these passages: he uses the same notions and apparently feels no
need to add anything to the arguments used by Catiline and Manlius in Sallust.
Ibsen’s analysis of Roman society is simply what can be distilled in clear
terms from Sallust. In fact, Ibsen’s version helps us disclose the ambivalence
in Sallust’s account. Nobody at that time was more aware than Sallust of the
faults and vices flourishing in Roman society. But, for the ancient historian,
Catiline is only a hideous symptom of the society’s moral decline, and he
refrains from calling for a policy to mend gross social injustice. Thanks to
the dialectic technique, however, Sallust is at least an indirect mouthpiece
for justified social dissatisfaction. Sallust inspired the young pharmacist’s
assistant to think for himself and call for a radical improvement of society and
an end to oppression and inequality. The deplorable thing is that only Catiline
was the champion of that vision.

Ibsen does not gloss over an essential point contained in Sallust’s analysis:
that Catiline had been corrupted by the times in which he lived. As a politician
he is a victim of immense ambition, and to gain power through election he
uses bribery (which is made possible by the misuse of his wife’s money).
Such behaviour he tries to excuse because it is the only way to realize a radical
programme in a corrupt society. At the same time, Ibsen illustrates Catiline’s
altruistic generosity when he portrays him giving away the last of his money
to an old, needy soldier. But whereas Sallust is close to splitting up his main
character into irreconcilable figures and making the criminal rebel respond —
hypocritically, of course — to the plight of the masses, young Ibsen deliberately
gives his protagonist a highly complex, not to say self-contradictory personality
in which positive and negative sides are constantly at war with each other.
Ibsen’s protagonist is no chance result of elements that the author has culled
from his sources. Rather Ibsen has recognized in the Roman rogue a genuinely
human character whom Ibsen felt to be akin to himself in his own situation.
As a consequence, his Catiline has become a mixtum compositum of rather
incompatible personae, a peculiar feat that in some ways characterizes many
of his main scenic characters. Ibsen would have received no approval for this
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from Aristotle, and hardly any from Sallust. On the other hand, his protagonist
is nonetheless truer to life than the characters envisaged by Aristotelian theory.

This aspect of the protagonist’s personality is emphasized in a mature way
in Catiline’s opening monologue. In only five lines (HIS 1, 137, lines 9-18),
Ibsen introduces the three personae of Catiline: the Catiline with idealistic
dreams in politics; the brutal and egoistic libertine, an emblem of Roman
decadence who ousted his early idealistic ambitions; and finally the escapist
who is on the point of withdrawing from society:

I must! I must! Deep down within my soul

a voice commands. And I will do its bidding;
I feel I have the courage and the strength

to lead a better, nobler life than this,

one endless round of dissipated pleasures!
No, they can never still my inner urge!

Mad ravings! All I crave is to forget.

It is too late! I have no aim in life!

Ah, what became of all my youthful dreams?

Ibsen’s Catiline is a tragic hero whose idealism ends in total defeat, although
his soul is finally redeemed by his loving wife.

Ibsen’s Catiline is a leader who is spurred on to his seditious role by his
friends, but since his friends are led by all sorts of low motives that pervert the
purity of Catiline’s ambitions, he is a tragic figure in that respect as well. The
informed spectator would undoubtedly have thought beforehand that Catiline
was no great leader, no Gracchus, and so a beneficial result could never have
come out of it all. That is probably what young Ibsen thought too.

We have yet to discuss the deeper, and perhaps the most important,
inspiration which Ibsen took from Sallust. This inspiration is found in the
first four chapters of Bellum Catilinae, which deal with Sallust’s own political
career before he became a writer. These chapters contain not only a highly
interesting account of Sallust’s change of career but also a succinct philosophy
which is applied to Roman history. Sallust presents himself as an unsuccessful
politician. As a young man he was unable to adapt himself to the often corrupt,
ruthless and greedy ways that prevailed in politics. Indeed, he confesses that
he himself, being an inexperienced young man, was infected by the low morals
of the times. This kind of greedy and corrupt life was far from what a human
being should aspire to, according to this honest self-examination. Admittedly
it is laid down in our nature to have ambition, he says, and we should not
allow ourselves to pass our life in obscurity, but we should seek true gloria
through animi virtus (‘excellence of mind’), which, being the divine part of
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the soul, must be our guiding principle. History itself bears witness to the truth
of this. The strength of nations is due to men’s intellectual abilities and moral
strength, both in times of peace and in war. When vices are on the increase
in society it loses its strength and is doomed unless the vices are halted. The
same law of life holds good on an individual level as well. In all activities of
life the animi virtus is a decisive factor. If a man succumbs to the body and
gives in to pleasures and lust, he will forfeit gloria. Instead he must try to
achieve something great. Our possibilities are, in principle, as many as there
are noble professions. Which one to pursue depends on the individual talent.
Sallust goes on to compare two of these professions: the political career is
traditionally regarded as the best way to serve one’s country; but against this
he holds up the writer’s profession which means one can serve one’s country
equally well, since words are not to be rated below actions. To finish the
argument Sallust refers to himself as an example: to achieve the right form of
gloria in accordance with his own talent, he luckily came to his senses, left
politics, and turned to writing history instead.

Proceeding from this philosophical preface to the following account
of Catiline’s life, one might view the politician Catiline as the negative
counterpart to Sallust: the historian, in time, applied his talent to a noble
profession, whereas his protagonist misused his indubitable talents to pervert
politics. Catiline is indeed a warning example. Ibsen was, above all, fascinated
by Sallust’s preface. As he later said, he was already writing verses at the
time, trying to encourage the Swedish king to join the Danes in defending
Denmark. He must have sympathized from the bottom of his heart with
Sallust’s elevation of the writer’s role. One of Ibsen’s slogans was that one
must venture to entertain great thoughts. An angry young man could channel
his radicalism into an ambitious literary genre. The choice must have been
obvious: no genre could depict and structure life with its human agents and
their choices like drama. At the same time this genre could also give Ibsen’s
own life meaning and direction. Under the influence of Sallust, Ibsen points to
a political programme he sympathized with, that is, in its ideal form; but the
politician who had activated the programme, Catiline, came to a tragic end for
obvious reasons. More importantly, Catiline is a man whose character Ibsen
recognizes in himself, but like Sallust, Ibsen chooses a literary vocation.

It now remains for me to say something about what came out of Ibsen’s
Catilina. A couple of devoted friends were privy to this undertaking, and one
of them made a fair copy and went to Christiania to have the play printed
under a pseudonym, but this was unsuccessful in so far as the friend had to
pay for the printing from his own purse. Nor would the theatre put on the play.
Although the men of the board offered praise, they did not believe that it could
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be a box-office success. Ibsen was nevertheless persuaded by his friend to
leave Grimstad and pursue his career in the capital. While earning his living
by writing for magazines and composing occasional poems, which came
easily to him, Ibsen failed the entrance exam at the university. The next year
tipped the scales in his favour, however. He wrote in haste another play which
was better suited to the tastes of the bourgeoisie. In early autumn 1851 he met
the violinist Ole Bull, whose earnings abroad had allowed him to realize his
dream of establishing a Norwegian, not Danish-speaking, theatre in Bergen.
Ibsen’s Catilina had already come to Bull’s attention. He deeply sympathized
with the young, versatile playwright and was convinced of his potential. They
met, and Bull hired him on the spot for his theatre, both to take part in the
productions and to stage plays of his own. Ibsen even got the opportunity to
go abroad to study theatre in Denmark and Germany. The six years spent in
Bergen gave him first-hand knowledge of the repertoire and all the practical
experience he needed. And last, but not least, he met his Suzannah there, and
she became his greatest ally in his future career.
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Politische Organisationsform und menschliches
Verhalten in der griechisch-romischen und
altchinesischen Geschichtsschreibung'

Fritz-HEINER MUTSCHLER

Herodot, der sogenannte Vater der (westlichen) Geschichtsschreibung war
von erstaunlicher interkultureller Offenheit. Dies zeigt schon die Anlage
seines Werks. In dem es nicht um rein griechische, sondern um griechisch-
nahostliche Geschichte geht und in dem zahlreiche Exkurse nicht nur {iber die
Frithgeschichte griechischer Poleis wie Athen und Sparta, sondern auch tiber
die Brauche von Skythen und Indern, die kulturellen Hervorbringungen der
alten Agypter und Babylonier und die politischen und militirischen Leistun-
gen der Perserkdnige informieren.

Andererseits ist in der Darstellung der Perserkriege, die mehr als die Halfte
des Werkes ausmacht, die Sympathie Herodots fiir die griechische Seite
nicht zu iibersehen. Sie ist unmittelbar mit dem Menschenbild verkniipft, das
Griechen und Persern zugeordnet wird. In diesem Menschenbild sind Freiheit
auf der einen, Gehorsam und Zwang auf der anderen von entscheidender
Bedeutung. Zum ersten Mal wird es in einer der historischen Retrospektiven
entfaltet, die das Werk allenthalben durchziehen. In einem Riickblick auf die
innere Entwicklung Athens fasst Herodot das Ergebnis der Befreiung der
Stadt von der Tyrannis der Peisistrastiden folgendermallen zusammen (5,78):

Die Athener waren nun grof3 geworden; und es zeigte sich nicht nur in einer Hinsicht,
sondern in jeder, dass die politische Gleichheit eine gute Sache ist, da die Athener, solange
sie unter der Herrschaft der Tyrannen standen, im Krieg nicht besser als irgendwelche ihrer
Nachbarn waren, aber nachdem sie sich von den Tyrannen befreit hatten, bei weitem die
besten von allen wurden. Das zeigt, dass sie sich, solange sie unterdriickt waren, absichtlich
nachléssig verhielten, weil sie fiir einen Herrn titig waren, aber nach der Befreiung jeder
einzelne fiir sich selbst bestrebt war, etwas zustande zu bringen.?

1 The past of the past and in particular the past past’s present as example and paradigm have been the
subject of many important contributions by @ivind Andersen. At the same time, the honoree of this volume
is one of the most widely travelled of academics, a knowledgeable appreciator of many countries and
cultures. In view of these two facts I hope that the above modest remarks may pique my old friend’s
benevolent interest.

2 Alle Ubersetzungen aus dem Griechischen und Lateinischen sind meine eigenen.
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Das auf diese Weise gestérkte Athen erweist seine moralische und militérische
Stiarke auch in der Auseinandersetzung mit den Persern. Als im Jahr 490 v.
Ch. Dareios sein Heer nach Griechenland schickt, ,,um Eretreia und Athen zu
versklaven® (6,94,2), widerstehen die Athener auch, nachdem Eretreia durch
Verrat gefallen ist, und besiegen das Heer des GroBkonigs bei Marathon.
Der Sieg der Griechen im Ersten Perserkrieg ist fiir Herodot der Sieg des
freiheitlichen Athen iiber die Untertanenarmee des Grof8konigs.

Auch den Zweiten Perserkrieg stellt Herodot unter das Signum von
Freiheit und Sklaverei, wobei auf griechischer Seite in diesem Fall besonderes
Augenmerk auf Sparta liegt. In der Mitte von Buch 7 will Xerxes, der
Nachfolger des Dareios, nicht glauben, dass wenige hundert oder tausend
Spartaner es wagen werden, sich seiner Riesenarmee entgegenzustellen, zumal
sie nicht der Kontrolle eines einzelnen unterworfen sind und so zur Not in den
Kampf gepeitscht werden konnen (7,103). Der in seiner Entourage befindliche
ehemalige Spartanerkdnig Demaratos klért ihn auf, dass es fiir freie Biirger
einen stirkeren Zwang gibt als die Furcht vor einem Konig (7,104,4-5):

Denn obwohl sie frei sind, sind sie es nicht in jeder Hinsicht; denn iiber ihnen steht als
Herr das Gesetz, das sie noch viel mehr fiirchten als dich deine Untertanen. So tun sie, was
immer das Gesetz ihnen gebietet; es gebietet aber immer dasselbe: vor keiner Menge von
Menschen aus der Schlacht zuriickzuweichen, sondern in der Schlachtordnung zu verharren
und zu siegen oder zu sterben.

Einige Wochen spidter erweist die Schlacht bei den Thermopylen den
Wahrheitsgehalt der Worte des Demaratos.

Mehrere Kapitel spiter kommt es zu einem Dialog zweier spartanischer
Gesandter mit einem persischen Heerfiihrer, der den Spartanern mit Verweis
auf die eigene komfortable Position rét, die Oberherrschaft des GroBkonigs
anzuerkennen und in dessen Namen in Griechenland eine fiihrende Rolle zu
spielen. Die Antwort der Spartaner lautet (7,135,3):

Dein Rat an uns, Hydarnes, ist nicht ausgewogen. Denn du gibst ihn, nachdem du das
eine erprobt hast, aber ohne Erfahrung des anderen. Ein Sklave zu sein, verstehst du, aber
die Freiheit hast du noch nicht gekostet, ob sie sii3 ist oder nicht. Héttest du sie gekostet,
wiirdest du uns raten, nicht nur mit Speeren fiir sie zu kimpfen, sondern auch mit Beilen.

Esistoffenkundig. Herodotsiehtdie Perserkriege nicht zuletztals eine Auseinander-
setzung zwischen Freiheit und Autokratie, zwischen wohlorganisierter, aber
gleichwohl restriktiver Alleinherrschaft auf der einen und der Freiheit von
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Polisbiirgern, die nur sich selbst und den selbst gegebenen Gesetzen verpflichtet
sind, auf der anderen Seite. Welcher politischen Organisationsform nach
Meinung Herodots der Vorzug zukommt, steht ebenso wenig in Frage, wie dass
er die unterschiedlichen Lebensordnungen und die mit diesen verbundenen
unterschiedlichen Verhaltensweisen als einen entscheidenden Grund flir den
Erfolg der einen und die Niederlage der anderen Seite ansieht.

Im Folgenden mdchte ich — auf Herodots interkulturellen Spuren wandelnd
— der Frage nachgehen, ob die Opposition ,,Freiheit vs. Autokratie* sowie
die Vorstellung eines Zusammenhangs von Lebensordnung und politisch-
militérischer Leistungsfahigkeit auch in der Geschichtsschreibung Roms und
des alten China eine Rolle spielen und, wenn ja, welche. Was Rom betrifft, so
sind — kaum {iberraschend — zwei Wendepunkte der ,,nationalen* Geschichte
von besonderem Interesse: der Ubergang vom Kénigtum zur Republik und der
von der Republik zur Kaisertum. Auf den ersten geht Sallust prononciert ein,
der zweite ist ein zentrales Thema des Tacitus.

Sallust gibt sich trotz seiner mehrjéhrigen Anhéngerschaft an Caesar in
seinen nach Caesars Tod verfassten Werken als entschiedener Fiirsprecher
republikanischer Freiheit. In seiner Monographie iiber die Catilinarische
Verschworung bietet er kurz nach Beginn einen knappen Abriss der romischen
Geschichte. In diesem beschreibt er die Wirkung der Abschaffung des
Konigtums und der Etablierung der Republik folgendermaBen (Cat. 7, 3-7):

Unglaublich klingt es, wie sehr sich das Gemeinwesen nach erlangter Freiheit in kurzer Zeit
entwickelte. Ein solches Verlangen nach Ruhm war aufgekommen. ... Jeder bemiihte sich,
einen Feind niederzustrecken, eine Mauer zu ersteigen und gesehen zu werden, wihrend
er eine solche Tat vollbrachte. ... Gierig nach Ruhm waren sie freigebig mit Geld; Ruhm
wiinschten sie sich ungeheuren, Reichtum nur rechtmifligen. Ich kdnnte berichten, an
welchen Orten das rémische Volk in kleiner Zahl grofite Streitkrifte der Feinde in die Flucht
schlug, welche durch ihre natiirliche Lage geschiitzten Stidte es im Kampf einnahm; aber
das wiirde mich zu weit von meinem Thema abfiihren.

Sallusts liberalistisches Credo ist eindrucksvoll. Die republikanische
Verfassung setzt die Krifte der einzelnen frei, die unter der Monarchie an ihrer
Entfaltung gehindert wurden. Auf diese Weise kommt es zu einem intensiven
Wettbewerb um soziale Anerkennung, um Ruhm, und dieser Umstand bedingt
eine Steigerung der militdrischen Leistungsfihigkeit des Gemeinwesens,
der kein Gegner gewachsen ist. Zusammen mit anderen Eigenschaften
wie FEintracht und Selbstbeschrankung im Inneren sowie Vertragstreue
und Gerechtigkeit nach auflen hin fithren das frei sich entfaltende, aber
nicht ausufernde Ruhmesstreben und die von ihm stimulierte virtus zur
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kontinuierlichen Ausdehnung der romischen Herrschaft, bis schlieBlich, alle
Lander und Meere offenstanden® (Cat. 10,1).

Die Verdnderung der Verhéltnisse von der Republik zum Prinzipat und die
Wirkung, die diese Verdnderung auf das Denken und Verhalten der politisch
Handelnden hat, sind anderthalb Jahrhunderte spiter eines der groBen
Themen des Tacitus (¢.55-120 n. Chr.). Seine Sicht der Dinge ist geprigt
durch die personliche Erfahrung der entartenden Herrschaft Domitians, des
letzten Flavierkaisers, deren Uberleben fiir viele mit dem Verlust des eigenen
moralischen Selbst verbunden war.* Die Bedingung der Moglichkeit einer
solchen Entwicklung sieht Tacitus in der Ablosung der republikanischen
Staatsform durch die Monarchie. Dementsprechend negativ beschreibt er
diesen Vorgang zu Beginn seines letzten Werkes, der Annalen. Seinen Anfang
nimmt alles mit der raffinierten Machtergreifung des Augustus und der
unwiirdigen Reaktion der senatorischen Fiihrungsschicht darauf (4nn. 1,2,1):

Sobald er die Soldaten durch Geschenke, das Volk durch eine Getreidespende und alle durch
die SiiBigkeit des Friedens verlockt hatte, erhob er sich allméhlich und zog die Befugnisse
der Konsuln, des Senats und der Gesetze an sich. Dabei leistete niemand Widerstand, da
die Tapfersten in den militdrischen Auseinandersetzungen oder durch die Proskriptionen
umgekommen waren und die iibrigen Adligen, je cher einer bereit war, sich zu versklaven,
desto mehr durch Reichtum und Ehrendmter gefordert wurden.

Auch der Tod des Augustus bringt keine Anderung. Vielmehr stiirzen sich ,,in
Rom alle, Konsuln, Senatoren und Ritter in die Sklaverei® (4nn. 1,7,1). In den
ersten Senatssitzungen nach dem Tod des Kaisers iiberbieten sich Tiberius
und die Senatoren in wechselseitiger Schmeichelei und Unehrlichkeit,
bis Tiberius — vorgeblich gegen seinen Willen — dem liebedienerischen
Driangen der Senatoren nachgibt, ,,zwar ohne offen zu bekennen, dass die
Herrschaft von ihm {ibernommen werde, aber doch, indem er aufhorte, sie
zuriickzuweisen und sich bitten zu lassen® (4nn. 1,13,5). Die Verhiltnisse in
den ersten Senatssitzungen sind symptomatisch fiir die gesamte Herrschaft

3 Im weiteren Verlauf seines historischen Abrisses skizziert Sallust dann freilich, wie nach der
endgiiltigen Etablierung dieser Herrschaft alsbald eine moralische Degeneration einsetzt, in deren Verlauf
die genannten Tugenden vernachléssigt werden und ungeziigelte Geltungssucht und schrankenlose Habgier
sowie Hochmut und Grausamkeit an ihre Stelle treten (Cat. 10-13). Die drohende Gefahr des Verlustes
der innenpolitischen Freiheit hat Sallust noch nicht im Blick. Doch dass in seinen Augen die moralische
Entwicklung fiir Rom die Gefahr des auch politischen Niedergangs und des Verlusts der imperialen Macht
in sich birgt, unterliegt keinem Zweifel.

4 In den ersten Kapiteln seiner Erstlingsschrift, der kleinen Biographie seines Schwiegervaters Agricola,
beschreibt Tacitus die Situation und legt dabei auch die eigene Verstricktheit in die Umsténde offen. Unter
anderem sprich er davon, dass wéhrend der fiinfzehnjdhrigen Herrschaft Domitians ,,viele durch Zufall,
gerade die Entschlossensten durch das Wiiten des Prinzeps zugrunde gegangen seien” und dass die wenigen
Ubriggebliebenen wie er selbst, ,,nicht nur die anderen, sondern auch sich selbst iiberlebt hétten* (3,2).
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des Tiberius. Was der Kaiser den Senatoren ab und an gewahrt sind simulacra
libertatis, ,,Scheinbilder von Freiheit* (4nn. 1,77,3). In Wahrheit beobachtet
er dngstlich und misstrauisch, was wer sagt und was er daraus fiir dessen
Einstellung gegentiber sich selbst erschlieBen kann. Auf Seiten der Senatoren
fiihrt dies zu kontinuierlicher Heuchelei und Selbsterniedrigung sowie bei
sich zuspitzender Gefahr immer wieder zu Akten gemeiner Niedertrachtigkeit.
Die innenpolitische Situation hat auBenpolitische Konsequenzen. Angstlich
darauf bedacht, keinen seiner Amtstréger zu erfolgreich sein zu lassen, beruft
der Kaiser fdhige Heerfithrer wie seinen Neffen Germanicus ab. An der
Erweiterung der Grenzen des Reiches ist er nicht interessiert. Tacitus sieht
die historiographischen Konsequenzen dieser Situation und beklagt sie (4nn.
4,32,2):

Mein Bemiihen bewegt sich in einem engen Bereich und ist ohne Glanz und Ruhm. Denn der
Frieden blieb unangetastet oder wurde nur leicht gestort, die Verhéltnisse in der Hauptstadt
waren bedriickend und der Kaiser an der Erweiterung des Reiches nicht interessiert.

Den Leser muss der Geschichtsschreiber so notwendigerweise enttduschen
(Ann. 4,33,3):

Die ortlichen Verhéltnisse von Volkern, der wechselnde Verlauf von Schlachten, der
ruhmreiche Tod von Feldherrn fesseln und erfrischen den Geist der Leser. Ich reihe grausame
Befehle, bestindige Anklagen, treulose Freundschaften, das Verderben Unschuldiger und
die immer gleichen Ursachen ihres Untergangs aneinander, wobei die Ahnlichkeit der
Verhiltnisse und der entsprechende Uberdruss offensichtlich sind.

Fassen wir kurz zusammen. Auch in der romischen Geschichtsschreibung
spielt die Opposition von Biirgerfreiheit und autokratischer Alleinherrschaft
eine zentrale Rolle, allerdings nicht in der Entgegensetzung romischer
und nicht-romischer Lebensordnung, sondern bei der Deutung allein der
eigenen, romischen Geschichte. Einander gegentiibergestellt werden die freie
Republik und — bei Sallust — die Schlussphase der K&nigszeit sowie — bei
Tacitus — die Anfiange der Kaiserzeit. Beide Romer sehen wie Herodot einen
unmittelbaren Zusammenhang zwischen der Form der politischen Ordnung,
der Denk- und Verhaltensweise der Mitglieder des Gemeinwesens und seiner
Durchsetzungsfahigkeit nach auflen hin: Die Etablierung der Republik fiihrt zur
Freisetzung einer ungeheuren kompetitiven Energie und Leistungsbereitschaft,
die sich nicht zuletzt in militdrische Schlagkraft umsetzt und damit den
Aufstieg Roms zum Weltreich ermoglicht; die Ablosung der Republik durch
das Kaisertum fiihrt zu einer Situation, in der die politischen Akteure einander
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in dngstlichem Misstrauen und kontinuierlicher Heuchelei begegnen, in der
die Aktivitdten der einzelnen sich in hohem MaB auf die Sicherung des eigenen
Uberleben konzentrieren, wihrend die Belange des Staates in den Hintergrund
treten und der entscheidende politische Handlungstréger, der Kaiser, fiir die
imperiale Aufgabe Roms keinen Sinn mehr hat.

Wie stellen sich die Dinge bei den chinesischen Historiken dar? Ich
konzentriere meine Ausfiihrungen auf Sima Qian (c.140-85 v. Chr.) und sein
Shiji, die Historischen Aufzeichnungen, in das die gesamte vorausliegende
historiographische Tradition Eingang gefunden hat, und beschrénke mich auf
drei Beobachtungen.

Erstens: die Opposition Freiheit vs. Autokratie spielt in Sima Qians Shiji
keine Rolle. Republikanische Formen der politischen Organisation liegen
aullerhalb seines Horizontes. Die Form der Herrschaft ist sowohl in den
Fiirsten- und Konigtiimern, als auch im Gesamtreich, soweit dieses besteht,
die der Monarchie. Alternativen kommen nicht in den Blick.

Daraus ergibt sich zweitens, dass das Wohl der einzelnen Staaten nicht
als von der Form ihrer Organisation und im Zusammenhang damit von den
Verhaltensweisen, die diese Form befordert, abhangig gedacht, sondern auf die
Art und Weise, wie die Herrscher und ihre Berater und Helfer ihre Aufgaben
erflillen, zuriickgefiihrt wird. Die einschldgige Beurteilung der politischen
Handlungstréger ist dementsprechend ein wesentliches Anliegen des Werkes.

Drittens ist festzustellen, dass bei dieser Beurteilung die Herstellung
und Bewahrung von innerer Ordnung sowie die Verbesserung der
Lebensbedingungen der Bevolkerung die entscheidende Rolle spielen,
wiahrend der militarischen Schlagkraft der Politie nach auflen hin nur
untergeordnete Bedeutung zukommt.

Grundlage fiir diese Beobachtungen sind einerseits Sima Qians Darstellung
der drei am ausfiihrlichsten geschilderten Herrscherfiguren am Anfang des
Shiji, andererseits seine Darstellung Wendis, des Sohnes und indirekten
Nachfolgers des Begriinders der Handynastie, der in Hinblick auf seine
Stellung in der historischen Entwicklung mit Tiberius, dem Stiefsohn und
Nachfolger des Augustus, vergleichbar ist.

Die legendéren Kaiser Yao und Shun und der Begriinder der Xia-Dynastie
Yu sind fiir Sima Qian wie fiir die Tradition, der er folgt, Idealfiguren, an
denen spitere Herrscher gemessen werden konnen. Bei Yao stellt Sima Qian
seine erfolgreichen Bemiithungen um Ordnung und Harmonie sowie seine
Verdienste um die Etablierung des landwirtschaftlichen Kalenderjahres
heraus (Shiji 1, Nienhauser 1,6). Dazu wiirdigt er die Gewissenhaftigkeit,
mit der Yao seine Nachfolge regelt: Er iibergeht seinen eigenen Sohn, weil er
ihn fiir charakterlich minderwertig hilt, und entscheidet sich fiir Shun, einen
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Mann einfacher Herkunft, der sich bei den ihm auferlegten Proben vorziiglich
bewihrt. Shun selbst widmet sich, einmal im Amt, intensiv der Auswahl seiner
Minister. Seine Sorgfalt trigt Friichte (Shiji 1, Nienhauser 1,15).:

These twenty-two people all achieved their merits. Kao-yao became the Grand Adjudicator
and he was fair. ... Po Yi was in charge of rites and people above and below all yielded to
one another. Ch’ui was in charge of ...

Auch Shun hélt seinen Sohn als Nachfolger fiir ungeeignet und ,,empfichlt
dem Himmel Yu“, der sich als einer der groBlen Zivilisationsheroen der
chinesischen Uberlieferung in jahrelangem Bemiihen durch die Regulierung
der Fliisse und Kanéle und das Anlegen von Strafen, d.h. modern gesprochen
durch die Entwicklung der Infrastruktur, um das Wohl des Reiches und seiner
Bevolkerung verdient gemacht hat.®

Was Sima Qian hier in enger Anlehnung an das Shangshu, eines der
finf Werke des konfuzianischen Kanons, iiber Yao, Shun und Yu berichtet,
kann gewiss nicht fiir historisch bare Miinze genommen werden. Doch
darauf kommt es hier nicht an. Von Bedeutung ist, dass die drei Herrscher
offensichtlich als exempla empfunden werden und dass ihre Musterhaftigkeit
in der verantwortungsvollen, auf gutes Gedeihen ausgerichteten Verwaltung
des Reiches zum Wohle seiner Bevolkerung gesehen wird und nicht in der
Entfaltung militdrischer Macht nach auf3en hin.

Dass in den Abschnitten des Shijji liber die frithen Herrscher kulturelle
Muster von allgemeiner Giiltigkeit greifbar werden, wird daran sichtbar,
dass in der Darstellung der Regierungszeit eines historischen Herrschers wie
Wendi ganz dhnliche Tendenzen zum Tragen kommen.® Wendi wird von Sima
Qian ohne Zweifel positiv gesehen. Was ihn auszeichnet, ist zunichst sein
Verhalten bei der Regierungsiibernahme. Anders als im Fall des Tiberius in den
Annalen des Tacitus ist seine mehrmalige Ablehnung des ihm angetragenen
Herrscheramtes fiir Sima Qian nicht Heuchelei, sondern Beachtung der
zeremoniellen Korrektheit, des /i.” Sodann zeichnet er sich in der Folgezeit
dadurch aus, dass er in Konsultation mit seinen Ministern, aber gleichwohl in
eigener Verantwortung seine Entscheidungen bei der Verwaltung des Reiches
trifft und dass diese Entscheidungen durchgehend von dem Bemiihen um
Gerechtigkeit und um die Forderung des Wohls der Bevdlkerung geleitet

5 Vgl. Shiji 2, Nienhauser 1,32 {iber das Ergebnis der jahrelangen, ausfiihrlich geschilderten Bemiithungen
Yus unter Shun: ‘The world was then greatly ordered.’

6 Zum Vergleich der Darstellung Wendis bei Sima Qian mit der des Tiberius bei Tacitus s. Mutschler 2006
und Mutschler 2007.

7 Vgl. Shiji 10, Nienhauser 2,152.
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sind.® Diese Ausrichtung bestimmt auch Wendis Politik gegen die Barbaren
des Nordens, die Xiongnu, im Verhiltnis zu denen er sich in stets neuen
Anléufen fiir die Etablierung und Sicherung friedlicher Koexistenz einsetzt.
Bezeichnend fiir diese Politik ist etwa folgende Passage aus einem Schreiben
Wendis an den Shanyu, den Herrscher der Xiongnu (S%iji 10, Nienhauser
2,152):

... Our two great nations, the Han and the Xiongnu, stand side by side. ... Now the world
enjoys profound peace and the people are at rest. We and the Shanyu must be as parents to
them. When we consider past affairs, we realize that it is only because of petty matters and
trifling reasons that the plans of our ministers have failed. No such matters are worthy to
disrupt the harmony that exists between brothers. We have heard it said that Heaven shows
no partiality in sheltering mankind, and Earth no bias in bearing it up. Let us, then, with the
Shanyu cast aside these trifling matters of the past and walk the great road together, wiping
out former evils and planning for the distant future, in order that the peoples of our two
states may be joined together like the sons of a single family.

Zusammenfassend konnen wir somit folgendes sagen. Die altchinesische
Geschichtsschreibung unterscheidet sich von der griechisch-romischen unter
anderem dadurch, dass sie die positiv konnotierte Vorstellung einer frei iiber
ihr Schicksal mitbestimmenden und aus dieser Freiheit ihre Kraft gewinnenden
politischen Gemeinschaft nicht kennt, sondern ausschlielich mit dem Modell
der Alleinherrschaft als der gewdhnlichen staatlichen Organisation befasst
ist. Dies macht sie indes nicht zur Beflirworterin einer sozusagen ,,persischen
Zwangsherrschaft®. Vielmehr entfaltet sie das Ideal einer paternalistischen,
von Verantwortungsbewusstsein und der Verpflichtung auf das Gemeinwohl
gepriagten Herrschaft eines einzelnen, in das sich Ratgeber und Helfer als
Minister einbringen, um in loyaler Zusammenarbeit mit dem Herrscher das
Gedeihen des Staates und das Wohlergehen der Bevolkerung zu fordern. Ein
weiterer Unterschied zur griechisch-romischen Geschichtsschreibung liegt
darin, dass nach dem Verstdndnis eines Sima Qian die Staatsrdson zwar die
Sicherung der eigenen Grenzen, aber nicht deren permanente Ausdehnung
verlangt und dass in Bezug auf die umgebenden Politien weniger an Eroberung
und Unterwerfung gedacht wird als an friedliche Koexistenz.

8 Vgl. als Beispiel fiir eine solche Beratungsszene etwa Shiji 10, Nienhauser 2,155-7: ‘In the twelfth
month ... the sovereign said, “The laws are the rectification of administration and the means of restraining
violence and guiding good men. Today though a man who violates the law is already sentenced, still we
cause his innocent parents, wife, children, and siblings ... also to be prosecuted for it, and take them as
slaves. ... Let this be discussed.” The authorities concerned all said, “The commoners are ...” The sovereign
said, “We have heard that ...” The authorities concerned said, “Your Majesty exerts great kindness. Your
virtue is so grand that your ministers could never attain it. We beg to act on your edict and abolish the
statutes and ordinances prosecuting and enslaving criminals’ relatives.” ...’
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Eine schone, wenn auch rein imagindre Vorstellung ist, dass Herodot,
wenn es ihm denn vergdénnt gewesen wire, diese weitere Form ,,asiatischer
Herrschaft kennenzulernen, ihr sein Verstdndnis und seine Sympathie
vielleicht nicht versagt hétte.
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Greek gods and the Archaic aesthetics of life!
STEPHEN HALLIWELL

At the wedding-feast for one of Zeus’s serial marriages (probably to Themis,
divine symbol of order and rectitude, or possibly to Hera, his final consort),
Zeus himself asked the rest of the assembled gods whether there was anything
of which they felt a lack in their universe. They responded by proposing that
he should bring into being a further group of deities whose purpose would be
to adorn with words and music the world-order Zeus had put in place as leader
of the Olympians. This account of the creation of the Muses was presented,
and conceivably invented, by the poet Pindar in the Hymn (to Zeus?) (fr. 31
Snell-Machler) which the scholars of Alexandria subsequently placed at the
beginning of the complete book of his hymns (and perhaps at the head of the
collected edition of his works). Since the hymn has not survived and we have
only scanty references to this part of it in later sources, much remains inevitably
obscure about the moment at which the idea of the Muses was first conceived
on Olympus. But it is legitimate to wonder whether there is an important sense
in which Pindar’s imagination — the inheritor of complex Archaic traditions
of thought and feeling — was giving shape in this mythological vignette to a
notion of something that might count as the ‘birth of aesthetics’ among the
society of the gods.

In his speculative reconstruction of Pindar’s hymn in The Discovery of the
Mind, Bruno Snell suggested that ‘if we had this episode in Pindar’s own
language..., it would surely be among the most famous in Greek literature’. He
continued: ‘Pindar could not have expressed more fittingly what poetry means
to the world. On the day when the world attained to its perfect shape he affirms
thatall beauty is incomplete unless someone is present to celebrate it.”> Although
one might have reservations about other elements of Snell’s reconstruction, he
is right that Pindar’s lyric narrative appears to have represented the birth of
the Muses as answering and remedying a sense of ‘incompleteness’ among
the gods. The Muses are conceived of in this context as adding something
that was previously missing from Olympian society. What they bring to it
is a value of a different kind from the operations of divine power and will

1 Itis a pleasure to contribute this short article to a celebration of the work of @ivind Andersen, a scholar
who has made so many subtle contributions to our understanding of ancient Greek culture.

2 Snell 1953, 78. For more recent reconstructions see Hardie 2000 (claiming a Pythagorean background)
and D’Alessio 2005 and 2009; both argue for Apollo not Zeus as the addressee of the hymn.
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in action: something which can be used to reflect and glorify that power but
which nonetheless converts it into material for the distinctive realm, and the
second life, of song. For Pindar and for the cultural conglomerate of Archaic
Greece in general, the Muses, together with other divine musicians (especially
Apollo, lyre-player and singer, and various groups of female singers/dancers,
including the Graces), embody the idea of a divine aesthetic of self-reflective
beauty.

Such ideas of the ‘music’ of Olympian society have become so overfamiliar
— in part through their constant adaptation in the vocabulary, imagery and
tropes of many later phases of Western culture® — that it is worth reminding
ourselves just how remarkable they are from the viewpoint of comparative
mythology and religion. The role of the Muses within a conception of the
community of the gods has no clear precedent or parallel in either Indo-
European or Near Eastern evidence, despite the fact that the conception in
question owes a great deal in other respects to those cultural zones. Even
if one casts the net further afield, it is difficult to find in other religious and
mythopoeic traditions a substantial equivalent to the way in which Archaic
Greek culture ascribes to its gods a collective commitment to the arts of the
Muses. It is a pervasive assumption of Greek religious myth that the gods
can experience shared fulfilment, both as performers and audiences, in the
ravishing beauty of music, song and dance. Greek gods, it appears, need the
Muses’ values to exist in their world in order to satisfy the more contemplative
side of their nature.

Consider now, however, a different but cognate image of this divine
aesthetic. The Homeric Hymn to Apollo celebrates a god who precociously
demands a lyre, kitharis, for himself (as well as a bow: unlike the Muses,
he is a god of both action and song) on the very day of his birth (130-2).
The journeys he undertakes thereafter are marked at critical junctures in the
poem by musical performances; they are, in a sense, travels in song, a divine
analogue to the itinerary of a travelling musician, such as the blind Chian bard
(often equated in antiquity with ‘Homer”) who identifies himself as the singer
of the hymn and refers to his own wanderings across the earth (165-78).

The particular scene I want to focus on here is a passage which describes
the moment (to be thought of as one of an indefinite number of such moments)
when Apollo arrives on Olympus from his shrine at Delphi to take part in the
society of the gods. His arrival is marked by a spontaneous impulse on the
part of the whole divine community to express itself in song and dance. In that
regard the scene is a counterpart to Pindar’s image of how the Muses were

3 Curtius 1953, 228-46.
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called into being to complete the needs of the gods. But in the Hymn to Apollo
the scene takes a striking twist which discloses a deep question lurking within
the ‘divine aesthetic’ I have so far outlined.

avtika & abavartoiot péret kibapig kot Goidn.

Modoat pév 0° Gpa ndoot apelBopevot oml KoAf
vuvedotv pa Bedv ddp” duppota nd’ avOporov
TAnpoovvag, 66’ Exovteg v’ dbavdatoiot Oeoiot

{oovs” aepadées Kol AUnyavol, 000E dHVAVTOL
gvpépevar Oavatold T drog kai yipaog dikap. (188-93)

At once the immortals’ minds are occupied with lyre and song.
The Muses, answering as a group with their lovely voices,

Sing of the divine gifts of the gods and of humans’

Sufferings — all the things that at the hands of the immortal gods
Humans live through in their folly and helplessness,

Incapable of finding a cure for death or a defence against old age.

Apollo’s movement from Delphi to Olympus (‘like an instant of thought’,
186, because, for all their anthropomorphized trappings, the gods inhabit a
special plane of consciousness) might be expected to take us, by means of
the hymn’s own imaginatively mobile focus, into a domain entirely set apart
from the human world. Yet the Muses celebrate Apollo’s arrival by singing
precisely about the lives of human beings — focusing, what’s more, on the
misery, helplessness, and mortal finitude of their existence. The paradox of the
moment is reinforced when the passage proceeds to describe an accompanying
dance by nine goddesses and two male gods: Apollo himself, bathed in a
light of divine radiance, plays the lyre at the centre of the ensemble while
his parents, Zeus and Leto, derive intense delight from watching the whole
performance (194-2006).

If we have here, in part, the same divine aesthetic found in Pindar’s account
of the wedding-feast for Zeus and his bride, it is an aesthetic which the hymn
darkens and complicates by its ascription to the gods, in a setting of exquisite
performative beauty, of a song about the miseries of human life. The irony
is made more pointed by the phrase ‘divine gifts of the gods’ (Be®v ddp’
aupporta, 190), which has caused some scholarly disagreement. But whether it
refers to the gods’ own immortality (making the song’s themes counterbalance
divine and human spheres) or to the good things they sometimes bestow on
humans (so that the song then deals with both positive and negative sides of
human existence), or indeed to al/l the conditions of human existence (as the
idea of the gods’ ‘gifts’ certainly does in Achilles’ famous parable of Zeus’s
two jars at lliad 24.528), the result in any case throws heavy emphasis onto the
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paradox of divinely beautiful song as a medium in which to express thoughts
of human frailties, limitations and sufferings.

