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Structural Symmetry and Parallelism
in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter

Polyxeni STROLONGA

For dad

HE STRUCTURE of the Homeric Hymn to Demeter' has been for

some scholars an issue of debate especially because of Demeter’s
unmotivated visit to Eleusis.” The goddess withdraws from Olympus as
soon as she discovers from Helios the culprit of her daughter’s abduc-
tion, namely Zeus, who allowed Hades to capture Persephone. A furious
Demeter visits Eleusis, where she disguises herself as an old woman and
is hired at Celeus’ palace as a nurse for the prince Demophoon. After
her attempt to immortalize Demophoon is interrupted, Demeter reveals
her identity and orders that a temple be built for her. In exchange for the
temple, she establishes rituals in honor of Demophoon, as well as the
Eleusinian Mysteries. This quid pro quo exchange between Demeter and
the Eleusinians ends the episode.

This unprompted scene, the so-called Demophoon episode, which
precedes the episode with the famine and the return of Persephone, de-
lays apparently the recovery of Persephone. To this end, it contrasts with
other, later versions of the myth, according to which Demeter visits Eleu-
sis in order to gather information about her daughter’s whereabouts.’ In
these versions, the Eleusinians’ information that Hades abducted Perse-
phone is rewarded with the institution of the Eleusinian Mysteries and
the introduction of agriculture. In addition, the Demophoon episode
in the Hymn is only loosely connected with the subsequent scene, in
which a distressed Demeter, isolated in her temple, turns the land in-
fertile and imposes famine. These and other narrative inconsistencies
in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter have even raised questions about the

! For a post-Homeric date of the Hymn, see RICHARDSON 1974, 5-12; JaNKO 1982, 200.

% For a general overview of this scene, see RICHARDSON 1974, 174 ad 75ff, 178-179;
RicHARDSON 2011, 55-57.

* On other versions of Persephone’s abduction, see RICHARDSON 1974, 74-86; FOLEY
1994, 97-103.
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poem’s authorship and composition.* Suter argues, for example, that in
the Hymn we can find traces of an earlier poem, which had nothing to
do with Olympus and had the mother-daughter relationship as its cen-
tral focus, “the core story”. According to Suter, the Hymn in its current
state offers an Olympianized version of the original myth in order to
place emphasis on Zeus.’

My approach to the structure of the Homeric Hymn to Demeter aims
to showcase the logical principle behind the narrative organization of
the Hymn. By identifying structural symmetries and parallelisms I show
that the transition from strife to reconciliation, which corresponds to
the narrative progression from negative reciprocity (“taking without
giving”) to reconciliatory, balanced exchange of the quid pro quo type,
permeates the sequence of events on the level of individual scenes and
on the level of the general structure of the Hymn. Moreover, the epi-
sodes on reciprocity, which are also organized through ring composi-
tion, parallel each other in the realms of men and gods and show the
interconnection of the two through the venue of reciprocity. I explain
such prevalence of the theme of reciprocity by noting the function of
hymns as offerings, which please and appease the divine. The Hymn
itself partakes in the establishment of a reciprocal relationship between
the hymnist and the goddesses, Demeter and Persephone. Therefore,
the Eleusis episode is integrated structurally and thematically according
to the generic features of the Hymn. As Richardson observes, “the poet
has chosen to tell the story in a particular sequence and it is only fair to
assume that he has his own reasons for doing so0.™

1. The Demophoon Episode: A Misfit?

Scholars attribute the narrative’s presumed lack of an organizing princi-
ple to the Hymn’s aetiological nature. According to Parker, for example,
“in a ‘theogonic’ and aetiological poem, the reader can indeed make
sense of the narrative, but in terms less of motives than of results and
“Demeter would cease to be Demeter if she had to explain herself to

* For narrative inconsistencies see RICHARDSON 1974, 259-260; STrRAUSS CLAY 1989,
205-206, 225-226.

* SUTER 2002, 24-25. SUTER 2005 also proposes a female author for the Hymn. See es-
pecially 22-24.

¢ RICHARDSON 2011, 56.
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Wilamowitz”” Chappell, agreeing with Parker, argues that the structure
is shaped by the hymn’s focus on how particular functions of the god
were acquired, rather than by rational and psychological motives.® In
this light, the Demophoon episode provides an explanation for and is
linked with the institution of the Eleusinian Mysteries. Since the im-
mortalization of Demophoon failed, a new way to face the limitations of
mortality must be found, and this is feasible only through the Eleusinian
Mysteries and the blessedness they provide to the initiates after death.’

Recently, Currie has shown that narrative inconsistencies indicate
the poet’s difficulty to incorporate a new version into the traditional
one; a problem best reflected when the Berlin Papyrus version (fr. 49
Kern/fr. 386-397 Bernabé) is taken into account. According to the ver-
sion in the Berlin Papyrus, which contains some verses from the Homer-
ic Hymn to Demeter and a paraphrase of the plot, it is in Eleusis, just as
in other versions, that Demeter receives the decisive information for the
retrieval of Persephone.'’ In the Hymn, however, neither Helios™ infor-
mation nor the Eleusis visit advances Demeter’s quest for her daughter.
These are presumably the poet’s innovations, since he provides an aeti-
ology for the Eleusinian Mysteries, which is not well integrated into the
traditional plot.

On the other hand, there have been many attempts to trace a rational,
well-developed structure in the Hymn’s narrative, despite these narrative
peculiarities, on the basis of common formulas and repetition,"* themat-
ic polarities (e.g. division between gods and humans)," or even trini-
ties.” The theme, which I trace, of conflict and reconciliation through
reciprocity shapes as well the structure of the Hymn, even of individual

7 PARKER 1991, 11. On the aetiological nature of the Hymn, see also FOLEY 1994, 84.

8 CHAPPELL 2006, 336.

® See e.g. PARKER 1991, 9-10; FOLEY 1994, 103 and 138-139. SUTER 2002, 69 claims that
Demeter’s abandoning of her fantasy to immortalize Demophoon is a sign of her emo-
tional maturity in a psychological progress, after facing the trauma of Persephone’s
coming of age, which is typical in a woman’s middle years.

0 Tsocrat. Paneg. 28; Paus. 1.14.13. See CURRIE 2012, 198-203; CURRIE 2016, 91-93.

" SEGAL 1981, 131-159, identifies various recurrent themes linked by word repetitions
(e.g. withdrawal, reception, immortality-mortality, sexuality, honor and folly) that
bring coherence to the Hymn.

2ScArPI 1976, 5-7, 9ff. argues for the polarities mortals-immortals, nature—culture,
and view-hear/speak system as structural divisions.

3 SzEPES 1975, 32. On a formalistic approach to the structure of the Homeric Hymns,
composed by the sections Introduction-Middle Section-Conclusion see JaNko 1981.

— 17 —
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scenes.' This theme is related to the story pattern “wrath, withdraw-
al and return,” the use of which, according to Mary Lord and Roberto
Nickel, frames the organization of the narrative." Nickel argues that the
poet suppresses other versions of the myth of Persephone’s abduction
and consciously uses this pattern, which “always serves to glorify its
principal character;” as it is appropriate for the Hymn that focuses on the
god’s timai.'® Nevertheless, as Nickel also acknowledges,"” the poet in-
corporates two withdrawals, one from Olympus to Eleusis, and a second
from Celeos’” palace to Demeter’s temple breaking therefore the linear
narrative development of this theme.’® Moreover, the Demophoon epi-
sode that starts and ends with a withdrawal, does not follow the pattern
very well, since it does not lead directly to the character’s return. As I ar-
gue, the double withdrawal points to the poet’s intention to interweave
the Demophoon episode with the rest of the narrative through thematic
contrasts and parallels. To this end, the narrative transition from strife
to reconciliation and from one type of reciprocity to another unlike the
pattern “wrath, withdrawal and return” allows for framing greater nar-
rative interconnections between the Demophoon episode and the rest
of the Hymn in a non-linear sequence of events."

2. The Theme of Reciprocity as a Structural Element

By the term reciprocity I designate a mutually contingent exchange
of objects or services between two parties.”* In the Homeric Hymn to
Demeter there are different types of reciprocity in which gods and hu-

4 The theme of conflict and reconciliation has already been identified as a structural
element by ALDERINK 1982, 4, who proposes that the myth develops around two dis-
tinct spheres, those of gods and humans, within which there is another division: for
the divine events the myth moves from conflict to resolution and for the divine-hu-
man events there is the duality of disguise/revelation. SZEPEs 1975, 33 as well marks
revenge and reconciliation as one of the five parts of the Hymn. These parts are:
1) Rape (initial situation), 2) Wandering (complication), 3) Hiding in Eleusis (climax),
4) Revenge (catastrophe) and reconciliation, and 5) Bestowing of happiness on men.

15 NICKEL 2003, 59. LORD 1967. See also Sowa 1984, ch. 4.

16 NICKEL 2003, 62.

17 NICKEL 2003, 77-78.

8 NICKEL 2003, 67; See elements of the theme in Sowa 1984, 95-96.

1 This narrative transition is found in the other major Homeric Hymns as well, but for
the purposes of this paper I focus only on the Homeric Hymn to Demeter.

2 GOULDNER 1960, 164. For a survey of various definitions and categorizations of reci-
procity, see VAN WEES 1998, 15-24.
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mans engage, and these fall under the rubric of negative and balanced
reciprocity. According to Marshal Sahlins, “negative reciprocity” is de-
fined as an “attempt to get something for nothing with impunity, the
several forms of appropriation, transactions opened and conducted
toward net utilitarian advantage” Also, negative reciprocity “ranges
through various degrees of cunning, guile, stealth, and violence to the
finesse of a well-conducted horse raid”* Marriage by abduction and
cattle raids are examples of such unilateral exchanges, a breakage of a
balanced reciprocity. The term “balanced reciprocity” signifies “trans-
actions which stipulate returns of commensurate worth or utility within
a finite and narrow period”* Balanced reciprocity is equivalent to mu-
tual exchanges of the quid pro quo type. In the mythical narrative, such
exchanges do not always have to take place simultaneously, and this is
particularly the case for the reciprocal relationships between gods and
mortals, where there may be a time lapse between an offering (e.g. a
sacrifice) and a counter-offering (e.g. the granting of a request).

The episodes in the Homeric Hymn are organized so as to follow a
progression from strife to resolution, which corresponds to an extent
to the progression from negative to balanced reciprocity.** Negative re-
ciprocity (Persephone’s abduction) takes place at the beginning of the
narrative as an indicator of a crisis, while balanced reciprocity (the re-
turn of Persephone in exchange for the return of Demeter and the res-
toration of the land’s fertility), which restores order and leads to recon-
ciliation, concludes the narrative. Such a progression from strife to res-
olution is common in aetiological myths, which display the progression
from disorder to cult,”® and to this end is appropriate for the aetiological
nature of the Hymn, which emphasizes the foundation of the Eleusini-
an Mysteries and the goddesses™ acquisition of honors.”* Moreover, the
progress from strife to resolution is a common theme in epic poetry as
well.”” For example, the transition from strife/negative reciprocity (e.g.

! SAHLINS 1972, 195. On a modified version of Sahlins typology see Coox 2016.

2 SAHLINS 1972, 195.

2 SAHLINS 1972, 194-195. I do not discuss his third type of reciprocity, the generalized,
which refers to acts of altruism, friendship and hospitality.

24 See SEAFORD 1994, ch. 2, and 71-73 on the “crisis of reciprocity” in the Homeric epics
and its resolution through rituals that restore reciprocity.

25 SEAFORD 1995, 212-214; SEAFORD 2012, 24-25, 39-40.

%6 On timai as the focus of all major Homeric Hymns, see STRAUSS CLAY 1989, 15 and passim.

# For examples of Sahlins’ typology of reciprocities in Homer, see DONLAN 1982; Cook
2016.
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the abduction of Chryseis, Briseis) to resolution/balanced reciprocity
(e.g. the ransom for Hector’s body) organizes the narrative of the Iliad.*
However, balanced reciprocity fails almost throughout the Iliad with the
exception of the successful balanced reciprocity between Achilles and
Priam,” which takes place as well at the end of the poem.* In the Hymn,
the effectiveness of balanced reciprocity is highlighted not only in the
concluding reciprocity that results in the appeasement of Demeter and
the return of her daughter but also in the Eleusis episode, where reci-
procity works again as reconciliatory procedure.

Thus the overall transition from negative to balanced reciprocity
serves as a tool for bringing coherence to the Hymn, and it is reflec-
ted even in the episodes in the middle section, where Demeter recip-
rocates with humans. This type of structure has been defined as “struc-
tural parallelism,” which Porter discusses in the case of Greek tragedies.
Structural parallelism is framed “between their [i.e. tragedies’] overall
movement and the movement of their component parts.”*' An example
of this thematic movement is the transition from a hero’s good fortune
to his fall, which is traced at the beginning and at the end of a tragedy
but also in its constituent segments.* This parallelism between different
rhythms of a play, larger and smaller, showcases a particular interest in
building a unified structure.*® A similar unified structure can be dis-
cerned in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter.

The smaller rhythms of negative and balanced reciprocity in the
Homeric Hymn contrast or complement each other through structural
symmetry, according to which “elements of content, either analogous or
contrasting, stand over against each other and seem to counter balance
one another, often forming concentric patterns”** Such a structure is
found, for example, in the Odyssey, where narrative components cor-

% See on this topic most recently Lyons 2012, 57-63.

» Lyons 2012, 62.

* Similarities in structure with the Iliad may be supported by the function of the Homeric
Hymns as proems to the recitation of epic poetry. On bibliography and discussion of the
proem theory first supported by WoLE 1795 see STRAUSS CLAY 2011, 237-240.

3 PORTER 1971, 465. For parallelism as symmetry that includes ring composition see
Douaras 2007, 5-6.

32 PORTER 1971, 465.

* PORTER 1971, 465.

3 BERTMAN 1966, 15. See also SEGAL 1974, on a structuralistic approach to the Homeric
Hymn to Aphrodite. For structural polarities and repetition in the Homeric Hymn to
Demeter, see LORD 1967; SEGAL 1981, 131; SCARPI 1976, 5; ALDERINK 1982, 4.
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respond with each other within the Telemachy and with similar scenes
in later books.* For example, in the Telemachy the assembly of the gods
(1.26-95) is echoed by the assembly of the Ithacans (2.15-259). On a
larger scale, the council on Olympus and Athena’s departure by air
(1.26-102) corresponds to the council of Olympus and Hermes’ depar-
ture by air (5.1-50).%

The application of structural symmetry and parallelism to the Hymn
to Demeter is an efficient tool of interpretation, since the coherence of
the major Homeric Hymns and hexameter poetry in general is based
upon polarities.” These polarities in the Hymn to Demeter pertain par-
ticularly to the two types of exchange, negative and balanced, which are
counterbalanced. In the Hymn there is structural symmetry between
the initial negative reciprocity and the final, balanced one, and among
juxtaposed scenes within the Hymn that include events of reciprocity.
The following schematic representation illustrates the overall structural
organization of the Hymn based on parallelism and symmetry, which
I will analyze in the following section with specific examples from the
Hymn.

Structural Symmetry and Parallelism
Start of the poem End of the poem
Middle Episodes
Negative reciprocity Balanced reciprocity
Negative —— Balanced

| [

My approach complements and expands upon the narratological
reading of Felson-Rubin and Deal, who argue that the Demophoon
episode “parallels the Persephone narrative (a paradigmatic relation)
and forms part of it (a syntagmatic relation).”*® Felson-Rubin and Deal

35 BERTMAN 1966. See also BERTMAN 1968.

3 For more examples, see BERTMAN 1966, 21-27. On ring composition in Homer, see
WHITMAN 1958; Nim1s 1999. See, for example, the reversed order of scenes of suppli-
cation in Iliad 1 (Achilles-Thetis, Thetis—Zeus) and in Iliad 24 (Zeus-Thetis, Thetis—
Achilles).

* THALMANN 1984, 2-3. See THALMANN 1984, 92-95 on the polarity between “limited
mortal viewpoint” and “complete knowledge available only to divinity”

3 FELSON-RUBIN and DEAL 1980, 8.
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provide a detailed enumeration of parallels between the sequence of
events in the Demophoon episode and the events related to Persephone,
but also between the roles of the two mothers, which form two “com-
posite syntagms.”* In these syntagms there is an act of separation of a
child/victim (Demophoon and Persephone) from its mother/protector
and eventually obstructor of the separation (Metaneira and Demeter);
a separation, which is instigated by an outsider (Demeter and Hades).*
These similarities along with some differences that Felson-Rubin and
Deal notice extend to the abduction and the recovery of the lost child,
but no emphasis is given to the reconciliation procedure. As I will show
in the next section, the parallelism of the theme of reciprocity allows
tracing symmetries that extend from the beginning to the end of the
Hymn and from the beginning to the end of the Eleusis episode. It is the
manner of resolving the crisis and returning the child through reciproc-
ity that forms a parallel, central to our understanding of Demeter and
the Hymn’s efficacy as a medium of reciprocity.

Moreover, I hope to show a more complex structure of the Hymn
than the tripartite structure.* Foley, for example, who suggests that el-
lipses in the narrative progression may have been explained by the se-
crecy of the Eleusinian Mysteries, presents the structure of the Hymn
in terms of interwoven frames.*” The structure of the poem is based
upon the dominant divine story (at the beginning and the end of the
Hympn), the intersection between divine and mortal experience in the
central episode, and the consequence of this intersection in the estab-
lishment of the Mysteries, the foundation of which is motivated by the
Demophoon episode.”’ Richardson, following Strauss Clay, notices that

* FELSON-RUBIN and DEAL 1980, 8-10.

** FELSON-RUBIN and DEAL 1980, 8.

4 Cf. NUNLIST 2004, 38, who notices that the main element (Persephone’s abduction,
her recovery and Demeter’s reconciliation) frames the second one (Demeter’s visit at
Eleusis and foundation of the Eleusinian rites).

2 FOLEY 1994, 101-102. Cf. PARKER 1991, 13 on the two main stages of initiation (myesis
and epopteia) that are reflected in Demeter’s initial reference to orgia and their final
institution. For links between themes in the Hymn and the Eleusinian Mysteries see
WALTON 1952; RICHARDSON 1974, 12-30; FOLEY 1994, 95-97, 137-142, 172-174; Cos-
MOPOULOS 2015, ch. 2. Cf. CLINTON 1986, 43-49, who argues that the Hymn does not
reflect the official cult legend of the Eleusinian Mysteries.

“ FOLEY 1994, 83, 114. She also suggests (84) that the entire Hymn is structured to
prepare for the establishment of the Mysteries. Also STRAUSS CLAY 1989, 207 on the
Hymn operating on the level of gods and mortals and their interdependence.
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the Hymn’s composition “seems clear and simple” and consists of three
sections.* In the first section, Demeter witnesses Persephone’s abduc-
tion and learns the identity of the true culprit. In the second section,
Demeter visits Eleusis and orders the Eleusinians to build her a temple,
and, in the third, Demeter creates a famine that motivates the return of
Persephone. The first and the third parts, focusing on rape and return,
are counterbalanced, while the middle section anticipates the last one,
since Demeter’s failed immortalization of Demophoon foreshadows
her provision of a better lot after death to the initiates of the Eleusinian
Mysteries at the end of the Hymn.* The following analysis will show
that the counterbalanced scenes emerge around the theme of reciprocity
and allow us to read the Demophoon’s episode not only as a failed plan
of Demeter, but as a successful employment of the tool of reciprocity, an
exemplum, which is applied in the subsequent scene.*

3. Structural Symmetry and Parallelism in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter

3.1 Symmetry/Parallelism between Olympus and Eleusis: From Negative
to Balanced Reciprocity

In the Hymn to Demeter, there is a narrative transition from negative
reciprocity, which takes place at the beginning of the Hymn with the
abduction of Persephone (fijpmaev ‘snatched’ 3), to balanced reciprocity
at the end of the poem with the reconciliation between Zeus and Dem-
eter (460-471). The negative reciprocity at the onset of the Hymn is
masterminded by Zeus, who plans the deception (§6Aov ‘trickery’ 8) of
narcissus with the aid of Gaia (6v gpdoe d6Aov kaAvkwmdt kovpn / Tata
A106 BovAfjot xapilopévn molvdéktn 8-9) and who permits the abduc-
tion of his daughter (§@kev ‘gave’ 3). At the same time, it is executed by
Hades, who abducts Persephone (fjpraev 3), while she plucks the flow-

* According to NUNLIST 2004, 39 in the Homeric Hymns narrative “one event ‘automat-
ically’ motivates the next;” following a “steady flow.”

> STRAUSS CLAY 1989, 244; RICHARDSON 2015, 23. Also FELSON-RUBIN and DEAL 1980,
18; PARKER 1991, 9-10; FoLEY 1994, 91. Cf. SUTER 2002, 146 who sees the Demo-
phoon episode as an aetiology for Thesmophoria. RICHARDSON 1974, 259-260 sees
the Hymn as a mixed composition of a myth about Demeter’s trip to Eleusis and the
establishment of the mysteries/agriculture, and a myth about famine in the absence of
the god. According to Sowa 1984, 66 the Demophoon episode may provide an aetiol-
ogy for a child inoculation ritual involving fire.

6 Greek text from the edition of CAssora 1975.

¥ Cf. ARTHUR 1994, 218-219.
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er (15-18). The negative reciprocity causes tension between Demeter
and Zeus, the main culprit according to Helios who exonerates Hades
and blames Zeus alone; this is the importance of the Helios scene. The
strife between Demeter and Zeus is encapsulated in Demeter’s with-
drawal to Eleusis (voogio0eioa 92) due to her anger (xwoapévn dfjmetta
kehatve@él Kpoviwvi 91) and in her imposition of a famine that leads to
the suspension of sacrifices to the gods (305-313) but affects humans as
well (310-311). These two elements, withdrawal and anger, that relate to
negative reciprocity, are reintroduced in the Demophoon episode.

There are many attempts at achieving reconciliation before the fi-
nal balanced reciprocity, which mitigates the consequences of negative
reciprocity. First, Zeus via Iris orders Demeter to go back to Olympus
(321-323), an order she simply rejects (324). Then all gods sent by Zeus
offer her gifts and honors, in order to convince her to return to Olym-
pus; offerings, which are also refused by Demeter who retains her anger
(330).* Finally, for the first time a balanced reciprocity is proposed by
the goddess herself, as the goddess also did in Eleusis framing a deal
with the Eleusinians. Demeter promises to return to Olympus on con-
dition that Persephone return as well. Demeter pointedly equates her
return with the land’s rejuvenation (331-333):

oV pév ydp moT épaocke Buchdeos OUAUUTIOI0
mpiv Yy emPricecbal, oU Tpiv YTis KapTdv &vr|oEwy,
Tpiv (8ol OpBaAuoTow Efy evcomda KoUpnv.

for she vowed that she would never set foot on fragrant Olympus
nor let fruit spring out of the ground, until she beheld with her
eyes her own fair-faced daughter.*’

Zeus accepts Demeter’s proposition and sends Hermes to fetch Perse-
phone. However, when mother and daughter meet, Demeter realizes that
she needs to modify her proposition, because Persephone had eaten the
pomegranate seed. Demeter is willing to assent to a modified reciprocity
and accept Persephone’s partial stay with her (h. Dem. 395-400):

%8 Similarly in Eleusis Demeter rejects the offering of a seat and of wine before she ac-
cepts better offers, a more humble seat and the drink kykeon, which she requests (h.
Dem. 206-212).

* Translations by EVELYN-WHITE 1914.
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65 HEV Yép ke véouoa Tr[apd oTuyepol Aldao]

kal Tap’ éuol kal Tatpl keAaweéi Kpovicovt

VAIETAOI§ TTAVTECO! TETIUEVT ABavdaTolow.

el & £mdow, &AW <aUTis> ioUo” UTd kevbeot yaing
olkrjoeLs copécov TpiTaTov pép[os] el EviauTodv,

T&s 8¢ duw Tap’ éuol Te kal &AAols dbavdTolow. 400

For if you have not, you shall come back from loathly Hades and
live with me and your father, the dark-clouded Son of Cronos
and be honored by all the deathless gods; but if you have tasted
food, you must go back again beneath the secret places of the
earth, there to dwell a third part of the seasons every year, yet for
the two parts you shall be with me and the other deathless gods.

The final, balanced reciprocity, which marks the end of the narrative
and the ultimate reconciliation, is presented to Demeter by Rhea (460-
465), and constitutes Zeus words (441-447), which echo the words of
Demeter, with one shared line even verbatim (400 and 447) that pre-
scribes the time that Persephone will spend with her mother.” It is
Demeter’s deal essentially that Zeus employs.

Belpo Tékos, kaAéel oe BapUkTutos eupUoma Zeus
EABéLEval peTd PUAa Becov, UTrédekTo Bt Tipas
Scooépey, &s K E8éAnoba peT dBavdTolot Beoior

veuoe 8¢ ool koUpny éteos TepiteAAopévolo

TNV TPITATNY UEV poTpav UTTO Copw NepdevTt,

[T&s 8¢ BV Tapd ool Te kai &AAois] dBavdTolo. 465

Come, my daughter; for far-seeing Zeus the loud-thunderer calls
you to join the families of the gods, and has promised to give you
what rights you please among the deathless gods, and has agreed
that for a third part of the circling year your daughter shall go
down to darkness and gloom, but for the two parts shall be with
you and the other deathless gods.

Demeter obeys (470) and right away the fertility of the land is re-
stored (471-473)—presumably the sacrifices will also be resumed—,

% On the peculiarities of the transmission of this passage see THOMAS 2015, 468-469.
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and the Eleusinian Mysteries are shown to the Eleusinians (473-479), a
promise she had made earlier in Eleusis and is now fulfilled. In the end,
both goddesses return united to Olympus (483-486).

The contrast and complementarity of these two types of reciprocity,
negative and balanced, and the strife or reconciliation they relate to is
evident during the Demophoon episode, even though the dynamics of
the relationships change in this case, since the goddess reciprocates with
mortals, and not with a superior, male god. Nevertheless, at the begin-
ning of the episode we have an event of negative reciprocity, which is
remedied by a balanced reciprocity at the end of the episode.

In Eleusis, Demeter, disguised as an old woman, Doso, is hired as a
nurse by Metaneira. She attempts to immortalize Demophoon by im-
merging him into fire, and eventually to dissociate him from his mortal
family.” Demophoon would be the foster child in place of Persephone.>
This act can be framed as negative reciprocity, since it is an attempt to re-
move the child from the ordinary human world. Apparently by becom-
ing immortal Demophoon could not stay on earth, as other myths of
immortalized mortals indicate (e.g. Ganymede). As already mentioned,
Felson-Rubin and Deal have shown that the abduction of Persephone
is similar to (but also different from) Demeter’s attempt to separate the
child from his mother and that the return of the one child echoes the
return of the other.”

Not only Demeter’s attempt to separate Demophoon from his mother,
but also the secret and seemingly dangerous immortalization of Demo-
phoon falls also under the rubric of negative reciprocity, since deception
and trickery are also facets of this practice. Deception also played a role
in Perspephone’s abduction, where narcissus is called §6\og (trickery).
By treating Demeter’s action as negative reciprocity, we may understand
better the structure of the Hymn. Not only because her act is similar to
the act of Hades in a way, but also because it forms a type of reciprocity
that calls for a reconciliatory exchange to undo its negative consequenc-
es. To this end, a balanced reciprocity must be performed, even though

1 Sowa 1984, 48-49 notices that the provision of immortality to Demophoon echoes
myths about the marriage of a goddess who turns her mortal consort immortal.

2 RUDHARDT 1978; Cf. FELSON-RUBIN and DEAL 1980, 20; STRAUSS CLAY 1989, 225-
226; FOLEY 1994, 114.

53 For similarities between Demeter and Metaneira see FELSON-RUBIN and DEAL 1980,
9-10, 11-13; for differences see 17-18.
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the goddess reciprocates with humans, and this is why the negotiation
process is not as long and complex as the one with Zeus.

Therefore, negative reciprocity in both cases causes strife between
the mother and the abductor, the intruder according to Felson-Rubin
and Deal’s scheme, especially because in the case of Demophoon the at-
tempt at immortalization appears as a murder attempt. Just as Demeter
could not perceive the benefit for Persephone in wedding an appropri-
ate groom as Helios claimed (83-87),* Metaneira cannot understand
the positive outcome of Demeter’s action. Both Metaneira and Demeter
react with grief (Metaneira 245-247, cf. Demeter 40-44; yoov 249, cf.
82), after they witness their children’s turmoil (i.e. Demeter hears of the
abduction of her daughter, and Metaneira views the burning of her son).

At the same time, the poet parallels Demeter’s wrath at Metaneira,*
who obstructs the goddess’ plan for a renewed motherhood, with Dem-
eter’s wrath at Zeus (xoAwoapévn 251, cf. 83, 339, 350, 354, 409), who
interrupts her own motherhood.”® In Eleusis Demeter performs nega-
tive reciprocity, like Zeus, but she also experiences a second negative
reciprocity in a way, since Metaneira tries to seize Demeter’s new child
and reclaim him. It is in her double capacity as an agent and a victim
of negative reciprocity, that Demeter understands the value of balanced
reciprocity, which she will employ in the case of Persephone as well. In
the end, Demeter returns the child to his mother, as Zeus will, but also
as a quasi mother of Demophoon she will reserve a personal reward and
a benefit for the child through balanced reciprocity.

Therefore, Demeter proposes a balanced exchange, which will miti-
gate the consequences of negative reciprocity (256-274), just as she does
with Zeus.”

vrjides &vBpcoTrol, appdduoves oUT dyaboio
afoav ETTEPXOUEVOU TIPOY VCOUEVAL OUTE KAKOTO*

** On the representation of the abduction as rape by female characters and as marriage
by male characters see DE BLoors 1997.

55 Cf. Apollo’s wrath at Cretan priests at h. Ap. 532-543.

% Cf. PASSMAN 1993, 75 n.45: “Maternity denied is fertility denied”.

7 Demeter’s address is similar to that of Apollo in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo (vijmot
&vBpwmot, SuoThijpoveg, ot uekeddvag / Povlecd’ dpyaléovg Te MOVOLG Kal OTeivea
Bvu® 532-533). Demeter, like Apollo, does not punish the foolish mortals but instead
proposes a deal. Apollo similarly promises eternal substance from the sacrificial meat
in exchange for priesthood. See STROLONGA 2011, 545-546.
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Kal ov yap appadinot Tefls vrikeoTov adodng.

{oTw yap Becov Spkos, dpeiAikTov ZTuyds Udwp,
abavaTtdv kév Tol Kal ayripaoy HUaTa TAVTA 260
Taida piAov Toinoa kai &pbiTov dTaca Ty

viv &’ ouk €08’ ¢35 kev BAvaTov kai kfjpas aAUEar

T 8 &@biTos aitv émécoeTal olveka youvwv
THETEPOV ETTERN Kai év &ykoivnow {aucev:

copnow 8’ &pa T Ye MEPITAOHUEVOV EVIAUTEIV 265
Taides EAsucivicov mdAepov kai pUuAoTiv atviv

aitv év Aol cuvdfouo’ fuaTta TévTa.

iyl 8¢ AnurTnp TIH&OXOS, 1] TE UEYIOTOV

&BavaTols BunTols T dveap kal X&pua TETUKTAL.

AAN’ &ye pot vndv Te péyav kai Papdv U aUTed 270
TeuxdvTwY TaSs Sfjuos Utral TéAw aity Te Teixos
KaAAixdpou kabutrepBev i TpotxovTt KoAwvd.
Spyta & auTr) ¢ycov Urobricouat, cos &v EmerTa
evayéeos EpBovTes Eudv véov IAGokoloBe.

Witless are you mortals and dull to foresee your lot, whether of
good or evil, that comes upon you. For now in your heedlessness
you have wrought folly past healing; for —be witness the oath
of the gods, the relentless water of Styx— I would have made
your dear son deathless and unaging all his days and would have
bestowed on him everlasting honor, but now he can in no way
escape death and the fates. Yet shall unfailing honor always rest
upon him, because he lay upon my knees and slept in my arms.
But, as the years move round and when he is in his prime, the
sons of the Eleusinians shall ever wage war and dread strife with
one another continually. Lo! I am that Demeter who has share
of honor and is the greatest help and cause of joy to the undying
gods and mortal men. But now, let all the people build me a great
temple and an altar below it and beneath the city and its sheer
wall upon a rising hillock above Callichorus. And I myself will
teach my rites, that hereafter you may reverently perform them
and so win the favour of my heart.

Demeter states the intention of her original plan, the immortaliza-
tion of Demophoon, and presents the new offer that constitutes a com-
promise. Demophoon instead of immortality will receive imperishable
honor both through his contact with the goddess and also by means of
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ritual battles, which Demeter establishes for the Eleusinians to perform.
In exchange for her offer to Demophoon, the Eleusinians will build her
a temple. The balanced reciprocity is framed by the combination of an
offering, which is here described in the future tense, and a request ex-
pressed by the imperative in direct speech (tiun 6° d¢@6Oitog énéooetat
263; ouvagovo’ 267; viov Te péyav kol Bwpdv DTadTdL / TEVXOVTWY
nag dfpog).”® Demeter makes a second offer, again phrased in the fu-
ture tense, as she promises the establishment of her own rituals (6pyla
&’ avtr) éywv vrobnoopat 270-273), which will take place at the end
of the Hymn, in response to the construction of the temple. Another
balanced reciprocity is implied, since, as long as the rites are performed
properly, mortals will propitiate her and earn her favor in return (274).
It is after this balanced reciprocity is announced that Demophoon reu-
nites with his sisters and presumably with his mother (285-286).

Therefore, the Demophoon episode starts with negative reciproci-
ty (and tension) and is concluded with balanced reciprocity (compro-
mise and appeasement of wrath), just as the Hymn starts with negative
reciprocity and ends with balanced reciprocity. The balanced exchange
between Demeter and the Eleusinians reconciles the two parties and
restores the natural order of things, since Demophoon reclaims his
mortality like Persephone who reclaims her divinity and her abode on
Olympus, albeit partially. Her status, however, is raised by her new role
as the queen in Hades. Demophoon too has an elevated role as a recip-
ient of a hero cult.

The reconciliation between Demeter and the Eleusinians and the en-
forcement of her commands by Celeus conclude her stay at the palace
and lead into the next scene in Eleusis, which initiates a new cycle of
strife, withdrawals, and balanced exchanges: Demeter withdraws to her
temple, she renders the land infertile, and with Zeus’ intervention she

% On the preference of direct speech by female characters see FAULKNER 2015, 34-35.
FAULKNER notices (36) the lack of conflict in direct speech between men and women.
Demeter’s harsh words to Metaneira in direct speech but Demeter’s indirect speech to
Celeus (293-295) verify such a divide of gender.

* The epiphany of the god is commonly related to the institution of honors for him. See
RICHARDSON 1974, 248 ad 268ff. The orgia are the Eleusinian Mysteries, although
they are described in more detail at the end of the Hymn.

% Notice that the balanced reciprocity precedes Demeter’s full epiphany, which causes
fear and awe in Metaneira and her daughters, who perform a pannychis, another type
of offering, in order to please the goddess (h. Dem. 275-293).
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manages to achieve the return of her daughter and to reach a compro-
mise through the final balanced exchange.

3.2 Parallelism of Negative Reciprocities

As we already saw, Demeter’s negative reciprocity parallels that of Ha-
des, since both gods attempt to take the child away from the mother.®
Other events of negative reciprocity parallel each other as well. Demeter,
by placing Demophoon in fire, appears to his mortal mother as if she is
trying to kill him,* just as Hades, by transferring Persephone to Hades,
overrides her immortality by retaining her in the underworld, as if she
were dead. The failed immortalization of Demophoon corresponds to
Persephone’s failed “death” (i.e. there is no permanent separation from
her mother). Persephone as the abducted victim parallels also Demeter
disguised as Doso, who, according to the abduction story she narrates
to Metaneira’s daughters, was abducted (&nfjyayov 125) by pirates. The
repetition of verbs of abduction and resistance (Persephone: dékovoav
19, dekalopévny 30, dékovoav avaykn 72; Demeter: ovk ¢0é\ovoa, Pin
&’ dékovoav avdykn 124) creates associations between the fake persona
of Demeter (Doso) and Persephone, who are both victims of negative
reciprocity. Such links invite the audience to compare the later events
with the previous ones and to understand that the narrative action de-
velops around the theme of reciprocity, especially in terms of loss and
recovery.

The negative reciprocities are signified not only by the vocabulary
of abduction and wrath, but also by the repetition of voogiv and its
cognates, which mark withdrawals and strife. Demeter, after her first
withdrawal from Olympus to Eleusis (cf. voogiobeioa Bewv dayoprv
92)® and her stay at Celeos’ palace, retires to her temple in isolation
(vBa kaBelopévn pakdpwyv drovoogly amavtwy 303), matching the in-
itial withdrawal of Zeus to his temple after Persephone’s abduction (6 §¢
Voo / foto Be@v amavevde 27-28), as well as Persephone’s abduction

¢! See FELsON-RUBIN and DEAL 1980, 8-9 for a comparison of Demeter with Hades.

2 Cf. NAGY 1981, 198: the Hymn shows that “giving can be a form of taking; and that
destruction or theft can paradoxically be a means of benefiting those seemingly affect-
ed” Demophoon’s burning would have the positive result of becoming immortal, and
Persephone’s abduction led to a positive outcome as well, since she became the queen
of the Underworld.

 Cf. Swkev 8¢ BapvkTumog evpvoma Zebg/ voopty AfUNTPog Xpuoadpov, &yAaokapmov
(3-4).
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(vooewv® Afuntpog 4).° The first withdrawal marks the abandonment
of her divine appearance, and her second withdrawal marks Demeter’s
abandonment of her divine sphere of power, which results in the land’s
infertility and a famine.®

The scene with the famine, which is problematic structurally as well,
because of its late timing in the narrative, also shares elements with oth-
er episodes of negative reciprocity. While according to Currie’s conjec-
ture the famine in other versions could have started right after Demeter
goes to Hades to retrieve her daughter and it is thus caused due to the
goddess’ absence,” the famine in the Hymn is related to her emotional
state (304) and it is delayed, assuming an independent role in the narra-
tive.®® It is linked to the Demophoon’s episode in a unique way, since the
episode explains how Demeter’s temple was built, in which the goddess
withdraws, but not why the famine is imposed.

Demeter’s attempted negative reciprocity with Demophoon antic-
ipates structurally and echoes verbally the negative reciprocity of the
concealment of the seed, which, unlike the Demophoon episode, precip-
itates the return of Persephone. Demeter’s immersion of Demophoon in
fire is described as an act of hiding (kpOnteoke TLpOG 239, Eeivn o€ TVpL
&Vl TOA® / kpOmTel 248-249).% Similarly, the goddess hides the seed
(008¢ T yaia / omépp’ dviel, kpOTTEV Yap EvoTé@avog Anuntnp 306-307,
omépp’ VIO yig kpdTTovoa 353) reproducing verbally the negative re-
ciprocity involved in Hades™ internment of Persephone under the earth
(xave 8¢ xBwv evpudyvia 16, 1110 {ogov nepdevTa 80, HTIO kevBea yaing
340, B 6¢ @épwv IO yaiav €v dppaoct xpvoeiowot 431). The restriction
of Persephone under earth corresponds to that of the seed. And Hades’
abduction of Persephone parallels metaphorically Demeter’s removal of
the gods” honors due to the suspension of sacrifices. In fact, Hades’ de-
tainment of Persephone equates the “theft” of Demeter’s personal tiur).”

Demeter’s negative reciprocity in the suspension of the land’s fertil-
ity is presented as a well-devised plan. Hermes says as much when he

¢ Here the word can mean “away from” or “without the knowledge of”

¢ Cf. vooev Aevkwlévov “Hpng (h. Ap. 95). On a comparison between the two with-
drawals of Demeter, see Sowa 1984, 111-114.

 Cf. NIckEL 2003, 78-79 on both withdrawals being involved in the theme “anger—
withdrawal-return” and focusing on the deprivation of gods” Tiun.

¢ CURRIE 2016, 91-92. No famine is attested in the Orphic version.

% STRAUSS CLAY 1989, 247.

® On this particular scene see RICHARDSON 1974, 231-236.

70 PASSMAN 1993, 62.
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carries to Hades Zeus' command to return Persephone, for he justifies
this order by ascribing to Demeter a stratagem (émel péya pridetat €pyov
351; cf. 345 pntioeto PovArv). Such a master plan is a reciprocal re-
sponse to Zeus’ original plan to set forth narcissus to draw Persephone
into a trap (A10g fovAfjot). As negative reciprocity, the hiding of the seed
and its negative consequences cause an anomaly, which in turn must be
corrected by balanced reciprocity. The paradox of the almost burned
and almost killed Demophoon (to the eyes of mortals) echoes the ab-
normality of the destroyed land and the almost killed mortals (305-
313).”* Demeter causes the famine in order to create an irregularity that
must be restored and lures Zeus into performing balanced reciprocity.
Demeter retains the seed, which translates into abundance of flocks and
sacrifices, in order to be able to exchange it for Persephone, just like she
exchanged Demophoon for a temple.

3.3 Parallelism of Balanced Reciprocities

I have shown so far that negative reciprocities correspond to each other
by means of verbal echoes and a similar role in the narrative as instiga-
tors of strife and markers of violation of order. The balanced reciprocities
in the Hymn parallel each other as well, and they are framed by a senti-
ment of agreement and compliance. For example, when Demeter’s com-
mands are communicated to Celeus, he orders the Fleusinians to fulfill
the goddess’ wishes. Their compliance is strongly emphasized in the text
through verbal repetition (g émétele Oed 295; wg éméteAN’ 300). The
submission of mortals to the commands of the goddess contrasts with
Demeter’s rejection of Zeus’ initial order (tfj 6* ovk €émemeifeto Bvpodg
324) and gods’ offerings (otepe®s 8’ fvaiveto uvbovg 330), but it cor-
responds to Demeter’s compliance (008" anifnoev 470) to Zeus’ final
proposition (460-469).

Also the theme “the return of the child” coincides with and partakes
in the employment of balanced reciprocity.”? Demeter’s balanced ex-

I Notice the similar grammatical constructions—both contain past, contrary-to-fact
conditionals, with an aorist indicative verb with ke in the apodosis: a8dvatov kév ot
Kal ayfpaov fpata mavta / maida @ilov moinoa kal d@birov dmaca TRy 260-261;
Kkai v0 ke mapnay GAecoe yévog peponwy avBpdnwy / Aod O’ dpyadéng 310-311).
See MARAVELA 2015, 167 on unrealized immortality expressed by curtailed condi-
tionals in the Hymns to Demeter and Aphrodite.

72 For more parallels as well as discrepancies between Demophoon and Persephone, see
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change with the Eleusinians is tied to Demophoon’s return to his mor-
tal family and his reclaiming of mortal status, which is symbolized by
his removal from the fire and his placement on the ground (253).” His
restoration to safety (according to mortal standards) on the premise of
a pact foreshadows the goddess” agreement with Zeus at the end of the
Hymn, which marks the return of Persephone. However, Demophoon
contrasts with Persephone, since his return to his mortal caretakers is
not accompanied by the same feelings of joy that attend Persephone’s
return. On the contrary, he is inconsolable since his nurses are inferior
to the goddess (290-291). Metaneira as well is fearful despite her reun-
ion with her son, since she realizes her misdeed against Demeter. These
peculiarities relate to the fact that a goddess reciprocates with mortals.

According to the balanced exchange practices in the Hymn, honors
are granted to the abducted upon his/her return as recompense. Demo-
phoon receives eternal honors (tiun §° &gOitog aigv éméooetal 263) as
compensation for the unsuccessful immortalization and in exchange for
Demeter’s temple. Similarly, Persephone is a recipient of new timai from
Hades (tipag 6¢ oxronofa pet’ abavarolot peyiotag 366, 364-369) as
compensation for her partial stay with him in her role as the queen of
the Underworld (373-374).* To this end, both balanced reciprocities
entail some compromise. Similarly, the initiates of the Eleusinian Mys-
teries receive a blessed lot after death in compensation for the unavoid-
able end of mortal life and in exchange for being secretive about the
rituals (478-482).” Finally, Demeter receives honors as a reward for her
own return and a seat next to Zeus (461, 485-486).

The provision of honors to Persephone and Demophoon is associ-
ated with the performance of rituals, which encapsulate the balanced
reciprocity par excellence between gods and humans. Hades, in his
farewell to Persephone and his description of their balanced exchange,
promises honors in exchange for her return to Demeter—a combina-
tion of imperative with future tense—, but he also explains that if mor-
tals perform rituals well Persephone will be pleased (of kev pn Qvoinot

FeELsoN-RuBIN and DAL 1980, 15-17.

73 STRAUSS CLAY 1989, 240: “Her gesture means that he will forever be an earthling”

7 NaGy 1981, 197.

75 On the connection between the Demophoon’s episode and the initiates see FEL-
soN-RUBIN and DEeAL 1980, 18 and 20; PARKER 1991, 9-10 (contra CLINTON 1992, 30
n.79); FOLEY 1994, 113-114; JAILLARD 2005, 56. JANSSENS (1962, 54) also connects the
rejuvenation of the land with that of the initiates.
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TeOV pévog IAdokwvtal /edayéwg Epdovteg 368-369). Demeter used the
same vocabulary of pleasure for her own orgia (evayéwg €pdovteg éuov
voov ildokotoBe 274; cf. line 205 1} 81 oi kai Enerta peBvotepov ebadev
opyaic). Demophoon’s own honor is framed by the performance of the
ritual battles. Moreover, the Mysteries that are shown to Eleusinians in
the end of the Hymn and coincide with the return of Persephone are also
echoed by the orgia, which are promised in an exchange process.”

Another parallel element among these balanced reciprocities is the
role of Demeter as the agent of reciprocity both with humans and Zeus.
Demeter frames her demands and their reciprocation in accordance
with her proposed deal. Such is the case with her confrontation of Me-
taneira. She explains what she would have offered if Metaneira had al-
lowed her (260-261) (i.e. eternal life, youth, and honor), what she can
offer under the new circumstances (i.e. eternal honor alone), and she
explains what must be offered now in return (i.e. a temple).”” Similarly,
when Persephone is reunited with Demeter but before she admits she
ate a pomegranate seed (411-413), Demeter presents the original plan
(i.e. Persephone would stay with her parents forever 395-397) and the
new offer (i.e. partial stay with her) in the case she had eaten in the
Underworld. She admits that she will accept the sharing of her daughter
with Hades (398-403), with Persephone staying longer with her (399-
400), and she modifies her original request to Zeus. In either case, the
exchange value of Persephone is determined by Demeter herself, who,
unlike Achilles, sets her own deal and declares under what conditions
she will return.”®

Nevertheless, both Metaneira and Demeter receive an offer worse
than the original one: Metaneira has an eternally honored son but not
an immortal as Demeter originally planned, and Demeter keeps her

76 Cf. STrRAUSS CLAY 1989, 242-243 on the fact that the Mysteries are established only
after Demeter’s reconciliation with gods and mortals. I do not agree with PAssMAN
1993, 66 that in the Hymn Demeter is shown dangerous in order to be tamed and
that “it must be made clear that only when she is controlled by Zeus does she become
beneficent to humanity” Her initial interaction with the Eleusinians before the famine
is also beneficial.

77 This example along with the one on possible consequences of the famine showcase a
narratological practice, the “if not situations.” On this see NUNLIST 2004, 37-38.

78 Cf. LorRD 1967, 247-248 on two reconciliations of Achilles, one when he finally accepts
Agamemnon’s gifts and Briseis, and another when he accepts Priam’s gifts, and two of
Demeter, one reconciliation with the Eleusinians and the other with Zeus. See also
MUELLNER 1996, 23-25.
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daughter only for a partial time, not for ever, as Demeter originally re-
quested. Just like Demeter compromises with Persephone’s partial stay
on Olympus, Metaneira compromises with the partial immortality of
her son (i.e. eternal honor alone). Overall, an attempt at “abduction” of
the mortal child by the goddess is resolved with the return of the child
to his mortal family and subsequent balanced reciprocities that appease
the anger of Demeter in the same manner that Zeus through reciproci-
ty, framed nevertheless by Demeter, calms the goddess via the (partial)
return of the divine child.

3.4 Structural Symmetry and Ring Composition

The structural parallelism in the Hymn develops as follows:

Structural Symmetry and Parallelism

Start of the poem End of the poem
Middle Episodes
Negative reciprocity Balanced reciprocity
Persephone’s Abduction Return of Persephone in exchange
(Grief/Wrath) for the return of Demeter;

New eternal honors in exchange
for her temporary stay in Hades;
Eleusinian Mysteries in exchange
for the return of Persephone

(Joy)
Negative — Balanced
I A
Demophoon’s “Abduction” Return of Demophoon
(hiding in fire); (and eternal honors/rites)
Grief for Metaneira/Wrath for Demeter in exchange for a temple;
Orgia in exchange for the
temple

“Abduction” (hiding) of the Seed Return of the Seed
Grief for Demeter in exchange for the Return
of Persephone;
Eleusinian Mysteries
(Joy for the initiates and the goddesses)
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The episodes of reciprocity are organized not only by structural par-
allelism but also by ring composition:
Abduction/Hiding of Persephone = Negative Reciprocity
Withdrawal of Demeter from Olympus to Eleusis
“Abduction’/Hiding of Demophoon = Negative Reciprocity
Reconciliation (Balanced Exchange): Return of the Child
Withdrawal of Demeter from the palace to her temple
Hiding of the Seed = Negative Reciprocity
Reconciliation (Balanced Exchange): Return of the Child
(Return of Demeter and Return of the Seed)

O IO %>

4. Structural Parallelism and the Function of the Hymn

My approach shows that Demeter employs with Zeus the same tech-
nique that she employed with humans. This narrative pattern allows the
poet to establish the interconnection of the two realms. To this end the
two withdrawals and the two events of appropriation (those of the child
and the seed/gods’ honors) are two interwoven stories that parallel each
other, without always following a cause-effect logic. The Demophoon
episode is a nucleus with a beginning, middle and end, and is connected
to the previous and the following events by structural parallels. It is a
reconciliation tale in miniature, one that is incorporated into a larger
divine story of resolution and compromise.

The failure of Demophoon’s immortalization is not a mere narrative
device that motivates another attempt at humiliating the gods through
the suspension of sacrifices or justifies the institution of the Eleusinian
Mysteries, which after all do not provide immortality.” The Demophoon
episode constitutes an exemplum of a successful balanced reciprocity
that overcomes strife and restores normality. To this end, the episode is
a small-scale version of what it anticipates, the final balanced exchange.
The Demophoon scene is integral to the poem not only because in it
Demeter comes to understand the limits of her power through her ina-
bility to immortalize Demophoon and to obstruct Zeus’ plan,* but also

7 Cf. STrAUSS CLAY 1989, 262-263. According to Strauss Clay, Demeter with her failed
immortalization of a human, which would have blurred the division between gods
and mortals, is unable to obstruct Zeus plan to unite his realm with that of Hades.
Thus a second successful plan is necessary, which reveals the difficulties of the inter-
dependence between gods and mortals. Also NICKEL 2003, 77-78.

8 FeLsoN-RUBIN and DEAL 1980, 19-21. See also their view on a change in Demeter’s
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because she learns how to employ successfully reciprocity to restore to
normality her relationship with mortals and to receive some personal
benefits. She will, at the end of the poem, apply the same practice, when
she deals with Zeus.

Whether the Demophoon episode is a local story, an Eleusinian and
a non-epic version as Parker suggests,* or even an innovation by the
poet as Currie argues, an episode with many aetiological features (e.g.
the drink of kykeon that Demeter requests), the poet had to find a way
to incorporate his version in such a way so as not only narrative coher-
ence is established but also a consistent view of Demeter is framed as an
agent of reciprocity. This is also true in the case that the hymn brings to-
gether the two cults: Thesmophoria, whose aetiology is reflected in the
Eleusis episode, and the Eleusinian Mysteries.** Overall, the structur-
al parallelism indicates a conscious attempt to incorporate an episode
into the narrative of Persephone’s abduction, which does not directly
advance the plot but it provides an aetiological narrative for the founda-
tion of the temple, the Eleusinian Mysteries and/or Thesmophoria, and
even some ritual practices (e.g. the drinking of kykeon).

The poet creates narrative parallelism between the strife/resolution
on Olympus and the strife/resolution on earth. The balance between
the human and the divine sectors, between reciprocities involving hu-
mans and reciprocities involving gods, builds a connection between the
two realms through the venue of reciprocity, which is encapsulated in
the Mysteries. To this end, the connection between earth and Olympus
extends even to Hades. The institution of the Eleusinian Mysteries is
therefore a marker of Demeter’s reconciliation with both the Eleusinians
upon the return of Demophoon (orgia 273) and Zeus upon the return of
Persephone (orgia 476). The Demophoon episode sets a precedent for
reciprocities between gods and humans in the case of the foundation
of a cult, and it showcases the power of negotiation and reconciliation

character and her understanding of her own divine power.

81 PARKER 1991, 9. Cf. STRAUSS CLAY 1989, 207 on the Hymmn’s distinctive structure and
new message that transcends local traditions and reflects Panhellenic thought.

82 According to CLINTON 1992, 32-37; 1993, 113-116 the Eleusis episode is an aition
for the Thesmophoria, and the story about the Eleusinian Mysteries is added later
by the poet to honor the newer cult. See also ALLEN, HALLIDAY and SikEs 1936, 118-
123; SUTER 2002, 19-20. See also SUTER 2002, 135-136, 145-147 for a discussion of
the argument that the Demophoon episode is a remnant of another myth, which was
adapted in order to be incorporated in the agrarian version, which survives in the
orphic version.