What are the implications of this paradox? Surely we are not meant to draw
the grotesque inference, as some have supposed, that the Olympians derive
self-satisfied pleasure, almost Schadenfreude, from contemplating the sheer
miserableness of mortal existence. Greek gods, with only special exceptions,
are not like that: capable though they are of gloating and destructive cruelty,
they rarely if ever derive pleasure directly from observing the ephemerality
of human life.* On the contrary, Archaic Greek culture posits gods who are
emotionally absorbed by, even obsessed with, the contents of human lives,
finding them a suitable object for fascinated viewing (as well as partisan
interventions). The //iad imagines even Zeus himself as moved to concern and
pity over human affairs, not just in a unique case like that of his son Sarpedon
(for whom he sends down a shower of his own tears of blood at 16.458-61)
but also in more wide-ranging ways. At the start of Book 20, for instance, Zeus
expresses general concern for the destruction of both Greeks and Trojans, but
then announces his intention of staying on Mount Olympus (while the other
gods go down to join in the fighting) to take pleasure from watching events
below (20.20-30). Once again, this is not a matter of anticipated pleasure
at the sheer fact of human conflict and suffering. Rather, the scene evokes
a typically ambiguous divine perspective, one which not only is unstable in
the operations of its sympathy for human agents but also has the capacity to
remove itself to a more reflective vantage point and observe human life as
an object of quasi-aesthetic interest. As well as being a supreme agent in the
poem, Zeus is, on another level, a kind of ultimate ‘audience’ of the //iad itself.

The Homeric Hymn to Apollo, despite its later (and probably compound)
authorship, exhibits the same fundamental understanding of the gods as the
Homeric epics. That the terms of this world view permit the Muses and Apollo
to perform songs about human sufferings betokens a complex conception both
of the gods themselves and of the nature of song. This conception encodes an
Archaic Greek aesthetic in which human and divine impinge on one another.
If the practices of a human song-culture are projected onto the society of
the gods, and if human life is translated into a subject somehow worthy of
the gods’ own songs, the divine realm itself symbolizes values which can in
turn be predicated of human song. This is illustrated by the intense ‘radiance’
(aiyAn) which surrounds Apollo in the Homeric hymn as he plays the lyre
and dances (202). That same word is found in some of Pindar’s evocations
of the transformative radiance which can be bestowed on human existence at

4 Halliwell 2008, 337-9.
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moments of special, divinely sanctioned success. One such instance occurs
in a famous passage at the end of Pythian 8 (Pind. P. 8.95-7), where the
pessimistic depiction of human life as ‘a dream of a shadow’ (cxiiic 6vap)
is momentarily transfigured by the radiance of a Zeus-sent light (oiyAa
dwocootog). That example is doubly apt for my purposes, since Pindar’s own
song implicitly purports to be a transmitter of that light. This underlines the
way in which the attribution of a song-culture to the gods themselves is always
a gesture of dialectical imagination designed to construct an ‘aesthetics of life’
in which human song itself aspires to participate.

At the heart of that aesthetic, I submit, lies a sense of the transformative
power of song: the power to convert even suffering and negativity into beauty
and expressive intensity, though without thereby erasing the significance of
suffering itself. Some such power is implied in the invocations to the Muses
at the very start of both Homeric epics, in the Odyssey’s retrospective glimpse
of the Muses’ involvement in the mourning for the dead Achilles (Od. 24.60—
4), and also (at least on my own rather heterodox reading) in the two songs
about the Trojan war sung by the blind Demodocus for Odysseus in Book 8
of the Odyssey.> My present thesis is that the transmuting of suffering into the
beauty of song lies at the heart of the paradox of the Archaic aesthetic in which
gods themselves are both performers and audiences of such song. The gods
cannot need song for the same reasons as humans, but they can exemplify
the transformative power that humans experience in song as one form of the
divine.

As a complement to this compressed argument, I would like at this point to
juxtapose the Archaic sensibility I have tried to characterize with Nietzsche’s
famous pronouncement in Chapters 5 and 24 of The Birth of Tragedy that ‘only
as an aesthetic phenomenon is existence and the world eternally justified’ (‘nur
als aesthetisches Phdnomen ist das Dasein und die Welt ewig gerechtfertigt’
[Nietzsche’s original emphases]).® Nietzsche’s own thinking in The Birth of
Tragedy is of course extensively influenced, in ways too complex to rehearse
here, by elements of Archaic Greek thought and imagery. But it usually goes
unnoticed that the aphorism just quoted has the suggestive imprint of an
Archaic sensibility. In his later ‘Attempt at Self-Criticism’ prefaced to the 1886
edition of The Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche connects the aphorism with the idea
of an ‘artist-god’ (‘Kiinstler-Gott’).” Now, it is true that for this Nietzschean

5 See discussion of all these passages in Halliwell 2011, 55-92.

6 Nietzsche [1872] 1988, 47. Ch. 24’s wording is subtly different: ‘only as an aesthetic phenomenon does
the world appear to be justified’ [my emphasis], ‘...gerechtfertigt erscheint’ (Nietzsche [1872] 1988, 152).
For some discussion, see Silk and Stern 1981, 294-5.

7 Nietzsche [1872] 1988, 17.
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artist-god or ‘world-artist’ (‘Weltenkiinstler’)® the whole world, including
human beings, is his ‘work of art’ — a notion for which there is no ready-
made precedent in Greek conceptions of the Olympians. In fact, Nietzsche
associates this quasi-artistic force (which destroys as well as creates), in heavily
metaphysical fashion, with the ‘Dionysiac’ nature of primal being, the opposite
pole to everything he associates with Apollo and the rest of the Olympians.
On the other hand, it seems clear enough that the principle of ‘justifying’
the world aesthetically is not tied exclusively to Dionysiac creativity; it is
also applicable to the opposite artistic-cum-aesthetic pole, the Apollonian. It
is indeed easier to see how the principle applies to the Apollonian than to
the Dionysiac, since the idea of an ‘aesthetic phenomenon’ fits the sphere of
Apollonian image-making and beautiful illusions more closely than it does
that of Dionysiac oneness. Moreover, Nietzsche understands the Olympian
gods themselves as a projection of aesthetic ‘illusionism’: in Chapter 3 of the
Birth, he calls the world they inhabit in the Archaic Greek mind an ‘artistic
middle-world’ (‘kiinstlerische Mittelwelt’, Nietzsche’s emphasis) interposed
between themselves and the underlying horror of existence.’ In a paradoxical
sense, the Olympian realm to which the Greek god Apollo belongs is itself a
product of the ‘Apollonian’ aesthetic drive.

The threads of thought which connect Nietzsche’s early conception of an
‘aesthetic justification’ of existence with what I have termed Archaic Greek
‘aesthetics of life’ are tangled, for sure. It is significant, for one thing, that
The Birth of Tragedy barely acknowledges Greek myth’s own image of the
Olympian gods as susceptible to certain kinds of aesthetic experience. Nietzsche
does refer in passing, in Chapter 2, to Apollo as himself a music-god, though
only in order to contrast the supposedly limited nature of Apollonian music
(a kind of Doric architecture in sound, as he puts it) with the overwhelming
power of Dionysiac music.'’ Similarly, Apollo’s close relationship with the
Muses is glanced at only once, in Chapter 4," and nowhere does Nietzsche
ponder the gods’ capacity to find the flawed, tragic conditions of human life a
suitable subject for their own ‘aesthetic’ attention.

Nietzsche’s peculiar reworking of Archaic Greek ideas can sharpen our
awareness of certain unresolved tensions in the myth-making imagination
which originally produced those ideas. Greek gods do not help humans to solve
the problems of existence; indeed, they reflect, magnify and (in part) cause
those problems. (That, of course, was one of Plato’s fundamental reasons for

8 Nietzsche
9 Nietzsche
10 Nietzsche
11 Nietzsche

1872
1872
1872
1872

1988, 30.
1988, 36.
1988, 33.
1988, 41.
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refusing to believe in such gods.) But the gods are also sources, for these same
humans, of possible experiences of deep, transformative, and consoling value:
the arts of the Muses, which Greeks came eventually to call simply ‘music’,
mousiké, are one of the most important of those sources. The song-culture
ascribed to the gods themselves is both an authenticating mirror of human
song and yet also the projection of an ideal beauty which can never be fully
possessed by humans, only aspired to. An essential intuition of Archaic Greek
aesthetics lies in the problematic space between those two things.
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[Tept Ddiog:
The interpretation of Plato’s Lysis 212a8-213d51!

EvioLFUR KJALAR EMILSSON

The Lysis is one of Plato’s short ‘Socratic’ dialogues. Socrates converses with
the teenage boys Lysis, Menexenus, Ctesippus and Hippothales in a wrestling
school. Menexenus and Lysis are buddies, but Hippothales is infatuated with
the younger boy Lysis and bores the other boys with endless praise of him.
This friendship and love among the boys sets the topic of the dialogue: what
is friendship, ¢idia? The dialogue as a whole is a paradigmatic example of
Socratic paideia. Socrates clearly understands more about friendship than he
is letting on to the youths. Rather than telling them what he thinks he asks
them tricky questions, the result of which is that they become confused. The
confusion is painful for them and forces them to do the only thing that could
relieve it: to think for themselves. Although my friend @ivind Andersen is no
longer a teenager and has long ago entered the rank of the wise who have seen,
and seen through, most human affairs, I thought he might be pleased by a little
discourse on friendship. So in what follows I shall seek to elucidate aspects of
this old dialogue.

Socrates makes some unexpected moves in the conversation, and there are
places where one may suspect that he is less than completely honest. Not
that he intentionally forces falsities upon the youths — they agree to them
themselves — but the questions are sometimes very tricky and misleading.
There is good reason to suppose, however, that all this is fully intentional on
Plato’s part; we see indications of this in the text itself. After the exchange
between Socrates and Menexenos at 212b8 to 213d Socrates summarizes the
conclusions they have reached: “Then what are we going to do”, I said, “if
friends are neither those who hold dear (oi ptiodvteg) nor those who are held
dear (ot grhovuevor) nor those who both hold and are held dear? Are there
any other besides these of whom we can say that they become each other’s
friends (pilovg aAAnroig yryvouévong)?””’2 Menexenus says he cannot think of
other possibilities. Socrates then asks if they have perhaps been looking at the
matter in the wrong way. At that point Lysis, who is said to have been paying
close attention to what was being said all along, breaks into the conversation
expressing strong agreement that they have been looking at this in the wrong

1 T wish to thank Hallvard Fossheim, Anastasia Maravela and Camilla Serck-Hanssen for comments on
a draft of this paper. The paper originated from a presentation I gave at a reading of the Lysis at The
Norwegian Institute at Athens in 2008. I am grateful for comments I received on that occasion as well.

2 All translations here are author’s own.
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way. Socrates says he thinks he is right, which strongly suggests that Plato
himself saw something suspect in the procedure. I shall first consider aspects
of the exchange between Socrates and Menexenus in some detail, and then |
shall venture a hypothesis about what went wrong.

As we have already seen, in lines 212a8—13d5, Socrates and Menexenus
explore various possibilities concerning the necessary features of A’s being a
friend of B: the given premise of the conversation is that A ¢uAel B, i.e. holds
B dear. The questions are all about what inferences we are entitled to make
about the friendship relation from this fact. There will be four proposals in all.

(1) If A o1kel B, then A is a friend of B and B is also a friend of A (212b2—c8). How does

@

~

Menexenus come to think that this is at all plausible? Nothing is said about this, but
Menexenus may be thinking along the following lines when he agrees to this: I @u\el
you; by virtue of that you become for me @ilog, someone dear. But I too am ¢ilog for
you, because since I hold you dear, I am well disposed to you. You will appreciate that
and I become dear to you. So from your viewpoint too, I am ¢ikog. This proposal is
refuted by the counterexample of unrequited love and even hatred from the loved one.
So a new proposal suggesting mutual @iAelv is made:

If A @uAel B, then A is not a friend of B and B is not a friend of A, unless B also ¢uiel
A (212c8-¢6). That is to say, neither one is a friend of the other unless each @uiel the
other. Menexenus does not explain why he finds this option attractive, but we may
speculate. In order for B to be A’s ¢ilog, A’s friend, A has indeed to hold B dear; but not
only that, in order to count B as his friend, B has to be well disposed towards A; but if
B is so disposed, that is most likely because B holds A dear. So, from A’s point of view,
his counting B as a friend presumes that he thinks he is dear to B. In the refutation of
this, Socrates appeals to the many ¢ido-words in the Greek language and to a poem by
Solon: there are those who hold horses, dogs, wisdom, quails, wine, gymnastics, etc.
dear. These are loved, tlovpeva, and oi giiodvteg, those who love, hence have them
as their friends, even if these do not return the attitude. There are some questionable
aspects in this refutation that I shall let lie. But given this, it seems natural to propose
that the friend is the gtlovpevog, which becomes the next hypothesis.

(3) It is the loved one, the pilovpevog, who is the friend of 0 ul@v, whether 6 puhodpevog

@uLel back or not (212¢6-13b5). Why would this look plausible at all? The support
given for this proposal is that children whom the parents describe as their dearest,
¢iktata, may be unable to return the love of, or they may even hate, their parents when
they are being disciplined. The implication is that their being held dearest qualifies them
as friends of the parents. This looks like the passive aspect of the adjective ¢pikog, which
just means ‘dear’, is being taken as grounds for saying that the ¢iAog in this sense is a
friend. In other words, this is playing on a certain ambiguity of the word ¢iAoc, which
we shall consider more closely below. The refutation brings in hate and the £x0pog,
the enemy, a word which is similar to ¢ikog in its grammatical behaviour in that it
sometimes takes the guise of an adjective, sometimes of a substantive. The word £x0pdg
also has an active and a passive sense, can mean both ‘hostile’ and ‘hated’. Socrates
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stipulates here that the enemy is the object of hatred since the friend, on the present
hypothesis, is the object of love. The conclusion of the refutation is the supposedly
impossible claim that one can be an enemy to one’s friend and a friend to one’s enemy.
I shall postpone the discussion of this refutation until later.

(4) The one who @tAel is a friend of the loved (213b5—c5). So if A @1Ael B, A is a friend of
B. Analogously with hatred and the enemy: if B hates A, B is A’s enemy. But if so, one
is often a friend of non-friends and even of one’s enemies, and an enemy of one’s non-
enemies and even of friends. The refutation of this is just a mirror image of the one in (2).

As previously mentioned, all these claims are refuted. So neither the one who
@Al nor the loved one is a friend; nor are those who love and are loved
in return (213¢5-7). Socrates and Menexenus agree that this exhausts the
possibilities. Moreover, Socrates agrees with Lysis that ‘if we were looking
at things in the right way, we would not be so far off the course’ (213e2-3).
The way this is phrased suggests their suspicion is not just about particular
mistakes that may have been made but that there is something fundamentally
wrong about the way they have proceeded.

As a first step, let me make some brief remarks about the words ¢iloc and
@uA&ly. First, let us note that the verb, @ulelv, just means ‘to be well disposed
to’, ‘to hold dear’, ‘to love’. Often, perhaps in the majority of cases, the word
¢irog functions as an adjective meaning ‘dear’, ‘beloved’ and suchlike: if A
loves, @uiel, B, then B is a dear one, @ilog, to A. Secondly, and much less
commonly, the adjective @ilog has an active use. According to this use, it
describes someone or something as well disposed towards something,
welcoming or inviting. There are several examples of this in LSJ, especially
from the poets.® Thus, we find in Hom. Iliad 17.325, ¢ila @peci undea e16mg,
(‘with a friendly mind’). Thirdly, pikoc, has a substantive meaning as ‘friend’
or something very close to that. Often it is not obvious whether the substantive
or the adjective is intended. The issue between Socrates and Menexenus is
the notion of a friend, the substantive. This is eminently clear from the start
of their conversation and indeed from the Lysis as a whole, even if appeals
are made to the adjective and the verb in the attempts to illuminate the friend.

The passive and active uses of @ilog that LSJ distinguishes are no doubt
non-incidentally connected: we have a tendency to be fond of that which is well
disposed towards us. And in the case of beings capable of intentional action, if
they are well disposed towards me, that is at least to some extent an indication
that they hold me dear; and, conversely, if a being capable of intentional action
holds some other such being dear, the former will, if everything is normal, be

3 LSJ? 1940, 1939 s.v. iog.
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friendly towards the latter. This is, I suppose, generally true. But, sadly, there
are exceptions, and most dramatically so in the case of unrequited love among
human beings.

I take it that the English word ‘friend’ contains in its meaning both aspects
of the Greek adjective giloc. If A regards B as his friend, B must be dear to A
but A must also see B as well disposed towards him. Suppose I am to consider
whether a given person is my friend. [ might then first of all see that this person
is dear to me. But I may note in addition that this person was a great support
to me during a difficult period. I may comment on this by saying that he or
she showed himself to be a true or trustworthy friend. In this case, [ am not
expressing my kind feelings towards this person, I am noting something about
him. And [ am not simply implying that he is dear to me, and that I am evidently
dear to him too — rather I am saying that this other person behaved towards me
as only a friend would behave. I take it that the Greek substantive @ilog has the
same shades of meaning: surely someone I call a pidog is someone dear to me,
but he is also someone of whom I expect only good things with regard to me.
This shade of meaning is shown by the occurrences of phrases such as motog
oihog, a trustworthy friend, which make it clear that a ¢ilog is not merely
someone who is held dear and who holds one dear in return but also someone
from whom certain friendly behaviour is expected.*

So what is wrong about the procedure? It is noteworthy that all four
propositions considered and refuted have the same antecedent: if A @uAel
B, which conclusions are we to draw about who is a friend or friends with
whom? I suggest that what is wrong in the procedure is the assumption that
it is possible to decide about friendship relations from this antecedent alone.
Lysis presumably realized this. The fact that Plato suggests this indicates that
he thought that we, the readers, could see this too. It is best, however, that we
realize this the hard way by thinking for ourselves.

My suggestion is that even if B being A’s friend indeed involves @ilelv
on the part of A, this is not enough: what Lysis realizes is that no definite
inferences about who is a friend of whom can be drawn from the mere fact
that A piiel B. One aspect that is crucially missing is reciprocity. Socrates and
Menexenus admittedly try to take reciprocity into account in (2), where the
proposal is: if A @1Ael B, then A is not a friend of B and B is not a friend of A,
unless B also @ilel A (212¢8—e6). In other words, there is no friendship unless
the @uAeiv is mutual. This is dismissed on the grounds that there are people
who love horses, wine, etc. and hold them dear, even if none of these loves

4 Eur. fr. 271b.1 (Auge) Kannicht: tig 8¢ v@v miotog eikog; ‘But who is a trustworthy friend of us two?’
The expression is fairly common.
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them back. Arguably, these things are friends only in an extended sense which
does not apply to relationships between people. Leaving that aside, there is
a notorious omission which concerns reciprocity in Socrates’ proposals. He
asks: is it the case that if there is not mutual @ileiv, then there is no friendship
relation? What he does not ask, and never considers, is ‘if A p1leil B, are A and
B friends if B @1AeT A in return?’ In other words, nowhere is reciprocity shown
not to be a sufficient condition of friendship.

Reciprocity is again indirectly at stake in the refutation of (3). The way the
conclusion is harvested here again makes use of the fact that there are cases
where the ilovOpevog hates the piAdv.® So if A pilel B, B is A’s friend; but B
hates A, which makes A B’s enemy. So B is a friend to his enemy! One way
of interpreting this is to suppose that Plato wants us to understand the phrase
‘friend to his enemy’ as meaning that one person regards another person both
as a friend and as enemy. The premises of the exchange do, however, not
warrant this understanding; if Plato wants to lure his readers to understand
it in this way, then he is trying to cheat blatantly in the argument. This is a
conclusion one seeks to avoid if there are good alternatives. I believe that
indeed there are: I suggest that Socrates means what he says in the very sense
that is actually warranted by the presuppositions of the conversation, and I
also suggest that he and Menexenus find this absurd enough. Supposing that
A ¢uiel B and B hates A, from the premises of the refutation here Socrates
does obtain that A is an enemy of his own friend and that B is a friend of his
own enemy. There is nothing strictly contradictory about this, given merely
what they have explicitly agreed on. The case may, however, strike Socrates
and Menexenus as an impossibility given what they — and we — understand by
a friend, which is, of course, what they wish to capture: How could someone
who really is a friend of mine have me as his enemy? If he really is a friend of
mine, | am entitled to expect good things from him — that is at least a part of
what makes him a friend. But I cannot expect anything good from someone
for whom I am an enemy. Surely I could not regard him as a trustworthy
friend. So he cannot be my friend after all. In saying this [ am assuming that
Socrates is making appeals to some necessary mutuality in friendship, tacit
appeals to the fact that a friend must be friendly, which is not what you can
allow yourself to expect from your enemy.

5 There is another possible grammatical construction of ... oipot kai adVvatov, ¢ te Pike £xOpOV Koi
0 &0p® ilov eivar: In one case, the obvious one, followed in the main text here, we have an accusative
with infinitive where the dative of 1@ @il is governed by £x0pov, ‘enemy to a friend’. But we can also
translate ‘it is impossible for the friend to be an enemy’, where the dative of t1® ¢iA® is governed by
advvarov. Also, in this construction the result is that the friend is an enemy and the enemy a friend, which
superficially smacks of a contradiction, but no more than in the other construction does this constitute a real
contradiction.
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It may seem fair to ask if it is not a mere commonplace that friendship
involves some mutual endearment. Not only is this something people readily
come to think of — I have tried this out with some friends and acquaintances
— it seems to have become a sort of commonplace as early as Aristotle’s time,
half a century or so after the Lysis was written.® Nevertheless, given the strong
association that lies in the language itself between the friend, 6 ¢iioc, and
the cognate verb, @uielv, and especially given the equally strong semantic
connection between the latter and @ilog, the adjective, according to which
anyone who is loved, pilodpevog, counts as a dear one, @iiog, the narrower
notion of a friend can be said to be hidden in a semantic jungle. It is no wonder
that the matter is not entirely clear to the adolescents.

6 See Arist. Rh. 114, 1381al-2.



Method and soul-shaping in the Protagoras
HALLVARD J. FOSSHEIM

I wish to suggest an explanation for why Plato lets Socrates present —and force
those present to agree to — the hedonist theory in the Protagoras. My suggestion
is that the Protagoras, by means of a combined effort on an argumentative-
structural level and on a dramatic level, lets us see and experience central
facets of the two methodologies defended by Protagoras and Socrates,
respectively: while Protagoras’ sort of speechmaking lets the listener be lured
in by a loose and semi-digested vision, Socrates’ favoured form of question-
and-answer activity comes with a built-in defence against such psychological
shaping, making it, in this respect, a safer way of submitting to pedagogical
soul-forming. This quality of his activity has to do both with the format itself
and with the sort of mode in which it sets those who are exposed to it.

While I think that the hypothesis constitutes a believable explanation for
the presence of the hedonist theory, I think that it (the hypothesis) is also
worthy of interest independently of a need to explain that theory.

A question of method

The bulk of the Protagoras constitutes a battle of wits between Socrates and
Protagoras. Crucially, the open disagreements concern both theses/truths and
methodology. Perhaps surprisingly, it is on the methodological level that the
disagreement creates the most drama. At the point where this disagreement
surfaces most forcefully, we have already had a taste of Protagoras’ penchant
for longish monologues and Socrates’ desire to carry out his investigation by
means of short questions and answers. And Socrates goes as far as to threaten
to leave the company and the conversation altogether if he does not get his
way.

As you can argue in both styles, you should have made me some concession, so that we
could have had a conversation. But now, since you are not willing to do so, and I have
an engagement, and couldn’t wait for you to spin out these long speeches — I have to go
somewhere — I shall go. (Prt. 335C)!

1 All translations are by Taylor 1996.
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Socrates adds emphasis to his threat by actually getting up as if to leave (Prt.
335D). His ultimatum provokes a series of methodological comments and
suggestions from several of those who are present. The comments also have
the function of bringing home what has already been indicated by Socrates’
words at this point — namely that the two methodologies are well known
among those present as alternative ways of communicating.

The drama of the dialogue also lets us appreciate how the difference
between ‘shortspeaking’ (BpayvAoyia) and ‘longspeaking’ (pokporoyia),’
i.e. a difference in methodology, may additionally be related to differences
in character that are not altogether accidental. This point is emphasized by
Plato when he lets Prodicus and Hippias dramatize themselves in the course
of the methodological discussion, thus reminding us that the method of each
is intimately linked to the personality or character of each. But the role of
character is the most emphatic in the contrast between Protagoras and Socrates
— the one jovial and friendly, but easily distressed by attempts to undermine
his authority, the other sharp and shifty, but always willing to go through an
extra round of testing in order to get rid of mistakes and move closer to the
truth.

So what are the two interlocutors’ preferred methodologies? The method of
instruction favoured in this case by Protagoras is exemplified in his so-called
Great Speech. He presents what is supposed to constitute an explanation
by combining mythological storytelling with elucidations or arguments
pertaining to certain parts, and he does so without interruptions in the course
of the presentation. The result is a rather grand vision, fleshed out in very
broad outlines with little detail. In addition, the replies are presented mainly in
a mythical format that hides which mechanisms or causal relations are really
in play (provided, of course, that the individualized figures of Epimetheus,
Prometheus, and Zeus are not to be taken literally as the ultimate explanations
offered).

The method of instruction favoured by Socrates is exemplified not least
in the long section (from 351B on) where he drags the others along the path
towards hedonism. By contrast with the Protagorean approach to imparting
putative knowledge, Socrates’ method requires dividing the package to
be delivered into small fragments and forcing the interlocutor to consider
and agree to them one by one before proceeding to the next one. Formally,
this process consists of Socrates posing leading or hypothetical questions,
interspersed with explanatory notes, and the interlocutor indicating that he
agrees to the step being taken for each move. (Presumably, as long as the

2 The terms are used by Socrates in a parallel discussion in Grg. 449C.
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interlocutor follows the exposition and does not arrive at a point where he
is clear that he is no longer willing to accept the consequences of what has
gone before, the instruction’s success does not depend entirely on his saying
his responses out loud. But since the audience for most people, including
Protagoras, provides extra motivation for being careful about what one agrees
to, the inclusion of some public affirmation will have a sharpening effect on
the respondent.)

The danger in soul-shaping

The ridiculousness of the setting where all the sophists are introduced (Prt.
314E ff) makes for quite a contrast with the opening of the Protagoras’ main
bulk (i.e. following the framing sequence); the main dialogue’s opening
possesses an unambiguous, down-to-earth earnestness which we find only
rarely in Plato. Says Socrates to his eager young companion:

Don’t take chances in a matter of such importance. For you know, there’s much more risk in
buying learning than in buying food. If you buy food or drink from a pedlar or a merchant
you can carry it away in another container, and before you actually eat or drink it you can
set it down at home and call in an expert and take his advice on what you ought to eat or
drink and what you ought not, and how much, and when you ought to take it. So there is no
risk in buying. But you can’t carry learning away in a jar; you have to put down the price
and take the learning into your soul right away. By the time you go away you have already
assimilated it, and got the harm or the benefit. (Prz. 314A-B)

At the point when Socrates says these words to Hippocrates, the young man
has tried to pull Socrates along to meet Protagoras, so eager for the meeting
that he has arrived at Socrates’ place while it is still too dark to see. (This fact
is used by Socrates as an argument for them to wait for daylight before setting
off, and it is the excuse which makes it possible for Socrates to have a proper
téte-a-téte in order to warn Hippocrates before confronting the great sophist
in Prt. 311A).

Whatis conveyed by Socrates in the opening sequence is the fact that through
our being educated, we are, partially through our own agency or engagement,
affected by the educator in such a way that we become something we were
not, without knowing beforehand what it is we will become, or whether that
development is for the better or for the worse. For the sophistic forms of soul
shaping, the normal state of affairs is one where the person does not know what
the education does to him before it has already entered and become an integral
part of him (if even then). In other words, the issue framing the drama of the
Protagoras is that of being altered by someone. This is something Socrates
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clearly believes to be possible — in fact, that possibility is the source of his
worries. (When at Prz. 319A-20C he says he does not believe that virtue can
be taught, he thinks of teaching in a narrow sense as systematic instruction,
in contradistinction to Protagoras’ much wider understanding of teaching as
socialization).?

There is a humorous little reminder of the difficulty involved in identifying
types of educators at the stage where Hippocrates and Socrates try to enter
Callias’ house. The person opening the door mistakes them for sophists, a
fact which immediately shifts the mood from the seriousness of the preceding
scene into something almost farcical, since he slams the door in their faces
(Prt.314C-E). While this episode functions as a coda for the scene confronting
them inside, it also illustrates how it is not obvious who is who in matters of
education.

Protagoras shares Socrates’ understanding of what is at stake, in the sense
that Protagoras in his public self-presentation places himself in the company
of all sorts of educators up to his own time.

I maintain that the craft of the sophist is an ancient one, but that its practitioners in ancient
times, for fear of giving offence, adopted the subterfuge of disguising it as some other craft,
as Homer and Hesiod and Simonides did with poetry, and Orpheus and Musaeus and their
followers with religious rites and prophesies. Some, I have heard, went in for physical
training, like Iccus of Taras and, in our own day, Herodicus of Selymbria (originally of
Megara), as good a sophist as any. Your fellow citizen Agathocles, a great sophist, used music
and literature as cover, and so did Pythocleides of Ceos and many others. (Prt. 316D-E)

The most interesting feature of this passage is not that Protagoras refers to all
educators as sophists — that is a ploy to provide himself with the legitimacy
and authority of tradition and acknowledged expertise — but that he presents
himself as an educator. With this in mind, it is easy to appreciate the intimate
relation between the opening part and the main part of the dialogue.

Method and substance

So why the hedonist section? The presentation of this theory does not
forcefully dramatize that people are changed by instruction, because in the end
no one seems to comfortably believe that theory. I suggest that the function
of that presentation may be the very opposite of persuading anyone of its
truth, namely, that of illustrating for us that there is a safety valve in Socrates’

3 The qualities are described and named in different ways in the Protagoras, but at least from 320A on
‘virtue’ (apety) figures prominently.
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manner of teaching, consisting of the fact that this methodology forces the
pupil, interlocutor, or reader to face rationally whatever is introduced before
making it part of his/her soul.

This suggestion has the merit of fitting perfectly with the opening’s
description of how most soul shaping is dangerous precisely because the
teaching goes on in a manner such that elements are assimilated into one’s soul
before one can examine them. This was, as we remember, Socrates’ greatest
worry. The dialogue dramatizes, through the interlocutors’ hesitant reactions
and the reader’s own reactions, that the worry is nowhere near as acute if we
stick to the Socratic manner of teaching.

Which qualities of this brand of BpayvAioyic make itso different to Protagorean
pakpoAoyio when it comes to the possibility of imparting (putative) knowledge
with a lower risk of unhealthy assimilation? Two features in particular stand out
when the two methods are contrasted as they are in the Protagoras. First, there is
the analysis of the content into minimal packages, which can then be considered
in isolation. And secondly, there is the demand that the interlocutor take an
active stance towards each parcel, deciding then and there whether or not he
or she is willing, for now, to accept each proposition.* In contrast, Protagorean
pokporoyia gives one a feeling that one is in the presence of a grander vision
of something, with few details even visible; and instead of critically examining
that vision, one accepts it — if it is accepted — on a combination of trust in the
speaker’s insight and some kind of admiration of his ability to conjure up the
apparently seamless image in the first place.

The dialogue indicates, then, that one form of education is safer than the
alternative with which it is contrasted, while at the same time it reminds us that
we are the sort of beings that are susceptible to different kinds of education.
The final hedonistic tour de force lets us experience this difference first-hand.

A final remark on form and content

We can make sense of one additional feature of the Protagoras by adopting
the suggested interpretation. Plato’s Protagoras is made to present a view of
education, and of human beings, as not only rational but multi-faceted even
on the best of days. One thing that might strike the reader of the dialogue is
the extent to which this vision, at least superficially, resembles the complex
view of humanity and moral psychology that Socrates details in certain other

4 This also suggests another aspect of dialectic in the sense of critical, leading questioning: it is a method
of inquiry whereby the participant and audience do not just learn during the interaction, but whereby
important parts of the learning process normally take place after the actual interaction is over.
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dialogues.’ Protagoras holds that our qualities are more like the parts of a face
than they are like pieces of gold (Prz. 329D-E). A version of this view is what
we find in e.g. the Republic — a version which operates with three politico-
ethically relevant soul parts, each with its distinctive function and dynamics,
analogous to the relation between, say, eyes and mouth (only by each doing
its unique job properly and in coordination with the other can most of us
function in everyday life). Similarly, Protagoras is made to conjure up a vision
of education as socialization, that is, as something which is the prerogative of
the city as a whole and which takes place through a thousand nudges from a
thousand directions, not only from a specific kind of rational interaction with
a teacher (although that activity is what can bring someone to the final, higher
realizations of reason). Again, this is more or less the gist of the Republic’s
version of how to produce a decent human being.®

I take it that this otherwise baffling and confusing feature of the Protagoras
makes perfect sense if the primary aim of the dialogue is not to present a given
content (‘Here’s the truth about ...”), but rather a certain form (‘This is how
you ...”). Precisely by letting the sophist wander closer to a believable version
of the truth about moral psychology and education, while Socrates is made to
present a theory that is over-simplistic and alien to most of what the author
pays attention to in his other works, Plato manages to bring out the difference
between the two. In the Protagoras, the central issue is not which theory to
believe, but which methodology to abide by.

The Protagoras forcefully demonstrates how Plato focuses on questions
of methodology not only when he lets his characters stop in their tracks and
discuss it explicitly, but also — and not least — when the reader is lulled into
thinking that only the theses and arguments under consideration define what
is going on in the text.
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Civilized communication of culture:
nondeia and e in the Republic

PAL RykkJAa GILBERT

I have never seen the Republic referred to as a treatise on rhetoric, nor is it the
first, or the second, place one would look for a Platonic account of the concept
of persuasion. We are fortunate to possess the Gorgias and the Phaedrus, where
the art of rhetoric is treated at length, although 1 Aoywv T€yvn must compete
for the title of primary subject in both works. Disregarding the question of art,
the concept of “Adyog’ receives its fair share of attention in both the Theaetetus
and the Sophist. In the Republic the art of persuasion works in subtler ways,
but it still plays an important role, as I hope to show presently.

My point of departure is the concept of persuasion (neidm). I shall briefly
consider the boundaries of the concept as employed in the Republic before 1
attempt to connect the concept itself with the education of the guardians by
way of the notion of cultivation.

In the Gorgias, Socrates makes a distinction between two forms of
persuasion: one will produce belief (niotic) without knowledge, and the other
will in fact produce knowledge (émotun); in the latter sense, ‘to persuade’
(meiBewv) is synonymous with ‘to teach’ (d1ddoketv), while ‘to be persuaded’
(neiBecBar) equals ‘to learn’ (poavOavew) (Grg. 454c7-5a7). The distinction is
repeated in the Theaetetus, the only difference being that ‘belief’ is exchanged
for ‘opinion’ (80&x).! The Gorgias is not concerned with elaborating on this
distinction through an exploration of the nature of knowledge or the difference
between knowledge and belief, while the Theaetetus, as we know, does not
succeed in defending a definition of knowledge, even though it is precisely
this division within the category of persuasion which leads Socrates to discard
the second definition and Theaetetus to propose the third and final definition:
true opinion based on logos (uetd Adyov aAndng 66&n).

We stumble across a similar categorization of persuasion — although
more or less incidentally — in Resp. 3.412e5-13c4, during the separation of
the guardians proper from the auxiliary guard. Socrates tries to illustrate the
different ways in which opinion may exit someone’s thought (51Gvoia). The
only voluntary exit occurs when false opinion is changed by way of learning

1 Tht. 201a4—c7. Similarly we find do&dlewv instead of miotevew. Since the reference to persuasion is
made during a discussion of 36&a and the proposed definition of émotiun as 86&a aAnOMg, it would be silly
to read much into this difference.

2 The distinction is also alluded to in P1. P/t. 304b1-d10 and Phdr. 277¢5-8a5.
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(uetopavOdvew). Involuntary loss of opinion befalls f7ue opinion in particular,’
and there are three possible ways this can happen:

1.Theft:* Opinion is removed by stealth, in one of two ways:
a. Persuasion (petaneifev) through the agency of speech (Adyoqg),
b. Forgetting (émlovOdvesBar) through the agency of time (ypovoc).
2.Violence: Pain makes one change one’s opinion.
3.Sorcery: This category comprises change of opinion in those who are:
a. Spellbound by pleasure,
b. Seized by fear.

Although voluntary change through learning is not referred to as a form of
neom in this passage, it is easy to recognize that this way of changing opinion
corresponds to epistemic persuasion in Grg. and Tht. Of the involuntary
modes only la is entitled persuasion, and the question is whether this category
is congruous with the ‘pistic’ form of persuasion in Grg. It all depends on what
— and how much — one reads into the qualification ‘by stealth’ (AavBdvew).
There is a difference between being unaware of changing one’s opinion and
being ignorant of exactly sow one was induced to change it. If one is unable
to render account of one’s change of heart, even if the change is for the better,
Socrates would hardly consider it a case of ‘learning’. Moreover, although it is
presented as a form of involuntary change, being unable to prove the rational
basis for one’s conviction would certainly make it count as involuntary from
the Socratic perspective, considering the lack of self-transparency, i.e. the lack
of self-knowledge.

Disregarding the case of memory lapse for now, the categories of violence
and sorcery are significant in their own right, particularly in relation to a wider
concept of persuasion than that which is invoked in the category of theft. There
is no reason to doubt that persuasion is indelibly tied to the medium of /ogos,
but /logos in the strict sense of speech or argument rests on a more elusive
foundation. When Aristotle makes his clear distinction between Adyoc, 0o,
and mdOog, he emphasizes that these are all modes of persuasion (mictelg)
which affect the audience in the medium of speech. By means of speech alone

3 One could get the impression that Socrates considers false opinion immune to involuntary exit, but there
is no reason why his categories should not apply equally well to the change from false to true opinion, or to
the exchange of one false opinion for another. Involuntary loss of false opinion is of no importance in the
context because the discussion concerns the ability of the potential guardian to hold onto true opinion.

4 In xhomévteg we can note a toying with the poetic use of this verb in the sense of ‘deception’. That Plato
intends this becomes quite obvious with Socrates’ confession that Tpayikdg ... Kivdvuvedm Aéyewv (Resp.
3.413b4), although this should a/so be understood as an apology for the use of metaphors. Adam 19632, 1,
191 correctly refers to kekAépupedo in Soph. Ant. 681.
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the speaker can convey an impression of his own character, leading the auditor
to put more, or less, faith in what he hears regardless of the strength of the
actual rhetorical syllogism. This attuning of trust is not usually something
which the auditor is able to account for, and if he is, it is doubtful whether
his account could ever reach ‘straight to the bottom’, achieving complete
transparency. Then again, the speaker can construct his speech so as to more
directly affect the mood of the auditor, raising his spirits or striking fear into
him. His mood, and his reaction to the perceived character of the speaker,
will determine the extent to which the auditor is taken in by the speech, what
weight he puts on particular arguments, strictly speaking, and perhaps even his
capacity to appreciate argument. The truly good speech leaves the audience
entranced, spellbound, and captivated.

In all probability, these modes of persuasion are already included in
category la above. The reason he considers pain, pleasure, and fear separately
is that he has in mind instances where these emotions are not aroused by
speech, but rather by exposure to bribery (pleasure) and afflictions upon the
battlefield (pain, fear). Even when they are not conveyed by speech, character
and passion can lead to involuntary change of opinion. This does not mean
they are not at work in speech.

It is therefore all the more interesting that violence (Bia) and persuasion
form an inseparable pair of contrasts, popping up throughout the entirety of
the Republic.’ In a passage from book 8, Socrates describes the psyche of the
oligarchic person:

Is it not clear from this that such a person, in other transactions, where he enjoys the
reputation of being a just man, suppresses other base appetites residing in him by means of
a so to speak decent act of violence (€miekel Tvi €avtod Pig): that he does not attempt to
convey though persuasion that it is not the better choice, nor does he cultivate by means of
words, but through necessity and fear (008’ juepdv Adyw, GAL” avarykn kai eOPw), as he is
himself anxious for his remaining fortune?®

5 Most noticeable are Resp. 3.411d7—e2 and 8.554c11-d3, but the contrast is present at 3.399a5—c4,
3.403b6, 7. 519e4 and arguably in the passage where Socrates envisages persuading the philosophers to
return to the cave (7. 520a6—e3). Cf. 2.359¢5-6, where Bia is applied — but not by Socrates — to vopog as
opposed to pVo1G.

6 Resp. 8.554c11-d3. Translations are my own, based on the text of Burnet 1900-1907.
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This less-than-honourable display of self-restraint is a fascinating illustration
of self-cultivation. One is reminded of the vulgar virtue in the Phaedo, where
desire restrains desire and fear repels fear.” What is of particular interest here
is the contrast between two modes of cultivation.

The verb fjuepodv means ‘to make fjuepog’, fjuepog being an adjective
which was applied to ‘tame’ animals and ‘cultivated’ plants. There is, in other
words, a strong connotation of subduing or bringing under control. But more
importantly, there is a connotation of organization and society, of cooperation,
and of a way of being which makes cooperation possible. The opposite
of fjuepog is dyprog, the wild, the savage, the loner, lacking in shame and
devoid of respect for others: the lion, the wolf.® The social sense of fjuepog
is effectively illustrated when Socrates in the Phaedo groups together bees,
wasps, ants, and humans as moAttikd koi fjpepa yévn, to which those who have
practised the vulgar (dnpotikn kol woAttikn) non-philosophical virtue will
return via reincarnation.’ In the famous passage in Pol. 1.2 where Aristotle
proclaims the human being a political animal, the bee, along with ‘every other
gregarious animal’, is recognized as possessing a lesser share of the political.'’
What renders the human being so outstandingly political is, based on the most
natural interpretation of the text, its capacity for logos. It is no coincidence that
logos in the above quote follows immediately after Muepdv, while necessity
and fear — although dependent on the same verb — are separated in an elliptical
clause of their own: the latter terms connect only with one half of the concept
of cultivation.

7 lagree with Adam 1963, 11, 228 that this is how we should understand this passage, hence the superiority
of reading €mewel Tivi as an attribute of Pig, rather than as a self-contained expression (‘a decent element’).
See Phd. 68b8-9d6, with a description of vulgar co@pocdvn as appetite conquering appetite at 68e2—9a5,
and 82c2—4a2, where there is a mention of the money-lover’s fear for his fortune at 82¢5-6.

8 The spirited element is likened to a lion in Resp. 9. 588d3—5, harbouring the possibility for savagery, in
which case the wolf is the more appropriate image (3. 416a2 — b4), or for civilized loyalty in the manner of
the dog (ibid. cf. 2.376a2—c6). The tyrant is likened to a wolf in 8.565d4-6a5. See 6¢peddeg at 9.590b1 with
Adam’s note 19632, 11, 365-6.

9 Phd. 82al0-b9. Also worth noting, with a view to the opposite dypiotng, is that 81a3—a6 suggests
that toVg ... y& aduciog te Kol Tupavvidag Kol Gproydg TPOTETIUNKOTOG €IG TO TOV AVK®V T€ Kol lEpaK®V
Kol iKtivov yévn [sc. glkog EvddesBat]. In Resp. tyranny, lawlessness (napavoyio, see esp. 4.424d1-5al,
9.571a5-2b9), injustice, violence and savagery are intimately connected concepts. In Dem. 21.49 fjuepog
is coupled with piAavOpwnog, with reference to the Greeks, in spite of experiencing many an injustice at
the hands of the barbarians, in spite of being born into enmity with them, still forbidding violence against
(barbarian) slaves. Moreover, the fact that fjuepotng in Resp. is so obviously associated with coepocivn,
which is defined in Book 4 as ‘friendship’ between the political classes/psychic elements, further strengthens
my claim that there is a social connotation to the concept.

10 The image of the bee and the beehive is moreover strongly ingrained in the Republic itself. The
philosopher rulers are likened to €v opfveow fyepovag te kol Paciiéag at 7.520b6, and then the hive and,
more importantly, the drone (knenyv) is the primary simile employed during the description of degenerate
regimes and persons in Books 8-9.
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Let us now take a closer look at how this cultivation operates in the
Platonic soul. In Resp. 3.410a7-12bl, as the education in music and
gymnastics culminates, all eyes are on dyp1dtg and fuepdc, savagery and
culture. Although these two qualities are initially paired with oxAnpotng and
poAoxio, hardness and softness, at 3.410e1-3 it is made clear that softness
is the excess corresponding to culture, while savagery seems to be more like
the raw material for, or the obscure origin of, the mean courage and excess
hardness (3.410d6-9). Culture is naturally associated with the philosophical
aspiration of the soul (3.410el), while savagery originates in the spirited
element (3.410d6—7). In fact, in Book 9 (588b1-92b6), as the main argument
of the Republic reaches its climax — a chunk of text which should be read
in conjunction with this part of Book 3 — the philosophical or ‘logistic’
element of the soul is actually referred to as 10 fjuepov (9.589d2, 591b3).
One might say it is the cultured element, since in the same passage Socrates
also applies this term attributively both to the spirited element and to parts of
the desiderative element: when a person is punished for an unjust deed, ‘the
spirited element is calmed and tamed (puepodtar), while the cultured element
is set free (éhevOepovtar)’ (9.591b2-3). Two pages earlier, Socrates compared
the ‘materialist’ desires to a multiform beast with a circle of heads ‘of other
animals, both wild and tame (pepa)’ (9.588c8-9), before he went on to liken
the rational element — when it functions at its best — to a farmer ‘nurturing
and domesticating (t11i0acebwv) the cultivated (fjuepa), while hindering the
growth of the wild ones’ (9.589b2-3). Whatever the nuance of t100c6¢," in
my opinion this apparent ‘doubling’ of cultivation suggests that some desires
already possess an affinity with the cultured element in the strict sense of the
word, an affinity which may be further cultivated. As for the members of this
group, one should refer to the distinction between ‘necessary’ or ‘lucrative’ and
‘unnecessary’ or ‘wasteful” desires in 8.558d8-9d3, and the further isolation
of certain ‘perverse’, ‘lawless’, ‘beastly’ and ‘savage’ desires within the group
of unnecessary desires at 9.571a5-2b9.

While the notion of culture is explicitly connected with the philosophical
element in Book 3, the emphasis is on origin: culture springs from the
philosophical element. But the very point of the education, as is reaffirmed in
Book 9, is to harmonize the elements. Even if culture and civilization primarily

11 Chantraine 2009, 1077 has some interesting comments on the application of fjuepog vs t10acdg, with
reference to this passage. It is also worth noting that he follows Adam 19632 1II, 364 in taking domnep
vempydg as belonging to the following clause, not to the one preceding. Hence i/ s agit de plantes’, with
Shorey 1930-1935, 11, 403, but contra Ferrari and Griffith 2000, 309, Grube and Reeve 1997, 1197, Emlyn-
Jones and Preddy 2013, II, 379. In my opinion, the image of the yewpyog loses much of its raison d’étre if
one does not consider the following clause an expansion on the image.
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originate with the capacity to reason, once present they may affect the rest of
the soul. And when they do, when a man cultivates his own spirit and his
own desires, or when he educates a child who ‘is not yet able to seize Adyoc’
(3.402a2), this process of cultivation need not be a matter of force (Bia), but
it can be — and it should be — one of logos and persuasion, neld® S Ady®V
(3.411d8). Not only spirit, but also a certain part of the large, desiderative
element of the soul, should not simply be repressed, but rather appealed to
with words. The possibility of this scenario hinges on the fact that although
the soul may consist of sharply distinct and even contrary ‘parts’, it is qua
possibility a more or less unified whole. One could even add that it is unified
with the rest of the ‘logical’ world — how else could a child not yet itself in
command of logos (cf. 9.590e2—1a4) be amenable to education?

This originary unity is designated throughout with the word #juepoc.
It depends on the possibility of communication, which reaches its most
extreme form in human /ogos. This logos is not only a medium for outward
communication, but a basic determination of the human soul. Hence Aristotle
(Eth. Nic. 1.1102b25-03a3) allows the psychic aspect originally entitled
alogon a share in logos, in a passage adorned with a string of words which
evoke the notion of persuasion.'? The same logical relationship of persuasion,
I contend, is present in the account of the human being in the Republic.
And just as in Aristotle the practical logos is conceptually inseparable from
character as seated in desire (8pefig), we may entertain the idea that also in
Plato’s Republic reason’s capacity for persuading desire rests upon an affinity
between thought and that aspect of character which is expressed in spirit
and the lower appetites, with the implication that reason does not enjoy the
complete conceptual integrity suggested by the digression on philosophy in
Books 5-7. The affinity reaches perfection in the fully cultivated soul, when all
the psychic elements are united in the ‘friendship’ that constitutes sophrosyne
(4.430c8-2b1, 4.442¢10-d3), based not on force, but on mutual respect. In
Kallipolis it may very well be this friendship which in the end persuades the
philosophers to temper their philosophical eros and return for a while to the
world of politics and social interaction.

12 mefopyel, edonkodTEPOV, OLOPMVEL, KOTHKOOV, TEWopyKoV, ToD TaTpog Kol Tdv @ikav Exetv Adyov,
neibetol TG KO TOD AOYOL TO dAOYOV, HOTEP TOD TATPOG AKOVGTIKOV TL.
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Sophistic appearances'
DyVIND RABBAS

The Sophist begins with the need to distinguish the philosopher from two
other characters with whom he appears to be identical: the statesman and the
sophist (216¢). While the philosopher’s appearance becomes the topic of the
Statesman, the sophist is the subject of the eponymous dialogue. After six
failed attempts to define the essence of the sophist (221c-31b), the Eleatic
Visitor and his interlocutor, young Theaetetus, reach an impasse (in dnopia)
about what the sophist is (231b9—c2). They then decide to begin a new attempt
(232Db), starting from the observation that the sophist characteristically engages
in controversies (avtiléyew), (b6; cf. 225a—6a, 231e1-2). In fact, he has the
ability to engage in controversies about every subject, which makes him seem
‘wiser than everyone else about everything’ (233b1-2; cf. 233c1-2, 233¢c6),
without actually being so (233c8). By analogy with a painter, who makes
pictorial representations, the sophist uses words (Adyot): he makes ‘spoken
images of everything’ (eidwAa Agyopeva mepl mdviwv, 234c6) (cf. 240al1-2).
But since he does so without having any real knowledge about these things, he
is ‘a kind of cheat who imitates [or represents] real things’ (t@v yofjitov €oti
TIG, UNTNG OV TV dviov, 235al) and ‘makes our souls believe what is false’
(240d2-3).2 What can justify this harsh characterization?

The starting-point is a distinction between the production of originals or the
things themselves (10 avtd), and the production of images or representations
(edwAa), i.e. things that are similar to the originals (Opolwpdtov TIVOV)
(235d-36¢). These representations are similar to the originals or, as I suggest
here, they are appearances of them: they make the originals appear. But the
category of representation is then subdivided into two species: likenesses
(eikova) — their production is called sikootikn téyxvn (235d6-36b3) and
apparitions (@avtdoparta), which are produced by an eikootikn Téxvn
(236b4—c5). Since the sophist is defined as a species of apparition-maker, it is
important to note the difference between these two kinds of representation, but
unfortunately this is neither easy nor uncontroversial.’

1 One of @ivind Andersen‘s main interests is rhetoric and its history, especially in Antiquity. The sophists
are crucial in this history, and Plato’s dialogue devoted to this topic is therefore an appropriate subject for
my contribution to this Festschrift.

2 Translations are from White 1993, sometimes emended.

3 Ifollow Notomi’s reading; see Notomi 1999, 147-55. The choice of ‘image’ for £ldwAov and ‘apparition’
for pavtaopa is due to Notomi; White 1993 has ‘copy’ and ‘appearance’.
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Likenesses and apparitions are distinguished by two criteria: (1) their
inherent correctness and (2) the viewpoint from which they are apprehended.
Alikeness is defined as correct if it keeps ‘to the proportions of length, breadth,
and depth of the model, and also by keeping to the appropriate colours of its
parts’ (235d7—-e2). The likeness is correct because it represents the properties
of the model as they are, independently of how they are seen by (or appear
to) the addressee of the representation. An apparition, on the other hand, will
distort the properties of the original; the example given is a large sculpture
whose upper parts are in fact larger than that of their model. The reason for
this intentional distortion is that in this way the sculpture will in fact better
represent its model to the intended spectators, since they will see it from a
low viewpoint. Thus the distortion is motivated by the desire to make the
model appear the way it is. But, and this is the problem, while a likeness
is in itself correct, an apparition is not — the latter depends on the spectator
being appropriately situated (at a good viewpoint; cf. 236b4-5) for it to truly
represent, and it is thus held hostage to his competence and understanding.*

To represent something is to make it appear, i.e. to make it apparent or
(somehow) present. Something can be represented, i.e. made to appear to
somebody, either by using pictures or by using ‘speeches’ (logoi): we have
pictorial and logical representation. A pictorial representation will represent
by being perceptually like the original being represented: a picture of my car
looks like my car. But a logical representation does not represent in virtue
of this kind of similarity: a proposition does not look like what it represents.
(The proposition ‘Theaetetus sits’ does not look like the sitting Theaetetus, or
Theaetetus’ sitting.) Nevertheless, we may say that the logical representation
(the proposition) is structurally like what it represents in that its form, ‘a is F”,
is somehow isomorphic to the property F’s inhering in the object a. The person
asserting this proposition (the speaker) can see, i.e. understand or intellectually
grasp, this isomorphism, and so can the addressee of this assertion. When the
speaker produces his proposition, he aims to make the fact (#”s inhering in «,
or a’s being F) apparent (intellectually visible) to the addressee, and he can do
this only if the latter is able to understand it (‘see the point’). Moreover, he is
able to do so in virtue of his mastery of the concept of F, and of representing
to himself a’s falling under this concept. This kind of representation is not
imagistic/pictorial, but it is a matter of seeing or grasping structural similarities
nevertheless (the visual metaphors are neither arbitrary nor misleading here),
and it is this common feature of grasping similarities that justifies treating
pictorial and logical representation as two species of the same genus.

4 Cf. Notomi 1999, 149-50.
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Even with these distinctions in hand, however, there is unclarity about
the sophist (236¢9—d4), and the main reason for this is that all this talk
of representation, likeness, and apparition raises deep problems about
appearance, not being and being, and false speech (236d9—7a4). It is precisely
these difficulties that a sophist would latch onto if he were presented with this
argument (239c9—d5). These problems therefore occupy the interlocutors for
a good 20 Stephanus pages (241b—64b), before they return to the account of
the sophist as a maker of apparitions (264c—8e). But however important these
topics may be in their own right, they are taken up in this dialogue because
this is necessary in order to determine the nature of the sophist and meet his
counterattack against the proposed definition of him as a maker of apparitions.

The problem is as follows. Any statement is saying something. A false
statement is taken to be saying that which is not. But that which is not is
nothing, i.e. not something. So a false statement seems to be saying nothing,
i.e. not to be a statement at all, i.e. to be impossible. And if representations
(images, likenesses, and apparitions) are false or illusory, they too will seem to
be representing nothing, i.e. not be representations, i.e. be impossible.

The solution to this puzzle is controversial, but I follow Michael Frede
and assume the following.’ For the purpose of this discussion, we can take
a statement to have the form ‘a is F”. Here ‘a’ denotes the subject of the
statement (the object talked about), and ‘F” (the predicate term) the property
ascribed to the subject. If the statement is true, then F is ‘about [mepi]’, or
‘with reference to’, a — F' is present in, or appears in, ¢ — and this is what
the statement says. This means that /s presence/appearance in a is made
apparent by the statement; the statement is a true appearance of an appearance.
However, if the statement is false, then £ is not about/with reference to a — F
is not present in, it does not appear in, a — although this is what the statement
says. Thus, the statement appears to be making the presence/appearance of
F in a apparent, without actually doing so; the false statement is a ‘mere
appearance’, i.c. a false appearance of an appearance.

How can this solve the problem of defining the sophist? The sophist,
remember, was defined as a maker of ‘spoken images’ or ‘apparitions’, without
a real knowledge of what he makes appear. However, when the interlocutors
discuss the problem of false statement — or, rather, false /ogos — the examples
they use are simple, individual propositions: ‘Theaetetus is sitting’ and
‘Theaetetus is flying’. Thus the question is as follows: How can a philosophical
analysis of these statements, and in particular of the latter, false statement, help
us understand what we want to understand, namely what a sophist is?

5 Frede 1992, section III, esp. 417-23.
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The activity of the sophists is essentially tied to rhetoric, i.e. to public
speaking in the assembly or court of law, or at special public events such as
funerals. This context is what gives us the three rhetorical genres that Aristotle
identifies in the Rhetoric (1 3). The sophists are either orators themselves or
they write speeches for orators, as well as educating them and giving them
advice. So their /ogoi are speeches, orations before an audience, and their
purpose is to persuade the audience that their case is the right one, that their
claim is true or justified. But if that is so, it seems that the problem with
the sophist is not that he presents us with straightforward lies, i.e. individual
propositions that he knows are false — that would be too risky as a rhetorical
strategy. Rather, the problem is that he can speak falsely without uttering a
single false proposition. The falsity of his activity is therefore a property of
his speech (logos) as a whole, not of any individual proposition produced
as part of this speech. However, this raises the following questions: What is
the relation between such a logos, on the one hand, and, on the other hand,
the /logoi (statements) discussed in the digression on non-being and false
statement? And how can an analysis of false statements help us understand
the nature of untruthful or deceitful speeches?

Perhaps a place to start is with a very basic assumption about language or
logos that seems to underlie the entire discussion, and, in fact, the origins of
philosophy with the Greeks. On this assumption, the purpose of language —
i.e. assertive speech, logos — is to make reality apparent to us, so that we can
represent reality to each other by means of it. Thus, the function (task, ergon)
of logos is practical: we want to tell (or show) each other (and ourselves)
how things are so that we can conduct ourselves accordingly; and true logos
represents reality as it is. This can be done in simple cases, in the form of
individual propositions that are true or false, but it can also be done in complex
cases such as when we describe a house, tell a story about what happened,
summarize the contents of a book or a movie, explain what causes water to
freeze, or argue why a certain course of action is better than the alternative
because it is more prudent or just. All these cases are examples of logos, and
they represent — or present themselves as representing — reality: the way things
are. And they do so in order to affect us: to make us act in certain ways, to make
us take up certain attitudes towards certain people, or to make us understand a
certain part of reality. But the difference between these complex cases of logos
and the simple cases exemplified in the dialogue is that the relation between
the logos and the way things are, the relation of representation, is much more
subtle in the complex cases than in the simple cases. A single statement or
proposition is true or false, period, but a speech can be more, or less, adequate,
truthful, objective, balanced, informative, reliable, trustworthy, etc.



Sophistic appearances 153

We may get a better handle on this point if we imagine that the sophists’
logos can be condensed, as it were, into a single proposition. What kind of
proposition could this be? Here are a few possibilities: (1) ‘We ought to sack
Troy’; (2) ‘Those who fell at Marathon were heroes’; (3) ‘Raising the taxes
is unjust’; (4) ‘Euaeon is guilty of murder’. These seem to be representative
examples of statements that an orator might make in one of the Classical
rhetorical contexts, and they can all be schematized in the same way as the
examples used in the Sophist, in the form ‘a is F”. If so, even a rhetorical /ogos
can be seen as a matter of subsuming an object under a concept, or of ascribing
a property, conceptualized by the predicate-term, to the object. In the simple
cases discussed in the Sophist, this ascription is a straightforward matter:
Theaetetus is either sitting or he is not, and he is either flying or he is not;
the concepts of sitting and flying are easy to apply. But in the rhetorical cases
we imagined, the relevant concepts (‘ought to be sacked’, ‘hero’, ‘unjust’ (or
‘just’), ‘murder’) are not so easily applied. A concept is a rule, containing
criteria for its application to all cases belonging to a certain class. Sometimes,
as in the case of sitting or flying, these criteria are more, or less, straightforward.
But in other cases they are not, and then the concept can only be applied after
a rather elaborate process involving the survey of a large amount of relevant
information that must be interpreted before one can reach a balanced overall
judgement. The conclusion may be stated in the simple form ‘a is /7, as in the
examples given, but the statement expressing this conclusion may perhaps
better be regarded as a condensed summary of the entire judgement, rather
than as the judgement itself — it is the case in a nutshell, as it were.

So how can this line of reasoning justify the proposed account of the
sophist as a maker of ‘apparitions’ or of ‘spoken images of everything’? The
sophist’s logoi appear — are made by him to appear — to represent the way
things are, in particular in ethical, legal, and political contexts. That is, we
could say, they appear to be representing the way certain properties, picked
out by our concepts (in particular ethical, legal, and political properties), are
present in, or appear in, the cases he is discussing; but this appearance of
representing this presence is false, deceptive. Thus, the sophist’s speech — (1)
what he says — is deceptive: it merely appears to be true. But that also means
that (2) what he does in presenting these speeches appears to be to speak truly;
and that (3) what he is, insofar as he engages in this activity, appears to be
wise.® So the sophist’s deceptive appearance is threefold, and he is in every
way an ‘apparition-maker’ and ‘a kind of cheat who imitates [or represents]
real things’.

6 Cf. Notomi 1999, 120f, 134.
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Qualities in Aristotle’s Categories
MONIKA ASZTALOS

It is commonly taken for granted that Aristotle’s main concern in Categories
is to propose a classification in which each thing occupies one, and only one,
place in a hierarchy consisting of genera that are divisible into species. Any
passage in this work that seems to contradict this assumption is considered
perplexing or even taken as evidence of ‘a weakness in the foundations of
Aristotle’s theory of categories’.! So strong is this belief that the authenticity
of 11a20-38, which comes at the end of the discussion of qualities in chapter
8, has been doubted.? The purpose of this contribution is to show that there is
indeed a weakness, not, however, in Aristotle’s theory but in the commonly
held assumptions about it. A full investigation of all problems involved and of
previous research requires much more space than is available on this occasion.
Thus, my main focus will be on chapter 8, and I will refer to the translation
and commentary by J. L. Ackrill, a work that has been, and still is, hugely
influential on determining how Categories is understood.’

This is how chapter 8 begins:* ‘I speak of that in accordance with which
men® are spoken of as some sort of men (mwotoi Tveg Aéyovtar) as a quality’
(8b25-6). In other words, the qualities to be discussed are those of particular
men (Tweg), that is to say, some accidental qualities as opposed to substantial
(or essential) ones. The latter are qualities in accordance with which all
members of a class belonging to a certain genus differ from all members of
another class (or of other classes) of the same genus. At Categories 1b18—19
Aristotle gives examples of classes of the genus animal: animal with legs,
winged animal, etc. The species man can be spoken of as some sort of animal,
not as some sort of man; some man (i.e. a particular man) can be spoken of
as some sort of man (hence also as some sort of animal). In the first case we
produce a definition involving a substantial quality, in the second case we
make a predication involving an accidental quality.

This is Ackrill’s translation of Categories 8b25-6: ‘By a quality I mean that
in virtue of which things are said to be qualified somehow’. The differences
between this translation and the one proposed above are considerable and

1 This is the verdict of Ackrill 1963, 109.

2 One important instance is in Frede 1987, 13.

3 Ginther Patzig’s appreciation has in all likelihood contributed to the influence: ‘Als eine Erklarung des
Textes, die auch Sachfragen erortet, hat Ackrill’s knappes Buch einen neuen Standard fiir die Interpretation
antiker philosophischer Text gesetzt.” Patzig 1996, 105.

4 All translations are my own unless attributed to someone else.

5 I consistently use the word ‘man’ in the sense of human being.
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important. First of all, Ackrill takes this sentence as a definition of a quality, but
if it were a definition intended to cover all types of qualities, wotoi Tiveg (some
sort of men) would represent an unacceptable restriction; this is presumably
the reason for Ackrill’s ‘things’, as if the original had moid tTva (some sort of
things). Secondly, ‘are said to be’ is a possible translation of Aéyovtan, but there
are other possibilities; as I will suggest below, ‘are spoken of as’ conveys a
sense of duration attached to the predication of ‘some sort of thing’ (mo16v), as
opposed to the predications of ‘doing’ (moieiv) and ‘being affected’ (wdoyew).

The chapter on quality in Categories should be read against the passage that
deals with the proprium of substances at 4a10-b19. A substance is something
that is capable of admitting (dextikdv) contraries like sickness and health,
whiteness and blackness, while remaining one and the same thing. Substances
alternate between, for instance, being sick and in good health, hot and cold.
A change of this kind is an alternation (petapoAr]), and it occurs when a
substance has undergone an affection (wéfoc). To admit contraries (e.g. to
be able to become cold after having become hot) is to change (kwveicOat). A
petafoAn is not just any kind of change,® but a change that comes about when
one and the same substance alternates between contraries.

From the very beginning of the discussion of qualities, Aristotle is concerned
with alternations. If A and B are things between which substances alternate,
the alternation is not always symmetrical so that it is equally quick from A to
B as from B to A. The first example is an alternation between a disposition and
a possession, e.g. a disposition for knowledge and a possession of knowledge.
A man who is disposed for knowledge is inferior at first but changes quickly to
less inferior and by degrees to excellent, and once he has reached the point of
excellence, he is no longer merely disposed for knowledge but in possession
of it. When men are closer to a possession, they are better disposed; when
they have a longer way to go, they are less disposed (9a7-8). Once knowledge
has become a possession, the man possessing it usually remains excellent,
‘unless there is a grand-scale alternation (peydin petafoin) through a disease
or something else of that nature’ (§b31-2).

When the pendulum swings quickly in both directions, both A and B are
dispositions:

Things are spoken of as dispositions if they are easily changed (edxivnta) and alternate
quickly (toyd petapdirovta), as, for example, heat and refrigeration, and sickness and
health and any other things like that. For man is disposed in some way in accordance with
them, but a man who comes into existence alternates quickly from hot to cold and from
being in good health to being sick. (8b35-9al)

6 Ackrill’s 1963 translation is confusing since ‘change’ is used for both petafdiiev and kiveichat.
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One very important feature of this statement is the contrast between 0 GvOpwmog
(the species man’) and yiryvouevog, that is to say, any man who comes into
existence (and eventually dies). This is not brought out in Ackrill’s translation:
‘It is what are easily changed and quickly changing that we call conditions,
e.g. hotness and chill and sickness and health and the like. For a man is in a
certain condition in virtue of these but he changes quickly from hot to cold and
from being healthy to being sick.” The translation blurs the crucial distinction
between how the species man and a particular man are spoken of. The species
man is only disposed for things, it never possesses them. The implication of
Aristotle’s text is that different species are disposed for different alternations:
the species stone (like man) is disposed for heat and refrigeration, the species
man (unlike stone) for sickness and health.

Why does Aristotle say that possessions are also dispositions, whereas
dispositions are not necessarily possessions (9al0-13)? Not, as Ackrill
suggests, because he would consider possessions a sub-class of dispositions.®
The reason is rather that something like knowledge, which exists in the soul
of someone (1b1-2), is a disposition when that someone is only disposed for
it but both a disposition and a possession when he possesses it. Why both a
disposition and a possession? I can think of at least two reasons. (1) When a
man has reached the point of possessing some knowledge, he does not cease
to be disposed for it. If he ceased to be disposed for whatever knowledge
he possesses, any knowledge that he had once possessed but later forgotten
would be irretrievably lost because he would no longer be disposed for it, i.e.
capable of acquiring (admitting) it again. (2) If the species man is disposed for
certain qualities, the members of the species cannot cease to be disposed for
those same qualities.

In men, some things are both dispositions and possessions (as, for instance,
knowledge), while other things are merely dispositions. Among the latter are
heat and refrigeration: no man who becomes cold remains cold for the rest of
his life, and a man who becomes hot does not stay hot forever.

To say that someone is better disposed or less well disposed is not to
compare one man to another; it is to pass a judgement on, for example, how
close a man’s disposition for knowledge is to the possession of that same
thing. By contrast, the second kind of quality accounts for differences between

7 This is how 6 GvOpwmog is used here as elsewhere in Categories.

8 Ackrill 1963 uses the terms ‘state’ and ‘condition’ for £&ig and d1d0ecic. He thinks that there is a
difference between ££ig (“state”) as opposed to d140ectg, and €€ (‘possession’) as opposed to 6TEPNCIG
(“privation’). I think that it can be argued that £&1¢ is the same in both cases, a possession, but viewed from
different perspectives, either in relation to a disposition or in relation to a privation. I intend to produce
arguments for this position elsewhere.
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men: some men are born with an ability to do something (mo1€iv) and to avoid
being affected by something (mdoyewv) with greater facility than others.
Since the species man is disposed in some way in accordance with health
and sickness, any man is always somewhere on a scale between these two
contraries. But this does not account for individual variations, for whereas
most men are disposed in fairly similar ways, some men are born healthy and
others are born sickly. This ability/inability is not something that the species
man possesses but something that some men (tiveg) — i.e. men who are born
and pass away — possess.

Thus, one and the same thing, knowledge, can be counted both as a
disposition and as a possession. It is simply not possible to draw up two lists,
one for dispositions and the other for possessions and decide — using duration
and changeability as criteria — which quality goes where (see Ackrill’s efforts
in 104-05). What is possible is to draw up two lists: one for dispositions for
X, Y, Z, etc., the other for possessions of X, Y, Z, etc., but there would be no
point in making such a list other than to determine which things can be both
dispositions and possessions and which things can only be dispositions in a
certain kind of substance. As for the ability that some are born with, Ackrill
translates ‘natural capacity’, and as a result of this choice he finds fault with
Aristotle: ‘it is surprising that Aristotle treats this as a distinct type of quality
while saying nothing about capacities in general. One may have or lack an
aptitude for trigonometry; but to say that someone is capable of learning
trigonometry is not to ascribe or deny an aptitude to him’ (105). This is unfair:
the first type of quality, disposition, is a capacity in general, and the second
type, ability, is an aptitude.

The predications of motelv and ndoyetv are central to the discussion of the
second kind of quality but even more so to the discussion of the third kind,
affective quality (mo1dtng maOntikny), which is treated together with affections
(mabn)), which are not qualities at all. In a comment on this passage Ackrill
complains (107): ‘How can Aristotle include hotness and coldness in this
group of qualities (9a30) when he has already classified them as conditions
(8b36-9)?”° The complaint is unjustified. First of all, Aristotle speaks of
katdyvéig, ‘refrigeration’, at 8b36, i.e. something that conveys the idea of
alternation in one and the same substance that can be hot at one time and cold
at another, but of yoypotng, ‘coldness’, at 9a31, i.e. a permanent quality in
some things (Aristotle gives no example, but one could think of snow and ice).
But more importantly, men become cold because they are disposed for getting
chilled, so in the case of men refrigeration is a disposition. But things like ice

9 As mentioned above, ‘condition’ is Ackrill’s 1963 translation of d1G0eo1c.
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and snow are not disposed for getting cold; they have admitted coldness once
and for all. They are, in Aristotle’s terminology, 6edeyuéva (9a32, 36, 9b4),
not things that are capable of admitting an alternation, dextikd. Aristotle’s
example of the former is honey, which has admitted sweetness once and for
all. Ackrill translates ta dedeypéva ‘things that possess them’, an expression
which blurs the distinction between, on the one hand, td dedeypéva and ta
dektikd, and on the other, things that are disposed for something and things
that possess it. Only things that are dektikd are disposed for something. As we
saw above, the species man is merely disposed for knowledge; in the chapter
on relatives, the species man is spoken of as capable of admitting knowledge
(8motung dextikog 7a37). Now we have an answer to Ackrill’s frustrated
question that was quoted at the beginning of this paragraph: in men coldness
is a disposition (condition in Ackrill’s terminology), and when it occurs it is
an affection that causes a change, an alternation; in things that have admitted
coldness once and for all (like snow), coldness is a quality.

By now it should be clear why ‘are spoken of as’ is preferable to ‘are said
to be’ as a translation of Aéyetar at the beginning of the chapter on qualities.
We speak of honey as something sweet!? and of ice as something cold, but we
do not speak of a man who is scantily dressed on a cold day as someone cold,
for we cannot divide men into cold men, hot men, and men who are lukewarm.
We can say about the scantily dressed man that he is cold, but then we are not
thinking of a quality of his but of an affection he is undergoing.

Men blush when they are affected by shame. The reason why this can
happen at all is that the species man is disposed for different skin colours. But
how about the second kind of quality, the inborn disability in some men not to
be easily affected? Is there a Greek expression that indicates that someone is
born with a disability not to be affected easily by shame or fear? I believe that
there is. At 9b31-2 Aristotle has introduced what seems to be two new words
in Greek (to judge from LSJ): épvbpiag and mypioc. They appear to function
like some other Greek words ending in —ias, e.g. emias = one who is inclined
to vomit, 6&vOupiog = one who is quick to anger. They should probably be
translated ‘one who is inclined/quick to blush’ and ‘one who is inclined/quick
to become pale’. Arguably Aristotle wants to demonstrate here that men who
are spoken of as inclined/quick to blush, or as inclined/quick to become pale,
are spoken of in this way in accordance with a disability not to be affected by
anything, that is to say, in accordance with a quality. Thus, 9628-33 should
be translated as:

10 Cf. how we speak of sweets and sweeteners.
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Things that come about from things that are easily dissolved and quickly removed are
spoken of as affections. For men are not spoken of as some sort of men in accordance with
them. For one who blushes when he is ashamed is not spoken of as someone who is inclined/
quick to blush, and one who becomes pale when he is afraid is not spoken of as someone
who is inclined/quick to become pale, but rather as having been affected somehow.

LSJ translates ‘of ruddy complexion’ with a reference to 9b31, and ‘one of
a pale complexion’, with a reference to 9b32; accordingly Ackrill translates
‘ruddy’ and ‘pallid’, probably from a conviction (erroneous to my mind) that
Aristotle is here contrasting temporary blushes with permanent complexions,
when he is in fact contrasting affections (not qualities) with a disability not to
be affected (the second type of quality).

We have repeatedly seen that the notion of classification, with each thing in
its own place and in one place only, is undermined by the text. We have seen that
knowledge can be a disposition or a possession, and in either case a quality. But
we also know from the chapter on relatives that Aristotle counts knowledge,
disposition, and possession (among other things of the same kind) as relatives
(6b2-3). At 11a20-38 he demonstrates that species of knowledge (such as
knowledge of grammar or music) are always qualities, for we are spoken of
as knowledgeable in grammar or in music in accordance with them, that is to
say, because we are disposed for them or possess them. When knowledge is
predicated, as when we say ‘knowledge of grammar is knowledge’, it is spoken
of in reference to something placed below (a vmoxeipevov).!! By contrast,
when the genus knowledge is not predicated in reference to something placed
below, but is what we would call a ‘grammatical subject’, it is a relative, for
knowledge is knowledge of something capable of being known. Co-relatives
(knowledge and something capable of being known) are placed opposite one
another; they are dvtikeipevo, and this is surely one reason why Aristotle,
having reached this point in the Categories, sets out to discuss different kinds
of dvtikeipeva, relatives being one kind (11b17-14a25). We may now turn to
Ackrill’s objection which was mentioned at the beginning of this paper:

The claim that a genus that is a relative may have species that are not relatives seems to
conflict with Aristotle’s whole idea of a genus-species classification and categorial ladders.
... Thus there is a nasty dilemma, and its existence points to a weakness in the foundations
of Aristotle’s theory of categories. (108—09)

11 Cf. 1b1-3.
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The answer to this objection is simply this: When knowledge is spoken of
(predicated) in reference to a species placed below it, it is a quality; when it
is spoken of (predicated) as something in relation to something else which is
placed opposite it, it is a relative (mpog tv). This is how the categorial ladder is
to be understood. When the first step (knowledge of grammar) is a quality, the
next step (knowledge) is also a quality, and so is the following step (disposition
or possession), until we reach the top of the ladder, quality. But no such ladder
is involved in relatives. They exist side by side and are simultaneous. Thus,
there is no reason to suspect the authenticity of 11a20-38.
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Some Aristotelian concepts: practical inference
Orav GIELSVIK

Among Aristotle’s philosophical contributions that attract a lot of interest,
his approach to practical inference is a prime example. Elizabeth Anscombe,
one leading modern contributor on that topic, came to the conclusion that
Aristotle had kept clear of confusions that still dominate this field, confusions
she herself had been subject to.! However, Anscombe does not provide
detailed representations of how the account of practical inference is supposed
to work. She does not go into questions of how the central Aristotelian terms
of mpoaipeoig and Povievoig are to be understood, or the interesting relations
to gvdatpovia.

One very important point, according to Anscombe, is that Aristotle did not
think formal correctness conditions were any different in the practical case
than they were in the theoretical case. That means that the difference between
the practical and the theoretical is to be captured in the use we make of the
contents we relate to in inferring. Add to this that the conclusion in the practical
case might simply be the action, and you have a challenge. It follows directly
that we must see the action as a way of relating to a propositional content.

Iam far from being a scholar of Aristotle, and I claim no expertise whatsoever
in Aristotle scholarship. There is nevertheless a possibility that some of the
things that we modern philosophers pursue might help us understand him. In
this chapter I shall suggest a way of thinking about practical reasoning that
satisfies the basic points identified by Anscombe as Aristotle’s view. | leave
it to scholars of Aristotle to judge whether this is interesting for interpreting
his works.

Fregean inferential structures

I shall use the Fregean judgment stroke to represent the way we relate to a
content and index the stroke so as to mark whether it is a normal theoretical
judgment we are speaking about, or whether we are speaking about the
Aristotelian practical way of being related to a propositional content. In the
first case, | index with a ‘J’ for judgment; in the latter [ use a ‘P’ for practical.
To see inference as a transition from some judgments to another is the Classical
way, and this was upheld by Frege but mainly lost from view in philosophy

1 See Anscombe 1995, 21.
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after him.? Let us start with a case of simple modus ponens, and let us also
note that there are some delicate issues with how to express the propositions
that describe what we do in English, issues that are less pressing in some other
languages. The second premise must not be read as a habitual.

la. |-J (I am driving to Stockholm)
2a. |-J (If I am driving to Stockholm, I am turning left at crossing X)
3a. |-J (This is crossing X)

4a. |-J (I am turning left)

What is extra here, compared with the standard way of thinking about inference,
is the presence of the indexed judgment stroke. Let us work with the aim of
capturing the concept of legitimate inference, where inference is such that
one reaches a conclusion legitimately when everything is correct (and thereby
legitimate) in each premise. The added level brings with it the possibility that
each premise is legitimately held, and also that legitimately held premises yield
a legitimately held conclusion when the inference is legitimate. In that case,
the inference is knowledge extending. We can therefore note the possibility
of raising the issue of legitimacy on at least two levels. We can, especially if
we do virtue epistemology, move further onto levels of aptness in terms of the
way we relate to contents, and also in terms of inferring.

This example above is deliberatively chosen because we can also use it in
a case of practical reasoning. The only difference between the two cases is in
the way we relate to the propositional contents or thoughts, not in the thoughts
or the way they relate semantically and formally. Here is the example (with
the same stipulation about premise 2).

1b. |-P (I am driving to Stockholm)
2b. |-J (If I am driving to Stockholm, I am turning left at crossing X)
3b. |-J (This is crossing X)

4b. |-P (I am turning left)

Most of the things said about legitimacy in the cases of the theoretical inference
above carry over to this inference as well. The main difference is that here we
have a practical way of relating to one premise and also to the conclusion. |

2 The main conception these days starts from a notion of logical concequence, seen as holding between
propositions. I will not go further into this or Frege scholarship here, and I refer to Nicholas Smith (2009)
for discussions and references.
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shall maintain that we need a practical way of relating to a premise in order
to find a practical way to the conclusion, and I argue in some detail for this
in Gjelsvik 2013.3 The richness of this quasi-Aristotelian approach becomes
even more striking when one considers a practical inference on the model of
the theoretical.

The practical case

Let me make some remarks about the practical case. First, the practical case as
exhibited here is very close to Anscombe’s late account of practical inference.*
In fact, or so I shall claim, the ‘|-P’ symbol stands exactly for what Anscombe
in Intention called practical knowledge — something she claimed philosophy
had forgotten all about, i.e. a legitimate way of being practically related to a
content.> When you are thus related to a proposition, you are, in the central
case, engaged in doing intentionally the propositional content to which you
relate. (This is phrased awkwardly, but that should not deter us). In our example
there are two such propositional contents, ‘I am driving to Stockholm’ and
‘I am turning left’. In both cases — the practical premise and the practical
conclusion — we take the whole premise to represent an intentional action.
I agree with Anscombe that being so related to a propositional content, i.e.
‘I am driving to Stockholm’, implies an awareness of me being engaged in
driving to Stockholm. This awareness is a way of knowing that [ am driving
to Stockholm. Doing something intentionally thus carries non-observational
knowledge of what you are engaged in doing with it. This knowledge is
propositional.