ARIADNE 22 (2015-16) — P. STROLONGA

through a balanced reciprocity that is to the mutual benefit of humans
and gods alike.

Reciprocity thus emerges as a central theme of this major Homer-
ic Hymn, and this corresponds to the hymns’ general function as of-
ferings, which are to be reciprocated (the hymnist hopes) positively by
the divine.* The balanced reciprocity through the medium of a hymn
is echoed at the conclusion of several Homeric Hymns, specifically
where the god is asked to rejoice (xaipe) and the poet promises another
song (adtap éyw kai oglo kai &AANG pviioop” &otdiig).* In the Hymn
to Demeter, the reciprocal relationship is even more explicit than this,
for the hymnist requests pleasant livelihood in exchange for the current
song (&vt @M 494 = H.h. 30.18).*> Moreover, since, according to some
scholars, the hymns’ goal is to evoke an epiphany,* the presence of the
god could as well be interpreted as the desired reciprocal response to a
successful celebratory hymn.*”

Thus, the external reciprocity, where the Hymn works as a gift to the
divine, is reflected within the narrative as internal reciprocity, where
reciprocal relationships play an important role in the definition of the
goddess and her powers and reveal a benevolent divine.* Demeter, for
example, refrains from punishing Metaneira for interrupting the im-
mortalization process and instead employs reciprocity, providing qua-
si-immortality to Metaneira’s son.*” As she institutes the practice of her

8 On hymns as poetic offerings and dedications, see BREMER 1981; PULLEYN 1997, 49-
51; DEPEW 2000, 63-64; FURLEY and BREMER 2001, 3-4, 61-63; DAy 2010, 146-147,
246-254; CALAME 2011; PETROVIC 2012, 173-176. On hymns as means of thanking
the gods see BREMER 1998.

84 H. Ap. 545-546; h. Herm. 579-580. See the variations of this formula in h. Dem. 494-
495 and h. Aphr. 292-293. On charis in the Homeric Hymns, see DAy 2010, 246-254.
According to DAy 2010, 248 the imperative chaire is dedicatory in epilogues of the
Homeric Hymns asking the god to enjoy the performance.

8 Requests related to poetic composition or victory presumably in a contest are found in
h. Aphr. 6.19-20, h. Aphr. 10.5, h. Muses and Apollo 25.6. Cf. h. Hest. 24.5 xdpwv &~ &’
Snacoov dotdi. Other requests are also found in the shorter Homeric Hymns: 8.15-16,
11.5,15.9, 20.8, 26.12-13, 31.17. On the pleasing effect of the hymn on the celebrated
god see FURLEY 1995, 33, 45.

8 See GARCIA 2002, 12: “All hymn...in early Greece was kletic”

8 See DEPEW 2000, 74-75.

8 Similarly, GArcia 2002, 12 establishes a connection between the theme of the rec-
ognition of the god by mortals before his/her epiphany and the cletic function of the
Hymns, which provoke an epiphany.

8 In fr. 49.100 Kern and Apoll. Bibl. 1.5.1 the child dies.
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rituals, orgia, Demeter establishes an ongoing relationship of reciprocal
offerings with her worshippers, which will lead to the perpetual pleas-
ure of the divine.

The poet even assumes the role of a worshiper. After he first presents
all the benefits that humans can enjoy (486-489) as long as the god-
desses are favorable to them (puéy’” 6AProg Ov Tv’ ékelval / Tpo@povewg
gidovtat émyboviov avipwnwyv 486-487), he then pointedly asks that
they have a positive disposition towards him and grant a prosperous
livelihood in exchange for the Hymn (npogpoveg dvt’ @diig Piotov
Ouunpe’ 6male 494).” He concludes with the stock phrase in which he
promises that he will offer another hymn, which presumably will be the
return offering by the poet if his wish is granted.”” This is yet one more
parallel, since just as Demeter was npo@pwv with the Eleusinians (138,
140, 226) and such a kind disposition is promised to mortals (487), the
hymnist aspires to partake in a similar reciprocal relationship.*”
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Aopukn Zvppetpia kat ITaparAnAiopoi
otov Ounpixd Yuvo oty Auntpa

IToAv&évn ZTPOAOITA

Hepidnyn

AOMH tov Ounpikod Yuvov otn Ajuntpa givat poPAnpatiki,

oVpQWVA UE HEAETNTEG, KVPIWG AOYw TNG APOKANTNG eMioKEYNG
™G Anfuntpag otny EXevoiva, n onoia dev ovpPdAlet oty evpeon g
KOPNG NG, kabwg ev avtiBéoel pue dAleg ekdoxég Tov pbbov n Afuntpa
dev oLANEYeL kel MAnpogopieg yla TV anaywyn g [epoepdvng ala
npoomabei avemTuxwg va kavet Tov Anpogwvta abdvato. E@appodlo-
VTag TIG apxég TG SOpIKNG CLUETPiag Kat Tov TaparlAnAiopov deixvw
OTL T OKNVT| {e TOV ANHOQOVTA AOTENEL TUAHA TNG APNYNUATIKNG e&§€-
AMEng amd oknvég ohyKkpoLONG 0€ OKNVEG CLUPIAIWONG, TTOL AVTATIOKP-
vovTal 0T HeTaBaon and oknveg apvntikng avtanodoong (SnA. apma-
YN xwpig avtallayr)) oe oknvég eflooppomnpévng avtamodoong (SnA.
ovvallayr TOmov quid pro quo). Avtr 1 agnynuatikn e&éhi&n Siémet
v aAAnAovyia Twv OKNV@V Kal TapaTnpeiTal g auTOVOuaA EMELCOdLA
aAld kat otn yevikotepn dopr tov Yuvov. To Bépa tng avtailayng
eivat Staitepa TPooPLAEG, kKabwg kat o Yuvog amotehel mTpoo@opd Tov
vpuvwdov mov avapével Oetikn avtanodoon amod T AfunTpa Kat TNV
Iepoegovn.

¢



Statius and Stesichorus*

P.J. FINGLASS

N 1976 a papyrus of Stesichorus was published at Lille, containing

part of a previously unknown poem about the myth of Polynices and
Eteocles." The text in question is quite long—almost 130 lines—and a
stichometric numeral in the margin allows us to identify that lines 176 to
303 of the poem are preserved. Lines 176 to 200 are highly fragmentary,
but from line 201 much of the text is basically complete. That complete
portion begins with a speech from the mother of Oedipus’ sons, begging
them to put aside fratricidal strife and thus avoid Tiresias’ prophecy of
doom—this prophecy was evidently delivered shortly before the frag-
ment begins. Her sons agree to do so, and cast lots to decide who is to
take the kingdom, and who Oedipus’” possessions. The lot decides that
Eteocles is to have the kingdom,? and Polynices gathers the possessions
that he is owed, and departs—but not before Tiresias delivers a further,
highly fragmentary, speech, which prophesies Polynices arrival in Ar-
gos and wedding to Adrastus’ daughter. The fragment breaks off after a
description of Polynices’ journey, leaving him stranded at Cleonae on
the fringes of the Argolid—at least until some future papyrus find allows
him to continue on his way.

The first edition of the fragment, in 1976, was flawed; the outstand-
ing reedition of the papyrus in the following year by Peter Parsons has
been the foundation for all subsequent work.> Parsons’ reedition is ac-
companied by a commentary which seeks not just to recover Stesicho-
rus’ text, but to situate it within Greek and Latin literature. And it was
he who pointed out that the journey which concludes our fragment par-
allels the trip taken by Polynices in Statius’ Thebaid. Let us first examine
the Stesichorean journey:

* This paper was delivered at a conference on Silver Latin epic held at the University of
Nottingham in September 2016; I am grateful to Professor Helen Lovatt for the invita-
tion to speak, and to Ariadne’s helpful referee.

! MEILLIER 1976.

2 For this incident see FINGLASS 2013a.

* PARrsONs 1977. For an account of work subsequent to Parsons see FINGLASS 2014c; for
Stesichorus’ narrative technique in the poem see FINGLASS 2015, 87-92.
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éc pat[o Tepeciac dlvupdrAuTtoc, aiya 8 of—
SoUw [v—v

AOIXET[v—wv—] To piAcor TToAvveikel [——

OnBa [——-

ol [=vv] v cTeTXev péya Telx[oc v—= 295

GudpE [v—ov—
TOUT [—vv—vv—] & TkovTo lcbuov
TOVTIO [—vv— 300

Kpal [v—v—v] uxaic

auTalp vo—wu—] dctea kaAa KopivBou

plupa 8’ [¢UkTipévac] KAewovac fjvBov

293 EmoJvto Page 295 epxouev . . . aueiyac Parsons 296 ] &y’

[augpiadov Parsons: TovTiou [Evvocida West

Thus spoke Tiresias of the famous name, and immediately ... the
palace ... he left ... for dear Polynices ... Thebes ... travelling
along the road he went on his way, crossing over the great wall
... with many mules and horses they came to the tip [of] ... men
... they came to the Isthmus ... fine cities of Corinth, and swiftly
arrived at well founded Cleonae ...

Stes. fr. 97.294-303 E*
Here is the corresponding passage in Statius:®

tunc sedet Inachias urbes Danaéiaque arva

* Fragments of Stesichorus are cited from FINGLASS 2014b.
* Translation from SHACKLETON BAILEY 2003.
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et caligantes abrupto sole Mycenas 325
ferre iter impavidum, seu praevia ducit Erinys,

seu fors illa viae, sive hac immota vocabat

Atropos. Ogyegiis ululata furoribus antra

deserit et pingues Baccheo sanguine colles.

inde plagam, qua molle sedens in plana Cithaeron 330
porrigitur lassumque inclinat ad aequora montem,
praeterit. hinc arte scopuloso in limite pendens

infames Scirone petras Scyllacaque rura

purpureo regnata seni mitemque Corinthon

linquit et in mediis audit duo litora campis. 335

Then he decides to take his way boldly to the cities of Inachus
and Danaé’s fields and Mycenae darkened with sun cut short.
Does a guiding Fury lead him on, or is it the chance of the road,
or was inexorable Atropos summoning him that way? He leaves
the glades where Ogygian madness howls and hills fat with Bac-
chic gore. Thence he passes the tract where Cithaeron stretches
out, gently sinking into the flat, and inclines his weary steep to
the sea. From here the rocky path is high and narrow. He leaves
Sciron’s ill-famed cliffs and Scylla’s fields where the purple an-
cient ruled and gentle® Corinth; and in mid land he hears two
shores.

Stat. Theb. 1.324-35

So in Stesichorus, lines 294-98 will describe Polynices’ journey from
Thebes until he reaches the Isthmus (299), followed by Corinth (302),
and Cleonae (303) near Argos. Statius’ Polynices travels from Thebes
(328-29), past Cithaeron (330-32) and the Isthmus via Megara (332-34),
to Corinth (334-35); the next geographical refererence puts him near
Lerna in the Argolid (380-89).

Nobody to my knowledge has made anything of the parallel drawn
by Parsons. Yet if the archaic Greek epic Thebaid had survived, and con-
tained a passage like what we find in Stesichorus, and if the passage
occurred almost exactly the same distance into that poem as Statius’

¢ Or ‘wealthy), if we emend transmitted mitem to ditem.
7 For the route from Corinth to Argos in antiquity see MARCHAND 2009, especially the
map on p. 110 showing how Cleonae was on the way.
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passage does into his, then scholars would certainly be making some-
thing of it, noting how, in Parsons’ words,® ‘Statius...describes the same
journey [as Stesichorus], though in more melodramatic circumstanc-
es’; how he takes the relatively plain Stesichorean narrative and turns it
into something much more colourful, with its Erinyes and references to
mythological events, including great sinners such as Pentheus (by im-
plication), Sciron, and Scylla (two of whom were themselves involved
in terrible intrafamilial conflicts), emphasising the fateful nature of the
journey which will ultimately lead to such great bloodshed. Statius has
his Polynices encounter a storm on the way, which substantially delays
the narrative. Stesichorus, on the other hand, brings him to Cleonae, at
least, with much greater dispatch. It seems unlikely that the poet sub-
stantially delayed the warrior’s arrival at Argos, and if that is correct
then Statius’ dramatic storm—one of only a couple of Statian passages
which Shackleton Bailey says ‘once read are not forgotten*—comes as
more of a surprise to anyone familiar with the Stesichorean narrative.
Just because the parallel is not with an epic text but with a lyric text—
albeit a lyric text with a particular connexion to epic'°—we should not
automatically discount or ignore the possibility that Statius did indeed
known Stesichorus’ passage, and that some of Statius’ audience had the
Stesichorean passage as part of their mental furniture as they read the
Roman poet’s verse.

Nor is this the only similarity between Statius’ and Stesichorus” ac-
counts of the build-up to the war of the Seven. As Parsons points out,
the use of the lot is attested in both these poets,'" although in Statius it
determines which brother is to rule first, in Stesichorus which is to have
the kingdom and which Oedipus’ possessions. Other ancient writers
give different versions: so in Pherecydes and Sophocles, Eteocles drives
Polynices out by force; in Hellanicus, the brothers agree that Eteocles
should get the kingdom, while Polynices takes the property and goes
into exile; and in Euripides, Eteocles rules first because he is the elder,
but agrees to cede power to Polynices after a year, and subsequently the
pair are to rule in alternative years.'? The imagery of the lot is prominent
in Aeschylus’ Seven against Thebes, and Laura Swift has recently argued

8 PARSONS 1977, 33-34.

® SHACKLETON BAILEY 2003, 3-4.

10 See WEST 2015.

11 PARSONS 1977, 20-21; so also MARINIS 2015, 354 n. 63.

12 Pher. fr. 96 EGM; Soph. OC 1295-98, 1330; Hellan. fr. 98 EGM; Eur. Phoen. 69-76.
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that this is because of Stesichorean influence;"® it would be bold indeed
to say that the same influence could not have worked on Statius too, es-
pecially since the close juxtaposition of lot and journey is found in both.

The use of the lot in Stesichorus is suggested by the mother of Poly-
nices and Eteocles, as a means of heading off the dire prophecy just ut-
tered by Tiresias; Statius’ poem, by contrast, has Tisiphone, prompted by
Oedipus’ curse, arise from the underworld to stimulate the brothers into
dividing their inheritance in the same way. The Queen’s impassioned
desire in Stesichorus’ poem to avoid Tiresias’ prophecy suggests that a
curse by Oedipus is not at issue, because she would scarcely have ne-
glected to mention it. So when Ganiban remarks that Sophocles’ Oedi-
pus at Colonus is ‘the only Greek version in which [Oedipus’] curse does
not give birth to the expedition, he has forgotten Stesichorus."* The ef-
forts of Stesichorus’ Queen to head off the conflict are to an extent par-
alleled by those of Statius” Jocasta, although hers occur at a later stage in
the poem;" who knows what connexions we could find if we had more
of Stesichorus’ work.'¢

We must be careful, in the course of our investigations, not to assume
too much about Stesichorus’ Queen. A recent author in the monumen-
tal Brills Companion to Statius remarks that Jocasta’s role in the battle
between her sons goes back to Stesichorus but is best examined in the
tragedies of Euripides and Seneca. The differences between the Greek
and Latin Phoenissae as well as Statius’ treatment are well attested in the
scholarship....”” Here, alas, the promising focus on Stesichorus proves

13 SwirT 2015, 132-138.

14 GANIBAN 2007, 26-27 n. 10.

15 Stat. Theb. 11.315-53. See McNELI1s 2007, 147 with n. 77; AucousTtaxkis 2010, 62-68;
Simms 2014; and VoiGT 2015; Stesichorus is compared by AUGOUSTAKIS (p. 62 n. 68)
and by Simms (p. 172: ‘Quite likely Jocasta’s attempts to forestall or deter the mutu-
al fratricide of her sons does not so much depart from the tradition of Homer and
Sophocles as return to an innovation explored by Stesichorus’), but not by McNELIs
or by VoIGT, even though her article appears in a journal itself published in Lille.
VoIGT’s account of scenes in literature where a mother intervenes ahead of a conflict
(pp- 11-12) ought to have cited another Stesichorean fragment, fr. 17 E, where Cal-
lirhoe, mother of the monstrous Geryon, begs him not to fight Heracles and exposes
her breast to him.

16 So as AUGOUSTAKIS 2016, xviii n. 8 suggests, with reference to Tydeus’ cannibalism
during the conflict before the city, ‘Stesichorus’ version of the Theban cycle may have
included the cannibalism scene, since PMGF 222b possibly narrated the saga up to the
fratricide..., and at least up to Polynices’ journey to Argos.

' DIETRICH 2015, 310-311.
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all too short; moreover, there is an implied, groundless, assumption that
Stesichorus’ Queen is called Jocasta. This assumption recurs in Smole-
naars’ discussion of whether Statius depicts Jocasta as dead or alive at
Thebaid 1.72: ‘Jocasta’s attempt, absent in Aeschylus’ Septem, first oc-
curs — as far as we can tell - in the Lille papyrus discovered in 1976
(PLille 76; fr. 222b PMGF). This lyric version of the Oedipus legend
is ascribed by most scholars to Stesichorus (640-555)."* The fragment
contains a dialogue between the seer Teiresias, who foretells the frat-
ricide, and Jocasta, who wants to prevent it. In any case, this storyline
presupposes that Jocasta, unlike in Homer and OT, lives on after the
anagnorisis and after Oedipus’ self-blinding. This drastic change in the
treatment of the Theban legend is first staged by Euripides in his Phoi-
nissai, and later also by Seneca in his Phoenissae’" But we are not told
the name of the Queen in what survives of Stesichorus’ text. Long be-
fore Sophocles’ play became the canonical telling of the myth, forever
associating Oedipus with Jocasta, the Theban king was associated with
several different women—Epicaste, Euryganeia, Eurycleia, Astymedu-
sa. Stesichorus’ Queen might have had any of these names, or another
one entirely. More importantly than the name, there is no evidence for
Oedipus producing children with his mother until Pherecydes in the
fifth century, and no evidence for the survival of Oedipus’ mother after
the discovery of her incest before Euripides.?’ It is not impossible that
both these features are Stesichorean, but that is unlikely; certainly, such
a position has to be argued for, not merely asserted as if the mother of
Oedipus’ children is always Oedipus’ own mother. This is likely to have
been an area where Stesichorus’ treatment of the myth was quite differ-
ent from what we find in Statius.

Could Statius have read Stesichorus? Had he even heard of him? The
answer to both questions is ‘yes. The last person who we can say for sure

'8 For the date of Stesichorus’ poetic activity, which I would place somewhere between
610 and 540, see FINGLASS 2014a, 1-6. Smolenaars’ phrase ‘by most scholars’ is un-
helpful; if he knows scholars who do not believe that the fragment is by Stesichorus
(and I know of none), he should name them.

Y SMOLENAARS 2008, 222. It is possible, however, that Jocasta lived on after Oedipus’
blinding in Euripides’ Oedipus too; on this play, which may predate Phoenician Wom-
en, see FINGLASS 2017a, which cites earlier literature. (I should have pointed this out
at FINGLASs 2014c, 365.)

2 Pher. fr. 95 EGM. See FINGLASS 2014c¢, 364-366; FINGLASS 2017b, Introduction section
§3.
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was familiar with his poetry was Athenaeus in the late second or early
third century, so well after Statius’ time.*' And of the eight papyri that we
possess, one (the Lille papyrus, from the Fayum) is Ptolemaic, while the
other seven, all from Oxyrhynchus, include four from the first century,
two from the second, and one from the second or third.* If Stesichorus
was so accessible in such an unremarkable town in Egypt, readers at
Rome will have had no trouble getting hold of his works. The Tabula
Iliaca Capitolina, a calcite tablet sculpted shortly before the turn of the
eras, and discovered ten miles to the south-east of Rome, proclaims that
it depicts ‘the Sack of Troy according to Stesichorus, and accompanies
that claim with a pretty elegiac couplet alluding to the language of the
opening of that very poem. This suggests interest in and familiarity with
Stesichorus on the part of its maker and intended viewers, in a period
shortly before Statius’ lifetime.>’

Moreover, Statius refers directly to Stesichorus in the Silvae, in a list
of Greek poets mostly from the Archaic period that his father taught at
his school in Naples:*

hinc tibi uota patrum credi generosaque pubes

te monitore regi, mores ct facta priorum

discere, quis casus Troiae, quam tardus Vlixes,
quantus equum pugnasque uirum decurrere uersu
Maeonides quantumque pios ditarit agrestes
Ascraeus Siculusque senex, qua lege recurrat
Pindaricae uox flexa lyrae volucrumque precator
Ibycus et tetricis Alcman cantatus Amyclis
Stesichorusque ferox saltusque ingressa uiriles

non formidata temeraria Chalcide Sappho,
quosque alios dignata chelys. tu pandere docti
carmina Battiadae latebrasque Lycophronis atri
Sophronaque implicitum tenuisque arcana Corinnae.

Stat. Silv. 5.3.146-58 = Stes. test. Tb50 Ercoles

2 See FingLass and KeLLy 2015a, 1.

2 For an account of the papyri see FINGLASs 2014a, 73-76.

2 The Tabula is Stes. fr. 105 E; for its significance for Stesichorus see FINGLASS 2014d;
Davigs and FINGLASS 2014, 428-436; BescHI 2016; FINGLASS 2017c.

# Translated by SHACKLETON BAILEY 2015. For this passage see also HuLLs 2014, 197-
198.
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Hence parents’ hopes were entrusted to you and noble youth gov-
erned by your guidance, as they learned the manners and deeds
of men gone by: the fate of Troy, Ulysses’ tardiness, Maeonides’
power to pass in verse through heroes’ horses and combats, what
riches the old man of Ascra and the old man of Sicily gave honest
farmers, what law governs the recurring voice of Pindar’s wind-
ing harp, and Ibycus, who prayed to birds, and Alcman, sung
in austere Amyclae, and bold Stesichorus and rash Sappho, who
feared not Leucas but took the manly leap, and others by the lyre
approved. You were skilled to expound the songs of Battus’ son,
the lurking places of dark Lycophron, Sophron’s mazes, and the
secrets of subtle Corinna.

Among these brief vignettes of Greek poets from the Archaic to the Hel-
lenistic periods Statius refers to Stesichorus ferox, ‘Stesichorus the fierce,
and we may wonder exactly what that means. Other ancient criticism of
Stesichorus tended to refer to his Homeric nature,” or to his sweetness,
as explored in a recent paper by Richard Hunter;* Statius’ use of this
term deserves comment. And comment it finds, in the detailed com-
mentary on the testimonia to Stesichorus published by Marco Ercoles in
2013. He notes that the only other poet who receives this epithet from
Statius is Ennius, when he says cedet Musa rudis ferocis Enni, ‘Let the
rough Muse of ferocious Ennius give way’ (Silv. 2.775), an expression
which, according to Newlands, ‘assimilates the epic poet to the military
hero in spirited style’”” Quintilian’s famous description of Stesichorus as
maxima bella et clarissimos canentem duces et epici carminis onera lyra
sustinentem, ‘singing of great wars and famous leaders and sustaining
on his lyre the weight of epic song;*® associates him too with wars and
battles; Statius’ description of him as ferox seems to point in the same di-
rection. If so, it may be a clue that Statius did indeed know Stesichorus’
poem, since specifically military accounts are not prominent among his
surviving poetry; only the Sack of Troy would count, and even that be-
gins in a surprisingly unmilitaristic fashion.”

%5 See KELLY 2015; CAREY 2015.

26 HUNTER 2015.

* NEWLANDS 2011, 241; she additionally notes that only Statius uses ferox to describe a
poet.

28 Quint. Inst. 10.1.61 = Stes. Tb42 Ercoles.

2 See FINGLASS 2013b.
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No doubt there is more to be said on the association of these two po-
ets, both of which have languished for too long in the shadow of slightly
earlier, more famous poets whose work they transformed in innovative
ways; but Statian scholars are more likely than I to be able to say it.
Stesichorus and all the rich poetry of the Archaic period, so often still
neglected simply because it is fragmentary, continues to offer students
of Latin literature great opportunities to discover intriguing poetic con-
nexions between texts centuries apart.

P, J. Finglass
Department of Classics & Ancient History, University of Bristol
patrick.finglass@bristol.ac.uk
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Imperialism, Ethics and the Popularization of
Medical Theory in Later Fifth-Century Athens:
Airs, Waters, Places*

Elizabeth IRWIN

Introduction

This article engages with the theoretical and intellectualizing approach-
es to medicine in the fifth century Bc represented by certain of the so-
called Hippocratic texts. The perspective that it takes might, however,
be called popular. I intend to examine the utility of one Hippocratic text,
Airs, Waters, Places, not in terms of its contribution to the development
of medical science, but rather in the context of the popular politics and
ideology of Athens’ democracy and her empire.'

My approach is perhaps contentious in that it involves viewing both
a canonical text of the Hippocratic corpus and fifth-century Athens
from a more critical, and indeed cynical, perspective than is customary
in existing scholarship. An overall aim is to get away from a teleologi-
cal perspective in which a text such as Airs and intellectual thought in
this period are seen only in terms of the ‘progress’ they seem to repre-
sent as they move towards a scientific approach to the natural world
and disease. Instead, I interrogate the narrative in which the search for
rational causes and the move from ‘religious’ to ‘natural’ explanations
are interpreted—from our perspective—as a step in the right direction,
even when the ‘medical science’ professed in certain of these texts is
flawed, and therefore not useful from a strictly biomedical point of view.

* I thank Emily Greenwood, Chiara Thumiger, Simon Ubsdell, Lucia Prauscello, Rebec-
ca Flemming, and the audience at the University of Manchester for helpful comments
and criticism on versions of this paper.

For an introduction to all aspects of the work see the introduction to the Budé edition
of JouaNNA 1996, which is the text used in this article. HEINIMANN 1945, 170-209
provides the most detailed discussion of the text’s date, placing it at the end of Peri-
clean era, a little before 430 Bc. For the purposes of this article, the second half of the
fifth century is sufficiently precise, although I agree with Heinimann. JouaNNa 1996
would place the text in the next decade.
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And to that end, I examine one example of such material, doing so in a
broad synchronic frame and considering it from the point of view of its
consumers and the utility they found in it. I do not make here a compre-
hensive statement about all the texts of the ‘Hippocratic’ Corpus—given
their diversity none is possible—but rather about one text, Airs, Waters,
Places.? Since this text offers readers little in the way of practical assis-
tance in the treatment of disease, and—I would suggest—was perhaps
never intended to do so, its popularity and the decision by some to em-
brace its account of the causes of illness and of physical constitutions
in place of those more customary (and indeed often religious) warrant
scrutiny.’ This article will attempt to show that among the predominant
factors contributing to the popularity of the ‘scientific’ account offered
by this treatise are those associated with Athens’ empire and its poli-
cies, both towards its Delian allies as they were reduced to subjects of its
arche and towards others whom the Athenians perceived as threatening
its ‘growth’. In the political arena, medical theory, medical discourse,
and its purveyors offered Athenians convenient and persuasive, because
seemingly authoritative, ‘rational, indeed ‘scientific, bases for the ide-
ologies and policies deployed in the exercise of arche, and at times also
the means to attempt to evade the moral censure belonging to more
customary understandings of the causes of disease.*

)

The reading below is compatible with a growing awareness of the need for a ‘dismem-
berment of the Corpus, and a consideration of each text on its own terms: see most
recently CraIx 2015, ‘Introduction’ (esp. xx-xxiv), and VAN DER Enk 2016 (whose
phrase this is), along with the other papers collected in DEAN-JONES and ROSEN 2016.
* DEMAND 1999 has addressed the subject of whether the ‘Greeks’ believed in the effi-
cacy of Hippocratic therapies, and though her discussion deals with texts that offer
therapeutic treatments (and therefore crucially different than Airs), her comments
about a wider sense of ‘efficacy, ‘conceptional satisfaction’ and ‘shared world-view[s]’
(142-148) are not irrelevant to the discussion below. That said, her categories (‘Greeks,
‘Hippocratic’) are rather too broad to be useful here.
* Here the constraints of space will not permit me to develop the latter argument, but I
intend elsewhere to examine the ‘rational, ‘natural; that is, ‘non-religious, approaches
to disease such as represented by Airs, Waters, Places and On the Sacred Disease, argu-
ing that their appeal to some, not least the Athenians during the ‘plague; arose from
the opportunity that they furnished to evade what I would call the ‘culturally agreed
upon moment of ethical self-scrutiny’ that traditionally attended the onset of disease,
particularly when it afflicted an entire community (e.g. Hesiod, WD 240-243); for a
useful preliminary discussion along these lines see MARSHALL 1990. On the shared
religiosity of these Hippocratic texts see VAN DER Ejk 1991, and below n. 26.



POPULARIZATION OF MEDICAL THEORY IN LATER FIFTH-CENTURY ATHENS

Preliminaries: The Invitation — Herodotus’ Histories, Book 3

By way of introduction to this approach, and for some readers a nec-
essary justification of it, I look at an author who contains what might
well be the earliest extant evidence for the reception of the ideas repre-
sented in Airs, Waters, Places, namely, Herodotus. I will not, however,
be rehearsing those passages that have been regularly adduced as Hero-
dotus’ allusion to the Hippocratics as these have been well document-
ed.’ Rather, it is Herodotus’ treatment of doctors that is of interest here,
suggesting as it does the need to consider at least some medical texts and
professionals more critically from the point of view of their popularity
and their association with imperialism.

Herodotus chooses to frame Book 3 of his Histories, with the stories
of two doctors, both of whom serve as physicians to Persian kings and
in this position are able to exploit the imperialist ethos of those figures
in order to achieve their own personal ends. I pass over the story of the
Egyptian oculist—although relevant—who ultimately leads Cambyses
to conquer his native Egypt in order to take revenge upon the Egyptian
king responsible for his posting to the Persian court.°I note only that his
is the very first story of Book 3, and as such proves a fitting introduction
to a book chock-full of allusions to themes and material that are found
in contemporary medical writers.” Instead, I focus upon the Greek doc-

* The most thorough recent treatment of the subject and its bibliography is THOMAS
2000; cf. DEMONT 2018.

¢ On this doctor see IRWIN 2017b, 97-108 (esp. 99-104).

7 See, for instance, the diagnosis of Cambyses’ madness as possibly epilepsy (3.33), that
is, owing to a congenital illness (kata genos) rather than caused by divine anger, the
famed longevity of the Ethiopians attributed provisionally to the wondrous waters of
their fountain (3.23.2-3), so lacking in density and smelling of violets, or the skulls of
the Egyptians which he claimed he was still able to see long after the battle in which
they died (3.12), thicker than those of their Persian conquerors owing to their nomos of
shaving their heads from childhood and leaving them bare to be hardened by the sun.
Scholars have been quick to identify similarities between these passages and texts with-
in the Hippocratic corpus, and, of course, also debate how direct the allusions should
be deemed to be (see e.g. LATEINER 1986, and more recently THOMAS 2000 and JOUAN-
NA 2005, 6-13, and cf. DEMONT 2009). As important, however, is the implicit testimony
to the popularity of such theories that resides in Herodotus’ choice to invoke them in
the course of his own work, the recognition of which allows one to begin to inquire
into Herodotus’ agenda behind his choice to adopt this register so conspicuously each
of the times that he does: on which see IrRwin 2014 (on the Ethiopian logos) and 2017b
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tor Democedes, whose story figures towards the very end of Book 3.2
Democedes is a figure who chose to court power: moving from Aegi-

na, to Athens, and finally to Samos (3.131), he became physician to the
aspiring thalassocrat and tyrant Polycrates (3.39) whose ambitions to
hold sway over ever wider dominion led ultimately to his demise (3.120-
125). At the subjugation of Samos, circumstances render the doctor a
valued servant to the Persian king Darius through ‘an offer he could not
refuse’’ Showered with wealth at the Persian court, but deprived of his
freedom to leave as he wishes, Democedes devises a ploy to return to his
native Italy, the success of which is predicated on the expansionist drive
of the Persian king. Taking advantage of the Queen’s gratitude for cur-
ing her affliction, Democedes requests her assistance in leading Darius
towards a campaign in the west, one for which he, as a native of Croton,
would be the natural choice to serve as guide and which would provide
him with an opportunity to escape. The text juxtaposes Democedes’
‘healing’ of Atossa (idpevog vytéa anédele, 3.134.1) with the ‘education’
he gives her on how to persuade her husband to set his imperial de-
signs westwards: ‘Democedes healed and rendered Atossa healthy, and
thereupon she, taught by Democedes (8t5ax0eioa 0o 00 Anpokndeog,
3.134.1), was applying (mpooé@epe) such an argument to Darius as what
follows..."” Encouraging Darius to embark on a new conquest, Atossa’s
arguments culminate in the medical:

You should show some industry now, while you are still young:

for sense grows with the growing body, but grows old too with

the aging body and loses its edge for all purposes (avEopévw

Yap @ owpatt ovvavgovtar kai ai @péveg, ynpdokovtt 8¢

OLYYNPACKOVGL Kal €6 T Tprypata avta drnapProvovtat).
As an imperialist, Darius’ biological clock is ticking, so Democedes in-
structed Atossa (¢k S1daxf|c, 3.134.4) would be a persuasive argument to
bring to bear on a disposition that might otherwise be resistant.

(on the bones of Pelusium and Papremis). On the subject of medicine in Herodotus see
also BRANDENBURG 1976, ALTHOFF 1993, THOMAS 2000, esp. ch. 2, and now DEMONT
2018.

8 3.129-37. For discussion of this figure see GRIFFITHS 1987, and more recently DAVIES
2010 and IrwiN 2011, 438-444.

° This is embodied in the gift of golden shackles that he receives from Darius for having
healed him (3.130.4) and stated in 3.135.1.

"For a common medical sense of mpocépepe, see LS s.v. A.1 (e.g. PL. Sym. 189a, cf.
187e; Hp. Ulc. 24; D.C. 55.17, and widespread in the medical writers).
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On this front, however, no persuasion was necessary: Darius an-
nounces that a new campaign was exactly his intention. And yet since
it is aimed in the wrong direction—against Scythia—Atossa must carry
on with the doctor’s persuasive script: she has heard an account of Greek
girls, Spartan, Argive, Attic and Corinthian, and wants them as her
servants (¢émBupéw yap Aoyw muvBavopévn Aakaivag t€ pot yevéaBau
Oepamaivag kai Apyeiog kai Attikag kai KopvBiag, 3.134.5). As a result
of the doctor’s deft instruction, Atossa convinces Darius to turn his atten-
tion westwards, and, just as the doctor foresaw, Democedes is chosen as
scout and thereby enabled to effect his escape. This he does, however, not
before allowing the Persians to assemble a certain body of information
about Greece (¢mAeov £G v EANGSa...ta mapabaldoota €é0nedvro kal
AmeypdpovTo...Td TOANA adTig Kai dvopaota Benoduevol, 3.136.1)—
his freedom is won, but at the cost of jeopardizing that of Hellas should
Darius continue on the course that the doctor has prescribed for him.

I draw attention to Democedes’ story for its depiction of a physician’s
‘instruction, how he taught his clientele to deploy medical arguments
for aims other than those strictly medical, in this case to fuel an ex-
pansionist agenda that would in turn serve his own personal agenda—a
course of action suited to the patient’s character and beneficial to him-
self. Atossa’s first argument about the ‘naturalness’ of Darius taking such
action at such an age presupposes some notion of the ‘nature of man”
the ‘growth of the mind’ is claimed to be coextensive with the ‘growth
of the body’ in order to imply that a certain period in a man’s life is the
‘natural’ or ‘appropriate’ time for other types of auxesis—in this case that
of the king’s empire."" The argument that Atossa makes resonates with
those made among Herodotus’ contemporaries in their own expansion-
ist ventures: according to Thucydides, when the Athenians deliberated
over undertaking the conquest of Sicily, among the medical arguments
that Alcibiades brought to bear on the Athenians was that he was at his
acme—that is, in perfect condition to accomplish such a feat."> ‘Growth’

"' ASHERI 2007, 514.

2 Alcibiades, Thucydides 6.17.1: ‘And do not be afraid of my youth now, but while I
am still in its flower (GAN" €wg éyw Te &T1 dicpdlw pet’ avtiig), and Nicias appears
fortunate, avail yourselves of the ‘benefit’ of us both (dnoxprioacfe tfj éxatépov Nuav
w@elia)] And see Alcibiades’ further elaboration at 6.18.6 with DE RomiILLy 1976
(cf. HORNBLOWER 2008, 352-353). For the use of medical discourse and metaphor
throughout the debate, see JouanNa 2012b (ch. 2), with bibliography, and JouaNNA
2005, 19, who contributes the parallel between Alcibiades’ warning against change

— 61 —
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is, moreover, also a key metaphor: the conceptualization of aggressive
expansion as ‘growth’ rendering ‘natural’ and therefore beyond judg-
ment what otherwise described would be open to moral censure—the
product of an unjust greed and/or lust for power over others—is one of
which Thucydides’ narrative makes good use in attempting to absolve
Athenian arche of charges of wrong-doing."”” Not everyone, however,
was prepared to dismiss ethics from evaluating wars undertaken for
expansionist aims, and to accept that such ‘growth’ is ‘natural, so Her-
odotus attests—also in Book 3—in the message that the Ethiopian king
sends to the unjust Persian king, and this is further evident in the ‘just
war theory” implicit in Andocides’ On the Peace."*

The doctor seems also to have provided Atossa with her second line-
of-attack.”” When she rejects the idea of a Scythian campaign, she in-
vokes a logos that she claims to have heard and that has led her to prefer
to acquire certain peoples as servants—in this case European Greeks—
over others—here Scythians. Readers are, of course, not explicitly told
what that logos was—there was no need for elaboration given Darius’
willingness to comply. There is, though, certainly enough in the ethno-

(6.16.7) and On Regimen in Acute Diseases 36. Relevant for the wider project be-
hind this article is Thucydides’ depiction of medical discourse being mobilized—by
both sides—in the assembly in order to persuade: see Nicias at 6.14 who requests the
Prytanis behave like a good doctor, possibly an indirect reminder of the nosos from
which Athens had, according to Nicias (6.12.1), only just recovered. One should note,
however, that Nicias’ allusions to medicine remain at the level of simile, instructing
others to be like a good doctor, whereas Alcibiades’ use of medical argumentation is
more pervasive and blurs the boundary between the medical and the political, casting
himself as a physician.

'3 On the ‘organic metaphor’ of ‘growth’ in Book 1, see 1.2.6, 1.12.1, 1.16.1, 1.17.1, 1.69.4,
1.89.1, etc. with HORNBLOWER 1991, 134. See also the defense from ‘nature’ that Peri-
cles is portrayed as having made in response to the negative progress of the war (Thuc.
2.64.3): fiv kai vOv brevd@uév mote (mdvta yap méduke kol Edaccodobat). ..

4 Herodotus 3.21.2: obte €xeivog avip Sikatog. el yap fv dikatog, olt’ &v éneBounoe
X0png NG fj Tig éwvtod, ol &v ég Sovhoovny avBpwmovg fye O’ OV undev
ndikntae (...nor is that man just; for were he just, he would not have coveted a land
other than his own, nor would he try to lead into slavery men by whom he has not
been injured’). Andocides 3.13: oipat yap &v mavtag avBpwmovg dpoloyfioat Sid 1éde
Setv molepely, fj dducovpévoug fj BonBodvrag ddwkovpévolg (‘Everyone would agree,
I think, that war is justified only so long as one is either suffering a wrong oneself or
supporting the cause of another who has been wronged’).

!> The doctor as the source explains AsHERI's difficulty here (2007, 514): ‘Herodotus
seems to ignore that, before the exploratory expedition, Atossa could not have had
such a great knowledge of Greek women!
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graphic material of Herodotus’ day to provide suggestions. Perhaps the
logos she claims to have heard pertained to the nomoi of the Greeks, or
perhaps to their physis. But perhaps the logos was more sophisticated,
one based on the characters and constitutions of each people arising
from the different lands that they each inhabited, that is, something
like the thesis maintained by the Hippocratic Airs, Waters, Places, a text
that famously contrasts European Greeks and Scythians.'® The superior
constitution and character of European Greeks praised by that text, in
contrast to the Scythians whom it depicts most unattractively, would no
doubt have made them seem more desirable. Other sources corroborate
this portrayal and suggest that these Greeks, deemed more intelligent
by some, may have seemed more ‘useful, given that the Scythians are
widely portrayed as neither intelligent nor able to be domesticated.'” On
that basis, however, Herodotus would allow another construal of her
preference, and one less flattering to Greek readers invested in stere-
otypes: perhaps Scythians were not too uncultivated, but too ‘free’ to
become good slaves (for Herodotus, for instance, they are the freest
peoples—4.46—and definitely not slavish, cf. 4.142). Speculation aside,
whatever basis Atossa may have found in the logos that she claims in-
duced her to prefer these Greeks over Scythians, Herodotus’ story con-
tains some polemic for those readers of his day who had much invested
in a contrast between ‘free’ Europeans and ‘slavish’ Asiatics—the dichot-
omy found in a text like Airs, Waters, Places, as we will see below. These
readers might well be taken aback by the preference of this Asiatic queen
for Greek servants, and not Asiatic Greeks, but rather those of Europe.

I cite Herodotus’ story for the purpose of foregrounding the exist-
ence in the late fifth century of a more critical and indeed cynical view
of what doctors could ‘teach’ and why. Herodotus portrays a doctor de-
ploying his ‘knowledge, medical authority, and the discourse of medi-
cine for aims other than bodily health, whether done for the physician’s
own personal benefit (even at the expense of his own country), as with
Democedes, or when borrowed by a power intent on its own ‘growth’ It
is with Herodotus’ ‘instruction’ on how to approach both the practition-
ers of medicine and the use to which their instruction might be put that
I turn to my main discussion.

¢ AWP 17-22 ]. On Scythia in Greek ethnography, see THOMAs 2000, 42-68.
17 For negative portrayals of the Scythians’ intelligence see for instance Thuc. 2.97.6, or
the Scythian policeman of Aristophanes’ Thesmophoriazousae.
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Airs, Waters, Places: Medicine and Athenian Ideology

Airs, Waters, Places is a treatise that purports to teach its implied read-
ership—identified in the first line as would-be doctors—the things nec-
essary for practicing medicine well. Particular emphasis is placed on
the necessity of taking environmental factors into consideration in the
practice of medicine—the winds, the waters, the quality of the soil, the
seasons of the year, and to a lesser extent some reference is also made
to the diaita of a people (1-2 J)—a theory that has been called ‘envi-
ronmental determinism’'® As the text continues, the impression is that
its intended audience, at least ostensibly, is a special subset of doctors,
those whose practice will be itinerant, and therefore in special need of
this information if they are to be successful in prognosis."’

The text falls into two parts. The first, chs 1-11, is more abstract in its
discussion of how differences in each of several environmental factors
will impact on health, while ch. 12 marks an abrupt shift from the ge-
neric to the specific,”” announcing that it will now turn to the differing
constitutions of peoples inhabiting different continents:

So much for the changes of the seasons. Now I intend to com-
pare Asiaand Europe, and to show how they differ in every
respect, and how the nations of the one differ entirely in phy-
sique from those of the other (11.2 - 12.1 ]).*!

As promised, the second part does devote considerable time to arguing
for the ‘natural, ‘environmentally determined’ superiority of Europeans
over Asiatics, albeit with quirky, and sometimes lengthy, digressions
about such liminal curiosities as the so-called ‘Macrocephaloi’ (14 ]),
the people of the river Phasis (15 J), and the Scythians (17-22 J). To-
wards the conclusion of the treatise, however, its argument is extend-

'8 On this concept, see THOMAS 2000, 76 and esp. 86-98 on its use in Airs. CRAIK 2015,
9 uses instead the term ‘medical climatology’

' On the ostensible audience of the text as itinerant physicians, see JouaNNa 2012d,
155; CRAIK 2015, 9. See also DEAN-JONES 2003, 116-117, who however thinks that
doctors who practice true itinerancy were a rarity. For suggestion of itinerant doctors
see Hp. Law 4.

% The transition is so abrupt that some have challenged the unity of the work, but see the
cogent defence of GRENSEMANN 1979, and see also JouANNA 1996, 16-19 and 21 n. 38
on verbal repetition across the two parts; cf. CRAIK 2015, 8-9.

2 Translations are those of JoNEs 1923, at times slightly modified, while the numeration
(J) is that of JouANNA 1996.
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ed beyond the contrast between Europeans and Asiatics, and those in-
habiting the lands near this continental divide, to distinctions among
the more mainstream inhabitants of Europe (23 J), also owing to their
differing locales. In short, non-varying and easy climates, coupled with
rich lands such as one finds in Asia, and in some parts of Europe, will
generate more docile people, though admittedly, the text concedes, in-
stitutions, nomoi, will also play no small role in determining the charac-
ter and physical constitution of a people (16.14-39 = 16.3-5]). This ad-
mission is significant as one that ‘unfortunately for the author...seems
to undermine much of the rest of his thesis’?

In the course of the second part, the texts alleged purpose of in-
structing doctors, itinerant or otherwise, is all but forgotten until the
parting assurance of the author: “Take these observations as a standard
when drawing all other conclusions, and you will make no mistake (amo
8¢ TovTwV TekpapOuevog T Aot évBupeioBal, kai ovy apaption, 24.9
])’% But in the end, it does not seem to matter much: it is hard to fathom
what practical use either part of the text could offer its supposed doc-
tor-readers. Even if the correlations between those environmental factors
and the physical conditions purported to arise from them were accurate,
readers would need to go elsewhere for instruction or draw upon their
own experience in order to treat patients since the text provides little in
the way of therapeutics.* In fact, since the medical conditions alleged to
have arisen from environmental factors would have been for the most
part identifiable upon examination of a patient, one might say that the
‘causal’ account that the text offers is in fact functionally useless, based as
it is on factors within the natural world that are almost entirely out of the

2 THOMAS 2000, 93 and see also 96-7 on the contradictory agenda of the work, arising
from the claims that climate, continent, and nomoi are each ‘crucial’

2 AWP 24.65-67 = 24.10 J. The similarity of the phraseology with Thucydides 1.21.1 is
striking.

24 This absence causes DEAN-JONES 2003, 116 to infer that the text is aimed at readers
with ‘considerable medical expertise) but it is equally appropriate for those to whom
therapy is of no interest, those who have no medical expertise and no intention of
practicing. For Jouanna 2012 the ‘nosological’ aim of the text accounts for the dimin-
ished presence of the therapeutic, but his staggered disclosure of the degree to which
the therapeutic has been eclipsed suggests some embarrassment: ‘more nosological
than therapeutic’ (157); ‘therapeutic contexts...occupy a relatively minor place in the
treatise’ (169); ‘the therapeutic aspect...is barely present’ (172). For further discussion
of therapeutics in the ‘Hippocratic’ Corpus see VAN DER E1jk 2005, ch. 3.
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control of local inhabitants to alter. The only foreseeable benefit that the
text offers its physician readers would seem to lie, as claimed at the out-
set, in the credibility the doctor may garner for himself by anticipating
what diseases are likely to befall a population based on seasonal varia-
tions.” The text says as much in its defense at the end of its proem (2.2 ]):

As time and the year passes he will be able to tell what ep-
idemic diseases will attack the city either in summer or in
winter, as well as those peculiar to the individual which are
likely to occur through change in mode of life. For knowing
the changes of the seasons, and the risings and settings of the
stars, with the circumstances of each of these phenomena,
he will know beforehand the nature of the year that is com-
ing. Through these considerations and by learning the times
beforehand, he will have full knowledge of each particular
case, will succeed best in securing health, and will achieve the
greatest triumphs in the practice of his art.

This prognostic function of the text finds elaboration in chs 10-11,
which begin: ‘As to the seasons a consideration of the following points
will make it possible to decide whether a year will prove unhealthy or
healthy.... These chapters on the seasons are rather different from the
others in that their predictions of the diseases frequently transcend the
specificity of locale, describing instead seasonal variations that can hap-
pen in a variety of places and the diseases that they will precipitate, and
therefore—if true—their content would be of use also to doctors whose
practice was not itinerant, as well as non-physician readers, in convey-
ing closer to the surface the treatise’s general subtext that the source of
disease is ‘natural, as in something that an expert can account for in
‘rationalistic’ terms.

% For ‘retrospective prognosis’ along these lines of explanation, see Diod. Sic. 12.58.3-5,
perhaps based on Ephorus, explaining the severity of the Athenian plague in 426 Bc, and
seemingly with an agenda of discrediting or diminishing the idea of divine causation.

% On this view see AWP 22.2 and 22.12 ] (cf. 4.3 J), complemented by On the Sacred
Disease 18.1 ], where the very environmental factors of Airs are what makes diseases
‘divine’:

And the disease called the Sacred arises from causes as the others, namely, those things
which enter and quit the body, such as cold, the sun, and the winds, which are ever
changing and are never at rest. And these things are divine, so that there is no necessity
for making a distinction, and holding this disease to be more divine than the others but
all are divine, and all human. Each has a nature and power of its own none is hopeless or
incapable of treatment.
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So for all its display of knowledge, in terms of medical treatment,
there is little of practical benefit in this text: the author offers a panoply
of causes but no therapy. And yet, despite its limited utility, a teleologiz-
ing scholarship nevertheless tends to congratulate the text for what it is
presumed to represent, the nascent quest for scientific explanation, albeit
contradictory in its claims and erroneous in its results: one might call
this the ‘at-least-they-tried’ school of interpretation.?” But there are prob-
lems with taking this text so straightforwardly as the author’s earnest at-
tempt to present medical knowledge to his intended audience, or with
the implicit assumption that there were not contemporaries who would
have received the text critically. First and foremost, the fact that the text’s
audience was clearly greater—and meant to be greater—than the narrow
audience it presents itself as addressing, that is, those doctors intend-
ing to embark on an itinerant practice, renders a discrepancy between
the text’s explicit self-presentation and what it actually is. This variance
between the pretense of its audience and its actual audience becomes,
moreover, all the more acute if Airs was written for public performance.?®
Second, the ‘knowledge’ that the author claims to purvey and the basis
for his claim are somewhat problematic. Leaving aside questions about
the accuracy of his claims, the experience presumed by the range of terri-
tory covered by the text presumes a degree of itinerancy that would itself
have rendered the authors’ credentials suspect in the eyes of some within
the profession: the Hippocratic Decorum (2) seems to imply that such
moving from city to city is what characterizes frauds.”

Moreover, the scope and geographical distances encompassed within
the text grants enormous license to the author insofar as he knows that
the purported ‘information’” he imparts will remain by and large unver-
ifiable to the majority of those who encounter his text. Placed in a sim-

For the shared theology of the two texts see HEINIMANN 1945, 170-209 and, more
recently, VAN DER Erjk 1991.

¥ See e.g. JOUANNA 2005, 4, citing Airs and On the Sacred Disease as examples: ‘Of
course, it is still a far cry from the Hippocratic Corpus to the technical terminology
of causation as we find it later in Galen under the influence of Aristotelian or Stoic
philosophy, but the Hippocratic doctors’ reflections on causation are remarkable for
their time’ Cf. JouanNa 2012d, 155: “‘We can say without hesitation that it constitutes
the most fundamental text for the study of the different categories of water and their
relationship with health and disease in the history of western medicine’

2 On the text as a performed piece see JOUANNA 2012c, 42-43; see also CrAIKk 2015, 10
for the verbs of speech throughout the text.

2 DEAN-JONES 2003, 117.
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ilar position to most consumers of ethnography, they would have been
unable to verify for themselves much, if not all, of what they read, and
therefore would have been granting or withholding their trust based on
features of the epideixis that had more to do with rhetoric than medi-
cine, influenced not only by how well the author presents the arguments
pertaining to his subject, but also by how well he has matched his words
to the character and needs of his listeners.”® Taking seriously the implicit
warning in Plato’s Gorgias about how easy it is for a master of rhetoric
to present himself as a doctor before a crowd of people,** we should
ask ourselves whether modern readers may have been as easily swayed
as an Athenian assembly into mistaking a rhetor for a real doctor, and
have failed to realize that the thesis of this text may have been received
more critically by discerning contemporaries, among whom I would
count Herodotus,** who could well see agenda in the text other than the
imparting of medical ‘knowledge. When what the author claims to be
observable is as suspect as the explanations that he offers and in light
of the lack of specific medical benefit offered by the text’s instruction,
one might choose instead to ask what would have accounted for the

3 For recognition of this ability as the expertise of rhetoric, see Plato, Phaedr. 273d-e.
Lying outside the more limited scope of this discussion, the Phaedrus is nevertheless
relevant to a larger discussion of medicine and popular politics given the associations
it makes between rhetoric and medicine, alluding even to the method of Hippocrates
in this context, and its attribution of Pericles’ superior powers of persuasion to the
natural science of Anaxagoras (269¢6-270d). On understanding the allusion to Hip-
pocrates in this text, see MANSFELD 1980 and GiLL 2002-3. I would suggest that what
DEMAND 1999, 145-146 sees as the ‘importance of cognitive satisfaction to the healing
process recognized in Classical Greece’ (as witnessed in Plato’s Laws 720b-e, describ-
ing the extensive discussions of the practitioner with patient and family as the means
whereby he wins their trust and persuades them to comply) may be a part of Hippo-
crates’ method alluded to in the Phaedrus.

3! Plato, Gorg. 456b, on which see DEAN-JONES 2003, 119 and JouaNNA 2012¢, 51: ‘And I
further declare that, if a rhetorician and a doctor were to enter any city you please, and
there had to contend in speech before the Assembly or some other meeting as to which
of the two should be appointed physician, you would find the physician was nowhere,
while the master of speech would be appointed if he wished’ (Loeb trans., Lamb). The
comment of DEAN-JONES 2003, 119 is certainly correct (see also JouANNA 2012¢, 51):
‘Plato obviously intends his readers to be surprised and perturbed at the possibility
that somebody with only Gorgias’ knowledge of medicine could win the post of public
physician over a true doctor’ See also LLoYD 1991, 252-253. Diodorus’ account at 12.58
is suggestive of what Gorgias adopting medical explanations might have been saying in
the Athenian assembly during his first visit to Athens beginning in 427 BcC.