There are further issues here concerning the point that an intentional action
exemplifies knowledge of how to do the thing in question. Such knowledge
must be employed with success for the intentional action to be there. I shall
not take a stand here on how to think about knowing how to x, and at this point
I want to remain neutral on the contested and controversial questions about
the relationship between knowledge how to something and knowledge that.®

Intellectualists, philosophers who advocate the reduction of knowledge
how to do something to knowledge that, operate with practical ways of
being related to constituents of propositions or thoughts. That is, however,
not the same as the practical way of being related to the whole proposition

3 See Gjelsvik 2013. Jay Wallace made a good case for this in Wallace 2001.

4 In ‘Practical Inference’ (Anscombe 1995), first written for the von Wright volume of Library of Living
Philosophers.

5 See Anscombe 1957, 57.

6 Jason Stanley (2011) is an important new contribution I shall not engage with here.
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about which I am speaking. As I said, I will not be going into issues about
knowledge how to do something, I just stress the need to operate with a
practical way of being related to whole propositions when thinking about
doing something intentionally. This illustrates some of the complexities in the
relationship between Anscombe’s Aristotelian use of practical knowledge and
the discussion about Ryle’s distinction between knowing how to do something
and knowing that.”

Enkrasia (and akrasia)

Let me close with some detailed examples of a theoretical and a parallel
practical inference, before going on to show how enkratic inference (the
opposite of akratic) can be dealt with on the present approach. The first
example is interesting because it shows how to extend the practical way of
relating to a proposition to the case of intentions. There are no conditional
actions, but there are conditional intentions. The central case, the case of
doing something intentionally, thus needs to be extended to intentions and
conditional intentions. A great deal of practical reasoning, as Michael Bratman
has shown, concerns plans within plans, and relations between intentions.
Without discussing all of that, I shall just provide an example with intentions.

5a. |-, (If T ought to take a break, then I shall take a break)
6a. |-, (I ought to take a break soon)

7a. |-, (I shall take a break soon)

The practical analogue to this must be reasoning between two intentions,
which is shown by the way ‘shall’ enters the actual content. We still represent
the reasoning in the same way as that of action:

5b. |-, (If T ought to take a break, then I shall take a break)
6b. |-, (I ought to take a break now)

7b. |-, (I shall take a break now)

The enkratic case is Broome’s case, in which you move by inference from the
recognition that you ought to take a break to the intention to take a break (see
Broome 2013). ‘B’ stands for the attitude of believing by this rendering of

7 As discussed in Stanley 2011.
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Broome’s approach, and has a parallel, but not a full parallel, in the judgement
stroke on my approach. The ‘I’ stands for the attitude of intending on Broome’s
approach, and has a parallel, but not a full parallel, in the practical stroke on my
approach. I use the letters in this way for comparative purposes; I do not think
it causes any problems. (I use the strokes to indicate legitimate ways of being
related to propositions). This is the practical inference according to Broome:

8. B (I ought to take a break)
9. I (I shall take a break)

To be precise: in Broome’s view this reasoning is enthymematic: I also need
to believe that it is up to me whether I take a break or not. The full and correct
representation of the inference is something like this:

8. B (I ought to take a break)
8*. B (It is up to me whether or not I take a break.)

9.1 (I shall take a break)

According to the view I am pursuing, this is not correct reasoning, and Broome
is wrong. There is a logical step from the modal verb ‘ought’ to the modal
verb ‘shall’ which is not correct — satisfying the one modal predicate does not
entail satisfying the other. (But there is a sense of ‘shall’ which is close to the
predictive sense of ‘will’, as that notion enters first person intentions.)

This is the correct practical inference in my view:

10. |-P (If T ought to take a break then I shall take a break)
11. |-J (I ought to take a break)
12. |-P (I shall take a break)

Without the first premise being true of you, you will not reach the conclusion.
We should note that it is not enough to judge the first premise to be true — you
have to have adopted the practical way of relating to the first premise to be
able to infer this conclusion. If you only judge the propositional content of
the first premise to be true, but do not relate to it practically, then you might
exhibit akrasia or weak will in this case. This shows that weak will is not
typically a failure of reasoning (as it would be in Broome’s account), and it
also indicates why we need a practical way of relating to a premise in order to
reach a practical conclusion.
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We should also note that we may endorse different general truths from
which different actions would follow, like ‘taking a break is good’, ‘eating
something sweet is good’. It cannot be practically known that more than one
of them ought to be acted upon at a particular time. And we might, in real life,
be practically committed to the wrong one at one time, and at that time eat
something sweet instead of taking a break when we know (theoretically) that
we ought to take a break. In that case we fail to exhibit the practical knowledge
of 10 above, something which is compatible with theoretical knowledge as
exhibited in 5a. This distinction between ways of knowing therefore seems to
do the work of Aristotle’s distinction between different ways of knowing in
his account of akrasia.

This demonstrates the ability of the present approach to practical inference
to handle some of the most contested issues in the discussion of practical
inference. And there is more: in recent discussions, the role of rationality
requirements in practical inference, their form, whether they are wide in scope
or narrow, and so forth have been dominant.® I submit from the perspective
of the present approach to inference that we have all the resources we need in
terms of relating to propositional content, and there is no point in going into
the issue of rationality requirements when accounting for inference. Or rather,
all the work that can be done by rationality requirements will be done by the
resources we already have at our disposal by what goes into the legitimate
ways of relating to propositional content, both practical and theoretical.

Work is also done by the interaction between judging and inferring, and the
recognition that inferential connections may force us to reconsider some of the
judgings to which we are committed: if a conclusion of a valid inference must
be rejected, we must reject at least one premise. That goes for both theoretical
and practical inference. The great virtue of the present approach is the way we
get a full parallel between practical and theoretical inference in this matter,
and a full parallel in the way entailment relations matter. This was indeed
Anscombe’s Aristotelian aim. If we were to extend the present approach to
hypothetical thinking, then we might, as an additional benefit, be able to see
the structure of reductio arguments as fully parallel and as arising out of some
hypothetical premises that lead to unacceptable conclusions. Of course, we
engage in such reasoning all the time. Any full approach to inference needs to
deal with that. I return to this kind of extension in the concluding overview, but
let me just say that I want to remain neutral on zow to extend to hypothetical
judgments, and also that from the present perspective we start from the

8 There is now a huge body of literature on this topic. Important contributors are Broome 2003, 2010 and
2013, and Kolodny 2005.
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categorical in both the theoretical and the practical case. The extension to the
hypothetical may take quite different forms in the two cases.

This concludes the discussion of enkratic inference. Let me end by
appending one further point. Keeping the practical case in sight makes it
easy to see how difficult it is to think of inferring as something that we do
intentionally. If we do, it will result in a vicious regress in the practical case:
if we think of inferring as a way of being practically related to a propositional
content, as we would be if the action was intentional, then it should also be
possible for that intentional action of inferring to be able to be a conclusion of
another practical inference, and so forth. The problem is not solved as long as
you think of the transition as something that we do intentionally, and think of
doing something intentionally along the present lines.

Upshot and some hypotheses

With this outline in mind, let me briefly indicate my current guess as to
how this relates to understanding concepts like PovAevoig, mpoaipeois,
and evdorpovia. (Guessing is, of course, always more fun than serious
scholarship!) Dogmatically put, the practical way of relating to a content stands
to evdatpovia as the theoretical stands to truth. Truth essentially characterizes
judging something to be a certain way, as its formal end, and intentional action
is similarly characterized by having gvdaipiovia as its formal end. Virtue will
then be characterized as the legitimate or right way of relating to such an end.
The issue of whether gbdoupovia is entirely formal or also an external end in
some sense of material end is not an issue which will be dealt with here — the
point is that it is an end that we do pursue in some sense of pursuing.
Bovievoic is thus seen as resulting in a theoretical way of relating to a
practical issue —a theoretical conclusion about the means to the end you pursue/
are pursuing. It is essentially related to truth, and is a product of inquiry (when
that is needed). It is also typically what we reason about, since we reason from
the point of view of the end we pursue/are pursuing. But the end we pursue is
typically also a means to a higher end, and we can, therefore, relate practically
and theoretically to the same propositional content at different times. We can
also relate to the same content in different ways at the same time when we
relate theoretically to what we are doing in being aware of what we do.
IIpoaipeoic is thus seen as integrating what fobAevoig provides into a new
action through practical reasoning: the conclusion as that is here conceived
of (and in doing so generates a new PovAnocig that makes up the motivation
with which one acts in the action that makes up the conclusion). The standard
translation into English of mpoaipeoic is often ‘choice’. We can now see
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how that translation carries with it some difficulties, since modern thinkers
typically read into choice something different from this. IIpoaipecic may
not, for instance, involve a choice between alternatives. On the other hand,
it is an achievement in action to continue to pursue a higher end in light of
the reasoning you carry out about how to do that. This achievement can also
be subjected to considerations relating to virtue in how to go about it, as
Bovlevaig can be subjected to quite different virtue considerations. I shall not
go into these here, however, or theorize about them.’
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The joy of giving: Seneca De beneficiis 1.6.1
Davib KONSTAN

The exchange of gifts or services was a central part of Roman social life, and
Seneca’s De beneficiis (‘On Benefactions’), is a lengthy and rich work that
takes up such commerce in various contexts, from presents bestowed on friends
to the hierarchical reciprocities of the patronage system. Although the work
had for a long while been largely neglected, it has recently been the subject of
several important investigations, and an excellent new English translation is
now available as well.! In this paper, I wish to examine one detail in the text
that has not, I think, received entirely adequate discussion. This is all the more
surprising since the passage in question is none other than Seneca’s definition
of beneficium. His definition is quite unusual and to my knowledge has no
precedent in the Greek or Roman traditions concerning mutual benefits. After
considering the definition itself, I shall propose a possible explanation for how
Seneca came to adopt it. Here, then, is Seneca’s definition of a benefit:

Quid est ergo beneficium? Benevola actio tribuens gaudium capiensque tribuendo in id,
quod facit, prona et sponte sua parata. Itaque non, quid fiat aut quid detur, refert, sed qua
mente, quia beneficium non in eo, quod fit aut datur, consistit, sed in ipso dantis aut facientis
animo (Ben. 1.6.1)

What, then, is a benefaction? It is a benevolent action that bestows joy and receives it in the
bestowing, inclined toward what it does and primed on its own. Therefore what matters is
not what is done or given, but with what attitude, since a benefaction consists not in what is
done or given but in the very mind of the one who is doing or giving.?

In the Introduction to their translation, Griffin and Inwood comment:

This definition is the key to the most important novel claims in the treatise. The fact that
genuine joy for both parties is an integral component of any benefit is a crucial feature, one
that returns to influence debate at various points in the work. Even more important, the
definition relies on a sharp distinction between the material object which may be the raw
material of a benefit ... and the action which is the actual benefit.?

1 Griffin and Inwood 2011. See also Picone et al. 2009; Li Causi, 2012; Picone, 2013; Griffin 2013.

2 Author’s translation.

3 See Griffin and Inwood 2011, 4. How much Seneca’s view reflected Roman practice is, of course,
debatable. Coffee (forthcoming) remarks: “Yet the remainder of Seneca’s discussion in De Beneficiis
demonstrates that his emphasis on pleasure as integral to the exchange of gifts and favours (beneficia) was
largely aspirational. Gift exchange was crucial to Roman social cohesion, but the institution was in danger
precisely because its affective dimension was lacking. Hence Seneca’s repeated exhortations to preserve the
exchange of beneficia as something beyond the merely instrumental.’
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It is true that gaudium, or joy, is mentioned in several significant passages in
the treatise: the noun and its associated verb, gaudeo, occur 17 times in all. For
example, in the second book Seneca raises the question of anonymous gifts,
where the recipient is not in a position to feel the appropriate gratitude. He
argues that the giver should be content (contentus) in the knowledge of what
he has done; otherwise, his delight (delectat) is not in doing the service but
in being seen to have done it. Seneca grants that we should, when conditions
permit, take note of the joy (gaudium) that derives from the recipient’s
goodwill (I take it this is the giver’s joy); but it is bad form ever to remind a
beneficiary of his debt to you (2.10). In a similar vein, he advises the recipient
of a benefaction to manifest his joy (gaudium), so that the benefactor may
gain the reward for his service (2.22): if we take cheer (laetitia) in seeing a
friend cheerful, we take it all the more if we have made him so; indeed, he
who accepts a benefaction graciously (or gratefully: grate) has paid back the
first instalment. Again, Seneca argues that our aim in giving a benefaction
is to help the recipient and grant him pleasure; the mutual joy that results
is the fulfilment of this intention, and no further return is required, lest the
transaction smack of commerce rather than generosity (2.31).*

The joy in bestowing a benefaction, according to Seneca, lies both in
perceiving the cheer that it brings to the recipient, and in the knowledge that
we have brought about that cheer, even if it is not manifested in the form
of overt gratitude toward the benefactor (as in the case of an anonymous
gift). In these passages, the benefit bestowed is not synonymous with the joy
that results from it, whether for the donor or the recipient. What is given is
assistance, which is certainly a cause of good cheer in the recipient when it is
granted freely and without condescension, and this should bring delight to the
giver as well; but the giver should also take delight independently in the mere
knowledge of having done the service. The distinction is particularly clear in
the final paragraph of Book 2, where Seneca affirms that the return of good
will is not sufficient to repay a benefaction; rather, material compensation for
the good received is also required. He writes:

Gratitude (gratia) is returned for that benefaction which the action (actio) has accomplished

if we receive it with goodwill (benevole), but we have not yet paid back that other [sc. debt]

which consists in the value (res); rather, we wish to pay it back. We have compensated the
intention (voluntas) with our intention, but we still owe value for value. (2.35)

4 Cf.3.17: ‘If having received [a benefaction] is pleasing [iuvat] to a person, he enjoys a fair and continual
pleasure [voluptas] and feels joy [gaudet], looking to the mind [animus] of the one from whom he received
it, not to the value [res].’ The life of a grateful person, Seneca affirms, is cheerful and merry [laetus, hilaris],
and he takes great joy [gaudium] from anticipating the chance to pay back the debt of gratitude [occasionem
referendae gratiae expectans). For other passages concerning joy in the context of benefactions, cf. 2.5, 3.3,
3.31-2,4.29,5.20, 6.13.
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Yet Seneca’s definition of benefaction seems to strike a different note; for in
affirming that a benefaction is ‘a benevolent action that bestows joy and receives
it in the bestowing’, he would seem to be making the joy itself the gift: it is joy
that is bestowed, and the benefactor’s joy derives precisely from granting this
joy, as such, to the recipient. Rather than drawing a ‘sharp distinction between
the material object which may be the raw material of a benefit ... and the action
which is the actual benefit’, as Griffin and Inwood put it, it seems to me that
Seneca is instead collapsing the difference between the actual service and
the joy it brings. He does not say that a benefaction is a gift that causes joy;
instead, Seneca boldly affirms that it is an act that grants precisely joy. What
has induced Seneca to substitute joy for the gift that brings it?

Before attempting to answer this question, it is worth taking a closer look at
Seneca’s definition to be sure that he has, as I am claiming, elided the substantive
or material dimension of the benefaction. He asserts that a benefaction is ‘a
benevolent action that bestows joy and receives it in the bestowing’: is the
action [actio] distinct from the joy that is bestowed [the verb here is tribuere]?
The action, we might argue, consists in giving the thing or service, that is,
the res, whatever that may be; in the process, one person bestows joy on the
other and receives it in so doing. Seneca goes on to say that, as a consequence
of this definition (itaque), what counts is the attitude or disposition [mens] of
the benefactor, not what is done or given [fiat, detur]: here, the subject of the
verbs fiat and detur must be the service or gift, not the joy: clearly Seneca
is aware here, as elsewhere, that a benefaction is a two-sided phenomenon,
involving both a material transfer and the bestowal of joy that accompanies
it. And yet, the bare definition seems to isolate joy as the essential element in
the benefaction, occluding the practical benefit and return. A benefaction is an
action that bestows gaudium: that is what is given, and it is in that coin that the
benefit is repaid, even if the beneficiary should fail to express gratitude, much
less pay back the material debt, as in the case of anonymous gifts.

A sufficient explanation of Seneca’s phrasing may be his desire to render
benefactions by their very nature both non-commercial and reciprocal.
But there may be a further influence upon his thinking, deriving from his
interpretation of traditional views of favours and the gratitude they ought to
inspire in the recipient. Aristotle devoted a chapter of his Rhetoric to gratitude,
in which he affirmed that a favour (kharis) is ‘a service to one who needs it,
not in return for anything, nor so that the one who performs the service may
gain something, but so that the other may’.> In return for such an altruistic

5 That the chapter is concerned with the pathos of gratitude rather than kindness or benevolence is argued
in detail in Konstan 2006, ch. 7.
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benefaction, one is expected to feel gratitude, which in Greek is expressed
by the phrase, ‘to have kharis’ (kharin ekhein): the idea is that receiving the
benefaction or kharis puts one in the position of owing it in turn — not, to be
sure, in the same coin as it was given, since the gift was by definition wholly
disinterested, but rather in an emotional sense, as a feeling that reciprocates
the good intentions of the benefactor. Latin has a similar usage: gratia may
signify a favour, whereas gratiam habere is the standard expression for
gratitude (where there is no danger of ambiguity, gratia alone may signify
gratitude).

Much of what Seneca will have to say about benefactions is already
implicit in Aristotle’s brief treatment, including the notion that they must look
wholly to the benefit of the recipient and that recompense takes the form of
gratitude rather than material compensation. Nevertheless, the favour itself is
understood to take the form of a concrete service or gift. As Aristotle explains
in his customary crisp style (Rhetoric 11 7, 1385b6-9):

One must also consider all the categories. For it is a kharis either because it is this particular
thing or of such a quantity or sort, or at such a time or place. An indication of this is if they
did not do a lesser service [when it was needed], and if they did the same things or equal
or greater for one’s enemies: for it is then obvious that what they did for us was not for our
sake. Or if they knowingly did an unworthy service: for no one will confess to have needed
what is unworthy.

The Stoics would seem to have treated kharis in this context in much the
same way, at least to go by the one clear example I have found. According to
Plutarch,® the Stoics maintained that the unwise neither receive favours nor
have benefactors [euergetai]; hence, there is no such thing as ingratitude, since
the good acknowledge a favour (kharis) and the bad are incapable of receiving
one. They reason that a favour (kharis) is among middle or indifferent things;
truly to help or be helped pertains to the wise, but ordinary people too can
receive a favour (kharis), though they will not make good use of it.’

There is, however, another sense of kharis, which signifies something
more like ‘gratification” or ‘delight’.® For example, in Euripides’ Trojan
Women (1108), erds is said to bring ‘sweet kharis’, where the meaning is
plainly ‘joy’ (cf. Medea 227, Aristophanes Lysistrata 865; in prose, Plato

6 SVF 672 = Plutarch De communibus notitiis 1068D.

7 It should be emphasized that our knowledge of earlier Stoic treatments of benefactions is scanty; Griffin
2013, 24 notes that Seneca mentions Chrysippus and Hecato, another Stoic, but concludes that, although it
would be illuminating to know more about Seneca’s working methods and his treatment of his sources, ‘the
evidence is not there’.

8 LSJs.v. kharis, def. TV.
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Gorgias 462D: khara kai hédoné, ‘joy and pleasure’).’ In this latter usage,
the meaning approximates that of the related word, khara, which properly
signifies ‘joy’.!" Now, khara plays a special role in Stoic ethics: it is one of
the three so-called eupatheiai, that is, the positive emotions or sentiments
that the sage experiences, as opposed to the pathé to which ordinary people
are vulnerable.!" The Latin equivalent of khara is laetitia, as we can see in
Lucretius, who thus renders Epicurus’ use of the term; in the De beneficiis, in
turn, Seneca treats gaudium and laetitia more or less as synonyms, as we can
see from 2.31 (quoted above).

I would like to suggest, then, that Seneca may have read — or more strictly,
have chosen to read — kharis in Aristotle, or in a text indebted to Aristotle’s
analysis, as signifying not just a favour, nor again, in the manner of Chrysippus,
a gift that falls short of a benefaction because the receiver is incapable of using
it well, but rather took it in the sense of khara or ‘joy’. He thus had a model
of sorts for his affirmation that a benefaction resides precisely in the bestowal
of joy. This is the currency in which the exchange takes place, as opposed to
the material service. The joy of giving, then, arises not from the benefactor’s
awareness of having brought cheer to the recipient, but is the very thing given
and received.'? In reconstruing the idea of a benefaction in these terms, Seneca
has rescued it for Stoic ethics.

9 In SVF 1181 = Plutarch, De communibus notitiis 1065D, the term is employed rather in the sense of
‘grace’ or ‘charm’: expressions ugly in themselves may nevertheless produce kharis in a poem as a whole.
10 For a survey of khara in classical Greek and early Christian thought, see Ramelli and Konstan 2010,
185-204.

11 See SVF 431 = Diogenes Laertius 7.115; 439 = Plutarch On Moral Virtue 449A.

12 Li Causi 2008, 97-8 makes the astute suggestion that the material exchange in a benefaction can be
considered a signifier in relation to the attitude or voluntas of the giver, which serves as the signified:
‘Quello che accade, in altri termini, ¢ che nel momento stesso in cui il beneficium viene — per cosi dire —
spiritualizzato, la dimensione della materialita, lungi dall’essere del tutto ripudiata (come invece accade
per i seguaci del platonismo), viene di fatto relegata in secondo piano, dal momento che alle res scambiate
o elargite si assegna la funzione strumentale di significanti per mezzo dei quali “comunicare” il beneficio
vero e proprio, che viene identificato con la voluntas di beneficare.’
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The sceptic’s luck: on fortuitous tranquillity
SvAvAR HRAFN SVAVARSSON

Sextus Empiricus twice asserts that, having suspended belief, Pyrrhonian
sceptics become tranquil, but that they do so tuywédc. This statement is
something of a poser, since the Greek adverb has invariably been translated
as ‘fortuitously’ or ‘by chance’. If this translation is correct, Sextus’ assertion
— that the sceptic’s tranquillity is the result of chance — seems to embroil him
in severe philosophical difficulties. Now, he would not be the first to be so
embroiled, or the last, and perhaps we should let the matter rest. But out of
respect for the sceptic’s reputation, I shall suggest that Sextus — when offering
his readers tranquillity — is not actually promising a chance event.

First, I shall examine the difficulties I take Sextus to face if he is indeed
stating that chance rules the sceptic’s tranquillity. I shall then submit two ways
of saving Sextus from these difficulties. First, I suggest that the Greek adverb
may be ambiguous and justify another translation of it, namely ‘fortunately’ or
‘happily’. I shall eventually find what I take to be a fatal flaw in this suggestion.
But I shall then argue that, even if we opt for the traditional translation, Sextus
only claims that the sceptic’s becoming tranquil resembles a chance event.

The difficulties with translating toyik®d¢ as ‘fortuitously’

What philosophical difficulties arise when the adverb tuyikdg is translated
‘fortuitously’? In his Outlines of Pyrrhonism (= Pyr) 1.12, Sextus offers
an explanation of what he calls ‘the causal principle of scepticism’. At the
outset of their quest, seekers of truth are confronted, wherever they look, with
unresolved conflicts of appearances. This state of affairs makes them anxious.
Explaining this original anxiety, Sextus says:

Apyv 8¢ i okentuchic aitiddn pév gapev glvar v EAnido tod drapaktioey: ol yip
UEYOAOQVETG TV AvOpOT®V Topoocidevol b TV €v Toig Tpayuacty avopoioy, Kol
amopodvieg Ticy avtdv yp1 ndAlov cuykototifecBat, Aoy €mi o ntelv, Ti T8 dANOEC
€0TWV &V 101G TPpAypaot Kol TL wedd0g, MG €K Th|G EMKPIcEMS TOVTMOV ATUPOKT|GOVTES.

We say that the causal principle of scepticism is the hope of becoming tranquil. Men of
noble nature, anxious because of the anomaly in things, and at a loss as to which of them
they should rather assent to, came to seek what in things is true and what false, thinking that
by deciding among them they would become tranquil.!

1 All translations are author’s own.
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This is a description of those thinkers who happen to end up being sceptics.
What they have in common is their original motivation. Confronted with
conflicts of appearances, which they have difficulty resolving, they fall prey
to anxiety. Their hope is that by succeeding in resolving the conflicts, their
anxiety will disappear. Although Sextus never uses the terms téAog here, his
idea may be that the future sceptic’s end is tranquillity, simply because the
sceptic is anxious in the face of unresolved conflicts of appearances.

In Pyr. 1.25-30 Sextus then attempts to elucidate the tranquillity of sceptics
explicitly in terms of their end (1.25):

£0TL P&V 0DV TELOC TO 0V Ydpty TavTa mpdrteTal | Oempeitat, odTd 88 00devoC Eveka, 1 TO
EoyaTov TV OpEKT®Y. PapEv 8¢ dypt v TEA0g elvat Tod okemticod TV &v 1ol Katd 6&uy
atapo&iov Kol £v Tolg KoTnVoyKooHEVOLS LETPLoTdOELay.

Now an end is that for the sake of which everything is done or considered, while it is not
itself done or considered for the sake of anything else; or an end is the final object of desire.
Up to now we say that the end of the sceptic is tranquillity in matters of belief and moderate
affection in matters forced upon us.

There are two ends. First, Sextus seems to refer to the already familiar
tranquillity or absence of anxiety caused by the sceptic’s inability to resolve
the conflict of appearances, i.e. his inability to commit to beliefs. The second
end is different: the sceptic hopes —in the absence of beliefs — to be moderately
affected by things that necessarily happen to him.

Sextus explains the first end, tranquillity in matters of belief, and it is here
that we encounter the claim that the advent of tranquillity is fortuitous — if that
is what Sextus means — for the first time (1.26):

ap&Apevog yap GIAOGOoPETV VTEP TOD TAG PavTaciag mkpival Kol kotaiaPelv, tiveg pév
glowv aAn0eig tiveg 8¢ Wevdels, Hote dtapaktiical, EvEmesey gig TV icocbevij dtapmviav,
fiv Emupivat pr| SLVANEVOS ETECYEV: EMOYOVTL € DT TVYIKMG TapnKolovONGEY 1 £V TOIG
doaotoig atopadio.

For having begun to philosophize in order to decide appearances and apprehend which were
true and which were false, so as to become tranquil, he [the sceptic] fell upon equipollent
dispute, and being unable to decide this he suspended belief. Tranquillity in matters of
opinion followed him closely, as he suspended belief, fortuitously.

This explanation refers back to the hope of the noble seeker of truth (expressed
in Pyr. 1.12); it does not seem to describe the end of someone who is already
a sceptic, but rather of someone who may yet become a sceptic. When the
person in question, faced with unresolved conflicts of appearances, suspended



The sceptic’s luck 179

belief, he found tranquillity thrust upon him fortuitously, i.e. by chance or by
accident. The sceptic who suspended belief must have been surprised.

The problem with this explanation is this: what happens by chance is not
wont to happen always; if it always happened, it would hardly happen by
chance. One cannot expect something to happen if it only happens by chance.
Nor can one aim at achieving some outcome if the outcome is only a matter
of chance. But this is what Sextus offers at this point, if the correct translation
of Tuywkdg is ‘fortuitously’: the person who suspended belief in the face of
an unresolved conflict of beliefs became tranquil by chance, i.e. he achieved
the very outcome he had hoped to achieve by resolving the conflicts of
appearances.

In another work, Against the Professors, Sextus seems very much aware of
the pitfalls of explanations in terms of chance (Math. 5.46-7):

£MEL TMV YIVOUEVOV TO, PHEV KOT” AvAyKNV yiveTal T0. 8& KaTd TOYMV TO 6€ Tap’ NUAG, TAVTOG
ot XaAdaiot, €1 duvariig £plevar Tpopprcems, HTOL €V TOlG KT AVAYKNV TOU|GOVTAL TOG
TPOAYOPEVGELG T} €V TOIG Kartd TOYNV EKPaivovoty 1 €v Toig map’ NUAC. Kol el pev €v Toig kat’
avayknv, avoeeleis elow €v @ PBio: 0 yop Kot aviyknv copfoivov ovK oty EKKATvat,
AN €4V Te OEA@pEY Edv Te un) BéAmpeV, EkPivar Ol TO TowoDTO ... €1 & &V TOlg TVYNPOIG,
AdHVATOV TL EmayyEAAOVTOL BGTOTO YOp T TUYNPDS YIVOREVA, TV 08 AGTAT®V Kol GALOTE
A @G EKPatvovTmv oK E6TIV E6TMGAY TOEIGOUL TV TPOAYOPEVGLV.

Since of things that happen, some happen by necessity, others by chance, and others by our
own means, if the Chaldeans aim at possible prophesies, they will at all events either make
their forecasts about those things that happen by necessity or those which occur by chance
or those that occur by our means. And if they do so about necessary things, they are useless
in life; for it is impossible to avert what occurs by necessity, but that must occur whether
we like it or don’t like it ... If it is about things that happen by chance, they profess what
is impossible; for what happens by chance is unstable, and of things that are unstable and
occur differently at different times it is not possible to make a secure forecast.

At this point, Sextus offers another explanation of the connection between
suspension of belief and tranquillity. Before we turn to that explanation, let
us first consider an objection to the above account. If, by this account, Sextus
does not intend to offer his explanation in terms of the motivational source
of a novice philosopher, but rather as the end of a mature sceptic, he must be
saying that by suspending belief the sceptic aims for tranquillity in matters
of belief, having realized that this does work, even if only by chance. This
interpretation is challenged by the fact that Sextus explicitly references ‘the
causal principle of scepticism’ (Pyr. 1.12) as an explanation of the sceptic’s
end: the person who turned out to be a sceptic aims for tranquillity in the
sense that this is how he started on the road which led him to scepticism. But
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the following point favours the interpretation that follows: the sceptic aims at
moderate affection in matters of necessity. And this end is not presented as a
part of a causal principle of scepticism, although it may be understood as such.

Admittedly, Sextus claims (Pyr. 1.25):

Qapev 8¢ dypt viv téhog elvar Tod okentikod T &v Toig kotd §6&av drapatiov Kai &v Toig
KOTNVOYKOGHEVOLS HETPLOTAOELy.

Up to now we say that the end of the sceptic is tranquillity in matters of belief and moderate
affection in matters forced upon us.

The qualification ‘up to now’ appears to refer to the — thus far — successful
acquisition of tranquillity through suspension of belief. So perhaps Sextus is
not only describing what the noble novice hopes to achieve through finding
the truth, but also what the mature sceptic achieves through suspending belief,
i.e. both tranquillity and moderate affection.

Nevertheless, if the traditional translation of toyw®dg is correct, Sextus has
only explained the onset of tranquillity as being fortuitous or by chance. |
have already indicated the problems with this line of thought: In what sense
can one hope to achieve something by chance? In the same sense as a lottery
ticket buyer hopes to win the jackpot? Is tranquillity the intended result of
suspending belief, although it only comes about fortuitously?

If it is indeed the case that tranquillity is the intended result of suspending
belief, although it comes about fortuitously, it will in fact turn out that the
chance which brings about tranquillity is fairly reliable, according to Sextus,
because it is possible to explain why it does so (Pyr: 1.27-8):

6 p&v yap Sofalov Tt KoAOV Tij QUGEL fj KooV elval TapdcceTal S0 Tavtog: Kol te u
TAPESTIV DT T KoY elvan Sokodvta, VIO Te TV PVoEL Kakdv vopilel movniotelcOot
Kol SudKeL T dyabd, dg ofetar Gmep KTNOGUEVOS TAEIOOL TOPAYOIG TTEPLTINTEL, Ol TE TO
mopa AOyov Kol ApETpmG Emaipesat Kol pofoVEVOS TNV LETOPOATV TAVT TPAGOEL, Tva. un
amoPdAn To Gy 0T SokobvTa ivat. O 88 GopPICTAY TEPL TMV TPOC THY PUGLY KUAGDY T
KOKDV 0UTE PEVYEL TL 0VTE SIDKEL GLVTOVWOG: OLOTEP ATAPOKTETL.

For he who believes that something is good by nature or bad is forever anxious. And when
he lacks those things that seem to him good, he both thinks that he is persecuted by natural
evils and he pursues what he thinks are goods. When he has acquired these things he
encounters more anxieties, both because he is elated beyond reason and measure and fearing
change he does everything in order not to lose what seem to him to be goods. But he who
determines nothing regarding natural goods or evils neither avoids anything nor pursues
intensely. Hence he is tranquil.
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So, the sceptic is tranquil because he does not have beliefs about what is by
nature good or bad, unlike the dogmatists, who end up anxious because of their
beliefs. This actually explains the sceptic’s tranquillity, which nevertheless
arrives toyk®dc. If this adverb means ‘fortuitously’, the explanation in terms
of value beliefs is unintelligible.

The sceptic can look forward to being tranquil, and it turns out that this
is because he suspends belief. In order to explain the sceptic’s aiming for
tranquillity, Sextus then offers an analogy by telling the story of the painter
Apelles (Pyr. 1.28-9):

émep ovv mepi Amellod 10D {wypagov Aéyetal, TodTO VIHPEE T CKENTUD. A Yap ETL
€kevog oV yYphomv Kol Tov aepov Tod inmov ppncacbot tf ypaeii fovinbeic obtmg
AETOYYOVEV DG OMETETV KOl TNV 6TOYYaV €ig fjv Anépocoe Td ano tod ypogeiov ypdpoto
TPOGPIYOL T EIKOVL: TNV 6€ TPOGOYAUEVNV (TTOV APPOD OGO LN 0. KOl Ol OKETTIKOL
o0V HAmlov pév T dtapaiav dvalnyecdal d1d ToD TV GVOUOALY TV PAIVOUEVMY TE
Kol VOOVLpEVOVY Emkpivat, U dvvnbévieg 8¢ moujoat To0To EMEGYOV: EMOYOVOL O€ QVTOIG
olov TV IK®G 1] dTapatio ToPNKOLOVONGEY HC GKIO GMOUOTL.

What is said about Apelles the painter applies to the sceptic. For they say that while painting
a horse and wanting to imitate in the picture the horse’s foam, he was so unsuccessful that
he gave up and threw the sponge, with which he wiped the colours of his brush, at the
picture; when the sponge hit the picture it created an imitation of the horse’s foam. And the
sceptics, then, hoped to achieve tranquillity through deciding the anomaly of appearances
and thoughts, but being unable to do this suspended belief. As they suspended belief,
tranquillity followed closely as if fortuitously, like a shadow follows a body.

The lesson of the story is apparently this: suspend belief and you will find that
you fortuitously become tranquil in matters of belief. Sextus uses the imagery
that Diogenes Laertius, who refers it to Aenesidemus and Timon (9.107), will
later use:

Téhoc 82 ol okemticol pact THv &moynv, T okidg TpdmoV Emakolovdsl 1 drapatic, Bc pacty
of e mepi tov Tipovo kai Aivesionov.

The sceptics say that the end is suspension of belief, which is followed by tranquillity like a
shadow, as those around Timon and Aenesidemus say.

It is noteworthy that according to Diogenes the end is not tranquillity, but
rather the suspension of belief that is attended by tranquillity.

In all, if Sextus claims that tranquillity follows suspension of belief
fortuitously or by chance, his other explanations of the connection between
suspension and tranquillity are surprising. One explanation is in terms of value
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beliefs; this explanation actually eliminates the element of chance. Sextus also
suggests that one may hope for tranquillity if one suspends belief, even if one
achieves it by chance. Finally, Sextus seems to say that tranquillity follows
suspension of belief fortuitously, but he also says that shadows follow bodies
in the same fortuitous manner. Is it likely that Sextus would offer shadows
following bodies as an example of a chance event? Furthermore, consider
Sextus’ choice of verb when describing tranquillity fol/lowing suspension of
belief. He uses the verb mapakoiovbeiv, ‘to follow closely’, just like a shadow
follows a body. The verb can even indicate the inseparability of cause and
effect (cf. e.g. Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 99al7).

Is it charitable to foist this view on Sextus? [ suggest that it is uncharitable
and also that the idea that Sextus would have suggested it defies belief. Hence
I shall tentatively suggest two ways out for Sextus. Let us first consider the
possibility of translating the adverb differently.

Another translation of toyikdg

The strange faults in Sextus’ accounts may hinge on translating the adverb
Toykdg as ‘fortuitously’ or ‘by chance’. The adverb is both late and rare. In
Sextus it only occurs in his description of sceptical tranquillity. If we translate
it as ‘fortunately’ or ‘happily’, we remove much of Sextus’ difficulties. He is at
liberty to offer an explanation of a causal relationship between suspension of
belief and tranquillity if the outcome is merely fortunate or happy, as opposed
to fortuitous or by chance. Indeed, for the sceptic, achieving tranquillity is
a happy outcome. Also, it is more reasonable that the sceptic hopes for an
outcome which turns out not to be a chance outcome, but rather a happy
outcome. But even if this translation, which treats the adverb as a value term
referring to good fortune as opposed to chance, yields a reading more sensible
than the previous translation, is it justified?

First, we should consider the meaning of the noun toymn. It may refer to a
successful outcome, or fortune, both good and bad, as well as chance. This
term, then, is ambiguous. The adverb, however, is not the noun. Let us also
consider the fact that the adverb toynpdc, which is slightly more common and
certainly older than Tuyikdg, is ambiguous in exactly this manner, between
‘fortuitously’, as in Sextus 5.47 (cited above), and ‘happily’, as in Aristophanes’
Acharnians 250 and Thesmophoriazusae 305. The corresponding adjective,
TUYNPOG, is ambiguous in the same manner.

Let us now turn to our adverb. In three examples, it seems ambiguous,
namely in Polybius (28.7.1; he also uses the adjective toyikdc in 9.6.5), and
Diodorus Siculus (2.19.4 and 16.35.5). Other examples include the Epicurean
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Diogenianus (4.17), where the translation ‘fortuitously’ does seem necessary,
as is true of pseudo-Plutarch, Placita philosophorum 906E (5.12). Other
examples of the adverb are much later. In short, one might suggest that Sextus
may not have meant ‘fortuitously’, but rather ‘happily’.

Going against this suggestion, however, is not so much the other uses of
the adverb, but rather the analogy that Sextus uses to explain the advent. He
follows Timon and Aenesidemus in saying that tranquillity follows suspension
of belief like shadows follow bodies, since it is unacceptably peculiar to insist
that shadows happily or fortunately follow bodies.

Fortuitously and as if fortuitously

Let us then assume that it is correct to translate tToyik®d¢ as ‘fortuitously’.
As indicated above, Sextus refers twice to the advent of tranquillity. In Pyr:
1.26 he says: EmoydvTt 6& 00T TLYIKADS TopNKOAOVONGEY 1) €V TO1g 0ENGTOTG
drapaéia, and in Pyr 1.29 he claims that émoyodot 8¢ otoic olov TG
1N drapaio mapnkorovdnoev og okt copatt. There is a difference between
the two statements: the second statement is qualified in a manner that the
first statement is not. According to the latter statement, tranquillity follows
suspension, not quite fortuitously, but as if fortuitously or as it were fortuitous.
What does this qualification add?

By qualifying the statement in this manner Sextus seems to be saying that
strictly speaking tranquillity does not follow suspension of belief by chance,
but that its advent is like that of a chance event. One might ask in what respect
this outcome is like a chance event. Surely the answer would be that the
outcome is unexpected, unintended; it is in this respect that it is like a chance
event. The future sceptic did not intend to assuage his anxiety by suspending
belief. On the contrary — hence the unexpectedness — he intended to rid
himself of anxiety by actually resolving conflicts of appearances. Hence,
it came as a surprise to him that he managed to rid himself of anxiety by
suspending belief.

Sextus even offers an explanation as to why the sceptic, having suspended
belief, ends up finding himself tranquil. This explanation refers to the absence
of beliefs in natural values. It turns out that the sceptic unexpectedly ended up
tranquil because he suspended belief about there being natural values.

According to this account, Sextus does not claim that the advent of
tranquillity is a chance event; rather he claims that it resembles a chance
event. If we accept this account, we may be in a better position to understand
in what sense tranquillity is the end of the mature sceptic (but not only of
the future sceptic). The sceptic qua sceptic, i.e. one who juxtaposes opposing
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appearances and fails to resolve their conflict, suspends belief and finds that
tranquillity, which he hoped for in the beginning, ensues. And since tranquillity
is his end, he continues to suspend belief because it makes him tranquil.