32 See THOMAS 2000 on Herodotus’ critical relationship to the thesis of AWP,
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currency the text seems to have enjoyed: just what benefit (o@ehia) did
the text offer its readers? Although the text is of limited use in terms of
accounting for the actual and direct impact of physical environments
on human bodies, the utility may be seen to lie, as will be shown, in its
potential to substantiate or buttress a certain ideological ‘reality’ for a
particular audience.”

Before turning to that particular audience, one might entertain more
general reasons for the text’s currency. There is of course any intellectual
pleasure it affords the reader: although presented as a piece of ‘technical’
writing, there is much here of intrinsic interest to non-physician read-
ers. Those who might have found themselves skeptical of the overall
thesis might nevertheless have found their imaginations captivated by
its exposition of a kind of thought experiment about the influence of
the physical world on human bodies and characters, and on the hu-
man collectivities, that inhabit it. Moreover, such digressions as those
on the practices of the Scythians and the Macrocephaloi obviously have
a voyeuristic appeal; certainly they account for no small part of modern
scholarship’s interest in the text.**

That said, the utility I wish to examine is rather more practical, some-
thing other than that to be derived at the level of reading pleasure. The
first half of the treatise, its description of which geographical elements
are optimal for human health and which not, could almost suggest a
handbook for the aspirant colonist as much as the budding physician,
providing as it does criteria upon which one might choose the location
of a new settlement in order to enhance the physical constitution and
character of those who would inhabit it.* It would, however, be a foolish
colonial venture that intentionally sought to settle less than optimal new
lands even if they were committed to the belief in their salutary effects:
the Athenians, for instance, certainly did not set out for Sicily looking
for lands as ‘hard’ as their own.”® Moreover, such a future-oriented ob-

3 Cf. the discussion of ‘efficacy’ in DEMAND 1999, 142-148.

34 See, for instance, Sass1 2001, 105-111, whose discussion of Airs focuses almost entire-
ly on these marginal peoples. JouaNNA 2012d, 156 admits that the lengthy technical
section on water is not ‘the most attractive for the reader who explores Airs, Waters,
Places for the first time’ For more on this Scythian material in Airs, see WEST 1999.

3 As, for instance, this sort of material is deployed by the ‘Athenian stranger’ at Plato,
Laws 747d; see also Aristotle, Pol. 1330a39-b18.

% For the fertility and prosperity of Sicily see Diodorus Siculus 12.54, A@nvaiot 6¢ kai
nahat pgv foav émbountai g Likeliag St Ty dpethv TG Xwpag, and the opening
of [Plato’s] Eryxias.
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jective is at odds with the text’s dedication to describing and explaining
the status quo: those ethnic characters and constitutions currently found
to exist that are alleged to have resulted from the particular environ-
ments inhabited by each people. Whatever utility this text offered those
readers whom it persuaded, or simply pleased, would have belonged
primarily to their present-day.

In order to identify the text’s utility and, the attendant issue, the text’s
target audience—just who will find the ‘instruction’ provided by the
text useful—it is pertinent first to examine the rhetoric of the text, its
exposition and modes of persuasion.” The text adopts the voice of the
expert, convincingly to judge from modern scholarship,”® promising its
readers that the ‘knowledge’ the speaker is about to impart will be effi-
cacious in their practice of medicine. The demonstration of that knowl-
edge which ensues in the first 11 chapters constitutes a kind of blinding
with science:* a detailed account renders readers acutely aware—to a
degree that presumably they had not previously been—of the multiple
variables in the physical world and their alleged consequences on the
physical and psychic constitutions of peoples, even going out of its way
to deride common knowledge pertaining to the subject.* This bewil-
dering display of the author’s ‘knowledge’ serves a specific purpose: it
is precisely that which garners authority (and provides the basis) for
the claims about national character that are to follow in the treatise’s
second half. And yet, the two parts of the treatise work together rather
circularly to support each other’s assertions: the later material about the

37 On rhetoric in the natural sciences, see LLoYD 1979, 85-98, and JouanNa 2012¢ (ch. 3).

*# E.g. JOUANNA 2012d, 157 (‘the author (who is, above all, a doctor)...); CraIK 2015, 9
(“That the writer is himself a doctor, writing for doctors...is evident from the entire
tenor of the work). Contrast LLoyp 1991, 251 who acknowledges that the author of
a Hippocratic text may have been ‘no practitioner himself’. See also his comments (p.
249) on the ‘recurrent preoccupation’ in certain of the Hippocratic texts ‘with how the
doctor is to be distinguished from the layman, and again how from imposters, char-
latans, or doctors in name alone’ Aristophanes’ Clouds is relevant here in putting the
latpotéyvar prominent among the sophists whom the Clouds nourish (331-332, with
SOMMERSTEIN 1982 ad 332), and it is suggestive that the scholiast accounts for their
presence by singling out one text by name, Hippocrates’ Airs, Waters, Places (cf. DOVER
1968 ad 332), an association presumably Aristophanes” audience would also have made.

* On the author’s technical language see Cra1k 2015, 9-10, who inadvertently demon-
strates its convincing effect.

“E.g. AWP 7.13 J: ‘In fact, men are mistaken about saline waters through inexperience,
that they are considered to be laxatives. They are the most opposite of a laxative’
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character of different peoples will seem to instantiate the claims of the
beginning chapters, at least for those of its readers who agree with the
overall characterizations of the peoples it contains. At the same time,
however, it is this first half of the treatise that gives a ‘scientific’ basis for
justifying common views about different peoples for those readers who
already hold them. Technically, however, from the point of view of the
text’s ostensible purpose, the second part of the treatise is otiose: if one
presumes the accuracy of the first part, it follows that having received
the general principles it alleges to impart, doctor-readers ought not to
need the second part at all.

One is entitled to explore the ends served by the inclusion of this
second part and its argument for the superiority of the constitutions of
Europeans over Asiatics, and some Europeans over others, arising from
the physical environments in which they live. For the text patently does
not assert Greek superiority over the barbarian—indeed, unexpectedly
these dichotomies are used only a single time—but rather it maintains
the superiority of Europeans over Asiatics based on a continental di-
vide.* And yet, that focus on the continents as a basis for difference is
itself problematic. Quite apart from the contradictions that arise from
the lack of uniformity in the climates and terrains within Europe and
Asia, the choice to base a thesis of ‘national” superiority on geography
is a far less obvious one than opting for more customary—and plausi-
ble—explanations lying at the poles of the physis - nomos debate, which
at one end would hold birth, that is, genos, of paramount importance,
or alternatively customs (some of which often of course influenced by
environmental factors). In our text, however, the former receives no real
attention, while the latter enjoys only occasional and rather awkward—
for us, at least—acknowledgement as a factor, subordinated, at least in
duration of exposition, to physical environment, but with implications
that are devastating for the work’s entire thesis.** Scholarship tends to
regard contradictions in the text, perhaps most conspicuous at the end
of ch. 16, as a flaw in the medical science and/or logic of the author, but
it can equally well be understood as an indication of the rhetorical abil-

1 APW 16.5 J. See THOMAS 2000, 91 (cf. 94-97): “The categories at issue are continental.
We are meeting neither the language of the Greek-barbarian opposition, not that of
Greeks and non-Greeks, except only at ch. 16 See also SCHUBERT 1997, 141 n. 59.

2 There is a tension in the text: given environmental factors take up the lion’s share of
the text, they ought to be most important, and yet nomoi, despite the brevity of the
admission, arguably trump them in the strength of their influence.
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ities of our author who has convinced readers of his medical credentials
when the ability to persuade in defiance of logic—that is, with a sophis-
tic argument—better attests to the work of a sophist.*

If this, broadly speaking, is how the mechanics of persuasion work, it
remains to consider those who would have found the claims of the text
persuasive. The text is potentially accessible to all readers of Greek, and
betrays little that is explicit in the way of identifying any privileged au-
dience. Nevertheless, it does speak most clearly to one group of readers.
These readers are not just Europeans whom it presents as superior, but
more specifically those whom it elevates above the dictates of environ-
ment, namely, those who possess a certain political constitution. Twice,
at chs 16 J and 23.4 ], the text refers to the detrimental role of autocratic
rule on a population, and the benefits of autonomy. I quote the culmi-
nation of each iteration of the argument:

OkdooLyapévTii Aoin "EAAnves i RdpBaporur deomdlovTtal,
AAN avTtdvopol elol kai écouTolol TaAaiTreopedoly, oUTol
HaxXIUCOTaTOol Elol TAVTWV. TOUs Y&pP KIvdUVOUs EUTV
Tépt Kwduvevouol, kai Tijs avdpeins auTol T& &6Aa pépovtal
kal Ths detAins v Cnuinv doauTeos.

Whereof I can give a clear proof. All the inhabitants of Asia, whether
Greek or non-Greek, who are not ruled by despots, but are independent,
toiling for their own advantage, are the most warlike of all men. For it
is for their own sakes that they run their risks, and in their own persons
do they receive the prizes of their valour as likewise the penalty of their
cowardice. (16.57])

8kou y&p PaocihevovTal, ékel dvdykn SethotdTous elval.
elpnTan 8¢ pot kal TpdTepov. al y&p yuxai SedovAcvtal kai
oV BovAovTtal Tapakivduveletv ekOvTes eiki] UTiep &AAAoTping
Suvdapios. o0l 8¢ aUTOVOUOI—UTIEP £CLOUTEIV YUP TOUS KIv-
SUvous aipedvtal kal ovk EAAwv—Tpobupelvtan ékdvTes
Kal &5 TO dewodv EpxovTal. T& Yap aploTela Tiis vikns avTol
PépovTal.
For, as I said above, where there are kings, there must be the greatest
cowards. For men’s souls are enslaved, and refuse to run risks readily
and recklessly to increase the power of somebody else. But independent

# A sophist would be proud of having induced a gifted scholar to make this defense of
one of his contradictions: ‘How can we reconcile these two statements? This is prob-
ably one of those questions one is not supposed to ask, and which the author himself
did not ask. His logic is both rigorous and flexible’ (Jouanna 2012d, 166).
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people, taking risks on their own behalf and not on behalf of others, are
willing and eager to go into danger, for they themselves enjoy the prize
of victory. (23.47])

The passages reveal the criterion for distinguishing peoples as superior
not to be their ethnicity, nor where they dwell, but rather their posses-
sion of certain nomoi. The passage seems generic enough, and yet the
terms of this description are rather too uncannily evocative of Herodo-
tus’ account of democracy’s effect on the ‘growth’ of the Athenians (Hdt.
5.78):*
Abnvaiol pév vuv nUEnvto. dnAol 8¢ oU kaT Ev poudvov
AAA& TavTaxi 1) ionyopin cs éoTi xpiiua omoudaiov, &
kail Abnvaiol Tupavveudpevol pEv oUudauddv TGV opéas
TEPLOIKESV TV Tloav TA TToAéua dueivous, dmaAAaxbévtes
8¢ TUpGVYOY HakpE TIPATOL EyévovTo. SnAol v Talta
ST kaTexSUevol LEv eBeAokdkeo cos Beomd T epyaldpevol,
EAeubepcobévTeov B¢ auTds EkaoTos €couTE TpoebupéeTo
KaTepyaleobau.
So the Athenians grew in power and proved, not in one respect only but
in all, that equality is a serious affair. Evidence for this is the fact that
while they were under tyrannical rulers, the Athenians were no better
in war than any of their neighbors, yet once they got rid of their ty-
rants, they were by far the best of all. This, then, shows that while they
were oppressed, they were, as men working for a master (©¢ Seonotn
¢pyalopevol), cowardly, but when they were freed, each one was eager
to achieve for himself.
The similarity of Herodotus™ description of democracy in relation to
Athens with what is praised by Airs, Waters, Places begins to suggest
one target audience of the text, the Athenians. Moreover, the fact that
Airs goes out of its way twice to make a point that argues for nomos
over environment, despite the contradiction this generates in relation to
the text’s central thesis, suggests an audience who either did not notice
or found unproblematic the logical contradiction between these claims,
and the reason for this would be because their ideology was well served
by both arguments. On such a reading, the contradiction that scholars
find in the text need not be something of which the author— ‘primitive’
doctor as he must needs have been—was unaware; his epideixis may

* The comparison is already in STEIN 1882 and recognized by MacaN 1895 and NEN-
c1 1994 (oddly overlooked by HORNBLOWER 2013) ad loc. On the comparison see
UBSDELL 1983, 186-187 and SCHUBERT 1997, 140-142.



ARIADNE 22 (2015-16) — E. IRWIN

consciously have been catering to a particular consumer group who
benefited from both theses being deployed as they are.

That said, for the argument of this article it is not necessary for this
text to have been written specifically for Athenians, though Athens was
certainly recognized by contemporaries as a good market for purveyors
of a wide array of such intellectual wares.*” My discussion will, however,
go on to show that there are further reasons to see this text as a propo-
nent of Athenian political ideology.* For the moment, one may pose the
question more broadly, asking what use Athenians in particular would
have make of the premises of the text. What did this text offer its Athe-
nian consumers?

To begin, one might first identity the Asiatics that the text portrays
as less warlike and ‘tamer’ than Europeans, owing to the uniformity of
their seasons and the absence of the violent changes and extremes main-
tained as necessary to rouse the temper. Among these Asiatics would be
counted foremost the Greeks of Ionia. As often noted, this passage in ch.
16 bears great affinity to descriptions of the temperate climate possessed
by the Ionians such as one finds, for instance, in Herodotus (1.142.1-2):*

Now these Ionians possessed the Panionion, and of all men
whom we know, they happened to found their cities in places
with the loveliest of climate and seasons. For neither to the
north of them nor to the south does the land effect the same
thing as in Ionia [nor to the east nor to the west], affected here
by the cold and wet, there by the heat and drought.

The fact that the text consistently opts to speak of an Asiatic/European
divide, rather than a Greek/barbarian one would suggest that such cate-
gories were chosen with the aim of distinguishing between Greeks, that
is, separating Asiatic Greeks from those of Europe, and of rooting in
‘natural; ‘scientific] ‘objective’ terms a basis for differentiation between
them that one find elsewhere independent of an environmental expla-
nation. Moreover, it is one that is ultimately unflattering to those East-
ern Greeks, among whom are counted especially the Ionians.

% As, for instance, dramatized in Plato’s Protagoras and embodied in the figure of Cal-
lias, the consumer par excellence: see Plato, Crat. 391b7-c5 and [Pl.] Axiochus. On the
intellectual climate in Athens, see the magisterial study of DE RoMILLY 1992.

6 Indeed, it is the ‘Athenian Stranger’ who presents Airs, Water, Places-style material to
his Dorian interlocutors (Plato, Laws 747d).

47 See NESTLE 1938, 25-28 and THOoMAS 2000, 90-91, 105-106.
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There are several ways in which such a portrayal of these ‘Asiatics’
would suit well the needs of the dominant Athenian ideology, in par-
ticular the ideology of their arche. In terms of justifying Athenian rule,
the assertion that environmental determinants render these Asiatics
‘more gentle’ but also ‘more tame’ (uepwtepot) renders ‘nature’ respon-
sible for their political status as subjects. That their character has been
dictated by factors in their physical world would then serve to diminish
the responsibility of those who have chosen to control them: they are
themselves to blame for their status, owing to their own passive nature,
or to blame is nature itself. When in turn such a character is coupled
with a ‘natural law’ popularly cited among Athenians, that some—the
stronger—rule while others—the weaker—submit to being ruled, then
the rulers can bear no moral responsibility for the power they exert over
other peoples.*® Such an assertion is, of course, convenient for those
who choosing to rule over others wish nevertheless to quell pangs of
conscience arising from their own moral sensibilities or to evade the
censure of others. The argument is compelling, but fallacious: even if
this ‘subject status’ were to be ‘natural’ for these Asiatics, it need not ren-
der those who have chosen to rule them any less culpable for stepping
into that role, nor for how they behave towards them while occupying it.

Here other arguments from medicine come into play. On the eve of
the Ten Years’ war when the Peloponnesians found fault with the ethics
of Athens’ behavior towards its subjects, the Athenians are said to have
justified their actions as follows (Thuc. 1.76.2-3):

It follows that it was nothing wondrous (Bavpactov ovdév),
or contrary to the common practice of mankind (&no tod
avBpwmeiov tpodMOVL), if we did accept an empire that was
offered to us, and refused to give it up...And it was not we
who set the example, for it has always been a thing estab-
lished that the weaker should be subject to the stronger...But
praise is due to all who, if not so superior to human nature (tf
avBpwmeia @voet) as to refuse dominion, yet respect justice
more than their position compels them to do.”

Here the Athenians are presented as having argued that their decision
to take up the mantel of empire was entirely in accord with human tro-

8 For this ‘natural law’ (or physis anagkeia) the locus classicus is Thucydides” History: see
1.76.2 (quoted immediately below) and especially the Melian Dialogue (5.105.2; cf.
5.89); see CONNOR 1984, 14.

* Translations of Thucydides are those of CRAWLEY 1910.
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pos. Therefore, if the act should be deemed wrong, blame belongs to
a characteristic of mankind, a human tendency, not to the Athenians
per se: this is a case of the mobilization of theory regarding human na-
ture’ to evade accountability for the choices made by individuals and
the collectivities to which they belong. Here we have another use of the
‘medical; the ‘nature’ of man, in the service of empire. And for those
who saw (or would see, that is, future students of the past) through this
justification, Thucydides will present the Athenians as having offered a
further defense: it is not only that they are not to blame, acting as they
have in accord with human tropos, but praise is actually due to them for
their ‘unnatural’ restraint in abiding by justice more than ‘natural law’
(i.e. their greater power) would require.*

Another justification for Athenian arche lurks in ch. 16 (quoted
above), and resides there in the claim that nomoi have the strength to
overcome the influence of environmental determinants on a character.
Given its affinity to the description of Athenian democracy elsewhere
(as seen above), the claim is capable of furnishing (not so) veiled praise
of the Athenian nomos of its constitution. When, however, those praised
as ‘the most warlike” are those Asiatics who are ‘autonomous’ and ‘toil
for themselves’ (16.5 J), there is embedded a further political argument.
In so far as the Athenians imposed the nomos of democracy upon many
of the Asiatic Greeks of their arche,” the passage provides an implicit
defense of Athenian arche as good for the ruled, enabling the Asiatics to
be better than the dictates of their environment would otherwise pre-
scribe. The argument is useful: what to some seemed an unacceptable
infringement upon the rights of political self-determination can with
this argument be presented as the means whereby Asiatics, ‘environ-
mentally challenged’ as they were, could elevate themselves to be better
than the constraints of their geography would have allowed. Athenian
arche offered the opportunity for Ionians to better themselves through
nomos,* and thereby transcend the derogatory characterization of them

% The more extensive study of this topic must needs contain analysis of Thucydides’ use
of medicine in his historical analysis, as well as in speeches, but unfortunately such an
undertaking, with its extensive scholarship, must lie outside the more limited scope of
this article. SwaiN 1993 (with bibliography) is a useful starting point.

51 The locus classicus for this practice is [Xen.] Ath. Pol. 3.10-11. For the Athenian impo-
sition of democracies, with some nuancing of the motivations, see BRock 2009.

52 And this argument seems to have been presented as a fortiori the case for the met-
ics living in Athens—the subject of wonder (thauma)—as seen in the exhortation
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found so often in contemporary sources.”® It also implicitly answers
those who, pointing out the inferior character of the Greeks that the
Athenians ruled,” derided what Athens seems to have regarded as its
greatest achievement—arche over Greeks.” In summary, the environ-

given to Nicias by Thucydides (7.63.3): ékeivnv te Tiv 1doviy évOvpeiobat wg d&ia
¢oti StaocwoacBat, of Téwg ABnvaiot vopulodpevor kol ) Gvteg HUOV TAHG T PwViG
Tf] ¢moTun Kol TOV POV Tf pipnoet E0avpdaleode katd v EANGSa... (Bear in
mind how well worth preserving is the pleasure felt by those of you who through
your knowledge of our language and imitation of our manners were always consid-
ered Athenians, even though not so in reality, and as such were honored throughout
Hellas...).

%3 See e.g. Plato, Sym. 182 b-c for the extent to which such characterizations are taken
for granted in contemporary Athenian discourse: tf¢ 8¢ Twviag kai &AAo6t ToAayod
aioxpov vevootal, doot vmo PapPdpolg oikodoty. Toig yap PapPdpolg St Tag
Tupavvidag aioxpov TovTo ye Kai 1 ye prlocogia kai 1| pthoyvpvacTtio: 00 ydp oipat
OLUPEPEL TOTG ApXOLOL Qpovipata peydAa éyyiyvesbal TOV dpXopevwy, 008¢ @Lhiag
ioxvpag kai kowvwviag, 6 Of paliota el t& te EANa TavTa Kai 6 Epwe Eumotelv
(‘But in Ionia and many other regions where they live under barbarians, it is counted
a disgrace. Foreigners hold this thing, and all training in philosophy and sports, to be
disgraceful, because of their despotic government; since, I presume, it is not to the
interest of their rulers to have lofty notions engendered in their subjects, or any strong
friendships and communions; all of which Love is pre-eminently apt to create’). See
also Herodotus’ presentation of what ‘Scythians’ say about Ionians (Hdt. 4.142): ‘On
the one hand, inasmuch as Ionians are free, the Scythians judge them to be the most
cowardly and least manly of all mankind, but, conversely, when they speak about (tov
Aoyov motevpevol) Tonians as slaves (vg SovAwv éovtwv) they say they are captives
most loving their masters (¢thodéonotot) and least likely to run away. On contempo-
rary views of the Ionians, see the sources assembled in ALTY 1982; see also IRwIN and
GREENWOOD 2007a, 19-25.

%4 See, for instance, the portrayal of the Ionians in the failed Ionian Revolt as owing to
their unwillingness to exert themselves (Herodotus 6.11-12) with THomAs 2000, 105-
106. Or see Thucydides” account of the Ionians who first revolted from the Delian
League in response to the obligatory military service, whom he describes as those ‘not
accustomed and not willing to exert themselves (Talaimwpety, 1.99.1)’ Takaunmwpely,
tahawmwpia and other words of this stem are buzzword in Airs (e.g. 12.6 ], 16.4 ],16.5],
19.47 (2x),23.3] (2x), 24.2 ], 24.3 ], 24.8 ]): over 10% of all appearances in the Corpus
are in this text; cf. JOUANNA 1996, 21 n. 38. For more on the contemporary resonances
of the word see below.

%% See the words attributed to Pericles (Thuc. 2.64.3): pvijun katahekeiyetat, EAN vy te
St "EAMnveg mheiotwv 87 fipEapev. Against this, compare the disdain in Hermocrates’
exhortation (Thuc. 6.77.1), *...resolutely show them that here are no Ionians, or Helles-
pontines, or islanders, who change continually, but always serve a master, sometimes
the Mede and sometimes some other, but free Dorians from independent Pelopon-
nese, dwelling in Sicily’ Cf. Herodotus’ pun (5.97) about the ships the Athenians send
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mental determinism of Airs, Waters, Places uses ‘science’ implicitly to
explain both how it is natural for these Asiatics to be ruled and how no-
mos—one derived from Athens—benefits them by countering the effect
of their environment on their character, thereby improving them and in
turn elevating the quality of the arche (Athens’) to which they belong.
The text goes further, however: what matters is not only the argu-
ments that the text champions, based on environment and to a lesser
extent nomos, but also the one that it excludes, namely, the ‘genetic’
that is, differences kata genos. In the context of the ideology of Athenian
arche this choice has practical utility, performing as it does a critical
separation in ‘national’ character between European Greeks, to whom
Athenians of course belonged, and those Greeks of Asia whom their
arche ruled, one alleged to lie in ‘science’ as the ‘natural’ consequence
of their differing geographies. This separation was, of course, essential
for Athenians since the Ionians whom they ruled were alleged to be of
Athenian descent. If these Asiatics should have been considered biolog-
ically—kata genos—soft and unwarlike, naturally disposed to be ruled
by others, this would have had some unflattering implications for their
Athenian progenitors. Instead, the environmental determinism offered
by the text enables them to be ‘naturally’ inferior in a sense other than
genetic, owing to the natural factors belonging to a different environ-
ment rather than the factor of a physis which to some extent was still
shared with the Athenians. This is important since from some vantage
points the Athenians were seen as nothing other than trumped up Ion-
ians.”® Moreover, the disparaging depictions of Asiatics here, those one
might find applied to Ionian Greeks by Athenians, were in fact things
that were said of Athens qua Ionians elsewhere. Compare Thucydides’
Corinthians who, exhorting their Peloponnesian allies to lift the Athe-
nian siege of Potidaea, point out the travesty of a Dorian city being be-
sieged by Ionians (Thuc. 1.124.1): ‘Delay not, therefore, to bring aid to
the Potidaeans, Dorians who are besieged by Ionians, which is quite a

to aid the Ionian revolt as the dpyn kaxdv, the ‘beginning of evils’ that becomes the
arche made up of kakoi: see IRwiN and GREENwOOD 2007b, ‘Index s.v. arche kakon.

% See the stele at the Isthmus recording towards the east, “This is not the Peloponnese,
but Ionia, and toward the west, “This is the Peloponnese, not Ionia’: Strab. 3.5.5, 9.1.6;
cf. Plut. Thes. 25, where its erection is ascribed to Theseus. See further Solon 4a for
Athens as ‘the oldest land of Ionia’ and the kinship denoted by the Ionian names of
the pre-Cleisthenic tribes (Hdt. 5.66.2, 69.1), said to have been changed because of
Cleisthenes’ disdain for Ionians.
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reversal of the order of things’>’

Distinctions among Greeks, some of whom are European, takes us to
the final chapter of the text (24 J), where in conclusion the text’s thesis
is recapitulated, ‘For in general you will find assimilated to the nature
of the land both the physique and the characteristics of the inhabitants
(evpnioetg yap €mi 1o mAfBog Tiig Xwpng Tf PVoeL dkoAovbéovTa kal Ta
eidea TV dvOpdTWYV Kal TOVG TPOTOVG, 24.7 J; and again at 24.9): ‘hard-
er, more inhospitable, lands, so the text maintains, produce stronger,
more intelligent and more warlike peoples. The difference is that as
the thesis is now applied, distinctions are rendered among Europeans,
and consequently among the Greeks who live there. In terms of pres-
entation, the argument of ch. 24 seems rather unemphatic, striking its
readers as just a further reflection—an unproblematic corollary—of the
text’s central thesis (24.1 J; cf. 23.1]):

In Europe too there are tribes (¢pOAa) differing one from an-
other in stature, in shape and in courage. The differences are
due to the same causes as I mentioned above, which I will
now describe more clearly.

And yet, despite this casual veneer (facilitated by the gentle introduc-
tion in ch. 23), standing as it does in final position the argument must be
recognized as occupying a weighty position. I would argue that the pas-
sage is united with the rest of the text in the degree to which it partakes
of Athenian ideology. In this case, however, the contrast is not between
Athenians and their Ionian kin who have been weakened by climate and
geography, but rather the ‘scientifically-based’ superiority of the Athe-
nians over their enemies, that is, over those European Greeks who were
known to possess better lands than the Athenians.

Thucydides helps us realize that they are here the texts target. The
very first argument of Thucydides” Histories, in his proem (the so-called
‘Archaeology’) foregrounds the weakness of Attica’s land—its ‘thinness
of soil, to leptogeon—>* against the ‘excellence’ (arete) of Thessaly, Boe-
otia, and most of the Peloponnese, using it as an explanation for early
Athens’ greater ‘growth’ (1.2.3-6):

The richest soils (paliota 6¢ Tig yig 1) dpiotn) were always
most subject to this change of masters; such as the district

7 On the Dorians’ view of Ionian inferiority, see e.g. Thucydides 5.9.1, 6.77.1, 7.5.4. See
MunsoN 2007, 147 n. 6 and 149, and ALty 1982, 3-4. See ALTY (pp. 7-11) also on the
Athenians’ desire to distance themselves from such aspects of their Ionianism.

%8 Cf. the description of Attica, past and present, in Plat. Critias 110e-111d.
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now called Thessaly, Boeotia, most of the Peloponnese, Arca-
dia excepted, and the most fertile parts (6oa v kpatiota) of
the rest of Hellas. The excellence of the land (St yap &petrjv
yis) favoured the aggrandizement of particular individuals,
and thus created faction which proved a fertile source of ruin.
It also invited invasion. Accordingly Attica, from the poverty
of its soil (8 0 Aemtoyeov) enjoying from a very remote
period freedom from faction, never changed its inhabit-
ants. And here is no inconsiderable exemplification of my
assertion, that the migrations were the cause of there being
no correspondent growth in other parts (St tag petowiag
&G t& &Aa ) opoiwg avindivar). The most powerful (oi
Suvatwtatot) victims of war or faction from the rest of Hel-
las took refuge with the Athenians as a safe retreat; and at an
early period, becoming naturalized, swelled the already large
population of the city to such a height that Attica became at
last too small to hold them, and they had to send out colonies
to Ionia (dote kai é¢gTwviav Dotepov 1 ovY ikavijg obong Tfig
ATk dmowkiag eEémepypav).

No less than Airs, Waters, Places, albeit on different grounds, Thucy-
dides makes the weaker argument the stronger, rendering what might
conventionally be held to be a weakness of a city—its poor soil—into in
fact a source of strength for its people. The argument runs as follows:
the inferior land of Athens did not give rise to the degree of stasis that
arose over better quality lands, and therefore Athens was stable, and this
stability in turn strengthened Athens by allowing it to become the ha-
ven for exiles from the stasis that had been generated in other cities
over possession of those more fertile lands. Implicit also is another ar-
gument for Athenian superiority: this increase in migration to Athens
forced those whom we infer to be the weakest of the Athenians to leave
Athens and settle Ionia, and thus a latent distinction is drawn between
the stock of the ‘original, European Ionians, i.e. Athenians, and those
who become the ancestors of the Asiatic ones. There were the ones who
could hack the competition in Athens with the stasiotai arriving from
elsewhere, and those who could not, and the present-day populations of
Attica and Ionia are descended from each respectively.

Seen this way, Thucydides’ account and Airs, Waters, Places are united
in their attempt to assert a negative correlation between the quality of a
land and the strength, stability and growth of its people, albeit employing
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somewhat different approaches. Behind each must lie a common and
more traditional idea that renders a different correlation between climate
and constitution, namely, that a land possessing ‘excellence] the term sig-
nificantly arete, breeds men whose—to apply the words of Airs (24.7])
quoted above—‘physiques (eidea) and characteristics (tropous) follow
[its] nature. The claim that the arete of the land leads to the arete of its
people is certainly a less sophisticated position, but also less sophistic to
the degree at least that it seems less counter-intuitive.” And if we ask
whose land it was which it was so important to deny conferred arete on
its inhabitants, the answer would of course be above all the Peloponne-
sians, and in particular the Spartans, its fine land was a topos of Athenian
literature,” and the arete of its people—widely acknowledged, if some-
times begrudgingly—was something that required vigorous denial.®’
Linguistically one can see that this distinction between Athens and

her enemies, particular Sparta, is precisely what is at stake. The term
given by Thucydides for the quality of Athens’ soil—its leptogeon—is
not carelessly chosen, but rather done so for its implications. Lepta is the
word that describes the poor soil that Airs, Waters, Places asserts to be
responsible for the positive characteristics of its men:

Okdoot BE AeTrTd Te kal &vudpa kal WiAG, Thio peTaBoAijot

TAV PEWY OUK EUKPNTA, £V TaUTN T Xwpn Ta eidea eikOs

okAnpd Te elval kal fvtova kal Eavbdtepa i eA&vTepa kai

T& fifea kai Tas dpyds auBadeds Te kai idloyvapovas.

As to those that dwell on thin (lepta), dry, and bare soil, and where the

* Thucydides’ passage also gets away with sophistry, too, in that readers are induced to
see Athens as somehow stronger than lands with arete for having received the dunato-
tatoi driven out from there, but of course these are the most powerful of the defeated,
and those who retained control of those lands possessing arete, the winners of the
stasis, would have been absolutely so: no amount of shipping the weakest of Athens’
population to Ionia would change that, but a good amount of rhetoric can induce a
reader not to notice. For an extended discussion of this passage see BIRASCHI 1984.

6 See Eur. IT 399 (tov ebudpov Sovakdxhoov | Mmovteg Ebpwtav), but also Helen 209,
349, 493. On the quality of Sparta’s land see also Herodotus 1.66.1. See also Euripid-
es’ Temenidae fr. 730 (Gnaoca Ilehomovvnoog evTuxel mOALS), and also fr. 727e (from
Temenidae or Temenus: see COLLARD and CropPp 2008, 225-227), which might even
contain an Airs-style aetiology for the subordination of the Messenians to the Spar-
tans based on the former’s better land. One might also compare Ephorus (apud Strab.
6.2.2) on colonizing Sicily, ‘the nothingness of its people and the excellence of its soil
(trv te ovdévelay TV dvBpwTwY Kal TNV dpeThv TG YNS)”

¢! See further below.
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changes of the seasons exhibit sharp contrasts, it is likely that in such
country the people will be hard in physique and well-braced, fair rather
than dark, stubborn and independent in character and in temper. (24.6J)

By contrast, the possibility of being leptoi is that which is denied to men
who possess fine soil:
8kou piv y&p i Y1 Triepa kal paABakn kai évudpos, kal T&
USaTa kdpTa HeTéwpa, cOoTe Bepua efvat TolU Bépeos kal ToU
XEILGIVOS Yuxpd, kal TAV cpéwv kaldds kelTal, tvtaliba
Kal ol &vBpwoTrol capkwdels eiot kai &vapbpol kai Uypoi kai
atalaimwpot kal THy Yuxrv kakol ¢ £l 16 ToAU. TS Te
pabupov kai TO UTvnpdv EvecTiv v auTols I8eTv: & Te TAS
Téxvas Taxées kai o Aetrtol oud’ Oées.
For where the land is rich, soft, and well-watered, and the water is very
near the surface, so as to be hot in summer and cold in winter, and if
the situation be favourable as regards the seasons, there the inhabitants
are fleshy, ill-articulated, moist, lazy, and generally cowardly in charac-
ter. Slackness and sleepiness can be observed in them, and as far as the
arts are concerned they are thick-witted, and neither subtle (leptoi) nor
sharp. (24.8])

The implication is that lands which are lepta, as Thucydides claims Ath-
ens to be, produce men who are leptoi, and this is the substantiation
of the claim that proceeds this final synopsis, namely that ‘physiques
and characteristics of men follow the nature of the land’ Airs studiously
avoids using the word arete to describe the quality belonging to ‘rich;,
‘soft; ‘well-watered’ lands, thereby avoiding the negative implications for
Athenians whose land lacks it, lest it invite the contrary view that men
more straightforwardly mirror the land that sustains them.

Another detail of ch. 24 that reveals the primary audience of the text
is the author’s concession regarding these ‘soft’ peoples, namely that,
‘although bravery and endurance are not by nature part of their char-
acter, the imposition of law can produce them artificially’ (24.3 J: to 8¢
avdpeiov kal 10 Talainwpov &v Tij Yuxi eOoet pev ovk &v Opoiwg Evein,
vopog 8¢ mpooyevopevog anepydlort’ &v). The claim once again is con-
spicuous for acknowledging at the expense of the text’s central thesis
the importance of nomos as a determinant of character, and for echo-
ing the argument so often mobilized by Athenians in their attempts to
denigrate the renowned bravery of the Spartans: not arising from their
nature, Spartan bravery is nothing other than a mindless reflex arising
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from extensive training.®> This is of course made famous in Pericles’
funeral oration, in which he contrasts Spartan nomos-instilled courage
with that arising effortlessly from the Athenians’ tropoi (2.39.1 and 4):
Slapépouey B¢ kal Tals TV TOAEUIKGY HEAETAlS TGV
EVavTicov TOIOYE... MOTEVOVTES OU Tals TAPACKEVAls TO
mAéov kal amaTals ) TG & MUV autdv ¢ T& épya
eUWPUXw: Kali v Tals Taideials oi pev Emmdvey aokrioel eUbUs
véol dvuTes TO Avdpelov peTEpXOVTAl, TIUELS OE AVEINEVCOS
diartchpevol oudtv floocov Eml Tous icoTralels kivduvous
Xwpoupev...kaitol e pabupia udAAov 1) mévcov peAétn
Kal ur) HeT& vépwv 16 TAéov 1) TpdTreov dvdpeias éBéAouev
KiwduveUew, Tepty{yveTal uiv Tois Te uéAAovoiv &Ayewois
UM TIPOKANVELY, Kal &5 aUTd EABoUot un dToApoTépous TGV
aiel poxBovvtwov gaivecsbal, kai év Te ToUTols TV TOAW
aiav elvat Bavpdleobat kai €11 év &AAols.
If we turn to our military policy, there also we differ from antagonists. ..
trusting less in system and policy than to the native spirit of our citi-
zens; while in education, where our rivals from their very cradles by a
painful discipline seek after manliness, at Athens we live exactly as we
please, and yet are just as ready to encounter every legitimate danger...
And yet if with habits not of labor but of ease, and courage not of art but
of nature, we are still willing to encounter danger, we have the double
advantage of escaping the experience of hardships in anticipation and
of facing them in the hour of need as fearlessly as those who are never
free from them.

A giveaway, too, is the term used in Airs, to talaiporon (‘toil, exertion’):
its collocation in classical and classicizing sources with the Spartan/Do-
rian ethos is marked. Those of the Peloponnese are the people who are
prepared to endure labours, ponoi.®® See, for instance, the self-charac-
terization of the Peloponnesian ethos attributed by Thucydides to the
Corinthians (1.123.1)
Tepl 8¢ T Emearta peAAdvTwv Tols Tapoldol Ponbolvtas
XP1 tmTaAaiTrwpelv (TTéTpiov yap UiV €k T Tévwv TaS
dpeTds kTaobat), kai un peTaB&AAew T €8os.
But concerning what shall be hereafter, we should devote every effort
to the task in hand—for to win virtue by toils is our heritage—do not

¢ For sources for this argument and for refutations of it, see IRWIN 2013a, 232-238.
 On ponoi as characteristic of the Spartans see e.g. Xen. Lac. Pol. 2.5.5, 3.2.2 with Lipka
2002, 18-19, 115, 124, 137. See also IrwiN 2013b, 283-287.
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change your ethos.*

Or compare the saying attributed to Alcibiades meant to undermine the
Spartans’ reputation for bravery (Ael. VH 13.38):
"EAeye 8¢ undtv mapddofov moleiv AakeSaipovious adedds
gV TG TOAéUE &TToBVroKOVTAS" THY YAp &K TGV VOUWY
Talaimrepiav  dmodidpdokovtas® Bdvatov UTép TV
TdVv v Exouot TPobupcos dAA&TTECHAL.
[Alcibiades] used to say that the Spartans who died fearlessly in war were
not doing anything strange. There were escaping the ordeal imposed on
them by their laws and eagerly accepted death in place of their labours.

One also sees this ethos portrayed in Prodicus’ famous ‘Choice of Heracles,
where the Dorian progenitor chooses the path belonging to Arete (‘Virtue,
‘Excellence’), one in which he will be subject to constant labours.*

That Sparta in particular is the target of the derogatory portrayal
of those Europeans with fine lands may find further confirmation in
another linguistic detail of the text. As discussed above and also made
explicit in the text, ch. 24’s allusion to the capacity of nomos to tran-
scend the determinants of environment alludes to the argument made
earlier about Asia in ch. 16. But there is a subtle shift in language that
is made despite the authors’ claim to be repeating his earlier words.
While ch. 16.5 ] describes the warlike nature of ‘all the inhabitants of
Asia, whether Greek or non-Greek, who are not ruled by despots, but are

¢ Here one recalls the Corinthians will soon speak of the travesty of Ionians besieg-
ing Dorians at Potidaea (quoted above), a people famous for their unwillingness, for
whatever the alleged reason, ‘to toil’ (taAaunwpetv): see AWP 16.4 ], Herodotus 6.11-
12 (2x). See also Thucydides 2.70.2 where he explains that terms were made with the
Potidaeans because the Athenian generals were aware of the talaiporia being expe-
rienced by their army in the cold weather. The use of the stem in Thucydides itself
deserves a short article—an essential feature of the valence of the term is whether it is
imposed upon one or something one has willingly chosen to undergo.

% The verb is not carelessly chosen: it renders the Spartans facing death bravely the
equivalent of slaves fleeing a too severe master; cf. Xenophon, Mem. 1.6.2 where Anti-
phon tells Socrates a ‘slave’ would flee the too austere lifestyle that Socrates calls— er-
roneously in his opinion—eudaimonia. See IRWIN 2013b, 283-286 and IRWIN 2017a,
11-16 for further sources and an interpretation of this nexus of ideas. For the concep-
tion of nomos as a despotes see Hdt. 7.104.4, and for the citizen as its slave, P1. Crito 50e
and 52d.

 On the labours required by Arete see Prodicus apud Xenophon, Mem. 2.1.34. See, by
contrast, Eudaimonia/Kakia’s promise, ‘Have no fear that I may lead you into carrying
away these things through labouring (ponoounta) and toiling (talaiporounta) in body
and soul’
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independent, toiling for their own advantage’ (6xdcot yap év Tfj Acin
“EAAnveg fj BapPapot un) deomdlovtat, GAN" avtdvopoi eiot kai éwvtoiot
Tohaunwpedotv), in ch. 24 the author changes the term by which he de-
scribes those being ruled, no longer deomd{ovtat but factlevovtar:

For, as I said above, where there are kings (6xov yap factAev-
ovtat), there must be the greatest cowards. For men’s souls
are enslaved, and refuse to run risks readily and recklessly
to increase the power of somebody else. But independent
people, taking risks on their own behalf (bnép éwvtdv) and
not on behalf of others, are willing and eager (mpoBvpedvtat
€KOVTEG) to go into danger, for they themselves enjoy the prize
of victory.

Easy to neglect as apparently minor, the shift has a point when it occurs
in a context describing the involuntary facing of danger (o0 fovAovtat
napakvévuvevelv ékovteg) among mainland Greeks: for facthevovrat
appropriately describes those European Greeks who unusually still had
kings (basileis), among whom prominently the Spartans, who possessed
a constitutional diarchy and whose ‘bravery’ was frequently challenged
as nothing more than a product of training and obedience, not one be-
longing to an individuals volition.*”

More might be said of the ideology implicit in the details of Airs, Wa-
ters, Places, but I conclude with a summary: in its central argument Airs,
Waters, Places provides a ‘scientific’ justification of an ideology that, in
terms of positing a biological—if not genetic—superiority of some peo-
ples, one might well call ‘racist, and argues implicitly for the superiority
of one people over others.®® Although careful not to make ostensible
reference to its privileged audience, no doubt to avoid compromising

1t is worth noting that elsewhere in the Hippocratic corpus we find an equivalence of
ITonia and the Peloponnese based on features of their physical situation: see Diseas-
es IV 34.15 Littré which stresses their fine orientation towards the sun: 1 yap Twvin
X@pn kai 1) Ilehomoévvnoog tod Hiiov kal TV wpéwv oV kdkioTa kéeTat, dote Suvacbat
gEapkéely Toiot pvopévolot TOV fjAlov... As in Airs, the author attempts to undercut the
manifest advantages shared by these locations, in this case pointing out that, despite
their fine orientation, Ionia and the Peloponnese nevertheless cannot grow the coveted
silphium: unlike Libya their ‘great’ soil lacks the crucial ikmas. Unable absolutely to
denigrate Tonia and the Peloponnese for the quality of their land, widely recognized as
possessing areté, the text reaches for a comparative frame—and one as extreme as Libya
with its coveted silphium—that will in one respect at least make them seem inferior.

% On proto-racism in antiquity see the work of Isaac 2004, GRUEN 2011, and McCos-
KEY 2012.
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its claim to objectivity, closer examination of the text demonstrates how
the ‘environmental determinisn’ it purveyed would have proved most
serviceable to the ideology of Athenian arche that sought to elevate
itself above both its subjects and enemies. Scholarship has tended to
praise the text for the intellectual endeavor that its search for ‘causes’
seems to represent, taking it both as a straightforward indication of the
best the times could do in terms of medical science and as sincere in its
intellectual aims. This impulse ought, in my opinion, to be resisted. It
rests upon the unwarranted assumption that this text is somehow repre-
sentative of the best Greek views on the subject, and assumes that there
were not contemporaries prepared to challenge—for perfectly rational
reasons—the arguments that it advanced. Herodotus, I argue, suggests
the case was otherwise. By disengaging from a teleological perspective,
one becomes capable of seeing a text written very much for the needs of
its consumers, and—more cynically—of recognizing that the pursuit of
‘causes” in which some purveyors of this medical science engaged was
for those that served certain political and ideological agenda. When
viewed this way, it becomes difficult to distinguish Airs from other his-
torical attempts to mobilize ‘medical science’ in the service of a suprem-
acist ideology and its empire, or to see anything primitive or inadvertent
in its contradictions and fallacies.®

Elizabeth Irwin
Columbia University, New York
ei42@columbia.edu
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Iumepraliopog, deovroroyia kat ekAaikevoTn THG LATPIKNG
Oewpiag otnv AOrva Tov voTEPOL 5% aLwva:
IIepi éépwv, Vd&TWY KXl TOTWV

Elizabeth IRWIN

Hepinyn

I[TPOKEIMENH pelétn amotehel To MPpWTO HEPOG [HLAG EVPD-
Tepng £pevvag, 1 omoia éxel 0TO eMikeVTPO NG TIG OewpnTikég
Kal EKAOYIKEVTIKEG TTpooeYYioelg Tov 5% m.X. Al OTNV LATPIKY EMOTH-
un (0mwg avTn ekmpoowneital and Ta Aeyopeva “Immokpatikd” keipe-
va aAld Kat and TpocwmkOTNTEG OTWwG 0 Avalayopag), kabws kat Tnv
gvpuTepN Sldyvon avTwv Twv Bewplwv oty TOALTIKY Kat Ok emteL-
pnupatoloyia kat ov{TNON TG EMOXG—AVTO OV ATOKAAW (TTPOG TO
TAPOV) EKAAIKEVTIKT) TIPOOTITIKI TOL Bépatoc.
210 TPWTO [EPOG, oL apovataletat edw, e§eTdleTan n XpnooTn-
Ta evog Inmokpatikol kelpévov—Ttov yvwotov Ilepi dépwy, DddTwY KAl
TOTWV—OXL 600V a@opd TN oVHUPOAN TOV GTNY AvATTLEN TNG LATPIKAG
EMOTAUNG, AAAG 0TO TAQUOLO TNG EKAATKEVTIKNG TTOALTIKAG Kat 1deoAoyi-
ag TG ABnvaikng Anpokpartiag kat TnG nyepoviag tng. To keipevo avtd
dev mpoopépel TOGO TOANA GTOV TOER TNG TIPAKTIKNG AVTIHETWTILONG
Twv acbevelwv kal i0wg TOTE va un oToXeve oe KATL TETOLo (OMWG Bat
vrootpt{a). AkptBwg yt' avtd to Adyo n Snpo@ilia Tov Kelévov av-
ToU, aAANd Kol 1) AmOPacT) OPLOHEVWY VA VIODETHOOVV TNV ETLXELPTHATO-
Aoyia avtov Tov Kelévov oXeTIKA pe Ta taboloyikd aiTia kat T guot-
oloyia évavti AAwv o mapadootakv (kat guxvd OpnoKkevTIKOVY) Kot
ovviwv emxelpnpaTy eMPAANOVY TN CLOTNHATIKOTEPT EEETAOT] TOV.
Onwg emiyelpw va Seifw edw, £vag and Tovg KHPLOVG TAPEYOVTEG TTOV
@aivetal va eixe enintwon otn Snuo@ilia TNG “eMOTNUOVIKAG ETLEL-
pnuaToloyiag oV TPOTPEPEL TO KEIHEVO AVTO, Eival O CLOXETIOHOG TNG
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pe tnv ABnvaikn Hyepovia kat Tnv Motk TnG—moALTIK: TO00 TPOG
Ta péAN TG AnAtakng Zvppayiag (ov eixav mAéov meptéAOel oe emime-
do votedwv) 600 kat TPoG AANovg oL anoTeAovoaV SUVNTIKA ATEL-
Ay Ty “avamtuén” g, Ztov moArtikd otifo o Bewpntikdg Aoyog
KAL 1] EMOTNHOVIKT ETUYELPTIUATONOYIA TNG LATPIKNAG KAl TWV SLAKIVITOV
™G Qaivetal Twg mpooeepav otovg ABnvaiovg BoAikeég Kat TELOTIKEG
(kaBoTL avtapykég), “opBoroyikés” kat “emoTnuoviKég” PACELS Yl TNV
1deohoyia kat TNy TOALTIKY TOL epdppolay Katd TNy Aoknon TG nye-
poviag Tovg.
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Theatre of the Mind: Plato and Attic Drama!

Bernhard ZIMMERMANN

L.

CCORDING to the Neoplatonist Olympiodorus in his Life of Plato

(prefixed to his commentary on Alcibiades, Test. 53a PCG), Plato
reputedly had a very high regard for the comic poet Aristophanes, as
well as for Sophron.? The characterization of the participants in his dia-
logues is supposed to have owed much to their work. There is even a
tradition that appears to illustrate Plato’s esteem for these two authors,
namely the story that an edition of Aristophanes’ and Sophron’ come-
dies was found beside the philosopher’s death bed. He is also said to have
composed an epigram on Aristophanes: “The Graces were searching for
an eternal grove, one that would never perish, and they found the soul
of Aristophanes” (Test. 130 PCG).* At the same time, Plato supposedly
also ridiculed (kwpwdeiv) Aristophanes in the Symposium through the
use of comic techniques: a sudden fit of hiccoughs prevented the comic
poet from delivering his speech in praise of Eros.

Even if the story of texts found on Platos death bed were untrue,
although appealingly invented, and even if the charming epigram on
Aristophanes is actually not by Plato, the tradition referred to by Olym-
piodorus can be seen as a reflection of the issues facing ancient literary
criticism vis-a-vis the genre of Zwkpatikoi Adyol, as Aristotle (Poet. 1,
1447b11) termed the Socratics’ new form of representation that flour-

-

Translated by Benjamin Millis.

Aristophanes, Test. 53a PCG (Olympiod. Vit. Plat. (commentario in Alcib. pr. prae-
missa) p. 3,65 West): €xatpev 8¢ mdvvu kol AploTOQAVEL TH KWUKD Kol ZOPPOVL,
nap’ OV Kal THY pipnow t@v mpoownwv d@eAndn. Aéyetal 8¢ obtwg avtols xaipetv
MoTe kai fvika Etelevtnoey ebpedivat €v Tf) KAivy avtod AploTo@dvn Kai Zo@pova.
Kai €niypappa 8¢ TolodToV €ig Aplotopdvny memoinkev (test. 130)...¢kwuwdnoe 8¢
avTov £v 1@ Zoumooiw @ Staldyw wg kwpwdiav deeAndeic: kal yap mowoag avtov
vuvodvta tov Epwta eiodyet adtov petald lyyl mepimecdvta kol pi Suvapevov
TANp@oaL TOV Duvov.

* Aristophanes, Test. 130 PCG (Plat. epigr. 14 P): Al Xdptteg, Tépevog Tt Aaeiv mep
ovxi meoeitat / (nhodoat, yuxiy ebpov AploTo@avoug.
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ished after the death of Socrates in 399.* On the one hand, an origin was
sought and found in the prose mimes of Sophron;® on the other hand,
ancient scholars appear not to have missed the obvious connections
between Plato’s dialogues and the comedies of Aristophanes and Attic
comedy of the late 5th and early 4th century Bc as a whole.

New literary genres as the Zwkpatikoi Adyot do not appear out of
nowhere—this was recognized in ancient literary criticism just as much
as in modern literary studies—but rather develop from other, earlier
or contemporaneous forms, which they build on, which they open up
in form, structure and content, and which they combine with elements
from different genres. The prime example of this kind of genre history is,
without doubt, Aristotle’s reconstruction of the development of tragedy
(Poetics 4, 1448b3-1449a31) or—to use an example outside the scope of
ancient poetics—the origin of the novel as a typical literary mixed form.
In general, new genres show a number of dominant and subdominant
factors borrowed from other literary forms; these borrowings do not
obscure their origins even within the new organism into which they are
incorporated and which gains its genre characteristics from their inter-
play. Implicitly or explicitly (e.g. by use of quotations), authors make
the different origins of these building blocks reverberate in the literary
memory of their recipients, thereby referring to their ‘Sitz im Leben,
or ‘original position, and thus creating a specific mood that emanates
from the text, while at the same time using these reception signals to
suggest a certain stance that the recipient is meant to take toward the
text. The poets render their work ‘transparent’ by making various ‘sub-
texts’ constantly shine through the actual text, that is, the ‘main text. As
illustrated by his brief history of lyric forms in Laws (700a-701b3), Plato
was well aware that new genres could arise from the interaction between
author and audience and could originate in the urge of poetic talent not
to contend with tradition but instead to create something new.

But the proximity to comedy, and specifically to Aristophanes,
shown repeatedly in the Platonic dialogues posed a problem for ancient
Platonists. How can the accusation that Socrates levels at Aristophanes
in the Apology (18a7-d7)*—albeit without mentioning him by name—

* Cf. Lucas 1968, 60; ERLER, 2007, 68.