Part 111
Rhetoric






Rhetoric in early Stoicism
HAvarD Lokke

When Zeno of Citium established the Stoa in Athens around 300 BC, one
presumably could not establish a philosophy school without offering a course
in rhetoric. Zeno is said to have divided the part of philosophy that concerns
logos into two parts, namely dialectics and rhetoric.' But even from our
scanty evidence for early Stoicism, it is clear that the first Stoics were not
very interested in rhetoric. In fact it seems that Zeno and his first successors
were against rhetoric in the conventional sense, for reasons which I will return
to later. This raises some big questions, in particular the question of how
Zeno could encourage his students to engage in politics, as we know he did,
for which rhetorical skills are crucial, at least in democratic poleis. 1 do not
pretend to answer this question here. I just focus on one fact that I believe
can shed some light on this question, namely that a course in Stoic rhetoric
seems to have been a course in what we now call lobbying. That is, rhetoric
in early Stoicism was not about learning to speak at large political meetings,
but rather about learning to have conversations in smaller circles, much like
the conversations Socrates had with leading figures in Athens. Thus, I will
suggest that Stoic rhetoric is based on the sort of method that Socrates used. 1
will also suggest that the early Stoics used their fairly strange sort of rhetoric
on the sort of questions to which the answers are more or less plausible, i.e. the
sort of questions that Aristotle discussed in the Topics. What I am suggesting,
in short, is that rhetoric in early Stoicism is related to Socratic elenchos and
Aristotelian dialectics.

This means that rhetoric in early Stoicism was rhetoric for philosophers.
Cicero, too, had a notion of what we may call philosophical rhetoric, but the
Stoics and Cicero seem to have meant rather different things by this. Cicero’s
main point, as far as I understand, is that orators need to acquire a degree
of philosophical wisdom in order to really master their art.> He also seems
to be urging contemporary philosophers to engage in oratory, as he claims
the ancients philosophers did, and to do so in order to gain some political
influence, as he thinks they deserve to have. In any case, what the Stoics
emphasized, by contrast, is that a wise man will engage in oratory and politics
only in order to make other people more virtuous. Hence the philosophical
rhetoric of the Stoics is not about using language in such a way that people are

1 See Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos 2. 7 (= Long and Sedley 1987 31E). See also Diogenes
Laertius, Vitae Philosophorum 7. 41 (= Long and Sedley 1987, 26B4).
2 See e.g. his De Oratore 1. 84.
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moved to make certain decisions, or in such a way that political ideals can be
implemented; rather, it is about using language in such a way that people learn
what they need to know in order to make well-informed decisions. These are
strange ideas, no doubt, but [ will try to make sense of it all in this article. That
is to say, [ will try to put together a jig-saw puzzle consisting of four pieces.
First, I look at Cicero’s objections to Stoic rhetoric. Then I discuss the relation
between rhetoric and dialectics in the philosophical system of the Stoics. I
then try to reconstruct what a Stoic speech may have been like. Finally I return
to the question of why the early Stoics were so critical of traditional rhetoric,
as I have claimed they were.

Standard objections to early Stoic rhetoric

Cicero’s critique is harsh:

[HJow much less refined is the Stoic style when compared with the glittering prose [of
the early Peripatetics and the Academics]! ... This whole area was completely ignored by
Zeno and his followers, whether through lack of ability or lack of inclination. Cleanthes
wrote an ‘Art of Rhetoric’, and so did Chrysippus; these works are perfect reading for those
whose burning ambition is to keep quiet. Look at how they proceed: coining new words and
discarding the tried and tested ones. ... You say that the audience will be inspired to believe
[the Stoic doctrine that ‘the whole universe is our village’]. A Stoic inspire anyone? More
likely to dampen the ardour of the keenest student. ... The Stoics’ own pronouncements
on the power of virtue are poor stuff indeed. Is this what they suppose will bring about
happiness through its own intrinsic force? Their little interrogations have all the efficacy
of pin-pricks. Even those who accept the conclusions are not converted in their hearts, and
leave in the same state as when they came.’ (De finibus 4. 5-7.)

Notice, in particular, that the Stoics, according to Cicero, used ‘little
interrogations’ in their speeches. It seems that any kind of rhetorical question
can be an interrogatio. In the language theory of the early Stoics, however,
an erotéma is defined as a specific sort of speech act and a specific sort of
rhetorical question, namely the act of asking a yes-or-no question; it is probably
this technical Stoic term that Cicero here translates as ‘interrogatio’. If this is
right, Cicero is saying in the passage above that brief yes-or-no questions
played a key role in Stoic rhetoric. He is also saying that these questions ‘have
all the efficacy of pin-pricks’. This must be an ironic comment on Cicero’s
part, for he regarded Stoic rhetoric as having no sting at all. So it was probably
the early Stoics themselves who described their brief rhetorical questions as
having the efficacy of pin-pricks. (It is possible that what the Stoics had in

3 Trans. Woolf 2001.
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mind is the sort of effect that Socrates had on the people he came into contact
with, i.e. paralyzing them with his poisonous sting.* But as far as I know,
this is not recorded.) Both the yes-or-no questions and the sting are found in
another of Cicero’s comments on Stoic rhetoric:

Cato, in my view a perfect specimen of a Stoic, holds opinions that by no means meet with
the acceptance of the multitude, and moreover belongs to a school of thought that does not
aim at oratorical ornament at all or employs a copious mode of exposition, but proves its
case by using little interrogations like pin-pricks.® (Paradoxa Stoicorum 2.)

This passage is about Marcus Cato the younger, who according to Cicero is
one of three ‘Stoic orators’ (the two others are Publius Rutilius and Gaius
Fannius, both of whom were students of Panaetius, around 140-130 BC). Of
these three, only Cato was any good, according to Cicero, and this was not
because of his Stoic training but in spite of it. We should note that Cicero
complains here that the Stoics do not aim for oratorical ornament and we
should also note that he, in the passage I cited above, says that they invent new
words and disregard the old ones. Thus, Cicero is also criticizing the Stoics for
their rhetorical style, their lexis, dictio.

From these two passages in Cicero, Stoic rhetoric comes across as
terribly boring: a ‘Stoic speech’ is without elegance or wit. I can see no reason
to believe that Cicero is lying. Yet we should balance what he says against
two other facts. First, Cicero may have had strategic reasons for emphasizing
the less attractive features of Stoic rhetoric, namely the fact that he regarded
this theory as a competitor against his own theory of philosophical rhetoric.
Secondly, we must not forget that the Stoics had achieved considerable
political influence by Cicero’s time, which seems to presuppose that Stoic
orators must have had some means of persuading people in political matters.
Cicero gives no information about what these means might have been, but
I will try to illustrate later how a ‘Stoic speech’ could be persuasive. First,
however, we should try to clarify how the early Stoics conceived of rhetoric,
i.e. where they placed it in their philosophical system.

4 See e.g. the Meno 80a—b.
5 Trans. Rackham 1942.
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How to use logos: dialectic and rhetoric in Stoic philosophy

We will gain some clarity about how the Stoics conceived of rhetoric and its
place in philosophy if we look at two passages. The first is again from Cicero:

Torquatus [who defends Epicureanism] said, ‘An end to questioning, if you please. I told
you my own preference right from the beginning, precisely because I foresaw this kind
of dialectical quibbling.” ‘So you prefer to debate in the rhetorical rather than dialectical
style?’ I asked. ‘As if’, he replied, ‘continuous discourse is only for orators and not for
philosophers!” ‘Zeno the Stoic shared your view’, I said. ‘He declared, following Aristotle,
that the art of speaking is divided into two categories. Rhetoric is like an open palm, because
orators speak in an expansive style; dialectic is like a closed fist, since the dialectical style is
more compressed. I bow, then, to your wishes, and will use, if I can, the rhetorical style, but
it shall be the rhetoric of philosophers rather than lawyers.’® (De Finibus 2. 17.)

Many issues are raised in this passage, but I want to focus on only two of
them.” First, Cicero implies that, according to the early Stoics, orators and
philosophers are in agreement about the usefulness of continuous discourse.
Secondly, he says expressly that Zeno compared rhetoric with an open palm,
while dialectics is like a closed fist. We know that Zeno used a similar hand
analogy also in his epistemology. But what does he mean here? In what sense
is rhetoric like an open palm? Let us turn to the next text.

[According to the Stoics], rhetoric ... is the science of speaking well in regard to continuous
discourses (peri ton en diexodoi logon); and dialectic ... is the science of correct discussion
in regard to discourses conducted by question and answer (peri ton en erwtesei kai apokrisei
logon); ... [rhetoric] is divisible into invention, phraseology, arrangement, and delivery.
A rhetorical discourse [is divisible into] introduction, narrative, replies to opponents and
peroration. ... There are five virtues of language (aretai logou) — correctness, clarity,
conciseness, appropriateness, ornament. .... conciseness is a style that employs no more
words than are necessary for setting forth the subject in hand ...* (Diogenes Laertius, Vitae
Philosophorum 7. 42-3, 59)

As far as I can see, everything in this passage is quite conventional, except for
two things. (1) There are many similarities between dialectics and rhetoric.
Not only can both orators and philosophers make use of continuous discourse,

6 Trans. Woolf 2001.

7 There is also the question of whether Cicero meant to say that the Stoic drew the distinction between
rhetoric and dialectic in the same manner as Aristotle had done, which does not seem to be right. As far as |
can see, what the Stoics call ‘the art of speaking’ consists of two parts: (i) the art of speaking in such a way
as to give proofs, and (ii) the art of speaking in such a way as to reason from premises that are likely to be
true, where the former belongs to dialectics and the latter belongs to rhetoric. In my reading of the passage
above, then, Stoic rhetoric corresponds to Aristotelian dialectics.

8 Trans. Long and Sedley 1987.
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as we have just seen, but Stoic dialectics is said to make use of a question-
and-answer method, and we saw in the former section that rhetoric does, too.
Note also that the five above-mentioned virtues of language seem to apply to
both uses of language — argumentation as well as persuasion — and written as
well as oral discourse. So a Stoic seems to have thought that he should use
the same sort of language when he is giving a proof and when he is giving a
speech. No wonder it was boring! (2) One of the Stoic virtues of language is
unconventional, as least when applied to rhetoric, namely conciseness. And
the Stoics seem to have emphasized this virtue. Not only should an orator be
concise in the preamble, so as to get to the point quickly, and in the conclusion,
so as not to make the audience impatient; no, the entire speech should be as
concise as possible. This means, in plain English, that an orator should say
no more than he needs to say in order to convey information: there should
be no elaborations, no unnecessary examples, just a clear statement of the
information that the audience needs to have in order to make a good decision.
The reason for this ideal is simple: manipulation should be avoided. I will
come back to that, but it is now time to try and get a better grasp of what a
‘Stoic speech’ may have been like. We will then be better able to understand
how this conciseness was expressed in practice.

An attempt at reconstructing a ‘Stoic speech’

We have seen that Cicero had a notion of ‘Stoic orators’. But what sort of
speeches did they give? In other words, what was a ‘Stoic speech’ like? How
was it constructed? Neither Cicero nor, as far as I know, anybody else gives
examples of Stoic speeches. But I think we can imagine how a Stoic would
have spoken if we look more closely at some well-known Stoic proofs. Take
Cleanthes’ proof that the soul is corporeal, for example:

No incorporeal interacts with a body, and no body with an incorporeal, but one body interacts
with another body. Now the soul interacts with the body when it is sick and being cut, and
the body with the soul; thus when the soul feels shame and fear the body turns red and pale
respectively. Therefore the soul is a body.” (Nemesius, De natura hominis 78, 7-79, 2)

9 Trans. Long and Sedley 1987.
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I suggest that, given the brief analysis of Stoic rhetoric above, we can detect
the rhetorical elements in this proof if we reconstruct it as a Socratic dialogue
along the following lines:

— Wouldn’t you agree that no incorporeal entity can interact with a body?

— I would.

— And that no body interacts with an incorporeal entity?

— That, too.

— Rather, what interacts is one body with another body. Isn’t that so?

— Yes.

— Now, doesn’t the soul interact with the body when the body is sick and being cut?
— It does.

— And likewise the body with the soul?

— Maybe.

— Isn’t it the case that when the soul feels shame and fear, the body turns red and pale
respectively?

— Granted.

— So you must concede that the soul is a body.

This is a row of yes-or-no ‘pin-prick’ question that together make up a
continuous discourse, a line of thought. But who is supposed to answer the
questions? It depends, perhaps, on the size of the audience. If the audience
is fairly large — say, 10 to 15 people — then each person would perhaps be
expected to speak to himself, as it were, without saying anything out loud. But
if the audience was very small — say, 2 or 3 people — then maybe one or two
of them could have answered aloud. It is these small audiences, these closed
circles, that the Stoics were mainly interested in, or so I have suggested.
Note that this would virtually obliterate the distinction between rhetoric and
dialectics, speaking and teaching, giving a lecture and holding a seminar. That
is what I meant at the outset when I said that Stoic rhetoric was aimed at
making students good lobbyists. Note also that if this is what a ‘Stoic speech’
was like, then we can understand why it was so boring. In fact I think it is fair
to say that the outcome is neither a piece of good thinking nor an example of
good rhetoric; but it may have made good seminars, as the many examples in
Epictetus testify.
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Why the early Stoics were so critical of conventional rhetoric

Julia Annas seems to think that the Stoics’ reason for being against conventional
rhetoric was that, in their view, it is required of agents that their actions spring
from the right sort of motive, not superficially or shiftily.'"” Annas even seems
to think that a Stoic agent must act with the right sort of motives in a rather
Kantian sense, which I believe is partly right, but partly wrong. It is wrong
if it is taken to mean that, according to the Stoics, one cannot perform one’s
task (one’s kathékon, officium) without having a perfect moral insight, which,
after all, is the prerogative of the wise man alone. But it is right that, according
to the Stoics, acting from superficial and shifty motives is bad for the agents
themselves — one should live with constancy (‘constanter’) — and also for
other people in one’s environment, since the behaviour of a shifty person is
hard to predict and such a person cannot be trusted. So I believe Annas is quite
right to suggest that the Stoics were against conventional rhetoric, because the
aim of such rhetoric is to influence people in such a way that they change their
minds for no good reason.

Another way of putting this would be to say that the Stoics were against
conventional rhetoric because, in their view, we should never be governed by
our emotions. But we should be careful not to understand this in the wrong
way. [t is true that according to the Stoics we ought to avoid irrational emotions
such as fear, hope, enthusiasm, erotic desire, and so on. We also ought to avoid
using language in ways that manipulate other people’s emotional lives, even
in situations where we may achieve worthwhile results by doing so. (We could
lie, but that is a different story.) Irrational emotions should be avoided for the
reasons | have mentioned: since they are shifty, they ruin the constancy of
our lives. But it is important to realize that not all our emotions are irrational,
according to the Stoics. There are reasonable emotions, for instance joy,
caution, care, and benevolence. According to the Stoics, we may well be
governed by them. We may even use language to influence such emotional
reactions in others: a speech may create benevolence towards the speaker,
caution against an upcoming danger, and so on. What we should not do is
use language in such a way that the audience feels enthusiasm rather than
benevolence, fear rather than caution, and so on. In short, as orators we should
not appeal to other people’s emotions but to their reason.

10 See n. 9 in Annas 2001, 92.
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Romance across social barriers:
Xanthias and Phyllis in Horace, Ode 2.4

Tor IVAR DSTMOE

Horace’s Ode 2.4 is a poem about love: an unnamed speaker addresses a certain
Xanthias about the latter’s attraction to a woman called Phyllis. At the core of
this poem and its interpretations is the assumption that it is dealing with two
lovers who have different statuses. In Roman comedies the intrigue is usually
based on this kind of problem, and the ending is happy but unrealistic: their
true identity having been revealed, the lovers are free to unite. My interest
lies with the following question: Can the poem be interpreted as opening for
a union of the lovers? If it can, how does it deal with the problem of status? |
will approach this issue from a rhetorical angle.

Phyllis is identified in line 1 as an ancilla, a maidservant; as such she could
be either slave or free. Further on, at line 20, her parentage is discussed, and
reference is made to her mother and not to her father; this could mean that
she is a slave, since in the Roman system slave status followed the mother.
Xanthias’ status is not made explicit but since he possesses Greek paideia and,
moreover, places himself above his beloved, he is probably upper class.?

The poem is written in Sapphic metre and has six stanzas. In the first three,
the anonymous speaker tells Xanthias not to be ashamed of his love; he refers
to heroes in the //iad who have fallen for slave women. In the last three stanzas
he praises Phyllis’ personality and looks, and he argues that obscure origins
should not be an obstacle. He also assures Xanthias that, at forty, he is too old
to be attracted himself.

What is the speaker’s intention? The poem bears resemblance to Hellenistic
epigrams and parodies Homer’s epic style. On this basis, recent commentaries
explain that the speaker’s intention is to tease Xanthias for his love.® I see
three difficulties with this interpretation: first, it seems odd for an older man to
tease a younger one about this subject; secondly, it seems especially odd if his
implied message is, as it seems to be here, that the younger man should simply
follow his urges; and thirdly, if the speaker is out to tease, his irony seems, at
least to me, out of place.*

1 I thank the editors for their useful suggestions on the draft.

2 There being no indication of a real-life Xanthias or Phyllis in Horace’s milieu, I read the poem as fiction.
3 This seems to be the consensus in Page [1881] 1960, Valle 1974, Nisbet and Hubbard 1978, Quinn 1980,
West 1998, Syndikus [1973] (2001°) and Holzberg 2009, 138-9; see also Davis 1991, 19-22.

4 Nisbet and Hubbard 1978, 68 find ‘something disquieting’ in the poem. In 1834, Peerlkamp proposed
that part of it should be deleted; Repertory of Conjectures on Horace lists 17 more conjectures on the poem.
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I shall attempt a rhetorical reading of the poem, one that starts not from its
relations with earlier literary works but from its embodiment of a speech act,
that of giving advice. In my reading, the speaker’s intention is to give advice;
in my interpretation of this advice, I shall pay special attention to his rhetorical
strategies and his use of names.

I shall begin my examination with a translation issue. Halfway through,
beginning with the fourth stanza (lines 13—16), commentators have pointed to
a transition in the poem, from a mode of consolation to one of congratulation:’

nescias an te generum beati
Phyllidis flavae decorent parentes:
regium certe genus et penatis
maeret iniquos.

A recent translation reads as follows:

You never know: your flaxen-haired Phyllis may have well-to-do parents who would reflect
glory on their son-in-law. Without a doubt the family she weeps for has royal blood, and its
gods have turned unfairly against her.®

In this translation, the stanza’s first word nescias is translated as ‘you never
know’; while in a second translation, we read ‘for all you know’.” As I read
these translations, they convey a somewhat cynical form of irony, one that
emphasizes Phyllis’ lack of ancestry in order to belittle her. But, since the
poem’s motivation is that Xanthias loves Phyllis, this seems out of place.
What if we try a different translation? As a second person subjunctive nescias
can also convey a polite order.® Furthermore, when used as it is here with
an, nescio can mean not ‘I do not know whether’ but rather ‘I am inclined
to think that perhaps’.” Thus, the stanza’s first words could also be translated
as ‘you should think that perhaps your flaxen-haired Phyllis has ...’. In this
translation, the phrase is a politely formed challenge to Xanthias to think the
best of his beloved. With this translation, then, the second half of the poem
opens not with ironic congratulation but with a recommendation, and the irony
is milder because it makes Xanthias reflect on his own perception of the affair.

Recent commentators on the poem assume that it was acceptable for an elite

Nisbet and Hubbard 1978, 68.
Rudd 2004.

West 1998.

Menge 2000, 161, §111.

OLD 1173, s.v. nescio 4a.
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Roman male to have affairs with servant girls.!° Older commentators do not.
In the 19th century, Mitscherlich (1817) and Doering (1838) both explained
that the speaker is trying to persuade Xanthias that the opprobrium attached to
these affairs is unfounded. Thus, although they find the poem witty, they see
Xanthias’ love as problematic.

Two 12th-century accessuses (introductory texts to Classical authors for
use in schools) take different approaches. The first explains that the poem
‘teases and censures’ (deridet et uituperat) Xanthias ‘for being deeply in love’
(quod [...] graviter estuabat). The message to Xanthias, which reflects an
ideal of self-restraint that could be both Christian and pagan, seems to be to be
responsible and to stay away. The second accessus, which constructs a narrative
around the poem, turns the poet into a villain: Phyllis has cheated on Xanthias
and he has left her; she, offering any service he wants, asks for the poet’s help
in winning him back; he complies. The poem ‘brands all those who take bribes
to give advice to friends that they know to be neither useful nor honourable for
them’ (notantur omnes illi qui precorrupti ea commendant amicis, in quibus
sciunt nichil eorum esse utilitatis nec quicquam honestatis)."' Both the first
and the second accessus, then, see love between persons of different status
as problematic; moreover, assuming that he has authority vis-a-vis Xanthias,
they see the speaker as fundamentally offering advice.

In Roman Italy, people of different status lived next to each other. In wealthy
households there seems to have been less of an ‘upstairs—downstairs’ division
than in some modern cases, and in the city landscape the rich and the poor did
not live in separate zones but rather resided in the same blocks.!? Thus, it may
have been common for jeunesse dorée-persons to be in love with persons from
other social groups, and vice versa. The late Republic and early Empire were
also characterized by social mobility. Records from Herculaneum documenting
conditions in Horace’s time indicate how so-called ‘Junian Latins’, who were
freedmen, gained access to Roman citizenship.”* Upward mobility in the Late
Republic is also documented by funerary reliefs of freedmen. Although the
iconography used by aristocrats is imitated in these reliefs, the freedmen’s
origins are not concealed; instead their ascent is highlighted by displaying the
privileges of freedom such as the right to marry, the right to wear a toga, and
the right to hang a bulla from a son’s neck.'* It seems then that in Horace’s
time social barriers remained important but also became more permeable.

10 Syndikus [1973] 20013, 358; Nisbet and Hubbard 1978, 67.
11 The texts are edited in Friis-Jensen 1988.

12 Beard 2008, 61-2, on Pompeii.

13 Wallace-Hadrill 2011, 138-40.

14 Zanker 2007, 44-5; Stewart 2008, 65-8.
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That would have made life more difficult for Xanthias: he could marry Phyllis
(although, if she was a slave, she would have to be freed), but would that mean
a loss of status for him?

I now continue my exploration of the poem as advice by discussing the
speaker’s rhetorical strategies and his use of names. I begin with its disposition.
In conventional rhetorical disposition, the speaker first tries to secure the
audience’s attention and next recommends a course of action. In my reading,
Ode 2.4 follows this disposition. In the first half, the speaker sympathizes with
Xanthias’ plight and cites exempla from the Greek epic tradition (Achilles,
Ajax, and Agamemnon, who all loved slave women); in the second half he
recommends a course of action. Thus, following a conventional rhetorical
disposition, the speaker first positions himself, and next goes on the attack.

Also interesting with regard to the poem’s disposition is the manner of
address, the vocative forms Xanthia Phoceu at line 2. In Rome, by virtue of
the system of the tria nomina (three names = full citizen, one name = slave),
your status could be inferred from the length of your name. Thus, when
Xanthias is addressed with two names, this confirms his social position, and
by implication his superiority to Phyllis.!* However, the second name is not
a name but a poetic-sounding epithet; in the poem’s conversational setting, it
jars. Thus, while confirming Xanthias’ status at first, the speaker is hinting that
it will be qualified eventually.

The thrust of the speaker’s argument is to be found in the fourth and fifth
stanzas. Here the speaker tells Xanthias that Phyllis is a good woman. The stanzas
are also formally connected. The fourth was reproduced in full above, and its first
word is nescias, which I interpret as a polite recommendation. The fifth stanza
also begins with a recommendation, the imperative verb form crede ‘believe’.
Together, the two form a chiasmus — the fourth stanza treating Phyllis’ money
and parentage in that order, and the fifth treating the same topics but in reverse
order. In terms of argumentation, however, the stanzas present a progression. The
fourth stanza challenges Xanthias to think the best of Phyllis, even for no good
reason; the fifth stanza tells him that he does have good reason, namely his own
feelings and admiration for her. Furthermore, while the fourth stanza is fanciful
and entertaining, the fifth is realistic and insistent. [ paraphrase: ‘Believe that your
choice is not from the rabble, that her mother is not a disgrace to somebody who
is so true and so unselfish’. Thus, the stanza presents the facts and incidentally
exposes Xanthias’ prejudice: he has been too focused on appearances. In the
second half of the poem the speaker is on the attack, going step by step.

15 Hall 2009, 8—13 examines strategies of politeness used in the conversational style of Roman aristocrats
in Cicero’s time, focusing inter alia on ‘politeness of respect’ that acknowledges an interlocutor’s status.
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The speaker’s irony should be connected with his intention to give advice.
The fourth stanza, with its spin on Phyllis’ background, has already been
discussed, but commentators have found irony in two other places. The
first consists of the exempla in the first half of the poem, which are ‘mock-
grandiloquent’,'® i.e. they are stylistic parodies of Homer and ironical in
the sense that they compare Xanthias, an ordinary man, to the grand heroes
of epic. However, assuming that Xanthias is in love with Phyllis, it seems
odd to use these exempla just to make fun of him. If we read the poem as
advice, however, these exempla could have functions beyond that of teasing.
One function has already been mentioned: they help secure his attention. A
second function would be that they help him gain the insight that his situation
is different from that of the Homeric princes: for them, concubines were
primarily status symbols and marriage was not an option, but Phyllis has the
right to expect a stronger commitment from him.

The second place where irony has been found is in the poem’s last stanza,
where the speaker says that he is too old to be attracted himself. This sounds
unconvincing.!” In the commentaries, two explanations are to be found: the
stanza is taken as a reference to the poet’s age at the time of writing,'® which
to my mind seems unreasonable if we consider the poem as a whole; or it is
viewed as part of the speaker’s teasing.!” As a form of teasing, however, it
would be an attempt to make Xanthias jealous; if he is the speaker’s friend, this
is odd. What I would also like to emphasize is that with both these approaches
the speaker’s implied message to Xanthias in this stanza would be to follow
his urges and not think of the consequences. Again, that seems unexpected
from a friend and older man.

Focusing on humour, I shall try to ascribe a different message to the
speaker’s words in the last stanza. If his irony is meant to make Xanthias
laugh, he will probably not succeed. But a flat joke could be a way of
signalling that a discussion is at an end. Thus, the denial of self-interest can
perhaps be interpreted as the speaker’s signal that his advice (which Xanthias
has presumably asked for) has now been delivered. However, the denial of
self-interest could also serve a different purpose, since the stanza also refers
to Phyllis’ sexy looks. If the speaker turns to this topic after the subjects of
money and parentage, the aim could be to rouse Xanthias to action by making
him visualize something which is most tantalizing. Rousing the audience to
action is of course one of the main tasks at the end of an advice-giving speech.

16 Nisbet and Hubbard 1978, 70; also West 1998, 30.
17 Nisbet and Hubbard 1978, 68.

18 Page [1881] 1960; Nisbet and Hubbard 1978, 76-7.
19 Syndikus [1973] 20013, 360.
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Since they belong to different parts of the poem and have different
targets, the three cases of irony may now be interpreted as reflecting the
poem’s rhetorical disposition, as outlined above. The speaker starts with an
apostrophe to Xanthias to secure his attention; next he discusses Phyllis and
tries to broaden Xanthias’ perception; finally, he uses self-irony to ‘defuse’
the situation and at the same time draw attention to Phyllis’ good looks. All in
all, then, several of the poem’s rhetorical strategies seem compatible with its
interpretation as a form of advice, and as I read this advice, Xanthias should
treat Phyllis right. He should also see that although she has neither money nor
ancestry, she does have characteristics that should count for more in a wife: a
good personality and healthy looks.

I shall now discuss the speaker’s use of names. One such case, the
apostrophe Xanthia Phoceu, has already been discussed as an indicator of
status. But since the poem plays out in a setting that is Roman, but both lovers
have names that are Greek, there is also a cultural subtext.

As mentioned previously, the poem is structured in two parts which are
of same length. In the first half of the second lines, both parts have a name
and an adjective: in line 2, Xanthia Phoceu; in line 14, Phyllidis flavae. The
name Xanthias is related to the adjective &av06¢, which like the Latin flavus
means ‘blonde’, and so one interpretation of these word-pairs is that the
lovers are a good match. But the placement of the pairs could also suggest a
transition from one culture to another. In the poem’s first half, we find Greek
place names and heroes’ names and epic Greek social organization, but in
the second everything is Roman: household gods (line 15, penatis), social
(line 18, plebs) and family organization (lines 14 and 15, generum, parentes).
There is also a stylistic break when the complex Homeric syntax in the first
half gives way to simple, end-stopped stanzas in the second.” It seems, then,
that we pass from a Greek context that is mythological and remote to a Roman
one that is practical and centred on household and home. Reading the poem as
advice, the transition may suggest that Greek paideia as represented by epic
poetry is not quite suited to guiding Xanthias in his present life in Rome.

The names also suggest something about Xanthias’ and Phyllis’ more
personal attitudes. Let us assume that they have both moved, or have been
moved, from Greece to Rome. In the 1st century BC it was common for
enfranchised foreigners to take the praenomen and nomen gentis of the person
or family responsible for their citizenship and keep their original name as a
cognomen.?' If Xanthias is a Roman citizen, he probably also has a Roman

20 Nisbet and Hubbard 1978, 71; Quinn 1980 on 13-24.
21 Dickey 2002, 47-8.
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name. But if he does, the speaker does not use it, and instead it is replaced
with the Greek, poetic-sounding epithet Phoceus, ‘from Phocis’. The effect is
to highlight Xanthias’ pride in his old homeland and culture. However, while
Xanthia Phoceu are Greek vocative forms that seem learned and artificial in a
Latin context, Phyllis’ epithet flavae is native Latin, and although her name is
Greek, it is inflected with a Latin genitive ending: Phyllid-is. Thus, of the two,
Phyllis is perhaps more at home in Rome.

Finally, the names can signify a reversal of roles. The first half’s Homeric
heroes are identified by personal names and patronymics: Achillem, Aiacem
Telamone natum, and Atrides, whereas their women are identified by common
nouns: serva, captivae, virgine. The same pattern applies in the first reference
to the two lovers: Xanthia Phoceu vs ancillae, thus confirming Xanthias’
social position and revealing the asymmetry of his relation to Phyllis. But in
the second half the ancilla reappears, and with a vengeance: now she also has a
name and an epithet, she is Phyllidis flavae. In official contexts, Roman slaves
were listed by their first name followed by that of their owner in the genitive.
If we place the names of the two lovers next to each other, we get Xanthia
Phoceu Phyllidis flavae, ‘O Xanthias from Phocis, [slave of] flaxen-haired
Phyllis’. The reversal of roles could refer to Xanthias’ romantic subjection to
Phyllis, to Phyllis’s skills as the leader of a household, a matrona, or to both.
In any case, in the second half of the poem she is not a Homeric concubine but
a woman with a name — somebody to be reckoned with.

In my reading of Horace’s Ode 2.4 the unnamed speaker has a message for
Xanthias. That message is the following: Rome is now your home; when in
Rome, do as the Romans do; if you love Phyllis, treat this good woman right
and ask her to marry you.
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The Ad Diognetum and contemporary
rhetorical practice

JERKER BLOMQVIST

The text to be discussed here is traditionally known as the Letter (or Epistle)
to Diognetus, Epistula ad Diognetum, Diognetbrief, etc. and is often classified
with the writings of the Apostolic Fathers of the 2nd century AD.! However,
lacking the formal characteristics of an ancient letter, it cannot be categorized
as such, nor as an ‘epistle’ if, as Deissmann and Meecham would have it,
letter and epistle are to be distinguished as two different literary genres. More
appropriately, it can be described as a pamphlet defending and explaining the
author’s Christian faith to an addressee who is a non-Christian and presumably
a Roman magistrate, or, with Jefford’s term,® as a ‘protreptic discourse’.
With that content and that objective it rather belongs with the writings of the
Apologists of the 2nd and 3rd centuries, who addressed themselves to leading
personalities of the empire, in particular the emperors,* whereas the Apostolic
Fathers wrote with their fellow Christians in mind in order to confirm and
strengthen their faith. Some scholars consequently prefer a more neutral title,
such as 4d Diognetum, which we use here (with the abbreviation Diogn.),
simply translating the title mpoc Atdoyvntov given in the manuscript, or at least
they avoid the word ‘letter’ and its synonyms.’

The author of Diogn. cannot be identified with any known person. As for the
addressee, only his name At6yvnrtog is known, but nothing else. In the opening
sentence of the letter he is addressed as kpdrtiote, which may be the Greek
equivalent of a Roman title (egregius or clarissimus)® and indicate an elevated
position in the imperial society.” The date of the composition of the text cannot

1 For more exhaustive discussions on the origin of the text, authorship, date, literary character, theological
content, etc., cf. Geffcken 1928, Meecham 1949, Marrou 1965, Lake 1976, Wengst 1984, Lindemann and
Paulsen 1992, Ehrman 2003, Jefford 2013.

2 Deissmann 1923, 194-6, Meecham 1949, 7. The distinction is hardly necessary in this context, because
the ancients did not make it but used the word €mictoAn as the predominating term in the relevant texts,
occasionally substituting it with ypéppata ete. for the sake of variation; cf. Stirtewalt 1993, 67-87, Reed
1997, 171, n. 1.

3 Jefford 2013, 56.

4 e.g. Quadratus (Kodpdrog), apparently bishop of Athens ¢.125-129 and reckoned as the earliest among
the Apologists, addressed his apology to Hadrian (Euseb. Hist. eccl. 4.3.1-2). Comparable writings were
addressed to Antoninus Pius and his sons (Aristides of Athens, Justin Martyr), or Marcus Aurelius and
Commodus (Apollinaris Claudius, Athenagoras, Melito).

5 Marrou 1965 (4 Diognéte), Wengst 1984 (Schrift an Diognet).

6 LSJ°1940, 991-2 s.v. kpatiotog 2b.

7 Luke’s kpatiote O@ed@ire (Ev. Luc. 1.3) may have the same implication.
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be determined with certainty. Content and — as will be shown below — style
indicate a close relationship to other Apologists, so a date between the mid-
2nd and the early 3rd centuries seems plausible.

The text was preserved by a single manuscript, eventually ending up in
the possession of the Bibliothéqe municipale of Strasbourg, where it was
destroyed by wartime fire in 1870. Fortunately, it had been studied and copied
by a number of scholars since the 16th century, and reliable collations have
been preserved. The text was damaged, so that emendations or conjectures are
called for in several passages. The concluding chapters, 11-12, constitute a
particular problem. The manuscript indicated a lacuna in the text after ch. 10.
According to most scholars, chs. 11-12 deviate so much in content, language
and style from the preceding chapters 1-10 that they are likely to belong to
a different work or may even have been written by a different person. These
scholars conclude that the lacuna between chs. 10 and 11 covers the final
portion of Diogn. proper and the beginning of another treatise, the pitiable
remnants of which now appear as chs. 11-12. In my view, the divergences in
language and style are not great enough to warrant the conclusion that chs. 11—
12 were not written by the same person as chs. 1-10.8 They could, however,
possibly belong to a different treatise, and they will be used here mostly as an
object of comparison for bringing stylistic and linguistic features of chs. 1-10
into relief.

Diogn. has found a great number of readers through the centuries, and
new editions, translations and commentaries keep appearing. Commentators
with a theological or clerical background appreciate it as a valuable religious
document, illustrating early Christian thought and still relevant to Christians
of modern times.’ It is noticeable, however, how often and how emphatically
these commentators draw attention to the formal characteristics of the text, its
literary qualities, the author’s skilful handling of the language and of rhetorical
devices. The following study will be an attempt at characterizing the rhetorical
practices of Diogn. compared to some texts from the same period. It could be
described as a short case study on the impact of traditional Greek rhetoric on
early Christian literature.

8  Marrou 1965, 219-27 vigorously defends the authenticity of the two chapters, and Hill’s careful
investigation of the problem ends with the conclusion that the arguments used against the authenticity of
chs. 11-12 are not decisive (Hill 2006, 106-27).

9 Cf. e.g. Marrou 1965, 89 (approvingly translating an utterance by H. B. Swete): il n'’y a pas d’eceuvre
chrétien, en dehors du Nouveau Testament, qui touche autant le ceeur du public moderne’.
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The preface

The author’s acquaintance with the literary tradition is apparent already from
the opening chapter of Diogn. It forms a developed and rather longish proem
to the treatise.

Emeldn Opd, kpatiote Adyvnte, vmepeomovdakdta oe TV Oeocifelay @V Xprotiavdv
poBeiv kol Tévy caeds Kot ETeAds Tuvhavopevoy Tept avtdv Tivi e 0@ nemolfdTes Kol
ndG Opnokedovies adTOV <TOV> T€ KOGUOV DIEPOPDGL TAVTEG Kol HoviTov KaTapPOovoDot,
Kol obte tovg voplopévovg vmd t@v EAMvav Ogovg Aoyilovtor obte v Tovdaiov
delodotpovioy UAGGGOVGL, Kl Tiva TV PrlocsTopyioy £X0Vct TpOg AAANAOLG, Kol Tl OToTE
Kawvov Todto yévog 1| Emtdevpa eiofiAbev gig Tov Biov viv kai 00 TpdTepov, AmodEyopal
ve tig mpobupiog oe TavG, Kol Topd Tod 0g0d — Tod Kol TO Aéyey Kol TO axodew MUV
xopnyodvtog — aitodpot dobijvar Euol pév einelv ovtmg Mg pdAota Gv <akodoovté™> o
BeAtio yevéohat, coi te obtmg dxoboot Mg pur Avrndijvar Tov ginovro. '

Syntactically, it is one unified sentence, structured into three sections:

(i) The author first notices the interest displayed by the addressee in the
subject matter: €€l Op® ... TUVOOVOLEVOV TEPT ODTAOV.
(i1) He then specifies the particular questions that have been asked by the
addressee and will be answered in the treatise: tivi ¢ 0e@® mEM0100TEG
... Kol 00 TPOTEPOV.
(ii1) Finally he asks for God’s assistance in order to bring the enterprise to
a successful end: dnodéyopai ye i Tpobopiog ... pun Avmndivor Tov
gindvra.

Being a Christian, the author may be supposed to have been inspired by the
preface of Luke’s Gospel. The appearance of the polite address kpdticte in
both texts is a detail that suggests interdependence between them.!' However,
as appears in particular from Loveday Alexander’s investigations, there
are numerous parallels in extra-Biblical and pagan texts as well.”> Some of
them contain elements that reappear in Diogn. But are absent from Luke’s

10 “Since I see, most excellent Diognetus, that you are extremely eager to learn about the religion of the
Christians and are making such an exacting and careful inquiry about them, wishing to discover which God
they obey and how they worship him, so that they all despise the world and disdain death, neither giving
credence to those thought to be gods by the Greeks nor keeping the superstition of the Jews, and what deep
affection they have for one another and just why this new race or way of life came into being now and not
before, I welcome this eagerness of yours and ask God — who enables us both to speak and to hear — that I
may be allowed to speak in such a way that you derive special benefit by hearing, and that you hear in such
a way that the speaker not be put to grief.” I use throughout the translation of Ehrman (2003), sometimes
with slight adaptations.

11 Commentators are of course aware of the parallelism between Luke and Diogn.

12 Alexander 1993; cf. also Alexander 2005, 21-3.
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prefaces. According to Luke, it is on his own initiative that he sets out to
write his account; his addressee Theophilus is not reported (or alleged) to
have shown any previous interest. In Diogn. the opening €neidn-clause states
that it is Diognetus’ interest in the matter that has inspired the writer. Prefaces
with similar declarations appear in Greek scientific writings from the late
4th century BC onwards; the earliest known example comes from a medical
treatise of Diocles of Carystus, addressed to King Antigonus I of Macedonia, '
and there are several later examples.'* Also the Apologist Melito opened his
Exloyai with an €meldn|-clause stating that the reason for his writing the text
was the addressee’s repeatedly expressed interest.'

Detailed specifications of the content of the following text were also
common in scientific prologues, often in the form of a string of indirect
questions.!® The address kpdtiote, that links Diogn. with Luke, was not
uncommon in comparable contexts.!”