5 Cf. HoRDERN 2004, 26f., 197.

¢ Plato, Apology 18a7-d7: Ilp@tov pév odv Sikatdg eipt amoloynoacbat, & &vdpeg
ABnvaiot, TpOG T TPOTA HOL YeLdf KaTnyopnuéva Kal ToLG TPWTOVG KATYOPOUG,
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be reconciled with the respect Plato is supposed to have had for the
comic poet?” Olympiodorus solved the dilemma by viewing the Sympo-
sium as Plato mocking Aristophanes in the style of dvopaoTi kwuwdeiv.
Plato beats Aristophanes at his own game and at the same time takes
revenge—even if harmlessly—for the portrayal of Socrates in Aristo-
phanes’ Clouds. More on this later; first, some considerations on what
starting points Plato may have found in the comedy of his day that would
have appealed to him, and aided him, when producing his dialogues.

II.

Plato shares with the comic poets of the late 5th and early 4th centu-
ries BC an interest in appropriate education and, like comedy, analyses
traditional means and ways of matdeia. This analysis focuses especially
on whether and how nauwdeia improves human beings themselves and
makes them able, and even more so willing, to use their qualities for the
benefit of society. Comic poets, like seismographs as it were, frequently
pick up on societal changes and crises and critically interrogate these
supposedly dangerous new trends that threaten to implant themselves
in the polis by grotesquely distorting, obscenely pillorying or fantasti-
cally exaggerating them or by juxtaposing desolate reality with a utopia.
For this purpose, they developed a special type of play, the ‘intellectual
comedy, which focuses on the effects of the sophists on life in Athens.

émerta 8¢ mPOG T VOTEPOV Katl TOVG DOTEPOVG. EUOD Yip TOAAOL KATHYOPOL YEYOVATL
TPOG VpAG Kkat mdAat oA fidn €tn kai ovdev dAnbeg Aéyovteg, odg éyw paAlov
@oPodpat i Tovg duei Avutov, kaimep Svtag kai ToVTOVG devovg: AAN ékeivol
Sewvotepol, @ &vSpeg, ol LudV ToLG TOANOVG ék maidwv TapalapBavovteg émeldov
TE Kal KaTnyopovv €uod udAlov ovdev aAnbés, wg 0Tty TIg Zwkpdtng 0oPog avip,
TA Te PHETEWPA PPOVTIOTAG Kol T& DO YAG mavta avelnTnkwg Kai tov fittw Adyov
KPELTTow ToL®V. 00ToL, & &vdpeg ABnvaiot, <oi> TavTNV THY PrUNY KATAoKESATAVTES,
oi dewvol eioiv pov karriyopor oi yap dxovovteg fyodvtal Tovg tadta {nrodvrtag
0vd¢ Beodg vopilewy. Emettd eiowy odToL ol Katfyopot moAlot kai moAdV xpdvov {idn
KATNYopnKoTeG, £t 68 kai év tavtn Tf NAtkia Aéyovteg mpodg OUAG év i dv paAota
¢miotevoate, maideg OVTeG EViOL DUDY Kal HELPAKLA, ATEXVDG EPNUNY KATNYOPODVTEG
anoloyovpévov ovdevog. 6 8¢ mavtwv dloywtatov, 8Tt 008¢ Td dvopata oldv Te
avtdv eidévat kai eimely, MANV &l TIG KWPWSOTOLOG TVYXAVEL BV. doot 8¢ PBOVW Kal
StaPoli] xpopevot Opag dvémeilBov—oti 8¢ kai avtol memelopévot GAAovg meilbovtec—
obTOL TTAVTEG Amop@TaToi eioty- 008E yap avaBipacacdat oiov T éotiv adt@v évtavBol
008’ éNéyEaL 008éva, GAN &vaykn ATeXVDG MOTEP OKIOUAXETV ATTOAOYOVEVOV TE Kal
ENéyxelv Indevog AmokpLvopévou.
7 Cf. HErTscH 2002, 62, 64.
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The 420s in particular feature a high concentration of sophist comedies:
in 427, Aristophanes made his debut with Banqueters (Daitales), in 423
his Clouds took third place behind Cratinus’ Wineflask (ITvtivr) and
Ameipsias’ Konnos, which revolves around Socrates’ music teacher, fol-
lowed by Eupolis’ Flatterers (Kolakes) in 421 and Autolykos in 420.

The common thrust of Aristophanes’ and Eupolis’ plays was proba-
bly that sophistic rhetoric shakes the foundations of the family and leads
to the dissolution of the order of the polis, the kaBeot@Teg vopoL. A
strong indicator of this breakdown is seen in the fact that young people
who had visited the school of the sophists were no longer guided by the
classics—Simonides, Alcaeus or Aeschylus, who would be recited at the
symposium—but rather by the modern, decadent verses of Euripides. In
order to render this criticism dramatically, comic poets choose the path
of ‘personalization’ that is closely linked to a typical technique of Old
Comedy, namely ‘mocking individuals by name’—évopaoTti kwuwdeiv.
Individuals who are well known throughout the polis are put on stage
as representatives of a particular lifestyle and attitude, of a particular
‘profession’” or téxvn), while few, if any, of the details attributed to them
by the comic poets tally with the real-life individual. The best known
example is of course Aristophanes’ Socrates in the Clouds, onto whom
Aristophanes projected everything associated with idle intellectuals, in
addition to everything popularly considered as philosophy. Protagoras
in Eupolis’ Kolakes probably received a similar treatment. Philosophers
concern themselves with pointless theories, they are ‘out of touch; are
dubious characters and actual freeloaders. In addition, there is Meton,
who represents mathematicians and astronomers in the Birds (992-
1000), Euripides in almost all the comedies from Acharnians to Frogs
and Agathon in the Thesmophoriazusae as representatives of new trage-
dy, and Cinesias again in Birds (1372-1409) as a typically modern cho-
ral poet. The common denominator linking all these individuals is the
sophistic influence that guides them as literary artists, as is documented
in the ‘catalogue of intellectuals’ in Clouds (331-334):*

oV yap p& A{’ olob’ 6T mAeioTous altal Béokouot coploTds,
OoUPIOUAVTELS, IATPOTEXVAS, CPPAYIBOVUXAPY OKOUNTAS

KUKAICOV Te XOPGIV AOUATOKAUTITAS, EVdpas HETECPOPEVOKAS,
oudev dpdvTas Bdokous’ apyous, STI TAUTAS HOUGOTIOIOUGLY.

8 Cf. ZIMMERMANN 1993.
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In the same way that the comic poets develop their respective ‘comic
theme’ that determines the concept of the play on the basis of the ‘criti-
cal ideq, i.e. a critique of the sophists, Plato develops his ‘philosophical’
topic from a comparable critical approach and connects particular atti-
tudes with particular individuals who were regarded as experts in their
tield. The difference from comedy is that, on the one hand, in contrast
to comedy, Plato uses the respective manners of speech of the characters
in his dialogues to bring forth actual, life-like, realistic characters rather
than place-holders for particular trends who may bear a well-known
name but could just as well bear a different one. On the other hand,
he does not subject his characters to exclusionary laughter and verbal
violence, borne by spitefulness and an aversion to everything beyond
one’s comprehension and against all those with abilities in any way out
of the ordinary. Ultimately, many of Plato’s dialogues expose the claims
confidently stated by experts as pretensions and d\aloveia.’ At the same
time, the Platonic &\a{6veg are not unmasked ungraciously, but instead
humour is used to show their limitations, their pseudo-knowledge
and pseudo-competency. This is expressed particularly well in Laches’
speech, in the dialogue of the same name (183c8-184a7), that recounts
the disastrous performance of ability in battle once displayed on a war
ship by a teacher of the martial arts. This man could pass as the quintes-
sential caricature of a sophist: in the face of the comical epideixis, friend
and foe alike forget both war and battle and break out in applause and
liberating laughter."

° Cf. RIBBECK 1882.

'°Plato, Laches 183c8-184a7: dedvotvxikacty. émel kai todTOV TOV Ztnoilewv, v
Opeig pet’ éuod év To000Tw SyAw é0edoacbe émdecviopevoy kai T& peydla mepi
abvtod Aéyovta & EAeyev, £TépwOi £y® kdANoV éBeacapny €v Tij dAndeiq wg dAnODG
¢mdetcvopevov ovy €kovTa. mpooPalodong yap Tiig vewg ¢’ 1) émefdtevev mpog
OAkada Tvd, éuaxeto €xwv dopudpénavoy, Stagépov 81 dmhov drte kal avTdG TOV
A wv Stapépwv. T& pev odv dAa ovk o Méyewv mept Tavdpog, TO 8¢ ooPLopUa TO
ToD Spemdvov Tod mpog T AdyXn olov AméPn. paxopévov yap adtod évEoxeTod OV
év 101g TAG vewg okeleoy Kai avtehdPeto- elhkev odv O Ztnoilews PovAdpevog
amoldoat, kol 00y 0idg T Ny, 1} 8¢ vadg Tiv vady mapriet. Téwg uév odv mapéet v Ti
vii &vtexopevog tod dopatog: émel 8¢ 8 mapnueiBeto 1 vadg Ty vady kal Eméoma
avTov ToD 80patog £XOHEVOY, E@iel TO dOpu Sid TAHG XeLpOG, Ewg dkpov TOD GTUPAKOG
avtehdPeto. fiv 8¢ yéAwg kai kpdTtog H1d TOV €k TG OAKAS0G émi Te T® oAttt adTOD,
Kai ¢netdi) Bardovtog Tvog Aibw mapd Tovg mddag avtod €Ml TO KaTdoTpwa dieTal
ToD 8Opatog, TOT 10N Kkal of £k TAG TPUPoVG OVKETL ol T fioav TOV YEAWTA KATEXELY,
Op@VTEG alwpodpevov ék TG OAKAd0g TO Sopudpémavov ékeivo. {owg uév odv i &v
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It is not without reason that Plato, in two passages where he addresses
comedy and the delight in comic topics, refers to ‘envy’ (¢66vog) as the
driving force behind the laughter set off by comedy (Apology 18d1; Phile-
bus 48b11, 49a8)." This analysis of comic mockery in terms of recep-
tion agrees completely with the description of the technique of évopaoTi
Kwpwdetv given by the so-called Old Oligarch (pseudo-Xenophon, Con-
stitution of the Athenians 2, 18): the Athenians will not allow the demos
as a whole to be mocked in comedy; at the same time, they enjoy watch-
ing individuals who are out of the ordinary in wealth, lineage, or abilities
be subjected to ridicule.'? Plato’s statements regarding mockery in com-
edy and comedic laughter may thus be read metapoetically: although he
shares certain points of criticism with comic poets, he rejects their route
of personalizing matters via 6vopaoti kwpwdeilv, which he terms defa-
mation (StaPoAr}) (Apology 18d1); instead, he employs ironic winks like
the hiccoughs that assail Aristophanes when he is preparing to give his
speech in praise of Eros. Unexpectedly, the comic poet is overcome by an
attack perpetrated by his body—but which is harmless in comparison to
those often incurred by characters in his comedies.

Aristophanes’ praise of Eros, whose dUvapig he seeks to illustrate
via the myth of the double-gender round people (189¢2-193d6), may
indeed represent an allusion by Plato to the frequent use of popular,
fantastical stories by the comic poets in their plays. The myth that Plato
has Aristophanes recount shows clearly the close familiarity of the phi-
losopher with the techniques used by Aristophanes to illustrate abstract
issues or introduce his audience to theories: besides ‘personalization,
there is also ‘metaphorical dramatization. This comic technique, argu-
ably the most important for Aristophanes, consists of representing ab-
stract issues as characters on stage or inserting them in the action. Thus
the chorus in Clouds, to stay with this play, represents everything an
average Athenian associates with philosophy and rhetoric or, more gen-

Tl tadta, domep Nikiag Aéyet oig & o éyw évteTOxNKa, TOladT dtTa é0Tiv. § 0OV Kai
&€ apyic elnov, eite obtw opkpag.

"1 Cf. n. 6. - Plato, Philebus 48b11: ZQ. ANA& pijv 6 ¢Bov@Vv ye &mi kakoig Toig TOV TéEAAG
106pevog dvagpavioeTa.

2 kwpdeiv § ad kai kak®g Aéyety 1OV pev Sijpov ovk E@ouy, tva pi| adtol dkodwat
Kak®G, idiq 8¢ keAevovowy, &l Tig Tva fodAetal, €0 €idoTeg §TL ovXL TOD Srjpov éotiv
o0& tod TMABoVG 6 KWUWSOLPEVOG WG Mt TO TOAY, AN #| TAoVOLOG 1 yevvaiog §
Suvapevog, Ohiyot ¢ Tiveg T@V TEVATWY Kal TV SNUOTIKOY KwpwdodvTal, Kai 008’
ovToL ¢av pn St ToAvTpaypoovvny kai Sl o (elv mAéov T Exery Tod Srjpov: dote
008¢ ToG ToLoVTOVG AxXBoVTal KWHOSOVHEVOG.
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erally speaking, with intellectuals. The audience is supposed to activate
all the personal associations with ‘clouds’ in their memory and transfer
them to the object of criticism, sophistic rhetoric and rhetorical phi-
losophy. In this way, sophism and philosophy are accorded the epithets
‘dubious, out of touch, unfathomable and dark, constantly changing
shape, deceptive, much like Cinesias” dithyrambs.'? Plato uses his myths
and similes in a similar manner—in so doing, he comes very close to
Aristophanes’ ‘metaphorical dramatization’ Issues that are, or could be,
clarified via dialectical argument, are presented as an image in a myth,
thus becoming immediately intelligible.

III1.

Closely linked to the quest for the best manner of education is inspection
of the literary forms that play a significant role in traditional moudeia.
“Young children have a teacher who guides them, adults have poets”—
thus Aeschylus in Aristophanes’ Frogs (1054f.) in his plea in defence of
his style of tragedy that culminates with the following demand: “So it’s
vitally necessary for us to tell them things that are good”!* Like Plato,
Aristophanes imagines poetry as having an immediate, didactic effect
on the audience, especially when it is mimetic and performative. The
analysis of Homeric verses at the beginning of Book 3 of the Republic,
like Aeschylus’ criticism of the content and style of Euripides’ tragedies
in Frogs (1060-1088), shows that the young people hearing or watching
such things are corrupted since they imitate the behaviours presented in
literature, and this in turn has lasting, negative effects on the polis as a
whole. This is especially apparent in the Clouds (1352-1451): sophistic
influence leads young Pheidippides to ignore the classics, such as Simon-
ides (1356) and Aeschylus (1365), and to prefer Euripides instead—with
the result that the young man threatens to beat his mother and father.
Literature can cause these formative effects because it—entirely in
line with the logos-theory developed by Gorgias in his Helen—has the
ability to trigger a multitude of emotions and to do so in the context of
purely fictional circumstances that do not personally affect the audience.
Plato’s Ion shows the development of quasi-mass hysteria, driven by the

3 Cf. NEWIGER 1957, 50-74.

AL Ma AD GAN 8vTs GAN dmokpOTTElY Xpr) TO TTOVNPOV TOV Ye ToNThY, / Kol Ui
napdyewv pnde Siddokey. Toig pev yap nadapiotov / ¢oti Siddokalog 6otig epadlel,
toloty & fiB@ot montat. / ITavv &7 8l xpnotd Aéyetv uas.
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rhapsode’s impressive singing and powerful acting; in his Thesmopho-
riazousae, Aristophanes demonstrates—in an obscene manner appro-
priate to comedy—the erotic effect of Agathon’s effeminate song on his
listeners (130-133).

Both Plato and Aristophanes perceive a particular danger in the mi-
metic excesses demonstrated by tragedy (and probably also dithyramb)
in the late 5th century. Plato provides a list of such depraved imitations
of natural sounds of all kinds in his Republic (3, 397a), while Aristo-
phanes repeatedly parodies these tendencies in his comedies—e.g. in
the hoopoe’s song in Birds (227-282), the singing contest between Dio-
nysus and the frogs in Frogs (209-268), or the vocal imitation of the
cithara’s sound in Frogs (1285-1295) and Plutus (290).

If a mimetic all-rounder of this sort were to arrive in the polis as de-
signed by Plato, and if he were to offer to perform his poetry, he would
be shown out in a firm but friendly manner and with all honour, as
there is no place in the polis for this type of poetry (Republic 3, 398al1-
b4)."> Cinesias suffers the same fate in Birds (1372-1409) when, via his
dithyrambs, he attempts to enter cloud-cuckoo-land but is brusquely
turned away,'® whereas the traditional, anonymous lyric poet writing in

15 Plato, Republic 398a1-398b4: Avdpa 81}, wg £oike, Suvdpevov OTIO copiag mavtodandov
yiyveoOoau kai pupeioBoun mévra xpripata, el v dgikotto eig ThHv MO adTOG T Kol T&
notjpata Povddpevog emdeifacbat, mpookvvoipey &v adTOV WG iepdv kai Bavpactov
Kai N80V, eimotpev § &v 6t 00k £0TLY TOLOVTOG AVilp €V Tf) TOAEL TTap’ MUV oVTe OEIG
¢yyevéoBat, ATOTEUTOIHEY Te €ig AAANY TIOALY LOPOV KATA TG KEPAATG KATAXEAVTEG
Kai éplw oTéyavTeg, adTol § &v T® avoTnpoTépw Kai dndeotépw ot xpdpeda kai
puBoldyw dgeliag Eveka, 6g HUiv THy TOD Emietkodg AMEEY pipoito kol T Aeyopeva
Aéyol &v ékeivolg Toig TOTOLG 0lG Kat’ dpxdg évopobetnadpeda, dte TovG oTpaTIdTAG
énexelpodpev maudevety. Kai pdh; Egn, oltwg &v motoipiev, el ¢’ fiiv ein. Nov on, eimov
2y, @ @ile, Ktvduvevel NUIV TG HOLOLKAG TO Tept Adyovg Te kal PoBovg mavTehdg
SamemepdvOat & te yap Aektéov kai wg Aextéov eipnral.

16 Aristophanes, Birds 1372-1409: KI. Avanétopat 8 mpog Olvpmnov ntephyeoot Kovgaig:
/ métopat § 680v EANOT € dANav pekéwv — / III. Toutl TO mpdypa goptiov Seitan
ntep@v. / KI. apoPw @pevi cvpati te véav épénwv. / IIL. Aonalopecda ghdpivov
Kwnoiav. / Ti dedpo moda ab kvANOV ava kOkhov kukAeic / KI. "Opvig yevéoBat
BovAopat AtyveBoyyog dndwv. / ITI. Tladoat pehwddv, AN’ 6 Tt Aéyeig einé pot. / KI.
Yo cod nrepwdelg Bovlopat PHeTAPOLOG / AVATTOUEVOG EK TOV VEQEADV KavaG AaPeiv
/ depodoviitovg kai vigoBorovg dvaBoldg. / TILEk T@v ve@eAdv yap &v Tig dvaporag
A&Boy; / KI. Kpépatat pév ovv évtedBev fjudv i téxvn. / Tov Sibvpappwv yop té
Aapmpd yiyvetan / dépla kai okoTetva kol kvavavyéa / kai ntepodovnta- 6O 8& kKAbwv
eloel Taya. ... ITI. OV yap od xaipeig ntepodovntog yevopevog; / KL Tavti menodnkag
1oV kuKkAlodiSaokaloy, / 8¢ Taiot uAaig mepluaxnTog eip’ dei; / IIL Bovlel Siddokery
Kal ap’ fUiv 00V pévwv / Aewtpo@idn xopov netopévwy opvéwv / Kekpomida guiv;
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the style of Pindar is received more graciously and returns home with
the gift of a coat (904-955), even if he too does not gain entrance to Pei-
setairus’ bird-state."” Aristophanes’ ‘processing’ of the two poets shows
similarities with the passage in Republic Book 3 that are too great to be
attributed to chance and thus suggest a direct reference to Aristophanes’
Birds by Plato.

Aristophanes, on the one hand, makes clear in his parodies that the
mimetic mannerisms of Euripides or Agathon violate the decorum of
the sublime genre of tragedy—whereas they are permissible in comedy
with its adherence to different norms—and that they pervert the edu-
cational mission of the genre, while Aeschylus’ ‘old” tragedy occupies an
important place in the education of citizens. Plato, on the other hand,
banishes ‘Homer and the tragic poets® from his state altogether be-
cause of their deleterious effects on the soul of the audience (Republic
10, 606e1-607a7), especially if this poetry is considered a serious matter,
and performed accordingly, rather than a mere game (602b matdid Tig).
But the institutional framework within which plays are performed—the

/ KI. Katayeldg pov, Sijdog el. / AAX’ odv &ywy’ 0 madcopat, 00T 100’ 611, / piv &v
nrepweig Stadpapw TOV dépa.

17 Aristophanes, Birds 904-955: I1O. Negehokokkuyiav tav eddaipova / kAfjoov, @ Mod-
oa, Teaig év Bvwy dotdais. / ITI. Tovti 10 mpdypa modandv; Einé poy, tic f; / IIO. Eyw;
pedyddoowv éméwv ielg doday / Movodwy Bepdnwy otpnpds, / katd tov ‘Ounpov. /
II."Enerta 8fita SodAog dv kounv €xei; / ITO. Ok, AAAA avTeG €opev oi Siddaokalot
/ Movcdwv Bepdmovteg 6Tpnpoi, /katd Tov ‘Ounpov. / III. Ovk €106 dTPNPOV Kai TO
Andaprov éxels. / Atap, & montd, katd ti Sedp’ dvegBapng; / TIO. Méhn nenonk’ eig
Tag Negelokokkvyiag / Tag Dpetépag kKA Te TOANA Kol kakd / kai mapBévela kai
Katd T Zipwvidov. / I Tavtt o moT €ndnoag; Amod moécov xpovov; / I10. Iahal,
néhau Of) VS €y kANCw moAwv. / TII. Ovk &pTt Bvw Thv Sekatnv TadTng éyd, / Kai
Tobvop’ domep matdiw vovdi) Béuny; / TI0. AANG Tig wkela Movodwy @atig / oldmep
innov apapvoyd. / Xd 8¢ matep, ktiotop Altvag, / {aBéwv iep@v opwvupe, / 506 Epiv &
T mtep / Ted ke@ald Béhelg / mpo@pwv Sopev Epiv tedv. / III. Tovtt mapé€et 10 kakov
UiV tpdypata, / €l pi Tt TodTe §6vteg dnogeviodpeda. / Odtog, ob pévrol omohada
Kol XIT@V’ £xelg, / amodudi kai §0¢ @ monTii T® co@®. / "Exe Tiv omolada- mavtwg 8¢
pot pry@v dokeic. / I10. Tode pev odk dékovoa @ita / Movoa dwpov déxetat / TV 8¢
Ted @pevi pade IIivddpelov €mog — / TIL AvBpwmog Nudv ovk drnaAlaxdnoetar. / ITO.
Nopadeoot yap €v Zkvbaig dAdtat otpat@v / G beavtoddvntov €66o¢ o mématat. /
Axheng & €Ba omolag dvev xrt@vog. / Ebveg 6 tot Aéyw. / TIL Evviny’ 61t fodAet TOV
xttwviokov Aapeiv. / Anodubi- St yap tov montiv w@eleiv. / AnehOe Tovtovi Aafwv.
/ TIO. Anépxopat, / kag v oA aneAOwv mofow totadi- / «KAfjoov, @ xpvodBpove,
TAV TpopePAy, Kpuepdv- / vigoBola media molvmopd T fiAvBov. Aaiai.» / ITL. Ni) tov
AP GAN 101 mé@evyag TavTayl / Td kpuepd ToVSL TOV XITwViokov Aapwv.

'8 Cf. MURRAY 1996, 188.
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Greater Dionysia, the polis’ most important festival—and the didactic
claim made by the two sibling genres preclude this sort of interpreta-
tion of polis literature, the Dionysian genres and the Homeric epics, as a
game. The consequence is that Plato’s state has no place for this kind of
literature, but only for edifying hymns and encomia.

IV.

But this does not mean that Plato strictly rejects literary genres, since
he is in fact able to appreciate the aesthetic attraction of the févopévog
A6yog and to evaluate very competently the literary techniques of these
genres, as is illustrated by his criticism of the dramatic genres and epic.
He instead exploits these forms and techniques to communicate his
genuinely philosophical concern in a quasi-purified manner—free from
the deleterious effects of polis literature—and on this basis creates a
new literary form. This new form is not written for a mass audience like
that present at the Dionysia, Lenaea or Panathenaia, and it is not em-
bellished with the optical and acoustic effects that accompany dramatic
texts for the sake of appealing to the public; it is instead addressed to the
small circle of people who wish to engage seriously with the topics of
Socratic-Platonic philosophy and who above all are aware of the means
employed by performative literature and the effects they can evoke, and
who thus possess antidotes (395b6 @dppaxa) against the damaging ef-
fects such poetry inflicts on the human soul (395b7).

This new form of literature, which incorporates the old genres of the
polis, purifies them and leads them towards a philosophical goal, can be
best observed in the Symposium.” All theatrical forms of the 5th cen-
tury are present in the Symposium as clearly recognizable subtexts. The
occasion for the narrative is Agathon’s first tragic victory in 416, the host
is the tragic poet himself, the comic poet Aristophanes is a guest, and
Socrates terms Alcibiades’ encomium that concludes the symposion—
eminently comparable to the schedule of the Dionysia—a catvpikov
Spapa TodTo Kai oAnvikdy, i.e. a ‘satyr and Silenus play’ (222d2f.).

This Dionysian framework, visible in the Symposium via the dra-
matic genres that are constantly evoked, is present right from the start
in the guise of the institution of the symposium to which Agathon has
invited his guests and is continuously recalled in the terminology from

¥ Cf. ZIMMERMANN 2014.
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the mysteries that pervades the Symposium. Alcibiades, an uninvited
guest (d4xAntoc), is likewise part of the Dionysian ambiance, as are the
komasts who accompany him and cause the orderly symposium to end
in Dionysian chaos (223b): the wine is now to be enjoyed without order.
One thinks of Dikaiopolis’ hymn to Phales in Aristophanes’ Acharnians
(263-280), which describes similar Dionysian orgies. On a side note,
right at the beginning Apollodorus’ pavia® lifts the Dionysian, orgiastic
curtain, contributing a dithyrambic colouring.

Within its microstructure, the text itself also shows numerous links
with dramatic genres on a number of levels. The introductory section is
arranged in accord with techniques from comic prologues: it begins me-
diis in rebus. It is unclear who is speaking, and whom the speaker is ad-
dressing. The hetairoi who are mentioned remain anonymous through-
out the work, much like a chorus, and in the introduction they are rep-
resented by the leader of the chorus in two brief throwaway remarks.
Apollodorus’ identity as the narrator is revealed in line 5, although the
fact that he comes from Phaleron had already provided a hint. Consid-
er the prologues to Aristophanes’ Knights, Wasps, or Birds, where the
dramatis personae are assigned names only late; in general, naming a
character late in the action appears to have been a comic technique.