Avoidance of hiatus

The parallels existing between the prologue of Diogn. and the extra-Biblical
material indicate that the author was acquainted with the Greek literary
tradition and its stylistic conventions. His models were not only the Biblical
texts. Another indication of his ambition is the relative scarcity of hiatus in
the text. The author does not pedantically avoid hiatus but allows it, as many
writers do, after common words (e.g. the article, kai, 7, mepi), before év and
ov, and at syntactic junctures. Disregarding those cases and passages where
the elision of a final, short vowel would remove a hiatus, there are only about
17 hiatuses in Diogn. chs. 1-10 (compared to about 15 in the much shorter,
divergent chs. 11-12)."®

13 Diocles fr. 183a van der Eijk. Alexander 1993, 46-50, 213—14. The preface started with an &neidn-
clause describing the king as tlocogiog méong Eumelpov Gvta and Tolg HaONUATIKOIG TPOTAYWOVIGTAV.

14 Later examples include Apollonius of Citium’s wepi dpbpwv (prologue of book 1: participle phrase
describing the addressee as puldtpwg drakeipevov), Artemidorus’ Onirocritica (prologue of book 3: Emedn-
clause referring to 10 peyaieiov tig ofig coeiag of the addressee), Diophantus’ Arithmetica (prologue:
v gbpectv T@Vv v Toig aptOpois TpofAnpdTeV, TYULOTOTE Lol ALOVUGLE, YIVAGK®MV GE GTOLINInNG ExovTa
pnabeiv) and Galen’s De constitutione artis medicae ad Patrophilum (émei-clause praising Patrophilus for a
‘divine’ quality, i.e. the striving for learning and mpobvpia).

15 Melito, fr. 3 in Perler’s edition = Euseb. Hist. eccl. 4.26.13.

16 Alexander, loc. cit. Cf. Diocles’ preface: ... yéypagd cot, md0ev ai vocot toig avOpmnolg cuvicTavtat,
Kol Tivov mpoyevopévev onpelmv, kol Tdg v Tig avtaic fonddv mtuyydvot.

17 Cf. the prefaces of: Dionysius of Halicarnassus De antiquis oratoribus (& kpéricte Apupaie), Josephus
Ap. (kpatiote avopdv Enappodite), Galen Meth. Med. (book 2: Tépwv kpdrtiote) and Libr: Propr. (kpdtiote
Bdooe), ps.-Galen De theriaca (kpartiote opetmave), and Nepualinus, zepi t@v koo dvumabeioy kol
ovumdbeiay (KpATioTe LEKOTE).

18 Chs. 1-10 cover 270 lines in Marrou’s edition, chs. 11-12, 52 lines.
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The author also seems to use word order to prevent hiatus. He usually
places genitives of personal pronouns after the substantive (with article) that
they qualify.” This illustrates a tendency of contemporary Greek whereas
the classical prose texts more often have them before the article.”” By using
the more ‘classical” word order, the author avoids hiatus in two passages:
6.4 dopatog 6¢ avt®dv 1 BeocéPera pével and 7.6 Tic adTod TNV TOPOLGIAV
vroomoetatl. But his avoidance of hiatus is not total, and in one passage a
pre-positioned genitive creates a hiatus that would have been avoided with the
alternative word order: 10.4 puumtmg €omn avtod tiig ¥pnotdTTOC.

In Hellenistic Greek there is a tendency to add a ye after kaitot and pévrot
when a hiatus would otherwise occur.?! In Diogn. there is one possible
example: 8.3 kaitot ye €l 1S ...

The preparatory particle pév occurs 26 times in Diogn.”> In 10 cases, a
disproportionately great number, the particle prevents a hiatus: 1.2 €uot pév
gimelv, 2.3 0 pév avtd@v, 2.8 &i uév aicbdvovtat, 3.2 €i uév anéyovrat, 4.2 a
eV G KOADG, 6.3 oikel pev &v 1@ copatt, 6.4 ywvookovtol pev dvteg, 6.7
EYKEKAEIOTOL LUEV 1] YLYN, KATEYOVTOL LEV OOG &V PPOVPQ, 9.2 TETANPOTO HEV N
nuetépa adikia. The frequent use of the particle in these particular contexts is
likely to indicate a striving to avoid hiatus.

The conjunction 611 occurs four times in Diogn. In one passage the author
uses its synonym 6101t instead, thereby preventing a hiatus: 6.5 adikovuévn
owott. Cf. adkodpevog 611, which follows in the next line.

These observations suggest that there is a partial avoidance of hiatus in
chs. 1-10, but not in chs. 11-12. Thus, the author of chs. 1-10 tried to apply
a rule of literary Greek, but failed, which testifies to his ambitions but not to
his competence.

19 Or after an adjective that qualifies the substantive, as, e.g. 4.6 Ti|g idiog avtdv Ogoocefeiag, 8.10 v
co@nv 0vtod Povrjv. This is the normal word order in nominal phrases with this structure; see Kithner and
Gerth 1904,1.619, BDR, § 284:1c.

20 Wifstrand 1949. Wifstrand’s observations on enclitic personal pronouns apply to the accented genitives
(Mu@dv, dudv, avtod, avtig, avtdv) as well.

21 See Blomgqvist 1969, 29-34 and 43-5.

22 Counting the textually uncertain pév vteg in 6.4, where the manuscript had pévovrtec. In chs. 11-12
there are no examples of pév at all.

23 Meecham 1949, 15.
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Rhythmical clausulae

Geffcken claimed to have observed a striving for the same types of rhythmical
clausulae in Diogn. that were common in rhetorical prose, in particular in the
writings of Clement of Alexandria.”* He identified a number of examples of
cola ending in the same syllabic sequences that are common in literary prose
of the 2nd and 3rd centuries. The examples presented by Geffcken are too
few to show with certainty that the author used prose rhythm deliberately as a
stylistic device, but a systematic analysis of colon endings in chs. 5-7 offers a
certain confirmation of his observations.

Disregarding those cola that are too short for a meaningful analysis,
Marrou’s text of chs. 5-7 contains about 100 cola.” 27 of them end in cretic
+ trochee, 14 in trochee + trochee, and seven in cretic + cretic, i.e. nearly
half of them exemplify three clausula types that belong to the most common
ones in Greek oratorical prose. Of the remaining ¢.50, 10 have a final cretic
preceded by varying syllable sequences (e.g. 5.4 dwitn kol @ Aow® Piw,
7.7 moapaParlopévoug Onpioic). The hexameter final (dactyl + spondee or
trochee), which was mostly avoided, occurs in eight cases. The remaining
cola finals are unclassifiable or irrelevant in this context.

The sequence cretic + trochee appears in more than a fourth of the
investigated cola. In 5.1-2 e.g. four successive cola end with the sequence:

... OLIKEKPLHEVOL TAV AOAV ElGLY AVOpOTTOV.

olte Yap mov TOAELG 1510g KOTOKODGLY,
oVte SLoAEKTO TV mapnAlayévn xpdvtar,
ovte Biov mapdonpov GoKodoty.

Its frequency indicates that this particular sequence was intentionally sought
for by the author. The same may apply to some of the other combinations, but
as they are fewer in number pure chance cannot be ruled out. The conclusion
regarding rhythmical clausulae will be approximately the same as regards
the avoidance of hiatus: the author strove to comply with the conventions of
literary prose but was not entirely successful.

24 Geffcken 1924, 349-50 and Geffcken 1928, v.

25 All the figures are, of necessity, inexact. Syntax and punctuation offer some guidance, but identifying
the colon boundaries basically depends on the analyst’s subjective judgement (e.g. Jefford’s division of the
text into cola does not coincide with mine).
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Rhetorical figures

The most conspicuous stylistic feature of Diogn. is the frequency with which
easily recognizable figures of speech recur in the text. They exemplify a whole
spectrum of devices, most of which are in particular associated with the so-
called ‘Asianic style’. The commentators provide extensive lists of these
devices with references to the relevant passages.”® Geffcken, in his analysis
of the rhetorically elaborate ch. 9, notes polyptoton, which is used in order to
bring home the important ideas of God’s power and righteousness (the stems
dvva- and dwkat- recur repeatedly, e.g. 9.1 ddvvatov eiceAdely ig v acireiov
00 Beod Tf] dvvdpetl Tod Beod duvaroi yevnOdpev and 9.5 tva dvopia pev
TOALGV €v dukaim Evi KpuPi), dtkatoohvn € £vOg TOAAOVG AVOLLOVS STKOMOT)),
isocola with homoeoteleuton (9.1 £pnodUEVOC ... AVEYOUEVOC, GUVEVOOKAV ...
dnuovpy®v), strings of exclamations (9.5 ® tijg yAvkeiag avrailoyig, O TiC
ave&yvidoTov dnuovpyiag, M TOV ArpocdokNT®Y eVEPYESI®V), and antitheta
(often isosyllabic, with nine or 10 syllables in each colon: 9.2 tov Gylov VeEp
<TOV> AVOU®V, TOV AKakoV DIIEP TOV KOK®V, TOV dikatov DIEP TOV AdIKOV,
oV deBaptov vrep TV EOApPTAV, TOV ABGvaTov VIEP TV Bvnt@v). In other
sections of the text we find series of rhetorical questions (4.2-5), anaphora
(7.4 o¢ Poacthevg méummv viov Paciiéa Emepyev, ©g Oeov Emepyev, ¢
pog avOpdmovg Emepyev, g odlov Enepyev, og teibwv, ov Palopevog),
praeteritio (4.1 <od> vopilw oe ypnlew map’ €uod pabeiv), or chiasmus
(2.7 éyxckelovteg toic vu&l, kol Taig uéporg eviaxag mapakabiotdvreg, 11.1
mooTOA®Y YEVOUEVOG HabNTNG Yivopat diddokolog €0vdv, and, possibly, 2
4.5 GoTpolg Kol GEAVY ... TOV UNVAV Kol TdV UEPDV).

Sentence structure

The first sentence of Diogn. (quoted above) comes close to a structure that
could be described as a period: a sentence consisting of several hierarchically
structured constituents, forming a syntactically unified whole and complete
only when the last constituent is in position. Such sentences are not common
in Diogn. Even if a sentence starts with a fairly complex and regular structure,
it normally dissolves into something else. There is an illustrative example in
9.6. The sentence starts with two coordinated participle phrases: §LéyEag odv &v
pev T mpocbev ypdve O AdHvaToV Tiig NUETEPUG PVOEMS €1G TO TVYETV (OTIC
and viv ¢ tOv cotipa deiéag duvatov omlev kai td advvarto. The temporal

26 Cf., in particular, Geffcken 1928, 21-2, 24-5, Meecham 1949, 13—15, and Marrou 1965, 126-7, plus
their notes on the individual passages.

27 Provided we accept the somewhat intricate interpretation of Otto 1852, 103 as Meecham 1949, 13, 105
and Jefford 2013, 213, n. 79, do.
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distance between the two situations described in them is aptly visualized by
the antithetical adverbial phrases év pév 1@ mpocbev ypove and viv & and
highlighted by the corresponding particles pév — 8¢. Then follows the main verb
with adjuncts: €§ aupotépov €BovAn0n motevey NUAG T XPNOTOTNTL ATOD,
and with that the sentence becomes complete syntactically. However, the author
does not leave it at that, but after the main verb phrase he adds — asyndetically
— another infinitive phrase, advtov nyeiobat tpoéa, the last word of which is
expanded into a list of 11 divine epithets: matépa, dddokarov, cOUBOLAOV,
ioTpdv, vodv, eac, Ty, 60&av, ioyov, (onv. The sentence ends with one more
infinitive phrase, attached asyndetically, nepi évohoemg kol Tpo@T|g un Lepyvay,
which must be intended to be construed with the main verb £fovAnom.

The latter part of 7.2 illustrates a different but equally loose structure. It
starts with the object of the main verb immediately after the connective particle:
GAL" adTOV TOV TEYVITNV KOl onpovpyov tdv OAwv, and the verb appears
only in the very last unit of the sentence: TodDTOV TPOC AVTOVEC ATESTEIAEV.
Superficially, this sentence could be classified as a period. However, the verb
is separated from its object by almost nine lines of text, or 80 words (partly
quoted below), many of them part of loosely concatenated enumerations, and
that makes the syntax confused. It is not without reason that the author adds a
resumptive tobtov in the last unit in order to make the connexion between the
verb and its object clearer.

A majority of the sentences are short. We have already mentioned the
author’s predilection for series of exclamations and rhetorical questions.
Several short sentences of about the same length appear one after the other,
sometimes organized in antithetical or paradoxical pairs. A most conspicuous
example is 5.5—17 with its description of the situation of the Christians in their
pagan or Jewish surroundings:

natpidog oikodou idiag,

GAN” g Thpotkot.
LETEYOVGL TAVTOV (MG TOATTAL,

Koi Tovd’ vopévovoty g EEvot.
naca EEvn ToTpig 0TIV ADTAOV,

Kol oo ToTpig EEVN.
YOLODOV (MG TAVTES, TEKVOYOVODOLY,

GAA” 00 PITTOVOL TO YEVVOUEVOQ.
tpanelav kownyv mapotifevrar,
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GAA” 00 Kownv.?®
£V GOPKL TUYYAVOLOLY,

GAA” 00 Kot odpko (AoL.
i yfic dwatpifovoty,

AL’ &V ODPOVE TOMTEVOVTOL.
neifovtat T0ig dpopévolg vopotg,
Kai toig 1diotg Biolg vikdot Tovg vopovg,” etc.

The author is fond of constructing long strings of short sentences, phrases
or even individual words, which would not normally count as a sign of
literary skill or linguistic competence. However, even these, mostly tedious,
concatenations are not totally devoid of artistry. The individual items often
appear in groups of three. The author is likely to have deliberately tried
to achieve a certain symmetry. In some sentences he creates variation by
rounding off an enumeration with a syntactically divergent, longer unit, such
as the concluding infinitive phrase mepi £€vovcemg Kol TpoP|g YN HePUVAVY
9.6 (discussed above). By combining five tripartite sections he creates this
elaborate structure in one passage (7.2; part of the quasi-periodic sentence
discussed above):

O ThvTo StaTéTaKTat
Kol O1dploTon
Kol boTéTaKTat,

28 kownv was the reading of the codex unicus. Most recent editors prefer Maran’s conjecture kottnv (in
his edition of 1752), which gives the meaning ‘they provide a common table, not a common bed’. Maran
thought that the antithesis between common table and common bed was intended as a defence against
allegations of promiscuity, directed against the Christians; he compared Tert. Apol. 39.9 omnia indiscreta
sunt apud nos praeter uxores ‘among us all things are common except wives’ (with a following polemic).
However, the sentence appears in a passage which is not primarily a defence of Christians against particular
pagan accusations but which points out a series of paradoxical features of the Christians’ own situation in
the Roman society. It is not alien to the author’s rhetorical style to exploit the double meaning of kowvdg
for a wordplay that highlights one of those paradoxes; he uses word-play also in mdca Eévn motpig Eotv
avTdV, Kol mdco Tatpig EEvn and €v capki ... o0 katd cdpka. With ‘common table’ the author of Diogn
refers to the Eucharist. Justin (4pol. 66.2) also denies that the food and drink served at the Eucharist meal
could be classified as something kowdv: o0 yap dg Kowov dptov 00¢ Kooy Topa TadTe Aapfavopey ‘we
do not take this as ordinary bread or as ordinary drink’. In early Christian literature the adjective xowvog
was used about ‘impure’ food and drink (Ep. Rom. 14.14-17, Act. Ap. 10.14, 11.8, Justin, Dialogus cum
Tryphone 20.3, Protevangelium lacobi 12; cf. BDAG, s.v. kowvog 2b), so the readers of Diogn. would easily
understand its intended meaning here. Cf. Otto 1852, 106 and Blomqvist and Blomqvist (forthcoming)
[2014], n. 73.

29 ‘They live in their own countries, but as expatriates; | they take part in everything as citizens and endure
everything as aliens; | every foreign country is their homeland and every homeland is foreign; | they marry
like everyone and have children, but they do not throw away their offspring; | they provide a common table
but not common food; | they exist in the flesh but do not live according to flesh; | they spend their lives on
earth but are citizens in heaven; | they are obedient to the established laws but surpass the laws with their
ways of life.’
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ovpavol kai T £V 0VPOVOIG,
¥ Kol Ta €v i ¥,
Odhacco kai ta &v Tf) Ooddoon,
op,
anp,
apvccog,
0 €v yeat,
0 €v Pabeot,
0 €V TQ petady.

Thus, the sentences of Diogn. mostly consist of strings of short cola, joined to
each other either asyndetically or by the most common connective particles
(xai, 0¢), which do not specify their logical relationships. The preferred style
of composition is an extreme form of the Aé€1g eipopévn. The preponderance
of short cola allows the author to embellish the text with a variety of rhetorical
figures, in particular isocola, homoioteleuta, anaphora, and similar devices.
The series of short units are also arranged in a way that avoids the monotony
of plain enumerations and reveals the author’s artistic ambitions.

In a few cases the author has created sentences that come close to periods
but are partly constructed from the same strings of short units that dominate
most of the text. The author is likely to have been acquainted with periodic
sentence structures (A&E1g kateatpappévn), but in his text they are virtually
absent, whether by deliberate choice or not.

Models and parallels

The rhetorical ambitions of Diogn. are immediately clear to the reader.
From the very beginning, when Diogn. became known to scholarship, those
qualities were noticed. It was also recognized that Diogn. was different, in
that respect, from a number of other early Christian writings. The writers of
the New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers offered nothing like it, and the
commentators found no obvious parallels in the writings of the Apologists
either. The codex unicus ascribed the text to Justin Martyr but stylistic
differences became an important argument against Justinian authorship.*
When searching for stylistic parallels to Diogn., earlier commentators
often pointed to Clement of Alexandria.*' Just like Diogn., Clement’s writings
reveal the rhetorical schooling of their author. However, Clement differs
stylistically from Diogn. The sentence structures consisting of short, more or

30 The definitive rejection of Justin as the author of Diogn. came with Otto’s third edition of the text in
1879. Cf. the discussion of the linguistic evidence in Otto 1852, 36-41. Cf. also Jefford 2013, 102-03.
31 e.g. Geffcken 1924, 350, Geffcken 1928, v and 13, Meecham 1949, 62—4.
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less artistically, arranged cola that dominate in Diogn. do not appear with such
frequency in Clement. His sentence construction is more varied, and periods
are not a rarity in his texts. He is well acquainted with the usual rhetorical
figures but, also in that area, he is more varied than Diogn. and uses such
devices with more moderation.

Clement was also influenced, not only stylistically but also as regards
linguistic details, by the Atticist movement,*? while Diogn. was not. While
Clement’s prose abounds with duals and optatives, such Atticist niceties are
next to absent from Diogn.’* Other characteristics of Atticism do not appear
either.’* On the contrary, Diogn. exemplifies a number of features denounced as
non-Attic by the 2nd-century Atticist lexicographer Phrynichus. These include
the lexical-morphological items fjto (for ot in 12.7), kabdpoag (for kabnpog
in 2.1), yevnBdpev, yev[vinOeic(?) (9.1, 11.2, with a passive aorist instead
of medium yevouebo, ete.),*® mdvtote (for dw moavtdg vel.sim. in 11.4) and
Toyyavovow (for tuyydvovowy 6vteg in 2.1, 5.8 and 10.7). If we can trust the
manuscript in these matters, Diogn. always prefers a non-Attic phonology in
words like 0dlaooa (16 instances),*® yivopar/yiveoko (six times), and orpepov
(11.5). Clement, on the other hand, uses the aorist £ékdOnpo and the imperative
g0t (it only in quotations) and varies between -6o- and -1t- and between
yw- and yryv-. At least he knew the Attic rules and sometimes respected them.
Thus, although both writers had a rhetorical education, the author of Diogn.
does not exemplify the same literary and rhetorical tradition as Clement.

More relevant material became available for comparison when Campbell
Bonner published his reconstruction of a sermon by Melito of Sardis, delivered on
the occasion of an Easter celebration.” The text was improved considerably when
Papyrus Bodmer XIIT was published by Testuz in 1960.3® The same dominant,
conspicuous rhetorical devices are manifest in this text, too, just as in Diogn.
The sentence structure is dominated by short units. Pairs or strings of isocola,
homoioteleuton, and antitheses are plentiful, and rhetorical figures embellish the
text. Series of exclamations and rhetorical questions occur, anaphora abounds.
The general character of the style may be illustrated by sentences such as these:

32 On the necessary distinction between style (Aé€ig) and language (ppdoig) see Norden 1915, 349-51,
Fabricius 1967, 187, n. 2.

33 On linguistic and stylistic differences between the 2nd-century Apologists and Clement see Wifstrand
1962, 63—4 and Fabricius 1967, 195.

34 Except for some potential optatives (2.3 (bis), 2.4, 2.10 (bis), 3.3, 3.4, 7.3, 8.3), the ‘principal markers’
of Atticist usage enumerated by Horrocks 2010, 138, are absent from Diogn.

35 The thematic aorist &yevouny etc. occurs nine times in Diogn.

36 Diogn. has éhattovpevov once (10.6), but that verb never occurs with -6o-; cf. BDR, § 34:1b.

37 Bonner 1940.

38 See Testuz 1960.
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2.7-12: obtm¢ €6Tiv Kovov Kol Tohotdv,
Gidov kai Tpdokapov,

@BapTOv Kai dpbaptov,
Ovntov kol abdvatov To Tod TAGKN LLGTHPLOV.

71.494-504: 00TOC E0TIV O GAUVOC O POVEVOLEVOCT
00TOG £6TLV 6 GUVOC O dPmVoc:
006G €0ty 6 TeYOeiC £k Mapiag tiic kafig duvadog:
00T6¢ 6Tty 6 &€ dryéAng Anuedsic,
Kol €15 6QAYNV GLPEIS,
Kol éomépag Tubeic,
Kol VOKTOp TaQeic,
0 émt EKAov un ovvrpiPeic,
€1g yfv un Abeic,
€K VEKPAV AVOOTAC,
Kol AvooTNGOG TOV GvOpeToV €K THG KUT®
[taefic.

In particular the latter example illustrates how Melito, just like Diogn.,
avoids monotony by varying his expression. The result is a sentence structure
reminiscent of the portion of Diogn. 7.2 quoted above. Just like Diogn., Melito
creates variation in what might have become a monotonous enumeration by
concluding it with a colon longer than the immediately preceding ones.*
On the other hand, Melito’s predilection for anaphora sometimes results in
immoderately long sequences of similar cola, e.g. in 93.680-91 (12 cola
starting with forms of mikpdg) or 103.769—79 (11 occurrences of éym). These
have no counterpart in Diogn. Melito also uses more metaphorical language.
That was a characteristic of the Hellenistic variety of Asianism.*

When Melito’s sermon first became known, scholars expected to find its
stylisticmodels among the Biblical texts. The parallelismus membrorum, which
is a common feature of the poetic texts of the Old Testament, seemed similar
to the bipartite, antithetical sentences of Melito. However, in an important
article from 1948, Wifstrand demonstrated that there was a fundamental
difference between the sermon and Biblical poetry: in the Biblical texts, the
members of the parallel pairs are normally not antithetical but express the
same thought twice over, while Melito’s sentence pairs display a sophisticated
formal parallelism that is, on the whole, lacking in the Biblical parallels.
The short cola with antithetical content, of equal length and with assonances
rather belong to the Greek — i.e. non-Jewish and non-Christian — rhetorical
tradition often denoted as Asianism, a term that seems to have been coined

39 Cf. Diogn. 9.6 (quoted above).
40 Norden 1915, 137.
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as a deprecatory designation for a stylistic school that stood in opposition to
Atticism. The Asianic style originates from the experiments of the earliest
known Greek rhetoricians, Gorgias of Leontini and his immediate followers.
It had a vogue in the Hellenistic period when it dominated oratory, but its
stylistic ideals were condemned by the Atticist movement and it gradually
went out of fashion. Still, in the 2nd century AD there were Greek writers
whose style was clearly influenced by Asianism. They included Maximus
of Tyre, Polemo, Lucian in his declamations, and the authors of a couple of
orations wrongly attributed to Dio Chrysostom in the manuscript tradition
(nos. 37, probably by Favorinus, and 64, possibly by Herodes Atticus).

Melito’s sermon and Diogn. show traces of having been influenced by
the stylistic ideals of Asianism. Wifstrand, in his article, mentions only chs.
11-12 of Diogn. and describes them as ‘part of a sermon that is added as
an appendix’ to the main text and as written in ‘a style very closely akin to
that of Melito’.* The same could be said about chs. 1-10 of Diogn. Later
commentators recognize the stylistic and rhetorical affinity of Diogn. with
Melito and with the second sophistic.*? It is possible to find influence of such
stylistic ideals also in other early Christian texts, e.g. in Polycarp’s writings
and the homilies of Asterius of Amasea.*

Diogn. and, in particular, Melito represent a rather extreme form of
Asianism. The characteristic features of the style are unusually prominent in
the two texts. In the texts of pagan writers of the 2nd century which they have
been compared to, the typical stylistic devices are used with more restraint
and discretion. The style of Melito is suitable for a sermon to be delivered
before devotees of the same faith as the speaker. Its emotional language is apt
to affect the audience only if they are positively predisposed to the message.
The style is for oral performance, both in a pagan and in a Christian context,
and not primarily for a written pamphlet such as Diogn. Its author is likely to
have been inspired both by his rhetorical training and by Christian preachers.
It is even possible that he took over portions of actual sermons and included
them within his own text, after adapting them only partially for a different
purpose.*

41 Wifstrand 1948, 219. Also Jefford 2013, 57 notes the similarity of Melito’s homily with chs. 11-12. In
Wifstrand 1962, 63—4, chs. 11-12 do not seem to be distinguished as a separate part of the text.

42 e.g. Jefford 2013, 6, 97-8.

43 On Polycarp see Hill 2006; on Asterius see Kinzig 1997, 648-50.

44 On chapters 11-12 as part of a sermon see Wifstrand 1948, 219. Jefford (2013, 33-42, 111-26) argues
that not only chapters 11—-12 but also other extensive portions of Diogn. originate from orally performed
texts.
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Conclusion

The style of Diogn. and its literary qualities have usually been highly praised
by the commentators. Marrou is probably the most enthusiastic among
them, when he claims that educated readers could be ‘séduits par I’¢légance
et la simplicité de sa langue, par ’art trés adroite qui utilise sans effort les
ressources de la rhétorique traditionelle et, pour tout dire, par la beauté du
style.’* Meecham speaks of a ‘language at once simple and stately’ and a
‘style throughout ... elegant and graceful’ and quotes verdicts of others such
as ‘among the finest remains of Christian antiquity’ (Neander), ‘the noblest of
all Christian writings’ (Lightfoot), and ‘indisputably, after Scripture, the finest
monument we know of sound Christian feeling, noble courage, and manly
eloquence’ (Bunsen).* Also later commentators with a theological or clerical
background make similar comments.*” Even leading classicists clearly saw
such merits in the text. Eduard Norden, in his Die antike Kunstprosa, after
denouncing another Apologist (Theophilus) for serious failings in ‘Inhalt,
Disposition, Stilistik und Sprache’, declares that Diogn. ‘nach allen diesen
Gesichtspunkten zu dem Glanzendsten gehort, was von Christen in griechischer
Sprache geschrieben ist’, and Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff in his
Griechisches Lesebuch chose Diogn. as an appropriate illustration of early
Christian literature.*®

A discordant note is struck by Johannes Geffcken. In an early work on
the Apologists he calls Diogn. ‘dieses leichte Machwerk’, characterized by
‘Abgedroschenheit’, although at the same time dutifully paying reverence to
Norden. His characterizations of passages in Diogn. in his edition of 1928
range from ‘immerhin ... etwas eintdnig’ to ‘eine durch starke Antithesen,
Variationen u. dgl. Rhetorika bis zum Ubermass aufgeputzte Ausfiihrung’.
Geffcken describes the author as one to whom ‘das Sachliche nur als Fundament
fiir seine Formalistik dient” and who ‘allen Fleiss wesentlich darauf verwendet,
dem Ganzen ein formell méglichst vollkommenes Ausseres zu geben’.*

The last two quotations are strangely reminiscent of Denniston’s verdict on
Gorgias: ‘Starting with the initial advantage of having nothing in particular
to say, he was able to concentrate all his energies upon saying it.”>° Geffcken

45 Marrou 1965, 90.

46 Meecham 1949, 3, 13.

47 e.g. ‘seine Bildung zeigt sich schon an seiner glinzenden Rhetorik’ (Wengst 1984, 305), ‘das hohe
sprachliche Niveau’ (Lindemann and Paulsen 1992, 304), ‘highly educated, rhetorically trained’ (Ehrman
2003, 126), ‘its lucid and flowing style reflects the abilities of an educated author’, ‘educated literary style’
(Jefford 2013, 3, 14).

48 Norden 1915, 513, n. 2, Wilamowitz 1902-1908, 1:2, 356-63, 11:2, 225-7.

49 Geffcken 1907, xli. The following quotations are from Geffcken 1928, iv (n. 3), vi, 14, and 17.

50 Denniston 1952, 12.
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obviously says something essential about the author of Diogn., also in this
respect he continued the tradition of Gorgias; form was at least of equal
importance to him with content.
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Hermogenes’ On Staseis:
rhetoric as legal philosophy

DimiTrIOS KARADIMAS

The aim of this article is to shed some light on certain points of Hermogenes’
work On Staseis. These points, in my opinion, show that behind the practical
orientation of the rhetorical theory of this work, rhetoric emerges as a
philosophy of law.

The most basic new feature in Hermogenes’ treatment of the subject of
stasis is the full-scale adoption of the method of division' which pertains to
the whole system. Through a series of dichotomies he connects the different
staseis and creates a subordinating system in which 12 staseis derive from their
previous ones and ultimately from the first stasis of conjecture.? Hermagoras’
system was, as far as we can tell, a coordinating system, and his four main
staseis were placed on the same level.> Hermogenes also proceeds to the
division of each stasis into kephalaia, heads of arguments, which constitute
the basis for a full exposition of legal arguments in a dispute. This method
of division, via which Hermogenes moves downwards step by step until he
pinpoints the relevant stasis for any given case, is regarded as bearing traces
of a Stoic influence, while the general approach to the basic four traditional
staseis is considered as following Aristotle’s list of four judgments.* At the

1 See the remark (at the very beginning of the first chapter of his work On Staseis) that there are many
important elements which constitute rhetoric, and that the most important of them is what has to do with
division and demonstration. Hermogenes seems to imply that demonstration without division is unthinkable.
He explains that he does not mean either the division of rhetoric into its genres or the division of a speech
into its parts, and continues: ‘The present discussion deals with the division of political questions (politika
zetemata) into what are known as heads (kephalaia). This subject is almost identical with the theory of
invention, except that it does not include all the elements of invention’. The translation is that of Heath.
See Heath 1995. If I do not mention the origin of the translation, then the translation is my own. That the
method of division must be carefully applied so that it will result in correct divisions is clearly stated (see
68. 2—4). At the same time, when Hermogenes proceeds to a wider explanatory discussion, he feels the need
to clarify that at this point he does not follow the principle of division: “We have made these comments not
as a division... but just so as to indicate the nature of the heads’ (67. 20-1); see also 81. 15-16; 86. 15-17.
2 See Lindberg 1997, 1979-2021, cf. 1991. See also Heath 1995, 71; Kennedy 1994, 209-11; Kennedy
1983, 83.

3 Hermagoras is generally regarded as the father of the system; see Lindberg 1997, 1991; Nadeau 1959,
52-71, cf. 67. Mathes 1958, 58-204, cf. 165. The basic four-part system of stzaseis attributed to Hermagoras
(which Hermogenes incorporated into his own) included: stochasmos, conjecture (about the facts: did it
happen in fact?), horos, definition (there is an agreement that something happened, but how can we define
the act?), poiotes, quality (the examination is about the quality of the act: is it just, good, etc?), metalepsis,
objection (objections of a procedural character: is the case judged by the right person, at the right time, etc?).
4 See Aristotle, Topics 100a20—-02b26. See also Jaeneke 1904, 27-78; Nadeau 1959, 67; Nadeau 1959a,
248-54; Lindberg 1997, 1991.
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same time, however, one cannot deny that above all Hermogenes’ system
‘represents a practical approach, useful for the student who has just chosen a
case on which to produce a declamation’, as Lindberg has put it.’

Hermogenes makes clear from the beginning of his introduction that his
discussion is concerned with the division of ‘political questions’ into ‘heads of
arguments’. It is obvious from the definition of ‘political question’, as well as
from the explanations he gives and the nature of the examples he adduces, that
his thoughts are focused on judicial rhetoric, while the deliberative rhetoric —
which is supposed to be also covered by this theory — has only a very limited
role in the system. The first step is to explain what a ‘political question’
is: ‘It is a logical dispute on a particular matter which is arising under the
established laws or customs of any given society and is concerned with what
is considered to be just, with what is honourable, what is advantageous, or all
of these together or some of them’ (29. 1-4). Immediately after this he points
out that ‘it is not the function of rhetoric to investigate what is in reality and
universally honourable or advantageous or things like these’.

Hermogenes does not mention philosophy here, but when he makes
the distinction between the particular and the general, the specific and
the universal, in connection with his discussion of rhetoric, he implicitly
differentiates philosophy from rhetoric. Philosophy addresses theoretical
issues and seeks what is just, honourable, and advantageous in a universal
sense. Rhetoric obviously deals with the particular case at hand; but what does
it mean when Hermogenes says that it is not rhetoric’s function to investigate
these (or other similar) topics in general terms? Hermogenes, in my opinion,
does not attribute this function to philosophy alone in this statement. Rhetoric
also deals with theoretical and general questions in various cases and one such
case appears in the course rhetoric follows when educating young orators.
The most advanced preliminary exercises (progymnasmata)® included the
thesis, where one had to support or refute a general position, e.g. whether
one should teach rhetoric or whether there are many worlds. The next step for
the student was to deal with a hypothesis,” in which concrete circumstances
were specified (e.g. whether Aristotle should teach rhetoric in the Academy)
and which, for that reason, was regarded as more difficult. Moreover, in his
discussion on the staseis later on, Hermogenes includes thesis as a head of an
argument in which the particular case is supported on the basis of a general
principle.® Thus, it seems that what Hermogenes means is that rhetoric does

Lindberg 1997, 1991 and n. 91.

See Kennedy 1994, 202-07; Kennedy 2003; Heath 2003, 129-60.

On thesis and its relation to hypothesis see Thorm 1932; Matthes 1958, 123-32; Heath 1995, 18.
See e.g. On Staseis 49. 15-19; 67. 13-17.

[l Be RV, |
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not regard the theoretical discussions on general subjects as its main task, as
an end in itself, but that it deals with them as far as they are practically useful
for defending a particular case either in education or in actual disputes.

This well-known focus of rhetoric on the particular cases is stressed here in
connection with special reference to law and justice. The specific dispute that
rhetoric has to settle arises in the context of a certain society which functions on
the basis of its own laws and customs. This dispute is about what is considered
just, about what is honourable, etc. Hermogenes does not speak of ‘what is just’
(as he does in the case of the honourable and the advantageous), but of ‘what
is considered to be just’, which is equivalent to ‘what the enacted laws regard
as just’, as some of his scholiasts also assert.” At the same time, Hermogenes
does not explicitly include ‘the just’ in the list of topics that are not investigated
in general terms by rhetoric.!® It is obvious that, when mentioning ‘what is
regarded as just’, Hermogenes makes a distinction between law and ‘what is
really just’. He also seems to accept that, when we speak of the honourable
and the advantageous, the general background against which they are judged
in each particular case is that of the society’s laws and customs, whilst in the
case of ‘the just’ this general background appears to be threefold: that of the
customs, that of the enacted laws and that of a more general investigation about
justice, i.e. the one that allows the orator to refer to universal law or the law of
nature. Since Aristotle himself had left open the possibility that an orator could
take refuge in the notion of universal law, given that the laws of the city were
against his case,!! we are entitled to suppose that Hermogenes’ intention here
was not to deprive the orators of such a possibility, as his scholiast seems to
believe.!? Besides, some of the nomikai staseis, e.g. (see rheton kai dianoia,
letter and intent or syllogismos, assimilation) are possible exactly because a
more general interpretation of law is possible.

If we accept the previous interpretation of Hermogenes’ words in his
definition of ‘political question’, then the interplay between the general and
the particular becomes more prominent in the case of judicial rhetoric, because
it may seek its arguments (pro et contra) outside the field of established laws

9 Walz, 1833; see 74 for the scholia of Syrianus and 80 for the similar ones of Sopatrus.

10 One could argue that ta toiauta, things like these, include also ‘the just’, but we cannot ignore the fact
that Hermogenes avoids mentioning it explicitly.

11 See Aristotle Rhetoric 113, 1373b2-18.

12 In his scholia to Hermogenes’ On Staseis Sopatrus writes that what is just in a city is defined on the basis
of law and asserts that ‘the orators do not follow what is just by nature, but the just enacted by law; but
philosophers deal with the former; for what has prevailed by law (in a given city) is not necessarily in accord
with what is just by nature’. See Walz 1833, 80. Sopatrus accepts that Hermogenes makes the distinction
between what is just by nature (law of nature) and what is just by convention (enacted law). This distinction
(in a political context) goes back to Aristotle; on this distinction and the possibly different meaning of
‘natural right’ in Aristotle from the meaning the term took later in the Stoics see Johnston 2011, 78 ff.
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or customs, where the dispute arose, in the more general sphere of what is
universally right. In rhetoric, however, as Hermogenes seems to accept in
his discussion about persons and acts, the probative value of an argument
is directly proportional to its degree of concreteness and specificity. This
is the reason why determinate proper names, for example, have greater
argumentative force than simple appellative terms, such as general, politician,
etc.!® This means that the rhetorical arguments gradually lose their force as
they become more and more general, and they move away from the particular
case under investigation. At the same time, however, Hermogenes does not
fail to add that one ‘should assess the force of each and use it as occasion
allows’. By this position he confirms that particular instances govern rhetorical
argumentation, and that the particular case is the beginning and the end of any
rhetorical theory. At the same time he mitigates the rigidity of his own rule
and appears to advocate the rather relativist position that the probative value
of the general and/or the particular cannot be absolutely fixed by any rule and
that it ultimately depends on the occasion. But, if this is the case, then, what is
the place of stasis theory in this interplay between the general and the specific,
the universal and the particular? Besides, what is the place of law in this stasis
system, given that the application of the law encounters similar problems (see
e.g. the connection between a general law and a particular case)?

Hermogenes believes that the method of division can answer these
questions. It is his conviction that division can solve the problem of rhetoric’s
scientific approach to its subject. I think that this conviction of his (irrespective
of the influences one can discern in his practical application of the method)
could be the result of a rather direct Platonic influence. Plato believes that it
is only through dialectic, and especially through its branch of division, that
the person who aspires to become an orator can proceed in an artful way and
become a successful orator.!* The fact that division is the sole method used in
On Staseis, as well as some explicit relevant statements of Hermogenes make
it clear, in my opinion, that he shares this Platonic conviction.'

Hermogenes does not apply division to the greatest matter of rhetoric, i.e.

13 See On Staseis, 29. 17-30, 9.

14 See Pl. Phaedrus 271C-72B.

15 See n. 1 above. Compare also, for example, Phaedrus 266B ‘Believe me, Phaedrus, I am myself a
lover of these divisions and collections, that I may gain the power to speak and to think...” and On Staseis
35. 25 ‘but it is of course impossible for anyone who has not yet studied the pure division of questions
into the so-called heads, or who is unfamiliar with what are known as the issues of problems (i.e. staseis,
which are again a product of divisions) to have a sound grasp of the things I have just mentioned’ (Heath’s
translation). Or, again Plato’s warning against unnatural or incorrect divisions which is also found in
Hermogenes; see Phaedrus 265E and On Staseis 35. 15—17. For Platonic influence on Hermogenes more
generally see Wooten 1987, 131; North 1991, 201-19, cf. 216-18.
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soul, as Plato demands, but he follows the tradition of rhetoric in this respect.
In this tradition the orator used to form only a rough empirical idea about the
‘type or types of soul’ in the audience and was mainly concerned with the
content of the speech and the way of presentation which were regarded as the
main producers of persuasion. Moreover, in judicial oratory of the 2nd century
AD, when the law system imposed stronger limitations on the members of a
jury than in Classical times, discerning types of soul in this body of judges was
not essential and what counted most was undoubtedly the quality of the legal
arguments — under the condition of course that the judges were allowed to
decide according to the law without any external pressure. Thus, Hermogenes
had to use the method of division in order to construct a system that could help
the orators pinpoint the subject with precision and find out the most relevant,
strong and persuasive arguments in a given political and legal context.

The problem Hermogenes encountered was related to the nature of
rhetorical subjects. He had to deal with a vast number of particular (practically
uncountable) instances which could possibly become subjects of rhetorical
investigation and declamation. First, he gathers all these particulars under
the general term politikon zetema, political question. The division, however,
which follows, cannot lead to a certain particular that is practically unknown
in a theoretical examination of this kind. But even if it were known, a division
that could lead to a full definition of the particular case by enumerating all
the inherent characteristics that connect it to the general category would be of
little practical use, since it could lack reference to the wider social, political,
and legal contexts, and, besides, it would require a new theory of pinpointing
particular arguments for or against. The solution to this problem was twofold.
First, various criteria related to social context were used as a basis for the
divisions employed and, secondly, the divisions did not end in a particular
case, but in what was called kephalaia, or heads of arguments. The heads of
arguments are also general notions with a certain degree of abstractness, but
Hermogenes tries to show that dividing a ‘political question’ into its staseis,
and each stasis into kephalaia, is the best way to approach theoretically a
particular case and relate the heads of arguments to the specific demands of
this case.

Before proceeding to the division of a ‘political question’ into staseis,
Hermogenes makes some preliminary clarifications which he regards as
necessary for a clear understanding of the divisions of questions into heads.
One such preliminary but basic division is that of “political questions’ into
synestota, those that are capable of stasis (they have an issue) and can be
divided into heads, and asystata, asystatic questions, those that are not capable
of stasis (they do not have issue). To these basic groups he also adds a third
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group consisting of questions that are close to being asystata, near asystatic,
(they are almost lacking issue).'® Hermogenes enumerates the conditions
that a “political question’ must satisfy in order to be capable of stasis, i.e.
in order to be a possible subject of a rhetorical investigation/declamation.'”
In this connection it is important to note the new points which Hermogenes
seems to have introduced into the system. He brings forward eight types
of asystatic questions: one-sided, wholly equivalent, reversible, insoluble,
implausible, impossible, disreputable, uncircumstantial. 1f the reconstruction
of Hermagoras’ system is correct,’® then he had provided four asystatic
questions: deficient, one-sided, wholly equivalent, insoluble. Hermogenes’
innovation includes not only the addition of four more types, but also the
enrichment of the criteria employed in this division. He changed the first part
of the list of asystatic questions by adding the reversible and taking away the
deficient (one-sided, wholly equivalent, reversible, insoluble). Then he formed
the second part of the list by adding the rest of them (implausible, impossible,
disreputable, uncircumstantial) and absorbing the deficient into what he called
aperistaton, uncircumstantial. It is true that the first half of the list includes
asystatic questions which can be easily justified by reference to their lack of
compliance with the conditions prescribed.!”” The addition of the new four
types, however, created some problems with classification and this is the main
reason why Hermogenes’ treatment of asystatic questions has been regarded
as an unsatisfactory ‘body of theory’.*® What is a problem from a clearly
theoretical point of view, however, becomes an advantage when seen from
the point of view of a practically oriented classification. Hermogenes’ criteria
are in fact concerned in part with the resources offered for argumentation
and in part with the potential conclusion.?! The first four types, however,
seem to focus more on the lack of arguments that results from the specific
circumstances of the case at hand, while in the four last asystatic questions the
focus is more on the wider social context, which plays a significant role in the
invalidation of the argumentation. In Hermogenes’ examples, the implausible
question (Aristides acts unjustly), for example, is invalid not because Aristides

16 On Staseis 31. 19-34, 15.

17 See the relevant discussion in Heath 1995, 66—70. The conditions mentioned (31, 19-32, 9) are the
following: (i) The questions include person and act or one of them, (ii) There are persuasive arguments
on both sides that (a) are different from those of the other party, and (b) have probative force, and (iii)
the verdict (which is to be pronounced by the jury) is (a) not self evident, (b) not prejudiced, and (c) not
unreachable.

18 Nadeau 1959, 66-71.

19 Seen. 17 above.

20 See the discussion in Heath 1995, 67.

21 Heath 1995, ibid.
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could not have proceeded to an unjust act under certain circumstances, but
because people cannot be persuaded that such a man proceeded to such an
act.”? The term used for the last asystatic question, uncircumstantial, denotes
the absence not only of more general circumstances but also of necessary
particular circumstances that could give rise to relevant arguments and result
in a resolution being reached. The fact that Hermogenes abandons the term
deficient and uses the broader term, aperistaton, uncircumstantial (if he was
the one who originally introduced the term) illustrates, I think, the point of
view from which he approached the matter of asystatic questions. He seems
to point out the power of society’s convictions as to what is implausible,
impossible, or disreputable and the impact of these convictions on the
validation or invalidation of relevant arguments. Moreover, the introduction
of these new asystatic questions (as well as that of the near asystatic ones) in
this period, when law literature was increasing® and a systematic exposition
of the elements of Roman law appeared,* could probably be the rhetorician’s
reaction to the new developments in the field of law.?* It would be catastrophic
for a professional orator, an advocatus, if he did not recognize the asystatic
nature of a question and tried to build arguments, for or against the case at
hand, which would ignore the peculiarity of the situation.

Hermogenes’ major division is of course that which discerns the staseis
and their relation to each other. He applies the method of division, as it was
introduced by Plato, as faithfully as he can.® He starts from the general
class politikon zetema and then, taking as his basis the possible nature of the
krinomenon, the subject which is being examined, he devises a division of
the whole class into two mutually exclusive sub-classes; these sub-classes
are distinguished by the fact that one possesses a certain characteristic while
the other lacks it. Then he repeats the procedure by dividing the sub-class
which possesses the characteristic (in a tree-like representation it would be
on the right) in the same way into two parts, and so on. The sub-class or any
subdivision which does not permit further division (in principle the ones to the

22 The difference between implausible and impossible is clear I think. The impossible refers to cases which
simply, according to reason or common belief, do not exist. For a rather different view see Heath 1995, 67.
23 Emmett 2008, 114-62, cf. 118-19.

24 See Muirhead 1880.

25 This point obviously needs further investigation, but there is evidence for other changes in rhetorical
theory which seem to have been introduced as a consequence of the rhetoricians’ need to adapt their theory
to contemporary court practice. See Heath 2003a, 1-91, cf. 19-23.

26 Plato elaborates on his method of division in the Sophist and the Statesman. See cf. the Sophist
218D-237A.
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left) constitutes the staseis of a politikon zetema.?” In this way he distinguishes
13 staseis.®

The whole system of staseis represents the structure of social reality and the
place of law within it, as it is understood by a rhetorician. Above everything
there is the level of existence (stochasmos) and then the rest (of the levels)
dependent on it follow: that of placing something that exists in a class (koros)
in order for men to understand it and be certain that they speak of the same
thing; that of the qualities of the thing under discussion (poiotes), which are
understood as either inherent to it in some way (logike) or as imposed on
it by a legal provision (nomike). From that point onwards, reality becomes
the very concrete one of the law courts. With the exception of pragmatike,”
all the divisions and subdivisions of /ogike try to put the complex net of
intentions and subjective understanding that covers the human acts into some
order. They bring together into one system various manifestations of a basic
human tendency that gives rise to various argument strategies or, from another
point of view, a tendency that sheds more light on the acts that are under
legal investigation. It is the psychological tendency which tries to give moral
content to a bad act through the belief that the victim deserved the punishment,
that somebody else bears the responsibility for one’s deeds, or that the wrong
act was a departure point for great benefit. The final point of this course is the
stasis of syngnome, where the accused asks for forgiveness and practically
employs his last argument by addressing his fellow man’s feelings of pity and
expecting the punishment to be mitigated. On the other hand, the division of
nomike does not follow the pattern of successive subdivisions into two parts
anymore, but is directly divided into four staseis (or five if we also count the
metalepsis here, which is first added at the end as if it is outside the system,

27 The lack of space does not allow me to present a diagram here. For an excellent diagram showing
the whole system of Hermogenes’ division with the branches leading to the right see Kennedy 1983, 83.
Phanes, however (in the first division) and teles (in the second one) should be corrected to phaneron and
teleion respectively.

28 Kennedy counts 14 staseis in his diagram. In the same way many later Greek commentators count 14
staseis in Hermogenes’ system. Marcellinus, however, in his Prolegomena counts 13, because of the double
meaning of metalepsis, objection (documentary and non documentary). See also Kennedy 1994, 210, n.
14. Hermogenes keeps the four basic staseis (stochasmos, horos, poiotes, metalepsis, see n. 3 above), but
divides poiotes into two parts: logike, rational, and nomike, legal, and by subdividing both successively
he brings forward the following staseis (in the order he treats them): antilepsis, antistasis, antenglema,
metastasis, syngnome, pragmatike, rheton and dianoia, syllogismos, antinomia, amphibolia.

29 The only exception is the mention of pragmatike. Logike is divided into two branches on the basis of
whether the subject which it deals with refers to the future or the past: if it refers to the future, the stasis is
the pragmatike which is related to the deliberative genre; if it refers to the past, then we have dikaiologia,
related to judicial rhetoric, which is not a stasis, since it is further subdivided.
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and then treated separately).’® The nomikai staseis actually comprise a rather
exhaustive list of cases of legal argumentation, which is practically nothing
but various cases of law interpretation. For the rhetoricians, law could not
be simply applied without further discussion. Aristotle had already observed
that the laws are necessarily expressed in general terms and because of that
they apply to broad classes of deeds and wide groups of individuals.®' It is
the judge, according to Aristotle, who will link the general provisions of law
with the particular case at hand. But the rhetoricians never left this role to the
official judges alone, and the interpretation of law was always a useful weapon
when trying to defend their cases or when helping the judge dispense justice.

Through the system of staseis rhetoric recognizes that nothing can be
certain or known beyond any doubt in social reality, that change predominates,
and that everything has to be established in each case from the beginning,
irrespective of the existing legal system. The laws which are an established
and stable point of reference cannot be the point of departure in the process
of administering justice. Moreover, the stasis system allows rhetoric to
move effectively between the general and the particular, and helps justice
administration to bridge the gap between the general law and the particular
case. Consequently, Hermogenes’ hierarchical system illustrates the steps
which should be followed not only by the student of rhetoric who wants to be
successful in his declamation, but also by the orator or judge who in practice
tries to find out the truth behind a particular case and dispense justice.

30 See on metalepsis On Staseis 42. 10-43, 7 and 79. 19-82, 3. The four staseis mentioned here are: rheton
and dianoia, syllogismos, antinomia, amphibolia. See also n. 3 above about metalepsis.
31 Aristotle Rhetoric 11, 1354a12-b22.
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Interpretatio and inventio:
the case of Servius’ commentary
on Virgil’s Eclogues'

MATHILDE SKOIE

Views on the relationship between rhetoric, poetics, and hermeneutics have
varied greatly throughout the ages, and the precise nature of this relationship
is still a topic of debate. Similarly, the relationship between the Late Antique
rhetorician and the Late Antique grammarian is complex and competitive.
Despite different attitudes, it is uncontroversial to claim that the three
disciplines and the two professions meet in the realm of elocutio; they share the
technical vocabulary of style, figures and tropes. In this article, [ want to argue
that further exploration of common ground, namely that of inventio, may be
worthwhile. I shall begin by opening up this avenue of research with a reading
of two passages from what is perhaps the most important extant example of
Late Antique literary criticism in Latin — Servius’ commentary on Virgil.

Grammar, rhetoric and Servius

Grammar and rhetoric were fundamental parts of the ancient educational
system. The grammaticus held an important position between that of the
litterator and the rhetor.> While the litterator taught the students their basic
knowledge of letters and the rhetor taught composition and how to deliver
speeches, based inter alia on literary form and structure, the grammaticus
held the middle ground, teaching both morphology, syntax, and the reading
and interpretation of authors. Though the grammarian and rhefor shared the
technical vocabulary of styles, figures and tropes, their perspectives on these
differed. While the grammarian often treated figurative language as a deviation
from normal language, the rhetorician treated it as ornament.?

1 I am grateful to @ivind Andersen for having reintroduced classical rhetoric as a teaching subject in
Norway. Through teaching rhetoric these last years, first as an assistant on his course and later on my own,
I have not only gained insight into a vital field, but also become a much better reader of ancient texts.
Though Andersen himself leaves the chapter on poetics to the nestor of modern studies of ancient rhetoric,
George A. Kennedy, in his book / Retorikkens Hage (In the Garden of Rhetoric), I still hope the relationship
between the two is a matter of interest to him as a literary scholar and rhetorician. I would also like to thank
my colleagues at the University of Oslo, Anastasia Maravela and Tor Ivar @stmoe, for valuable help along
the path through what sometimes seemed more like a rhetorical wood than a rhetorical garden.

2 On grammar and its development as well as the relationship between the litterator, grammaticus and
rhetor, see Irvine 1994.

3 Seee.g. Copeland and Sluiter 2009, 28-38.
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Servius is the most famous Late Antique grammarian that we know of; he
is even a character in Macrobius’ fictional dialogue Saturnalia, where he is
presented in the text as standing above the plebeia grammaticorum cohors
(1.24.8).* His most famous work is his huge commentary on Virgil, which is
perhaps the most important work both in the history of Virgilian criticism and
in the genre of literary commentaries in the first millennium. His work has had
an impressive influence, particularly since his commentary physically framed
almost every Renaissance edition of Virgil.’

Servius’ style of commentary is perhaps surprisingly recognizable to
the modern reader, though the technical vocabulary might not be so easily
recognizable. After an introduction, the commentary follows a lemmatic form.
Like many commentaries, his interest is more in the collection of interesting
details than the pedagogical placement of these within a wider landscape,
though it does not necessarily follow that there is no broader purpose behind
the comments. His commentary is certainly magisterial in many senses of the
word, though scholars have debated whether it is more directed towards teachers
than pupils.® In the commentary Servius’ interest in a wide range of topics is
illustrated, and he often gives more information than necessary.” Robert Kaster
lists the following categories: comments on ‘punctuation, metre, uncertain
readings, myth or other Realien and especially on the language’; he further
remarks that the comments on language dwarf the others, representing two notes
for every three.! However, the category ‘language’ must be understood broadly
and should include comments on figurative language and other issues that many
would categorize as literary criticism.” Likewise, as in modern commentaries,
the commentary is peppered with references to parallel passages. Yet there is
an important difference between Servius and modern commentaries which is
worthy of note. His commentary was intended for an audience who used Latin
as their main academic language, and thus his comments on proper usage were
of more immediate relevance then than they are today.

Scholarship on Servius has, for a long time, been meagre due to the

4 His method is also visible here, though Kaster 1988, 171-2, finds significant differences between this
presentation and the actual commentary.

5 Cf. Wilson-Okamura 2010, 32.

6 Kaster 1988, 170 argues that the intended audience must have been pueri, while Marshall 1997, 20 and
Stansbury in McDonough et al. 2004 argue for teachers.

7 Oncommentaries and copia, cf. Gumbrecht 1999. For a brief description of the concept of commentaries
underlying the argument of this article, see Skoie 2002, 14-19.

8 Kaster 1988, 170. For another way of describing the range of topics, see the analysis of Servius’
commentary on the first ten lines of the Aeneid in Marshall 1997, Appendix B.

9 Cf. Sharrock 2008.
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complicated transmission of the text and the lack of modern editions.'®
However, this situation is starting to change, and nuanced readings of different
aspects of Servius are appearing — not least as a consequence of the rise of
reception studies." However, surprisingly little has been written so far on
rhetoric or, indeed, on the commentary on the Eclogues."?

Although Servius’ commentary has achieved exemplary status, his
was not the only way of writing commentaries in Late Antiquity, nor were
grammarians the only ones who were commenting on Virgil. Servius’ near
contemporary, the rhetor Tiberius Claudius Donatus, comments in the preface
to his Interpretationes Virgilianae: ‘If you adequately pay attention to Virgil’s
poetry and suitably understand its purpose, you will find in the poet a great
rhetor and hence understand that orators especially should teach Virgil, not
grammatici’."> However, as I shall attempt to show, there is much more rhetoric
in Servius than such a statement would indicate — even though Servius does
not regard Virgil as a rhetor, but as a poet.

Servius’ approach to the Eclogues

The intention of the Eclogues is, according to Servius’ preface, to imitate
Theocritus and ‘in some places’ to allegorically thank Augustus (/ntentio
poetae haec est, ut imitetur Theocritum Syracusanum ... et aliquibus locis per
allegoriam agat gratias Augustuo et aliis nobilibus, quorum favore amissum
agrum recepit)."* Thus, we have two rhetorical concepts at the core of Servius’
approach: imitatio and allegoria.

10 The text of Servius that we have today is a conflation of Servius and what is called ‘Servius auctus’ or
‘Servius Danielis’. On the textual transmission, see Murgia 1968. There is still no complete modern edition
of Servius, the so-called ‘Harvard Servius’ so far consists only of the commentary on Aen. 1-5. Meanwhile
Cambridge has reprinted the Thilo-Hagen edition from 1887 as late as 2011, and this is the edition used for
the Eclogues in this article. This is also the text which is used on the Perseus website.

11 The main recent works on Servius were, for a long time, Kaster 1988 and Marshall 1997. However,
a new trend seems to be emerging, the most recent example of which is Casali and Stok 2008. Likewise,
the translation of Servius’ commentary on Aeneid 4 has made parts of the commentary available to a
completely new audience; see McDonough et al. 2004. For studies of Servius from the point of view of
reception, see especially Patterson 1987, Fowler 1992, Thomas 2001 and Kaster 2012.

12 There are of course exceptions; Patterson 1987 and Thomas 2001 deal with Servius on the Eclogues in
general, Zetzel 1984 focuses on history and — more specifically — Calcante 2011 deals with rhetoric in the
Eclogues (recusatio in Eclogue 6).

13 Si Maronis carmina competenter attenderis et eorum mentem congrue comprehenderis, invenies in
poeta rhetorem summum atque inde intelleges Vergilium non grammaticos, sed oratores tradere debuisse.
Quoted from McDonough et al. 2004, XVIII.

14 In this article I refer only to passages from Servius, unless otherwise stated. All quotations from Servius
are from the Thilo—Hagen edition, 1887/2011.
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Imitatio is of course a key concept in poetics and in rhetorical pedagogy
and practice. Aristotle’s theory of mimesis is fundamental to the understanding
of poetry in general. For the Latin poets, imitation or aemulation of Greek
literature is essential. In rhetoric, imitation is considered by some as a separate
fourth factor (in addition to nature, art, and training) in bringing the faculty
of speech to perfection, and according to Quintilian imitation is an important
part of the art of rhetoric.'> Servius’ observation on imitation is important for
his exposition of the Eclogues; this is evident in the intertextual references to
Theocritus in the text. Allegory is, however, the rhetorical term that appears
most frequently in the commentary to the Eclogues (15 times), and in general
it is the rhetorical concept most discussed in relation to Servius.'® According
to Servius, the allegorical dimension distinguishes Virgil’s Eclogues from
Theocritus’ Idylls as it reveals more poetic complexity and is a sign of an
urban or sophisticated poetics.'” In Servius’ reading, allegory is primarily
linked to the biographical reading of Ec/. 1, 2 and 9. According to Marshall,
this reading ‘did serious damage to subsequent readers of Virgil’.!s However, I
tend to agree with Patterson, who thought that it was the critics who had been
naive."” As stated above, Servius only reads Virgil allegorically in some places
(aliquibus locis).?° And in some places he explicitly rejects allegorization (e.g.
at 1.28 and 3.20) or claims that you can read something allegorically or not
(e.g. 1.27).

As a further key to Servius’ general interpretation of the Eclogues, a third
rhetorical topic is important—that of style or ‘character’ in Servian terminology.
In his preface, Servius famously places the Eclogues in the lowest of the three
styles, the humble style (humilis), while the Aeneid is written in the grand style
(grandiloquus) and the Georgics in the medium style (medius). This generic
label is an important premise for the further interpretation and is explicitly
referred to in the later explanation of lemmata, e.g. on Ec/. 1.2 the fenuis

15 Cf. Quint. 3.5.1: Facultas orandi consummator natura arte execitatione, cui partem quartam adiciunt
quidam imitationis, quam nos subicimus. (‘The faculty of speech is brought to perfection by Nature, Art and
Practice, some add a fourth factor, Imitation, but I include this under Art.” Trans. Russell, 2001).

16 Cf. e.g. Jones 1961 on Servius in general and Levis (1993) on Servius’ Eclogues.

17 Hoc autem fit poetica urbanitate (‘But his makes for a poetic urbanity’, prooem.).

18 Marshall 1997, 22.

19 Patterson 1987, 35.

20 Even when it comes to a single character in the Eclogues he does not necessarily go for a consistent
allegorical reading, as he famously comments on Ec/. 1.1: ... hoc loco Tityri sub persona Vergilium debemus
accipere; non tamen ubique, sed tantum hoc exigit ratio. (‘Here we ought to read Virgil behind the character
of Tityrus, though not always — only where this makes sense.”)
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avena is explained as a choice of instrument precisely because this should be
understood within the framework of the humble style.?!

On the level of figurative language, the rhetorical technical vocabulary
is — not unsurprisingly — frequent. As is the case for most commentators at
this time, Servius’ technical terms are those of Herennius and Quintilian. In
several places he notes how expressions are simply figurative speech (figurate
ait), without specifying the type of figure. Kaster notes how this phrase is
often framed by the pedagogical non debuit (‘should not’) or debuit enim
dicere (‘should have said’), but I do not find that this is the case to the same
extent in the commentary on the Eclogues.** Of the 12 instances of the phrase,
none are framed by non debuit or its cognates, though some are paraphrased
in ‘normal’ language. Kaster’s examples are all from the Aeneid. This might
signify an interest in pointing out precisely the figurative quality rather than
the “unorthodox’ usage, when it comes to the Eclogues. I would therefore like
to suggest that this might be Servius’ way of underscoring his differentiation of
the Eclogues and Theocritus’ Idylls and of supporting the idea of the Eclogues
as poetically more complex and sophisticated.

The parallels listed might also indicate a rhetorical disposition. Cicero is
mentioned about 20 times, and seven of these are references to his speeches. Of
course mythology, history and colourful — perhaps even humorous remarks on
everyday issues also fill up the commentary. Eclogue 6 in particular provides
an opportunity to delve into mythology. In his lemma on the child in Eclogue
4.21, on the other hand, Servius exhibits a less learned tenor. He comments
on the appropriateness of the baby being given milk: ‘after all, what is more
apt for a child?’?® On this occasion, however, I want to highlight the rhetorical
tenor and Servius’ idea of Virgilian complexity in his general approach to the
Eclogues.

21 In the explanation of the first lemma on Ecl. 3 he refers to another triad of characteres, this time
characteres dicendi based on the type of narration in the tradition from Aristotle’s Poetics: novimus tres
characteres dicendi: unum in quo poeta loquitur ..., alium dramaticum, in quo nusquam poeta loquitur ...
tertium mixtum (‘we know of three genres of narration, one in which the poet speaks ..., another dramatic
where the poet never speaks ... and a third mixed’) and he places Ecl. 3 in the dramatic genre. He also uses
more specific literary generic terminology when he labels Ecl. 4 a genethliacon.

22 Kaster 1988, 177 ff.

23 The writing on trees in Ecl. 5.13, today often considered an important metapoetic event, is similarly
described as apt due to the rustic character of the speakers — ubi enim debuit magis rusticus scribere?
(‘where else should a rustic write?”).
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Inventio: two examples

So far I have shown that rhetorical theory is crucial to Servius’ discussion of
intention (imitation and allegory) and to his explanation of issues of language
as understood in a broad sense (levels of style and figurative language). The
basic canon of rhetoric present is, so far, that of elocutio. An exception to
this is imitation, which in the rhetorical system is referred to most often as a
pedagogical method and in poetics as a founding principle. Following on from
the latter, imitation might also be regarded as part of inventio, as a generator
of discourse. However, it may be fruitful to also look for traces of inventio in
a more traditional sense, as [ would like to argue in the following.

Inventio is most often defined as the technique of finding ideas and
arguments to be used in a speech. In terms of modes of persuasion, this is
primarily related to the realm of logos — proofs based on reasoning, analysis
and argument. Stasis theory and topics fall under this heading. I will now
focus on two instances in Servius where his analysis refers to issues that fall
under this umbrella.

My first example is from Servius’ commentary on Ec/. 1. This is the famous
dialogue between the herdsmen Tityrus and Meliboeus. While Tityrus has
been able to keep his land and now enjoys life in a leisurely state (otium)
Meliboeus is driven away, and their different situations make up the topic of
their conversation. Tityrus comments that a god gave him his otium. When
Meliboeus questions Tityrus about who this god is, Tityrus answers in a rather
roundabout way, starting with the city of Rome which he describes as follows
(19-25):

Urbem quam dicunt Romam, Meliboee, putavi

stultus ego huic nostrae similem, quo saepe solemus 20
pastores ovium teneros depellere fetus.

sic canibus catulos similes, sic matribus haecdos

noram, sic parvis componere magna solebam.

verum haec tantum alias inter caput extulit urbes

quantum lenta solent inter viburna cupressi. 25

The city men call Rome I reckoned, Meliboeus,

Fool that I was, like this of ours, to which we shepherds
Are often wont to drive the weanlings of the ewes.

So puppies are like dogs, I knew, so kids are like

Their mother goats, so I’d compare big things to small.
But she has raised her head among the other cities

High as a cypress-tree above the guelder-rose.?*

24 Text and translation Lee 1984.
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Servius reads the poem in the context of the land confiscations and he
reads Tityrus as Virgil in some, but not all instances, of this poem. In his
comments on this passage he addresses the question of why Tityrus answers
Meliboeus’ question of who this god is with a description of Rome (19). He
explains this either as a sign of the rustic simplicity of Tityrus, since ‘he does
not possess the perfect order of narration but addresses questions by long
detours’ (ordinem narrationis plenum non teneat, sed per longas ambages ad
interrogata descendat), or because in order to describe a person you need to
locate him in a place. In any case, according to Servius, we are dealing with a
very long hyperbaton, urbem quam dicunt Romam. hic illum vidi Meliboeee.
Very long, indeed, since the last part, hic illum vidi, Meliboee does not come
before verse 42! Yet what [ want to focus on here is how Servius deals with
the comparisons in vv.22—4:

[22] SIC CANIBUS CATULOS SIMILES SIC MATRIBUS HAEDOS N. S. P. C. M. S. vult
urbem Romam non tantum magnitudine, sed etiam genere differre a ceteris civitatibus et esse
velut quendam alterum mundum aut quoddam caelum, in qua deum Caesarem vidit. qui enim
comparat cani catulum vel haedum capellae, magnitudinis facit, non generis differentiam;
qui autem dicit, leo maior est cane, et generis facit et magnitudinis differentiam, sicut nunc
de urbe Roma fecit. putabam, inquit, ante, ita Romam comparandam esse aliis civitatibus,
ut solet haedus caprae comparari; nam quamvis maior esset, tamen eam civitatem esse
ducebam: nunc vero probavi eam etiam genere distare; nam est sedes deorum. hoc autem eum
dicere, ille comprobat versus ‘quantum lenta solent inter viburna cupressi’: nam viburnum
brevissimum est, cupressus vero arbor est maxima. hoc autem genus argumentationis et apud
Aristotelem lectum est, et apud Ciceronem. COMPONERE comparare.

[22] SIC CANIBUS CATULOS SIMILES SIC MATRIBUS HAEDOS N.S.P.N. he means
that the city of Rome differs from other cities not only in size, but also in kind and that it
is like some other world or heaven in which he saw Caesar as god. For he who compares
puppies to dogs or kids to mother goats is differentiating in size, but not kind. However, he
who claims that a lion is bigger than a dog makes a difference both in kind and size as he
now has done with Rome. I thought before, he says, that Rome could be compared to other
cities in the same way as it is usual to compare a kid with a mother goat; for although it is
bigger, I still thought it a city, but now I have seen for myself that it is also different in kind;
for it is the seat of gods. That this is what he says is proven by this verse ‘lenta solent inter
viburna cupressi’, because a guelder-rose is very small while a cypress is a very tall tree.
This is a type of argument found both in Aristotle and Cicero. COMPONERE compare.

These comparisons are not given any space in the most recent commentaries
on the Eclogues, but here they are given much more space.” The fact that
they are comparisons is highlighted by Servius in both the long paraphrase

25 By recent commentaries, I refer to Coleman 1977 in the Cambridge Greek and Latin Classics series
(reprinted many times since then, most recently in 2003) and Clausen 1994.
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and in the extra example. The essence, according to Servius’ paraphrase, is
that Tityrus realizes that Rome cannot be compared to other cities, because it
is a kind of heaven, a home for gods. While the first comparisons are of size,
the final comparison is a comparison of a hedge-shrub to a tree, and thus is of
both size and kind (a similar comparison would be that of a lion and dog). His
comment is rounded off with a reference to Cicero and Aristotle.

Comparison is the final topic in Cicero’s Topica (68—71). Here he treats
comparisons of the following categories: quantity, quality, value, and relation
to things.? As I read Servius, his explanation of this passage follows Cicero’s
reasoning, especially that of quantity, though Cicero does not deal specifically
with the issue of kind (genus). My point here, however, is not necessarily to
prove a direct use of this Ciceronean passage, but only to point out the fact
that Servius deals with topics at some length in his explanation of this poetic
text, and given the amount of space he devotes to this passage, he obviously
finds this important. This is moving far beyond the level of elocutio and into
the realm of invention.

In his explanation of Ecl. 8, the issue is not comparison, but what Servius
calls a ‘syllogism’. This eclogue consists of the two songs by the shepherds
Damon and Alphesiboeus, introduced by a narrator who also dedicates the
poem to an unnamed patron, probably Pollio. The shepherds’ songs are both
about love, the first includes ideas borrowed from Theocritus’ Id. 3, while
the latter is more closely modelled on Theocritus’ /d. 2.1-62. Both songs are
divided into stanzas with refrains. Damon sings about his love for Nysa, who
is now to marry Mopsus. The seventh stanza of Damon’s song deals with
pitiless Love (47-50):

Saevus Amor docuit natorum sanguine matrem
commaculare manus; crudelis tu quoque, mater:
crudelis mater magis, an puer improbus ille?
Improbus ille puer; crudelis tu quoque, mater.

Pitiless Love once taught a mother to pollute

Her hands with blood of sons; you too were cruel, mother.
Who was more cruel, the mother or that wicked boy?
That wicked boy was; yet you too were cruel, mother.?’

26 numerus, species, vis, quaedam etiam ad res aliquas affectio, Cic. Top. 68.
27 Text and translation in Lee 1984.
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These lines, and in particular the final two, have puzzled commentators,
primarily because of the triple repetition of mater and crudelis. Related to this
is also the question of whether mater refers to the same person throughout the
passage. This has troubled scholars to such an extent that textual corruption
and suggested emendations.?® Servius, however, defends the text and explains
the passage rather extensively:

[47] SAEVUS AMOR DOCVIT quasi novam artem insinuavit et infudit. et bene fabulam
omnibus notam per transitum tetigit: quis enim ignorat Medeam, ab lasone contemptam,
suos filios interemisse? utitur autem optima moderatione: nam nec totum Amori imputat, ne
defendat parricidam, nec totum matri, ne Amo- rem eximat culpa; sed et illam quae paruit,
et illum qui coegit, incusat.

[50] IMPROBUS ILLE PUER C. T. Q. M. non est superflua haec verborum iteratio: nam
syllogismus est plenus, qui constat ex propositione, assumptione, conclusione.

[47] SAEVUS AMOR DOCUIT: As if he introduced and presented a new art. And he
successfully alludes indirectly to a well-known story: for who does not know that Medea,
scorned by Jason, killed her children? However, he uses an excellent moderation of this: for
he neither ascribes all to Amor defending the killer of her own; nor does he ascribe all to the
mother exempting Amor of guilt; but he accuses both her who obeyed and him who forced.

[50] IMPROBUS ILLE PUER C.T.Q.M. the repetition of words is not superfluous: for this
is a full syllogism which consists of proposition, minor proposition and conclusion.

Servius assumes that mater refers to Medea throughout the passage, though
Servius auctus here adds to his text that others also read mater as Venus (alii
hoc loco cum Amore matrem Venerem culpari volunt). The final sentence in
his lemma on 47 is a neatly and symmetrically balanced explication of the
distribution of guilt between the two (nec ... ne ..., nec ... ne ...); and far from
doubting any corruption, Servius calls this an ‘excellent moderation’ (utitur
autem optima moderatione) of a well-known story.?

In his comment on 50, Servius explicitly addresses the issue of repetition
and argues that this is due to the fact that this is a syllogism. The term
syllogismus in Latin is a rare term, but it is used to refer to a form of deductive
reasoning in which a conclusion is drawn from two premises in tune with

28 For an overview of the situation, see Coleman 1977 and Clausen 1994 ad loc. Coleman clearly argues
for textual corruption.

29 This is perhaps also an indication that Servius has understood the Callimachean nature of the use of
mythology in the Eclogues, see Clausen 1994 ad loc.
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Aristotelian logic.*® Servius even goes on to make it clear that this is a perfect
(plenus) syllogism which consists of three parts and is named according to
the terminology used in Quintilian (5.14.5). Yet it might not be so clear to
all his readers whether all the premises are explicitly there or whether we are
dealing with an enthymema where the major premise is supposed. A possible
syllogism could go like this:

P1: It is cruel to teach someone to commit parricide and it is cruel to perform parricide.
P2: Amor taught Medea to commit parricide and Medea committed parricide.
C: Amor and Medea are both cruel.

My point here is not necessarily to be convinced by Servius’ interpretation
or to figure out the exact nature of his idea of a syllogism or this syllogism,
but rather to point out how he uses elements from the logical toolkit in his
interpretation and exposition of this poem, and thus he moves far beyond the
realm of elocutio.

In a similar way, Servius refers to logic in his explication of Ec/. 8.69. In
this passage the other singer, Alphesiboeus, refers to another mythological
woman, this time to Circe. Since one might argue that the allusion to Medea is
a rather dramatic comparison for Damon’s beloved Nysa, one could claim that
Circe’s spells to get Daphnis home might be a bit over the top. Acknowledging
this, Servius explains the allusion as an argumentum a maiore ad minus (‘an
argument from bigger to smaller’). In modern logic this is known as an
argument a fortiori, and it may be traced back to Aristotle’s topics (RA. 11 23,
1397b 12—19) and can be found in Cicero (7op. 23).

Further down the garden path?

In the chapter on poetics in @ivind Andersen’s book I Retorikkens Hage (‘In the
Garden of Rhetoric”), George Kennedy remarks that in Late Antiquity poetics
was simply looked upon as a kind of rhetoric. My brief discussion of Servius’
commentary on the Eclogues clearly supports this claim. However, as I have
tried to show, any further exploration of exactly how embedded his literary
criticism is in the rhetorical tradition should not only focus on the acknowledged
common ground of elocutio, but should also pursue the area of inventio. To stay
within the metaphor of the title of Andersen’s book, I hope this might be seen as
an invitation to go further down precisely that garden path.

30 Syllogismus is a post-Augustan term, e.g. used in Quint. 1.10.38 and 5.14.1. Cicero uses ratiocinatio for
deductive reasoning in general, cf. Inv. rhet. 1.57.
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Kant, rhetoric, and paideia
CAMILLA SERCK-HANSSEN

Kant is commonly seen as a hostile critic of rhetoric,' and for good reason,
since in his writings we find several critical remarks on the subject. Most well
known, perhaps, are two claims from the Critique of the Power of Judgement
(KdU):

Die Beredsamkeit, sofern darunter die Kunst zu iiberreden, d.i. durch den schonen Schein
zu hintergehen (als ars oratoria), und nicht bloe Wohlredenheit (Eloquenz und Stil)
verstanden wird, ist eine Dialektik, die...die Gemiither vor der Beurtheilung fiir den Redner
zu dessen Vortheil zu gewinnen und dieser die Freiheit zu benehmen...2

Beredtheit und Wohlredenheit (zusammen Rhetorik) gehéren zur schonen Kunst; aber
Rednerkunst (1) ist, als Kunst sich der Schwachen der Menschen zu seinen Absichten zu
bedienen (diese mdgen immer so gut gemeint, oder auch wirklich gut sein, als sie wollen),
gar keiner Achtung wiirdig. ... Wer bei klarer Einsicht in Sachen die Sprache nach deren
Reichthum und Reinigkeit in seiner Gewalt hat und bei einer fruchtbaren, zur Darstellung
seiner Ideen tiichtigen Einbildungskraft lebhaften Herzensantheil am wahren Guten nimmt,
ist der vir bonus dicendi peritus, der Redner ohne Kunst, aber voll Nachdruck, wie ihn
Cicero haben will, ohne doch diesem Ideal selbst immer treu geblieben zu sein.?

In recent years, however, several scholars have argued that Kant did not have
anything against rhetoric per se.* They point out that Kant was not only well
educated in Classical and contemporary rhetoric, he was also a great admirer
of writers like Horace and he draws explicitly on Hugh Blair in his writings.’
Moreover, Kant was an enthusiastic supporter of Basedow’s Philanthropinum,
an experimental school which included rhetoric among its subjects.® Some
scholars have gone even further and argued that rhetoric has a positive and
indeed indispensable function in Kant’s practical philosophy.” In this paper I
shall advance a new argument that supports the latter view.

My argument is divided into two steps. First, I show that in the infamous
attack on rhetoric (quoted above) there are in fact three senses of ‘rhetoric’ at

Cf. e.g. Kennedy 1999, 274-5.

KdU 5:327.

KdU 5:328n.

Cf. Garsten 2006, 93-98; Stroud 2005, 328-54; Ercolini 2010.

Cf. Kuehn 2001, 48; Ercolini 2010, 54, 202.

Stroud 2011, 420, n. 5.

Cf. Stroud 2011. To some extent, Ercolini’s 2010 reading can also be counted among such positive
reinterpretations, but, as opposed to Stroud, she does not attempt to give any systematic argument for why
Kant would need to include rhetoric in a certain sense.

NN R W=



242 Camilla Serck-Hanssen

work. In addition to the two commonly recognized senses of ‘rhetoric’, i.e. on
the one hand a negative and on the other a positive, albeit morally insignificant
sense,® I argue that there is also a positive and morally significant sense of
‘rhetoric’. Secondly, I show that in the positive and morally significant sense,
rhetoric fulfils its role by virtue of its commitment to an illusion, an illusion
which poetry, according to Kant, merely plays with.” As we shall see, it is
precisely by means of the illusion that certain examples which can be shown
to play a crucial role in Kant’s understanding of moral education acquire their
required moral force.'” The illusion makes the imagined cases and scenarios
presented by the speaker appear as if they were real events, in light of which
the auditor’s moral disposition to distinguish between right and wrong is
quickened and his motivation to carry out moral acts becomes strengthened.

Kant'’s three senses of ‘rhetoric’

The first, negative sense of ‘rhetoric’ is as ars oratoria. This art has a negative
status in two ways. First, qua art, ars oratoria is inferior to poetry. The reason
is that while it is beautiful, art for Kant must be without any purpose or
intention;'! ars oratoria has a purpose, namely to persuade. To understand
why ars oratoria also has a morally negative status, it is crucial to note that
Kant defines it as a technique whose purpose is to persuade others by ‘winning
their minds and robbing them of their freedom by means of a beautiful
illusion’."? For Kant, autonomy and moral worth are two sides of the same
coin. Therefore, it is quite obvious that a technique which aims to turn the
minds of the listeners into machines that automatically accept the views of the
orator, is morally objectionable and hence is ‘worthy of no respect’.

The second, positive sense of ‘rhetoric’ is simply as a skill in talking
(Beredheit) combined with well-spokenness (Wohlredenheit), which again is
defined as eloquence and style (Eloquenz und Stil). In Kant’s own terminology,
the term ‘rhetoric’ (Rhetorik) is restricted to designating the combination of
these features." In this sense, rhetoric does indeed belong to beautiful art. But

8 Ijsseling 1976, 84-85; Ercolini 2010, 3.

9 KdU5:327.

10 For a good analysis of the role of examples, see Stroud 2011.

11 This much follows from his analysis of beauty and the justification of the claims of the pure judgment
of taste — a topic which I have to leave aside here.

12 KdU 5:326-7.

13 This point is obscured in the English translation of KdU by Guyer and Matthews (2000). In the quoted
passages Wohlredenheit is first translated as ‘skill in speaking’ and the next time as ‘well-spokenness’.
Beredheit is translated as ‘eloquence.” Unfortunately, this sloppiness makes one lose track of Kant’s fine
distinctions.
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it is not thereby a beautiful art in itself. Rather it denotes certain capacities that
can be put to the service of true art, viz. poetry.

The third sense of ‘rhetoric’ can be found by looking carefully at Kant’s
distinction between the orator who performs according to ars oratoria and
the true vir bonus dicendi peritus. As opposed to the former, the latter speaker
clearly does not employ a technique that aims to persuade the listeners.
Nevertheless, this does not imply that this speaker, who is ‘without art but
full of vigour’, is simply involved in rhetoric in the morally neutral sense
of Rhetorik. The first thing to note is that according to Kant a vir bonus
dicendi peritus must not only have an insight into the facts and a mastery
of the language in its richness and purity; he must also ‘through a fruitful
imagination capable of presenting his ideas, partake vividly with his heart
in the true good’."* Hence, in addition to relevant knowledge and rhetorical
skills in the morally neutral sense, this good speaker affects himself by means
of the imagination and thereby improves his own relationship to the good;
when presenting his ideas through imagination in the appropriate kind of way,
he will take part in the true good, i.e. the moral law, not only through reason
but also through his heart (Herzenantheil). Somewhat less poetically we can
say that such a good speaker is a speaker who has the capacity to quicken his
own moral sensibility by means of his imagination. As Kant says elsewhere,
‘Rhetoric is a business of the understanding animated through sensibility’.!* As
such, being a good speaker can clearly be morally significant for the speaker
himself, but what about the audience? As we know, for Kant no one can be
persuaded to be good, since goodness must be the result of an autonomous
will. The crucial question for us is, however, not whether morality can be
furthered in others by any means besides persuasion, but specifically whether
and how the rhetorical features of the speech of a vir bonus dicendi peritus can
contribute to moral education.

The answer to this question is suggested in Kant’s claim that the moral effect
of the speaker on himself is brought about by the process of a Darstellung
(presentation) of his ideas. By Darstellung Kant means presenting a concept or
idea in sensible intuition. For geometrical concepts, the relevant Darstellung
would be the construction of the corresponding geometrical object in space. For
ideas, presentation is a more complicated issue, since, strictly speaking, they do
not have any corresponding spatio-temporal object. Instead, an idea will have to

14 Again, the English translation is inaccurate. ‘[L]ebhaften Herzensantheil am wahren Guten’ is translated
as ‘feels a lively sympathy for the true good. While Kant clearly wants to claim that the heart’s partaking
in the true good happens through the fruitful and able (fichtige) imagination’s presentation of ideas, the
English translation says that the feeling of sympathy for the true good must be alongside; cf. KdU, 205.

15 Kant 2007, 246-7.
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be presented through some other kind of sensible representation which functions
as a symbol or proxy for such an object. We shall return to this point below. For
now, the most important point is to notice that there is a constraint placed on
any presentation qua Darstellung, to wit that it can be shared by others.'® In
other words, in order for the speaker to quicken his own moral sensibility he
must present (darstellen) the ideas so that they can be shared and affect others in
the same way. This should suffice to show that Kant does indeed acknowledge
the possibility of a form of rhetoric that affects (also) the audience in a morally
appropriate and significant way. To see how this is supposed to happen I shall
now turn to the second and final part of my argument.

The role of illusion in moral rhetoric

My aim is now to show that although ars oratoria exploits an illusion in an
objectionable way in order to win the minds of others, a rhetorical illusion can
also have an indispensible positive function in moral education.'” To see how,
we must first look briefly at Kant’s understanding of illusion and error.

In the most general sense, an illusion for Kant is a representation that
presents what is merely a subjective representation of an object as if it were
the object itself.!® Prime examples are optical illusions, as for instance when
the moon seems to become larger when it is closer to the horizon, although
in fact the moon itself does not change its size."” A typical feature of illusions
is that they are robust and insensitive to change even when one knows that
things are not really as they appear. The optical illusion just mentioned is
illustrative, because in spite of our knowledge that the moon’s size does not
change, the moon continues to look larger on the horizon.

According to Kant, all error builds on illusion and consists of being taken
in by the semblance in a way that affects our judgment or beliefs. Hence, to
use the same example again, the error lies not in seeing the moon as larger
(this is unavoidable) but in believing that the moon is larger.’ But what is the
illusion and resulting error in the case of rhetoric?

16 Indeed it is particularly in the KdU, the context of our present analysandum, that Kant emphasizes and
discusses this feature, the so-called sensus communis.

17 The idea that illusions can play a positive role is most explicitly advocated by Kant in the Appendix to
the Dialectic of the Critique of Pure Reason (KrV). However, as I have shown elsewhere, illusions can play
a positive role in the practical realm as well. Cf. Serck-Hanssen 2012.

18 Here I have generalized Kant’s point in KrV” A 297/B 354, where he talks specifically of transcendental
illusions. But the analogy with optical illusion in the very same paragraph shows, I believe, that such a
generalization is warranted.

19 KrV A297/B 353-4.

20 For a good study on Kant and illusion see Grier 2001.
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The illusion involved in rhetoric is clearly that the orator’s subjective
representations, e.g. his presentation of deeds and events, appear to the
listeners as if they were objective states of affairs. An error, however, only
occurs if the auditor also forms the corresponding belief without seeing any
need to think for himself. In this case, the auditor has been deceived and has
mistakenly taken what is in fact a merely subjective representation of the
orator as an object to which he, the auditor, relates as an eyewitness in need of
no further examination. As we have seen, the aim of ars oratoria is precisely
to produce such a state of mind in the audience, namely that the orator’s way
of seeing things is the way things really are and therefore need not be critically
examined. To achieve this aim, ars oratoria not only exploits the illusion, but
also uses ‘artful trickery’.?!

As should be clear from this brief presentation of the distinction between
illusion and error, if there is to be room for a rhetorical illusion that has a
morally positive function, it must be due only to its presentation of the
subjective as if it were objective, and not to any resulting erroneous beliefs
(be they intended or not). To understand the potentially positive function of
the illusion, we must, however, note that a rhetorical illusion can have an ‘as-if
character’ in three ways. The first we have already touched upon, namely that
the orator’s ‘lively presentation in examples’?? can appear to the listeners as if
they are real things, persons, and events. The second is that if the examples are
fictions of the imagination, they can include descriptions of the inner states of
agents, e.g. a person’s inner battle with his conscience, and make such inner
properties appear as if it they were epistemically accessible states of affairs.”
Thirdly, the semblance of seeing real things, persons and events, combined
with the as-if insight into the emotions, thoughts and intentions of the agent(s)
yield the semblance of directly perceiving to the actuality of moral agency.

We are now finally in a position to see how the rhetorical illusion can play a
role in moral education. Earlier in this paper we saw that the vir bonus dicendi
peritus affected his own moral sense by means of a presentation (Darstellung)
of his ideas and that this presentation must be sharable by others. We also saw
that, strictly speaking, no corresponding real object or state of affairs can serve
this purpose and that its place must be filled by some kind of proxy; but which?

From what has already been established, it follows that if the lively
‘presentation in examples’ of our good speaker has the properties of an illusion
described above, such examples could in fact function as a proxy in the desired
way; for first, by means of their illusory nature, the audience would indeed

21 KdU 5:327.
22 KdU 5:327.
23 Bear in mind that for Kant we cannot in fact have such insight, not even into ourselves.
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‘see’ the examples as if they were an objective state of affairs, and as such the
examples fulfil the requirement of being shareable. Moreover, as we have just
seen, by using fictional examples the audience can ‘have before their eyes’,
to use a Kantian expression, what can never be given through experience,
namely exemplary cases of people who act in the right way, at the right time,
with the right means for the right reasons.? The illusory nature of the speaker’s
examples thus confers upon them a capacity for a truly moral effect also on the
audience, for the examples’ twofold character of presence and transcendence
contains a tension that is suited to awakening the auditors’ natural disposition
for moral and autonomous reflection. In the examples they ‘see’ and indeed
‘feel’ the presence of morality, and at the same time they realize that it can only
be comprehended by serious engagement in moral reasoning. In other words,
as opposed to persuasion, which aims at mechanically generated opinions,
the morally appropriate kind of rhetoric entertained by the vir bonus dicendi
peritus prompts moral reflection and reasoning in the audience — it opens their
hearts to the moral law, it sharpens their moral judgement and motivates them
to act truly morally.

Ifthe above reading of a third sense of ‘rhetoric’ is correct, it implies that, for
Kant, rhetoric can play a significant role in moral education precisely because
of its peculiar commitment to and use of illusions, for by such means rhetoric
can lead the audience to the kind of reflection, judgment and motivation that
paideia should aim for.”> As such, rhetoric in fact offers a more promising
means to moral education than do both poetry and moral pedagogy. Poetry on
the one hand, only ‘plays with illusions’ and hence reminds us throughout of
their merely fictive status. Poetry is thus less suited than rhetoric to bring about
serious and lasting reflection in the audience. Moral pedagogy, on the other
hand, tends to take its examples from real life. Since such examples can only
portray the observable conduct of people, they can easily lead to unreflective
imitation rather than genuine moral agency, according to Kant.?® Not only
that, but due to our propensity for self-love, Kant also believes that when
confronted with examples of those who are said to be better than ourselves,
we are easily filled with envy and even with hate towards them rather than
with the motivation to improve our own moral character.”’” In conclusion then,
despite Kant’s harsh remarks about rhetoric, there is a positive lesson to be
learned: to be a vir bonus dicendi peritus is something which we should all
strive for.

24 For this point, see also Stroud 2011.

25 For a good analysis of moral education in Kant, see Sticker forthcoming.
26 Kant 4:408, 6:479-80. For this point see also Stroud 2011, 424.

27 Kant 6:480, 27:694. Also referred to in Stroud 2011.
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Reconceptualizing kairos
Jens E. KJELDSEN

We learn more from the ancient auctores and their concepts, writes @Qivind
Andersen ‘if we study how they unfold in their own age, in their own
environment, on their own terms’.! It would certainly be foolhardy to question
Andersen on the ancient auctores, but a quick glance at contemporary rhetorical
research reveals that no other contemporary field of research turns to concepts
developed in antiquity as much as the study of rhetoric. Fortunately, Andersen
acknowledges that the ancients also ‘offer huge potential for modern theory,
provided they are reconceptualized into modern terms’.?

While you do not expect current students of medicine to read the works of
Hippocrates to become good doctors or medical scholars, you cannot become
an acknowledged scholar of rhetoric unless you have read Aristotle and Cicero.
Humans still seek to influence each other by appealing to ethos, logos and
pathos, and we still seek the available means of persuasion in much the same
way. Therefore many of the ancient rhetorical concepts are still relevant today.
However, as Andersen advises, these concepts must be reconceptualized. One
such concept is kairos.

Kairos in antiquity

Kairos is a complicated term with a complex web of meanings. Most scholars,
however, agree that the two central aspects of the concept are the right or
opportune moment to do something and the proper measure of something.
It also seems to be generally agreed that kairos is a counterpart of chronos.’
While chronos is the view of time as a continuous flow, an understanding of
time in a linear fashion as ‘time passing’, kairos is understood as the puncturing
of chronos; it is an opening providing an opportunity. Onians, for instance,
explains that the earliest Greek uses of the term in contexts of combat and
weaving referred to an opening through which a weapon could find its way or
through which a woof-thread could be shot through the warp.*

The rhetorical understanding of kairos is thus a combination of dimensions.
On the one hand, there is a spatial dimension that indicates an opening of a

Andersen 2011, 248.

Andersen 1997; Andersen 2011, 248.

Smith 1969; Kinneavy 1986, 80; Kinneavy 2002; Sipiora 2002, 2.
Onians 1973, 343-8. See also Miller 1992, 313 and Miller 1994, 83-4.
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rhetorical void, a “problem-space” that a rhetor can occupy for advantage’:
an archer must make the arrow hit exactly the place in the armour where
there is an opening that can be penetrated. On the other hand, kairos has a
temporal dimension that indicates a time to act: a weaver must send the shuttle
through at the exact moment there is an opening in the weaving threads. In this
temporal sense, the puncturing of chronos opens up a limited amount of time,
allowing an orator to seize the moment, before opportunity again disappears.

The idea of ‘proper measure’ provides a third dimension. If a window of
opportunity opens up, then seizing the moment depends on what we say and
how we say it. We may lose the moment if we wait too long or if we do not
adapt to the possibilities of the situation and then provide the wrong kind
or measure of rhetoric. Andersen calls this ‘the aptum-correlated concept of
kairos’, the weaker (or internal) kairos-concept, because it is about ‘taking into
account the circumstances, the audience, oneself and the subject as required
by the rules of what is prepon and aptum’.® This internal concept belongs
to system or method. However, there is also a stronger kairos-concept that
belongs to theory. It concerns ‘the very foundations of what determines and
characterizes rhetorical discourse’. While the weaker concept is concerned
with what one does in rhetoric, the stronger is concerned with what rhetoric
does in the world.”

Reconceptualizing kairos

Even though kairos is an ancient concept, it should be obvious that these
kairotic dimensions and circumstances are equally relevant today. Nonetheless,
reconceptualizing kairos in a contemporary context still poses challenges. For
one thing, kairos — much like rhetoric in general — deals with fleeting matters
that defy being tied down as a techne. It is no coincidence that Lysippus’
(¢.360—.320 BC) statue of Kairos has winged feet.

While it may be possible to create a general rhetorical fechne of the
stronger kairos-concept, it is difficult to do the same for the weaker concept.
The stronger concept teaches us about the indeterminacy and situatedness
of communication; it emphasizes the uniqueness and unpredictability of
situations. As noted by Sipiora, such conditions make it

5 Miller 1994, 84.
6 Andersen 2011, 242.
7 Andersen 2011, 241-2.
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impossible for speakers to control discourse by planning or by previous theory. Since each
discourse must be shaped in immediate response to the present occasion, instruction in
kairos becomes virtually impossible. While theory, grounded in successful past discourse,
provides models of right and wrong strategies, rhetorical theory cannot cast its net over the
unforeseen, unpredictable, and uncontrollable moments.®

This is why attempts to develop a techne for the weaker concept mostly end
up in platitudes claiming that you should always say the right thing at the right
moment. It is not difficult to disagree with such general tenets. However, when
exactly the time is right and what exactly may be the right thing to say is not
easily determined and cannot be put into a formula.

Kairos and rhetorical situation

This raises the question of whether it is possible to reconceptualize kairos as
a contemporary rhetorical techne? Most scholars who try to do so put forward
Lloyd F. Bitzer’s account of the rhetorical situation as a contemporary theory
of kairos.’

Kinneavy equates kairos with the rhetorical situation, which he calls
‘situational context’.!° This is stretching it a bit too far, according to Andersen. !
And he is right. Kairos and Bitzer’s theory both deal with situation, but in
different ways. The concept of kairos focuses on situation as an opportunity
seen from the viewpoint of the orator (the weaker concept), and it generally
describes the roles of changeability, indeterminacy, and uncertainty that form
the precondition for rhetorical communication (the stronger concept). The
theory of rhetorical situation, on the other hand, describes certain structural
circumstances, which bring about rhetoric.

However, in both the notion of kairos and the theory of the rhetorical
situation, a rhetorical space opens up and creates a rhetorical situation. The
kairotic perspective emphasizes the openness and opportunities that such
rhetorical spaces offer a speaker, while the perspective of the rhetorical
situation emphasizes the exigencies and constraints of such spaces, which
invite — and almost prescribe — a fitting response. Both are seen from the
perspective of an orator, but Bitzer’s account of the circumstances for rhetoric
makes it almost a social scientific theory. His first article from 1968 accounted
for the constitutive elements of the rhetorical situation (exigency, constraints,

8 Sipiora 2002, 6.

9 Bitzer 1968.

10 Kinneavy 1986.

11 Andersen 1997, 2011.
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and audience). Bitzer later developed the theory in his 1980 article. Even
though this article mentions neither chronos nor kairos, its description of the
stages of the rhetorical situation is actually a description of the elements of
chronos. A rhetorical situation has four stages: 1) origin and development, 2)
maturity, 3) deterioration, and 4) disintegration. The stage of maturity is the
stage of kairos. This is the moment where the situation is ripe for rhetorical
intervention. The development of the four stages fits with the characteristics
of chronos as described by Smith: 1) motion and process, 2) measuring units
‘numbering’ the movement and the elapsed time, and 3) a serial order.'?

In opposition to the traditional understanding of the kairotic moment,
stage two in Bitzer’s theory can last for a second, for a century, or even
forever. So, while rhetorical situations can persist, ‘conceivably some persist
indefinitely’,' the kairotic, in contrast, is normally understood in terms of
swift, shifting conditions.

Contemporary reconceptualizations of kairos

The rhetorical situation has evolved into a theory of recurring situations.
Because ‘comparable situations occur, prompting comparable responses’,'
we have developed a rhetorical genre theory which is both descriptive and
normative. It describes how we normally respond to situations and prescribes
what would generally be the fitting responses to the different kinds of recurring
situations. Rhetorical genres are conventionalized kairotic moments. In this
way, it is not so much the orator who seizes the moment but rather it is the
moment that directs the orator to talk. There is not enough indeterminacy or
unexpectedness in the situation for rhetorical genres to be kairotic moments in
the originally Classical sense. Because genres represent recurring situations,
they can be anticipated and controlled, which is exactly why it is possible to
create a techne, a theory, about them.

Kairos, on the other hand, is about that which cannot be controlled: the
indeterminacy and changeability of fleeting moments. This may help to
explain the peculiar fact that several of the reconceptualizations of kairos
in contemporary rhetorical studies examine phenomena that appear to be
most typical of contemporary society and most removed from the ancients:
science, technology, risk society, visual activism, and media.'* For instance,
in her study of the rhetoric of science, Carolyn Miller explored how kairos

12 Smith 1969, 2-3.

13 Bitzer 1968, 12—-13.

14 Bitzer 1968, 13. Cf. Jamieson 1973, who was among the first to connect situation and genre.

15 Miller 1992; Miller 1994; Scott 2006; Stephenson 2009; Sheridan et al. 2009; Kelly et al. 2014.
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created ‘opportunities for belief’. New scientific discoveries can only be
communicated — or perhaps only be made — when the difference between
novelty and tradition opens up a kairotic opportunity. Kairos in science, Miller
writes, can be understood as operating in two arenas:

it is both a conceptual or intellectual space, understood as the opportunity provided by
explanatory problems, and a social or professional space, understood by the opportunity
provided by a forum of interaction. Both of these spaces change constantly and are always
subject to appropriation and redefinition.

As Miller points out, kairos teaches us about ‘the complex nature of rhetorical
context, or situation’. It makes us see not only the temporal aspect of context,
but also the spatial; it points not only to the objective, but also to the subjective
dimensions of rhetorical situations.'

In a later piece on technology, Miller illustrates how ‘kairos in technical
discourse functions primarily to create opportunities for opportunity’.!”
Appeals to seize the opportune moment are pervasive in technology-talk,
Miller explains, because they promise predictability, control, and advantage to
what otherwise would be an uncertain and unknowable future. Technological
change is different from scientific progress because the kairotic moment is not
now but in the future, which is why the ‘technological forecasting’ of threats
or advantages is a way of creating opportunities for opportunity.'®

Scott makes similar observations in his treatment of ‘Kairos as Indeterminate
Risk Management’ in relation to the pharmaceutical industry’s response to
bioterrorism after 9/11. Instead of a ‘modernist’, grounded notion of kairos
as a controlling agent seizing an advantage, he proposes an alternative
notion of kairos as ‘the indeterminate response to unbounded, immeasurable,
unpredictable, and ultimately uncontrollable global risks’."

The sophistic condition

I am not sure how a classicist would regard such reconceptualizations
of kairos, but there is no doubt that the kairotic perspective helps the
contemporary researcher to understand the rhetoric of our time, because the

16 Miller 1992, 320 and 322. Bitzer has been accused by Richard Vatz (1973) of having a deterministic,
objective view of rhetoric that leaves only limited agency to the orator. In contrast with this view, Vatz
claims that it is not the situation that determines the rhetorical response, but the orator that defines the
situation. For this reason, Vatz’ position has been called subjective (Miller 1992; Miller 1994).

17 Miller 1994, 93.

18 Miller ibid.

19 Scott 2006, 137.
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concept of kairos seems remarkably well suited to the study of contemporary
society. Part of the explanation for this, I think, is that we are in many ways
now returning to a sophistic condition. In a world of globalization, pluralism,
convergence, mediatization, and technological changes, rhetorical situations
have become more complex, fragmented, changeable, and incalculable.?® This
contemporary sophistic condition revives questions of rhetorical agency and
relativism, and provides new importance to kairos.

Modern media have added situational complexity by transforming the
public sphere into a rhetorical arena of multi-mediated communication, thus
obscuring the traditional sense of communicator and audience. Mass media
and new media have created a plurality of situations, wherein speakers
simultaneously address many different groups of audiences and situational
exigencies. This became obvious in the cartoon crisis of 2005 and 2006, when
the Danish newspaper Jyllands-Posten published cartoons of the Prophet
Mohammed (30 November 2005). The editors meant to initiate a local Danish
discussion on freedom of speech, but in a globalized and mediated world, such
manifestations quickly gain a life of their own — completely independent of
the intentions of the communicator.

Communicators — especially political speakers — are victims of journalistic
framing and the mediated fragmentation of their utterances. The traditional
political speech is afforded little space or time. It has been replaced by forms
of dialogue such as the interview, the debate, or the press conference. These
forms of communication are constrained by the management of journalists
and editors, and thereby limit the orators’ influence on what he or she is saying
and on the mediated journeys of his or her words. Journalists, observers, and
commentators use quotations out of context, and they frame, prime, and set
their own agendas. When the words have been disseminated, new players
throw themselves into debates, and the use of decontextualized utterances set
their agendas. Thus, the space for rhetorical action is constantly changing and,
consequently, so is kairos.

Utterances, conduct, everything that can be represented through words,
sounds, and pictures take on a life of their own in a fragmented, uncontrollable
public sphere. Utterances are disseminated to audiences outside the initial
communication situation, to unintended recipients. This creates new
rhetorical situations, while new responses to different groups of audiences
are also demanded; these situations produce rhetoric, which is not discrete
or intentional in the traditional sense, but rather is a mosaic marked by a
continuous flow, bricolage, and constant change.

20 Kjeldsen 2008a and 2008b.
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This changeability is simultaneously forming and being formed by the
increased speed and compression of time in society and communication.?! We
used to think about travel time in weeks or months, now we mostly think in
minutes and hours. It used to take days to deliver a letter; an email arrives in
less than a second. Newspapers used to give us the latest news every morning,
but now we have the story of the politician’s gaffe online only minutes after
it happened — with pictures from the cell phones of observers. A youth — and
many adults, for that matter — who does not respond to a text or a Snapchat
within a few minutes, or even seconds, does not demonstrate the appropriate
online behaviour. The proper time for answering has already passed. The
time between kairos’ puncturing of chronos seems to be becoming constantly
smaller and smaller. Almost every moment becomes a moment that can be
seized or lost.

While all this probably sounds far away from the ancient concept of
kairos — and of course in many ways it is — some circumstances are similar
to the circumstances that the ancients mention when discussing kairos.
Kairos, as Isocrates, Plato, and Alcidamas used it, was tightly connected with
the communication situation of the spoken word, where changes and turns
dominated, and swiftness and the ability to adapt was essential. In his text On
Those Who Deliver Written Speeches or On Sophists, for instance, Alcidamas
writes that for people who ask for ‘speedy help in their law-suits’, producing
written speeches is too slow (Alcidamas. Soph. 10).>> And would it not be
ridiculous if, when a citizen is asked to speak or when the ‘water-clock in
the courts was already running’, the speaker ‘were to proceed to his writing
tablet in order to assemble and con his speech?’(Alcidamas. Soph. 11). No,
the speaker must be able to appropriately express things on the spur of the
moment and make good use of the critical moment, and to do this he must
have a ‘flexible mind and a well-stocked and ready memory ... keen to acquire
an ability to make speeches which correspond to the needs of life’ (Alcidamas.
Soph. 34). As Andersen points out, Alcidamas’ horizon is the courtroom or the
people’s assembly; here ‘the speaker needs to respond immediately, discuss
unexpected arguments, and in all things to be capable of adapting himself to
the exigencies of the moment’.*

There is much talk these days of the dialogical possibilities of interactive
IT-technology, online communication, and the dynamic character of social
media. Such traits of modern media are often viewed in contrast with the most
ancient of all rhetorical means: speech and dialogue. However, as suggested

21 Virilio 2006; Kelly et al. 2014.
22 All translations are from Muir (2001).
23 Andersen 2011, 244.
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by Alcidamas’ text, speechmaking and dialogue can be every bit as interactive,
changeable, and dynamic as any online activity. The spoken word is inherently
dialogical. It allows for swift changes and immediate responses: something is
said and we react instantly. These traits are also characteristic of new media.
Online communication is a place for quick response, unprepared comments,
swift changes, dialogue, and shifting opportunities. The changeability, speed,
and relativism that in this way seem to dominate our times and create a
contemporary sophistic condition are the reason why kairos is as relevant now
as it was in antiquity.

This sophistic condition is also the reason why the scholarly study of
rhetoric and kairos are still relevant even now: perhaps more than ever before
we find ourselves in a situation where the human situation cannot be captured
by fixed rules. Humans cannot be understood only in the light of research
trying step by step to uncover elements of what a human being consists of or
how one persuades another. Much has changed since the time of the ancients,
but the human condition is still largely the same as it was 2500 years ago.

Of course, Andersen is right in saying that we should study how the ancient
auctores and their concepts unfold in their own age, in their own environment,
and on their own terms. However, even though there is a risk of untimely
anachronism, there is no doubt, I think, that contemporary reconceptualizations
of kairos can teach us much about our own times.
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accessus 197
achos and cognates 223
Ackrill, John 155-61 passim
action 12, 132-3, 163-70 passim
address 19, 30, 95-8, 121, 150,
195, 198, 203, 205-06, 254
Aenesidemus of Cnossus 181, 183
Aeschines 6
Aeschylus 41-5
aesthetics 121, 125-6
agency 12, 137, 142, 295-6, 254
aithuié 12
akrasia 166—8
Alcidamas 255-6
Alexander, Loveday 205
allegoria 231-2
alternation 156-9 passim, see also
metabolé
amaé and components 46—8
Ammianus Marcellinus 101
analepsis 19, 25, 69-71
Andersen, Qivind xi—Xxii, X11i—XXV,
13, 15-17,22, 35, 101, 238,
249-50, 2556
animi virtus 106-07
Annas, Julia 192-3
Anscombe, Gertrud Elizabeth
163-8
anticipatory doublet 36
aperistaton 224-5
Apollinaris, Claudius 203n.4
Apollodorus 67, 73
Apollonian, concept of 126
Apologists 203-04, 206, 212, 216
Apostolic fathers 203, 212
appearance
apparition 4, 149
external 18, 78, 80, 82, 84

representation, semblance 68,
149-53 passim, 177-84 passim
aptum 250
Aristarchus of Samothrace 12n.9
Aristides of Athens 203n.4
Aristophanes 58, 174, 182
Aristotle 61—4 passim, 104, 106,
134, 142, 144,146, 152, 155-61
passim, 168, 173-6, 182, 187,
190, 219-21, 227, 232-3, 235~
38 passim, 245, see also kath’
ekaston and katholou
Asianism 214-15
Asterius of Amasea 215
asystatic questions 223-5
Atticism 213, 215
autocracy vs freedom
in Chinese historiography
114-16
in Greek historiography 109-11
in Roman historiography
111-14
autonomy 242

Bacchylides 29-36 passim
beneficium 171, 175n.12
Bitzer, Lloyd F. 251-2
blood and dust, Homeric
associations of 43—4
boulésis 169
bouleusis 163, 169
brachulogia 136, 138
Bratman, Michael 166
Brodsky, Joseph 53
Broome, John 1667
burial 40-1, 45

Cairns, Douglas 30
Callias 138
Callisthenes of Olynthus 69



Cameron, Alan 84
chronology 13, 24, 67, 79
chronos 249-50, 252, 255
Chrysippus of Soli 174n.7, 175,
188
Cicero 102-04, 187-91 passim
citizenship, Roman 197, 200
Clarke, Katherine 69
Clement of Alexandria 208, 212—
13
cognition 25
commentary 87-98 passim, 229—
39 passim
communication 146
between narrator and narratees
32-3
forms of 254, 255-6
kairos in 255
rhetorical 251
situatedness of 250
conditionals as expressions of
reservation 5-7
conquest vs peaceful coexistence
116
consciousness after death 6
continuity of human history 69
critical historiography 68
Ctesias of Cnidus 71
culture 145

Darstellung 243-5
Dawn goddess see Eos
deliberation
by Odysseus 11, 13
effective vs not effective 11
Demosthenes 6
desire 16, 144-6, 178, 193
dialectic 104, 139n.4, 189-93
passim, 222
dialectic technique 105
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dialectical imagination 125
dialectical style 190
dialectics 189-93 passim
diathesis 157n.8, 158n.9
Dio Chrysostom 215
Diodorus Siculus
compared to Apollodorus 73
moral aim 71-2
organization of work 73—4
taste for the unusual 71
(Letter to) Diognetus
authorship 203-04
structure of the preface 205
transmission 204
Diogenes Laertius 47, 181, 190
Dionysiac, concept of 126
Dionysius of Halicarnassus 44, 68,
209n.17
disposition
‘attitude’ 173
moral 242, 246
vs possession 158-60
rhetorical 198, 200, 233
diversity 75, 92
divine helper in Homer 11-13
division
method of 219-27 passim
social 197
of a text 90, 208n. 25
Donatus, Tiberius Claudius 231
doxa 141
dust theme in Sophocles’ Antigone
40-1, 45, 49

education
aim of 145
effect of 137
forms of 89, 13940, 145 229
level of 95
moral 242—6 passim



272 General index

Egyptian origins of Greek
mythology 77-9

eikon 149

elocutio 229, 234, 236, 238

enkrasia 166

Eos 16-22 passim
Indo-European antecedents 21
relation to Aphrodite 21-2

epeisodion and cognates 62—4

Ephorus of Cyme 69, 71

Epictetus 192

Epicurus 175

epithet 12, 21n.19, 32 and n.11, 36,
82, 198, 201,210

éthos 142, 247

etiology 69-70

eudaimonia 163, 169

eupatheia, Stoic concept of 175

Euripides 7, 44, 55-9 passim, 62,
64,101, 174

exemplum mythicum see
paradeigma

Fabre-Serris, Jaqueline 73

Ferrari, Franco 46, 49

figures (rhetorical) 209, 212, 213,
229,233

focalization, narrator intruding
upon 32

focalizing character 30, 32, 33

folktale pattern 9

Fontenelle, Bernard de Bovier 84

fortuitous see tuchikos

Frede, Michael 151

freedom vs autocracy see autocracy
vs freedom

Frege, Friedrich Ludwig Gottlob
163

Fregean judgment stroke 163

friendship 129-34 passim, 144n.9,

146
Fuhrmann, Manfred 62n.6, 63

Gabba, Emilio 71, 77
Gagné, Renauld 46
Galen 87-98 passim, 206n.14 and
n.17
Ganymede in Homer 23—4
Geffcken, Johannes 208, 209, 216
genre(s) 67n.2, 87, 107, 152, 202,
219n.1, 226n. 29, 230,
233n.21, 252
ghosts, acknowledgement of their
existence
by declarative sentences 4
by hypotheticals 4-5
gods, acknowledgment of their
existence
by declarative sentences 3—5
by hypotheticals 4—5
in historiography 67, 71
Homeric 9n.3, 12n.10
household 200
interaction with Odysseus 10
and the Muses 122
nether (chthonic) 39, 41, 45, 49
Goldhill, Simon D. 30, 34, 35
Gorgias of Leontini 215, 21617
grammaticus 229
Griffin, Miriam T. 171, 173

Halliwell, Stephen 61-3 passim

heads of arguments (kephalaia)
219, 220, 223

Hecataeus of Miletus 75, 80

hedonism 136

heksis 157n.8

Hermagoras’ system of staseis 219,
224

Hermogenes 219-27 passim



Herodes Atticus 215
Herodotus 80, 109-11 passim
intercultural openness 109, 111
Hesiod 76, 138
hetairoi (‘followers’) 88, 98
hiatus, avoidance of 206-08
hidden thoughts 201, 25
Hippocrates of Cos 87-98 passim,
249
history supplanting poetry 71-2
Homer(ic) 3—7 passim, 9—13
passim, 76, 138
heroes 201
stylistic parody of 195, 199
see also ghosts, gods, Odysseus’
shipwreck and paradeigma
Horace 195-201 passim, 241
horos 219n.3, 226 and n.28
Hyperides 5
hypothesis 220 and n.7
hypotheticals 4-7 passim

Ibsen, attitude to Cicero 10203
attitude to Sallust 10207
Catiline 102-08 passim
Catiline’s character 103—07
opening of 106
politics 107
preface 102
education 101-02
literary vocation 107

iconyms 48

illusion, in moral rhetoric 242,
2446

imagination 120, 125, 126, 243,
245

imitatio 231-2, 234

implausible questions 2245

implausibility 80

inference, practical 163—70 passim
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Ino (-Leukothea) 9—13 passim
relation to Athena 12—13

intelligence
lack of in a ghost 3—4
Odysseus’ 13

intercultural openness see
Herodotus

intertext(uality) 25n.38, 31, 35-6,
41-44,232

inventio 190, 219, 229, 234-8
passim

Inwood, Brad 171, 173

Isocrates 69, 255

Jebb, Richard C. 30, 33 and n.13,
39n.5, 40
Jones, Christopher P. 70
Jorgensen’s rule 10
Josephus 47, 48n.37, 206n.17
justice 104, 221, 227
upheld by the gods 4 and n.6, 5

kairos, ancient concept of 249-50
and orality 255
in media culture 254-6

Kant, Immanuel
ars oratoria 241-5 passim
senses of ‘rhetoric’ in his work
242-4

kath’ ekaston, ta (in Aristotle’s
Poetics) 64

katholou, to (in Aristotle’s Poetics)
61-4 passim

Kennedy, George A. 238

kephalaia see heads of arguments

khara 174

kharis 173-5

khrésimon, to 90, 96

Kinneavy, James L. 251
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laetitia 174

laughter (mocking)
Cynic laughter 58-9
in drama 57-8
in Plato 58

law 84, 116n.8, 218, 220-7 passim,
see alsojustice and moral law

Lefkowitz, Mary R. 30, 32, 34

likeness see eikon and ghost

literary criticism, late antique 229,
230, 238

litterator 229

Livy 77

logos 62—4 passim, 141-6 passim,
151-3 passim, 187, 190, 234,
249

love 15-25 passim, 103-04,
129-34 passim, 195-201
passim, 236, 246

Lucian 215

Lucretius 175

Macrobius 230

Macehler, Herwig 30, 34

Mandelstam, Osip 53

Marcellinus, commentator of
Hermogenes 226n.28

Marcus Aurelius 203n.4

material traces of the past 70

Maximus of Tyre 215

Medea 55-7, 59, 72-3, 81, 237-8

media 252, 254—6 passim

metabolé 156, 180

methodology 135, 136, 139, 140

Miller, Carolyn 2523

mimesis 232

Mimnermus 24-5

mixtum compositum 105

Mommsen, Theodor 102

monologue 9-11 passim

(Odysseus’), 56 (Medea’s),
106 (Catiline’s), 135 (in
Protagoras)

moral decline 105

moral law 242, 246

motivation 12, 57, 137, 169, 178,
196, 242, 246

Muses 73, 76, 121-7 passim

muthos 61n.3, 64, 81

mythical digression 70, 71, 73

mythology 68—84 passim,
200, 233, 237-8, see also
paradeigma

myths, different versions of 75-6,
80

rationalistic explanation of 68,
7984 passim

narratee 21, 29, 31, 32, 33

narrative 13, 16, 22, 25n.38, 29,
40, 68,69, 71, 74,75, 77, 121,
190, 197

analeptic narrative 19
character-narrative 13
narrative sequence 9
paradigmatic narrative 13

narrator 10-13 passim, 17, 29,
30-3 passim, 236, see also
focalization

near asystatic questions 224, 225

Nemesius 191

Nickau, Klaus 62

Nietzsche, Friedrich 125-7

non-recognition, theme of 29, 35-6

Norden, Eduard 216

octopus-simile in the Odyssey 12
Odysseus’ shipwreck
critical reception 10
paradigmatic aspects 11-13



structure of the scene 9-10
Oedipus 40, 41, 42, 46, 49, 534
opinion 141-2, 143, 178, 189, 246,

see also doxa
Ovid 7

paideia 129, 195, 200, 246

Palaephatus 81

paradeigma (Homeric)
definition 15
primary/argument function 17
19
secondary/key function 13,
1721
traits 16

paradigmatic unity, in Hymn fo
Aphrodite 19

parallelismus membrorum 214

pathos 142, 156, 158, 173n.5, 249

Pausanias 55, 75

peaceful coexistence see conquest

pedagogy 231, 246

Pelling, Christopher 79

persuasion 141-6 passim, 191,
223,234,243, 246, 249

philos, in Galen 88-9
passive and active meaning
1312

philosophy 89, 97, 106, 146, 152,
163, 165, 187, 190, 219, 220,
241

philotimia 10

Phrynichus, lexicographer 213

Pindar 121-5 passim

Plato 58, 126, 129-48 passim,
222-5 passim, 255

Plotinus 59

Plutarch 68, 71, 174, 183

poiein vs paschein 156

poion 156
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poiotés 158, 219n.3, 226 and n. 28,

Polemo(n), Marcus Antonius 215

political question 219n.1, 220, 221,
223,224

Polycarp of Smyrna 215

possession vs disposition 156—61
passim

practical reasoning 163, 164, 166,
169

predication 155-6, 158

preface 67, 69, 73, 75, 80, 87-98
passim, 102, 107, 125, 205-6,
231,232

prepon, to 250

proairesis 161, 169-70

progymnasmata 220

prolepses 69

Propertius 4

pros ti 161

Quadratus 203n.4

quality 155-61 passim, 219n.3,
236

question-and-answer method 135,
190, 191

questions, yes-or-no 188-9, 192

Quintilian 232, 233, 238

rationality 168

rationalize see myths, rationalistic
explanation

readership of Galen’s
commentaries
different needs of 934, 98
diversity of 90-3

recognition 3, 5, 61
non-recognition 29, 34-5

representation 149-52 passim,
244-5

revolution 102, 104
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rhetor 229, 231

rhetorical situation 251—4 passim
rhythmical prose 208

Ryle, Gilbert 166

Sallust 101-07 passim, 111-13

Sappho 24-5, 57

scepticism 7, 177, 179-80

schema isagogicum 89-90, 96

Schmitt, Arbogast 61-3 passim

Seneca 6, 171-5 passim

sentence structure 205, 209-14
passim

Servius 229-38 passim

Sextus Empiricus 177-84 passim,
187n.1

shame 22

shame-culture 58

Silk, Michael 48

Sima Qian 114-16 passim

situational context 251, see also
Kinneavy

Snell, Bruno 121

social mobility in Roman Italy 197

Socrates 6, 12945 passim, 187,
189

song-culture 124, 125, 127

sophistic condition 253, 254, 256

Sopatrus (Sopater), scholia on
Hermogenes’ Staseis 221n.9
and n. 12

Sophocles
Antigone, second stasimon
Aeschylean intertext 41-3
Homeric intertexts 43—5

soul, types of 140, 145-6, 223

soul-forming 134, 137, 139

speechmaking 135, 256

stasis 219-27 passim, 234

status, differences in 195-200
passim

stochasmos 219n.3, 226

stochazomai 93

sunestota 223

syllogism 143, 2368

sullogismos 221, 226n.28, 227n.30

Syrianus’ scholia on Hermogenes’
Staseis 221n.9

Tacitus 111-14 passim, 116

techné 91,97, 141, 149, 250-2

Theopompus of Chios 69, 71

theoretical reasoning 163—70
passim

thesis 220

Thucydides 71, 80

Timon of Phlius 181, 183

Tithonus 16-25 passim, 80

tranquillity 177-84 passim

Triclinius, Demetrius 40n. 9

truth(ful) 34, 75, 77, 81, 135, 136,
138, 140, 152, 168-9, 177, 178,
180, 227

tuchikos 177-84 passim

usefulness 96, 190, see also
khrésimon, to
utilitas see khrésimon, to

Varro 67

vir bonus dicendi peritus 2416
passim

Virgil 229-38 passim

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Ulrich
von 216

Zeno of Citium 187-90 passim