Aristodemus, who is Apollodorus’ informant, and the narrator Apol-
lodorus himself are types who appear to have stepped from the pages of
an intellectuals comedy. They bear epithets that would have served to
mock them in 5th century comedy—Aristodemos is short and ‘unshod’
(173b2 opkpdg, dvumodnrtog)—while Apollodorus, who has a reputa-
tion of being weak and sentimental (173d7f. pakaxdg), seems to be a
Socratic reincarnation of Euripides’ servant in Aristophanes’ Acharni-
ans, of Socrates’ student in Clouds, or of Agathon’s slave in Thesmopho-
riazousae: all these servants make excessive use of their masters’ diction
and mannerisms.

The encomium of Alcibiades turns Socrates into an epic-tragic-com-
ic hero. It opens by comparing Socrates to Ajax, a tragic hero (219¢2),
followed by comparisons with Achilles, Nestor, Antenor and Pericles
(221c). Within this group, Socrates surpasses all in stamina, which is
underlined by a quote from Homer (220c2), but he is also invincible in
the consumption of wine: no one has ever seen him drunk (220a). He
thus combines the properties of both epic-tragic and comic heroes.

2 For pavia cf. Dopps 21960, XI-XX; ZIMMERMANN “2008, 44-50.
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Alcibiades, addressing Aristophanes directly, uses his encomi-
um to correct the latter’s image of Socrates by quoting line 362 from
Clouds “swaggering and casting his eyes sideways” (BpevOvopevog kai
TOPOalpw mapafdrlwyv) and reinterpreting it positively as a reference
to Socrates’ behaviour in battle. He similarly corrects Aristophanes’
caricature of an intellectual by portraying Socrates thinking while on
campaign (220c1-d5). Throughout the night, Ionian soldiers watch him
thinking, and they do this without bursting into laughter; they instead
display a simple man’s admiration for the mental dedication of a philos-
opher. What may appear comical and has been portrayed in a comically
distorted manner in Aristophanes’ Clouds (133-219)—particularly in
the report of Socrates’ student regarding his master’s absurd and point-
less experiments—is revealed as the profession and confession of an in-
tellectual and it is accepted and perceived with admiration by the crowd.

The poetological conclusion that Plato has Socrates deliver at the
end of the Symposium is well prepared for: both tragedy and comedy
should be written by the same poet, who would then be able to cre-
ate a comic-tragic hero like Socrates, but not for the purpose of enter-
tainment and for mocking, exclusionary laughter, as was the custom in
comedies of the time, or to trigger “shivering full of fear and tearful
pity and a painful longing” (¢pikn mepigpofog kai Eleog moAVSaKkpLG
kai 60og thomevOng), as Gorgias describes the effects of poetry in his
Helen (8). Rather, the purpose is to provide a benefit to the audience.
But this benefit cannot be conveyed in the theatre of Dionysus, in front
of an audience of thousands of people, but only within a small circle
of like-minded people, as may be the case at a symposium like the one
described by Plato. In this new literature as created by Plato, there is also
room for a new type of myth in which there are not old-wives tales or
gruesome stories (Republic 3, 337c-381e), but rather narratives animat-
ing fantasy and flights of thought, and which is capable of abridging the
long dialectical path to the truth. This Platonic, elitist theatre lacks the
dimensions that Aristotle terms &texvot, ‘not part of the art; in his Poet-
ics—the dy1g and pehomotia, the staging and setting to music, which are
particularly able to rouse the emotions. Plato’s texts address the intellect
alone. In the best sense of the word, they are pure theatre of the mind.

Bernhard Zimmermann
Albert-Ludwigs-Universitét Freiburg
bernhard.zimmermann@altphil. uni-freiburg.de
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The Greatest Difficulty: Can we Know the Forms?

Michael INwoOD

LATO’S Forms seem to combine the functions of Kant’s categories

and Kant’s things-in-themselves. Like the categories, they are es-
sential for thought and discourse (Parm. 133e-135c, Theaet. 184bft.),
and like things-in-themselves, they constitute the ultimate reality un-
derlying the perceptible world of change and becoming. The problems
highlighted by Parmenides in the first part of the Parmenides stem from
this second role, that of things-in-themselves. Kant’s prohibition on the
application of categories beyond the realm of appearance gives rise to
difficulties about the relationship between things-in-themselves and
appearances. Platos apparent tendency to treat Forms, in the ‘middle
dialogues, as substances, analogous to, albeit superior to, perceptible
things, gives rise to similar difficulties. Kant’s restriction of categories
to appearance also means that things-in-themselves are unknowable.
Kant is content to accept this consequence, since things-in-themselves
are quite distinct from the categories needed for thought and discourse.
But Plato cannot accept Parmenides’ argument that the Forms are un-
knowable (Parm. 133a-134e), since this would deprive Forms of their
categorial role. Kant scholars have often resisted attributing to Kant a
belief in unknowable things-in-themselves with a problematic connex-
ion to appearances and have interpreted his doctrine more modestly,
reducing things-in-themselves to something more hygienic or eliminat-
ing them altogether. Similar attempts have been made to help Plato out
of the difficulties his doctrine of Forms apparently faces (especially by
German scholars such as Natorp), essentially by stripping the Forms
of their ‘metaphysical” role as things-in-themselves, while leaving their
categorial function intact. But while Kant provides some support for the
analogous move made on his behalf, Plato seems to resist it, especially
in Parmenides’ (admittedly not very cogent) arguments that Forms can-
not be ‘thoughts’ (Parm. 132b-c). I therefore propose to consider what
Plato’s own solution might have been to the ‘greatest’ difficulty raised
by Parmenides, namely the supposed unknowability of the Forms; I ar-
gue that a solution can be found in the Sophist, where, in the course of
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his criticism of the ‘friends of the Forms, the Eleatic stranger produces
another difficulty for the knowability of Forms and proposes a modifi-
cation of the doctrine in order to meet it.

Parmenides’ problem: Forms and particulars

At 133a-134b Parmenides presents what he calls the ‘greatest difficulty’
for Socrates’ view of the Forms. Socrates postulates two distinct realms,
Forms and particulars. In some cases a Form is conceptually correlated
to another Form such that neither Form can be adequately understood
except in relation to the other. The Form of slavery, for example, is con-
ceptually correlated to the Form of mastery. One cannot understand
what it is to be a slave unless one also understands what it is to be a
master, and vice versa. Correspondingly, the particulars that fall under
such Forms are factually correlated. A master owns a slave or slaves, and
conversely a slave is owned by a master. In fact it is conceptually neces-
sary that anyone properly described as a master owns a slave, and that
anyone properly described as a slave is owned by a master. No concep-
tual correlation can hold between a Form and a particular. The Form of
mastery is conceptually correlated to the Form of slavery, not to partic-
ular slaves; the Form of slavery is correlated with the Form of mastery,
not particular masters. Correspondingly, a particular human master
owns particular slaves, not the Form of slavery, and particular slaves are
owned by particular masters, not by the Form of mastery. But knowl-
edge too is a relational concept and it too cannot straddle the boundary
between Forms and particulars. The Form of knowledge, ‘knowledge it-
self... Wouldn’t what it is to be knowledge be knowledge of that which is
truth itself?”! Correspondingly, a particular person, with his particular
knowings, cannot know a Form, only another particular, and conversely
a Form cannot be known by a particular person. Forms are known by
the Form of knowledge, and only God can have this supremely exact
knowledge, not us.* But such a God could not be related to us in any
way: he cannot own us, know us, or care about us.

! 134A4f: oUkoUv kal ETMOTHUN, aval, aUTh Piv & EoTi émoTrun Tijs & 0T dArBeiax
auTiis &v ékeivns ein émotriun; I adopt the translation of CHRYsAkoPOULOU 2010.

% In distinguishing between what God has and we do not, Parmenides says that we do
not ‘participate’ (metechomen) in knowledge itself (134b), whereas if anything partici-
pates (metechei) in it, then God ‘has’ (echein, echei) it (134c-d). Earlier in the dialogue
metechein and methexis are used for the instantiation of a Form by a particular. In
this sense of metechein, Socrates believes that a particular knowing or knower does
participate in the Form of knowing, simply in virtue of being an instance of knowing,
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In the Parmenides Socrates seems not to reply to this argument, but
there are obvious objections to it:

Parmenides is not very clear about the nature of the relations that
he postulates between Forms and Forms and between particulars and
particulars. When introducing the general point at 133c-d he charac-
terises both types of relation in terms of pros followed by an accusative:
mutually related Forms ‘have their being in relation to themselves [autai
pros hautas tén ousian echousin]’ and particulars ‘are in turn what they
are in relation to themselves [auta au pros hauta estin]. When he moves
on, in 133d-134a, to the example of master and slave, he characterises
both types of relation by a genitive. This is natural enough in the case
of masters and slaves: a particular master is the master of a slave, not
of slavery and a slave is the slave of a master, not of mastery. But Par-
menides retains the genitival construction in his account of the relation
of the corresponding Forms: ‘mastery itself is what it is of slavery itself,
and likewise slavery itself is slavery of mastery itself’ (auté de despo-
teia autes douleias estin ho esti, kai douleia hosautos auté douleia autes
despoteias),’ though he then reverts to the pros+accusative construction
for the remainder of the sentence.” The genitival construction reappears
when in 134b Parmenides turns to the case of knowledge. Knowledge
itself is knowledge ‘of that which is truth itself’ ‘And again each of the
types of knowledge that is, is knowledge of each of the types of beings
that is” In other words, each type of ideal knowledge is knowledge of the
corresponding type of ideal being.> Analogously, our sort of knowledge

however imperfect. Although this belief is disputed in Parmenides’ earlier arguments,
itis not at issue here and the type of methexis under consideration is quite different. At
133d2 Parmenides seems to say that particulars ‘participate’ not in Forms themselves
but in ‘likenesses’ of the Forms ‘amongst us’ (ta par’ hémin homoiomata...hon hémeis
metechontes...).

Here I diverge from CHRYSAKOPOULOU (2010, 95), who translates the genitive as ‘in
relation to, which, though more elegant, risks concealing Parmenides’ possible confu-
sion.

auTh) 8¢ BdeomoTeia aUTiis Souleias éoTiv & €oTl, kai douAeia docaUTws aUTh
Souleia aUtiis deomoTeias, AAN oU T& &v Muiv Tpds ékelva THv SUvapiv Exel oUdt
gkeTva TPds NS, AAN', 8 Aéycd, aUTa auTdv Kal Tpds auTa ekelvd Té EoTl, Kal
[134a] T& Tap’ UV doaldTws Tpds auTd.

EK&oTn 8¢ al TAV EMOTNUAY, 1| 0T, EKAOTOU TV SvTwvy, O £0TIv, &N &v
¢moTiun: (134a). CHRYSAKOPOULOU (2010, 95) translates this as ‘And, in turn, each
particular item of knowledge that is, would be knowledge of some particular thing
that is’ But this is more or less what Parmenides says in his next sentence (134a-b).
JowEeTT (2010, 75) probably has the right idea: ‘And each kind of absolute knowledge
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is of our sort of truth, and each of our types of knowledge is of the corre-
sponding type of particular beings. The ‘Kinds themselves, what each of
them is, are known somehow [ge pou] by the Form itself of “knowledge”
but not by us.

Parmenides’ view seems to be this. The conceptual correlate of the
Form of knowledge is the Form of truth, as our mundane knowledge
is correlated with mundane truth. But as our mundane knowledge
branches out into different knowings or sciences, each of which is cor-
related with a different being or type of being, so the Form of knowledge
has different subspecies of knowings (epistémai), each correlated with a
different Form of being, which presumably instantiates the overarching
Form of truth.® At the mundane level there is a discrepancy between
the relation of knowledge to truth and relation of masters to slaves. A
master always owns a slave and a slave is always owned by a master;
but although what is known is always a truth, a truth is not invaria-
bly known. This discrepancy does not occur at the ideal level, however:
there knowledge and truth are invariably and changelessly correlated.
But what, more specifically, is the relation between a Form and its cor-
relate? Parmenides tends to assume that it is an analogue of the rela-
tions between the corresponding particulars, and this is facilitated by
the genitive construction. When he says that the master (or slave) is
‘of” a slave (a master), we naturally take this to mean that the master
(or slave) owns (or is owned by) a slave (or a master). And this mean-
ing is hard to exclude from the parallel claims that mastery is of slavery
and slavery is of mastery. But Parmenides does not go so far as to say
that mastery is the master(y) of slavery or that slavery is the slave(ry)
of mastery. That step is reserved for the Form of knowledge. Or rather
it takes three steps. First, he says (roughly): “‘What it is to be knowledge
is knowledge of the truth itself’ or more simply: ‘Knowledge as such is

will answer to each kind of absolute being” Cf. CORNFORD 1939, 97: ‘And again any
given branch of Knowledge in itself will be knowledge of some department of real as it
is in itself.... Alternatively, Parmenides could mean that each kind of knowledge, viz.
ideal and non-ideal, is knowledge of beings on its own ontological level, but this is less
relevant to the argument that follows.

On the basis of 134a4f.,, Y1 and BAE (1998, 273) take the conceptual correlate of the
Form of knowledge to be the Form of truth. This apparently conflicts with 134béf:
YtyveookeTatl 8¢ ye ou UTT autou Tou eidous ToU Tis MOoTHUNS aUTd T& Yévn &
gomwv ékaoTa; which implies that the Form of knowledge is correlated with the Forms
as a whole. Cf. FINKk 2007, 120f. But the two passages can be reconciled in the way I
suggest.

o
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knowledge of the truth’ That might sound like a harmless statement of
the conceptual relation between knowledge and truth.” But it leads to
the baneful second step: “The Kinds themselves, what each of them is,
are known by the Form of knowledge. And this in turn leads, by way
of the dubious claim that the Form of knowledge is supremely exact
knowledge, not just knowledge unqualified,® to the final step, that the
Form of knowledge is God’s knowledge. Parmenides’ central mistake,
however, is to present the relations between Forms as idealized versions
of the relations between the corresponding particulars. The Form of
mastery cannot own the Form of slavery any more than it can beat it or
sell it to some other Form. Similarly it is hard to see how God’s knowl-
edge could be the Form of knowledge, rather than a particular instance,
though no doubt a very noble instance, of the Form of knowledge. A
particular person may be able to know, love or think about the Form of
knowledge. Conversely, however, the Form of knowledge cannot know,
love, or think about us or about any other Form.

However, the first part of Parmenides’ argument can withstand this
objection. His view that relations can hold only between Forms and
Forms and between particulars and particulars, but not between Forms
and particulars, can be detached from his assumption that relations be-
tween Forms mirror relations between particulars. The central defect of
Parmenides’ argument is his failure to distinguish between intentional
relations and non-intentional relations. Non-intentional relations ob-
tain between concrete particulars: I cannot, for example, beat or punch
slavery, or the Form of slavery, but only a particular slave. But intention-
al relations can obtain between a particular and a Form, as well as be-
tween two or more particulars. I can for example dislike or think about
slavery, as well as I can dislike or think about a particular slave. (At
132b-c, Parmenides mentions one such intentional relation in his crit-
icism of Socrates’ suggestion that a Form is a noema, a thought, when
he says that a thought must be of something and of something that is.
But here the mistake is to assume that the object of a thought must, like
an object of knowledge, be real.) The distinction between intentional

7 Cf. RYLE 2009, 12: ‘knowledge (that of which cases of knowing are instances) is corre-
lated not with truths but with trueness’

8 As Sandra Peterson says in her chapter on ‘“The Parmenides’: ‘Given the topic-focusing
and definition-eliciting use of “knowledge itself by itself”, knowledge itself by itself
is knowledge considered without any further qualifications whatsoever’ (PETERSON
2008, 400f.).
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and non-intentional relations is not very sharp or clear. Ownership, for
example, has some, though not all, of the characteristic features of in-
tentional relations. I can own a particular concrete copy of a book, but I
can also own the book as an abstract type, if I own the copyright. But we
have to grant Parmenides that no one owns slavery—the patent expired
long ago. It seems quite reasonable, however, to say that someone can
know, or know about slavery as well as a particular slave. Knowing is a
relation that can straddle the ontological boundary between Forms and
particulars.’

Dualism and the roving soul

My main aim, however, is not to criticise Parmenides” argument, but to
ask what Plato’s answer to it might have been. Parmenides” argument
highlights a general problem for dualism, the view that there are two
co-ordinate kinds of thing, two realms or perhaps two worlds. If anyone
knows that dualism is true, then they know about both realms or kinds
of thing and not only one of them. So we already have something, the
soul, or the soul of the philosopher at least, that has access to both realms
and does not belong unequivocally to either. So it is with the soul in Pla-
to. A person’s body is simply one particular thing among others. It has
no special relationship to the Forms, but, like other particulars, it partic-
ipates in, or imitates, the Forms, and thus acquires whatever qualities it
has: size, beauty and so on. The soul also participates in or imitates the
Forms in this way, and this is what makes it just, wise, pious and so on.
But the soul not only has this relationship to the Forms—a relationship
which it shares with other particulars; it also knows the Forms, both in
an ordinary unphilosophical way, and in the philosopher’s way, or ways,

® RYLE 2009 seems to deny this: ‘a relation can only be conceived to hold between terms
that are of the same type or level; and if instances and what they are instances of are
not of the same type or level, no relation can hold between them’ (p.13); “The name
of a quality or relation cannot significantly occur as the subject of an attributive or
relational sentence. ...Socrates could say nothing of the relations between his Forms
and their instances, or between his Forms and our knowings and thinkings’ (p.20).
Ryle extends his prohibition to thinking and knowing of or about qualities or relations
when they are conceived non-Platonically, not only when they are conceived as sub-
stantial Forms. But surely one can think about, say, memory or parenthood, without
simply thinking about instances of memory or parenthood or uses of the words ‘mem-
ory or ‘parent. One might, after all, be wondering whether thinking about memory or
parenthood is simply a matter of thinking about their instances or about the relevant
word-usage.
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of knowing them. (On Plato’s view, anyone who can apply, say, the term
‘beautiful’ to things must have some elementary and probably prenatally
acquired knowledge of the Form of beauty. But this need not amount to
philosophical knowledge.) The soul, then, has a special relationship to
the Forms and is not an ordinary particular. On the other hand, the soul
is not itself a Form. There are, firstly, many souls, while there is only one
Form of any given type—only one Form of beauty, for example. This
difficulty might be met by suggesting that at some level there is only
one nous shared by us all—a doctrine that stretches from Alexander of
Aphrodisias down to Hegel and perhaps to Paul Natorp—though it was
not broached by Plato himself and it would be hard to reconcile with his
eschatological doctrines. Again, if the theory of Forms is known to be
true, the soul must know or know about particulars, as well as Forms,
since it is essential to the theory that there are particulars, particulars
which are made what they are by participating in or imitating Forms.
And knowing about particulars is not something that any Form does.
Forms are just imitated or participated in by particulars; they do not
know them. For this reason too, then, the soul is not a Form. It has, as it
were, dual nationality, a foot in both camps.

Plato does not confront this problem directly but there are several
passages in which he shows some awareness of it. The first of these is the
so-called affinity argument in the Phaedo, 78b-84b, which tends to place
the soul in the realm of Forms. Forms are unchanging, invisible, in-
composite and eternal. Particulars are changing, visible, composite, and
transitory. The body is more similar to particulars. But the soul is more
similar to the Forms: the soul is incomposite, invisible and unchanging,
at least when it is contemplating the Forms and not distracted by visible
phenomena. It is therefore likely that the soul is also immortal, in the
way that the Forms are, and not transitory, as particulars are. Here then,
Plato assimilates the soul to the Forms, tending to disregard its obvious
differences from them. Such differences, for example, as that the soul
may be distracted and encumbered by its association with the body and
thus have to undergo reincarnation, whereas the Forms are never dis-
turbed or defiled by their association with particulars.

One difficulty with the Phaedo view is that the soul or person knows
about particulars as well as Forms. It therefore straddles the Form-par-
ticular divide. A possible solution to this is to suppose that the soul is
itself divided into two segments. One of them, perception, is closely as-
sociated with the body and has access to particulars. The other is nous,
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intellect or reason; it knows the Forms, and is very similar to the Forms,
if not a Form itself. The two segments of the soul can then be assigned
to different realms, perception to particulars and nous to Forms. Plato
toys with such a view in Republic V, 476¢51f., where he compares some-
one who knows, or rather opines, only particulars to a dreamer, while
someone who has knowledge of Forms is awake. This might suggest the
idea that the soul consists of two compartments with as little commu-
nication between them as there is between our dreams and our waking
life. This is unsatisfactory, however. Socrates himself, who does not re-
gard himself as dreaming, does not speak about Forms alone. He speaks
about particulars too and about the relationship between Forms and
particulars. He does not only perceive particulars, he also thinks about
them, both about this or that particular and about particulars in gen-
eral. For this reason, he probably regards his procedure in the Republic
as second-best, not fully fledged noesis. He indicates this in his account
of the line in Republic VI. Mathematics is second-best, dianoia rather
than noesis, in part because it uses diagrams derived from the percepti-
ble world. But the line itself is a diagram and so what Socrates is doing
shares one of the defects of mathematics. Still, that doesn’t matter. What-
ever Socrates is doing has to be accounted for by an adequate concep-
tion of the soul. The soul has to be a unity, monoeides and axuntheton,
as the Phaedo puts it, a single centre of consciousness and not a collec-
tion of distinct faculties like men in the Trojan horse, as Socrates says
in the Theaetetus 184-6. It must be capable of combining not only the
perceptions of different senses, but perceptions of, and thoughts about,
particulars with thoughts about Forms. So we can discard the sugges-
tion that the soul, or even the intellect, is to be assigned to the realm of
Forms and turn to another account of the problem—in the Sophist.

The Eleatic Stranger and the friends of the Forms

In this part of the Sophist the protagonist of the Sophist, the Eleatic
Stranger, is considering what he calls the battle between the giants and
the gods, materialists and the “friends of the Forms”. The stranger criti-
cises both views. We join him at 248a ff., where, having already criticised
the giants he now turns to the gods. He argues as follows: According to
the friends of the Forms, true being, ousia, is intelligible, immaterial
Forms. Bodies, by contrast, are not ousia, but becoming, genesis. Ousia
is unchanging, but genesis is continually changing. We ourselves consist
of abody and a soul. Our body puts us in contact with genesis by means
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of sense-perception; our soul puts us in contact with ousia by means of
thought. But now a problem arises. In the course of his criticism of the
giants, the stranger has proposed and apparently accepted the following
criterion of being: ‘anything has real being, that is so constituted as to
possess any sort of power either to affect anything else or to be affected,
in however small a degree, by the most insignificant agent, though it be
only once'® It may be that the friends of the Forms would not accept
this account, since the power to affect and be affected belongs to be-
coming: a particular axe can split a particular log, even though, on their
view, the log and the axe have becoming rather than being. But they can-
not ignore it entirely, because they claim that the soul knows the Forms.
So whether or not they accept this account of being, they have to face
the following question: When the soul knows the Forms, there are three
possibilities 1.The soul affects the Forms. 2.The Forms affect the soul.
3.The soul neither affects the Forms nor is it affected by them. Which of
these is the case?'! The Idealists opt for 3., that neither the soul nor the
Forms affect the other, since in that case the Forms would be acted on
and therefore changed insofar as they were known. Neither the Idealists
nor the stranger explicitly consider 2., that the Forms affect the soul but
are not affected by it. But they would perhaps say that this would mean
that the Forms change—if the Forms did not affect me yesterday, but do
affect me today, they must have changed between yesterday and today."
In any case the first alternative, that the soul affects the Forms, seems
the obvious answer. Knowing is active; it is the philosopher who decides
whether and when to think about Forms, not the Forms themselves. So
the Stranger opts for this view: that knowing is active and its object is
passively affected by it."” This view also seems to imply that the Forms

10247d-e. T adopt Cornford’s translation (CORNFORD 1935, 234).

' As the stranger indicates, 1. and 2. are compatible with each other: ‘do you agree that
knowing or being known is an action, or is it experiencing an effect, or both?’ (248d)
(CORNFORD 1935, 240).

12 Cf. CORNFORD 1935, 240 n.3: “They ignore the possibility that knowing is an affection
of the soul, acted upon by the object’ Lesley BRowN (1998) favours, and argues that
Plato probably favours, alternative 2., that the Forms affect the soul but are not affect-
ed by it. She argues that if the soul affects the Forms, it changes the Forms in Plato’s
view, whereas if the Forms affect the soul, the Forms can remain unchanged, while
nevertheless satisfying the dunamis criterion of being. It is hard to see, however, that
this option protects the Forms from Cambridge change. But of course Plato might not
have noticed this.

3 BROWN (1998) denies, however, that the distinction between poiein and paschein
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change, changed in this case by the soul. But this is the answer that the

stranger argues for—in the following rather oblique way:

We must accept that life, soul and intellect, are present, pareinai, to
what fully is, toi pantelos onti, that it lives and thinks, and is not immo-
bile and devoid of intellect. If it has intellect, then it has life. If it has life,
it has a soul. If it has a soul, it changes. Change is necessary, if there is to
be any intellection. But rest is also necessary, because without rest or sta-
bility nothing could remain in the same state, and the intellect requires
its object to remain in the same state. To deny the being of change or
of rest is self-refuting and undermines the doctrine of Forms, since it
denies the being of soul, intellect and knowledge.

My comments on this argument are as follows:

1. The claim that change, etc. are present to to pantelos on is ambig-
uous. It might amount to any of three distinct propositions, depending
on how we take pareinai and to pantelos on:

(a) Change, etc. belong to or have a place in to pantelos on, where to
pantelos on is still restricted to the Forms. That is, change, etc. are
involved in the Forms themselves.

(b) Change, etc. are present to to pantelos on, viz. to the Forms, though
not actually involved in them. That is, the Forms themselves remain
unchanging, lifeless and soulless, but our souls nevertheless have ac-
cess to them.

(c) Change, etc. belong to or have a place in to pantelds on, where to pan-
telos on is not restricted to the Forms but covers the whole of what
tully is, whatever that might be. That is, we must extend the range of
to pantelos on to include change, etc.

Which of these is the Stranger supposed to have in mind? Alternative
(a) would give an answer to the question how we can know unchanging
Forms: they are no more unchanging than we are. But this is not an an-
swer that the Stranger accepts, since he continues to insist the Forms are
changeless (249b-c). Alternative (b) affirms that we have knowledge of
the unchanging Forms, but does not say how this is possible. Alternative
(c) tells us that we must attribute being to change, etc., and not sim-
ply becoming, though it too does not say how knowledge of changeless
Forms is possible. It does, however, remove on stumbling block in the
way of accepting its possibility, namely the implication of the Idealists’
original theory, that what is required for such knowledge—intellects,
souls, etc.—has only becoming, not being. After all, however stable the

corresponds to the distinction between the active and the passive voice.
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Forms might be, they could hardly be known by us if our intellects and
their contents did not exist or even if they were in constant flux. The
contrast between einai and gignesthai is quite common in Plato—for
example in the Republic, Theaetetus and Timaeus, where Timaeus says
that einai is not to be applied to particulars, but only to true being, the
Forms, and is then to be used only in the present tense, not the future
or past tense, since true being is eternal, aionios, not temporal.** By con-
trast, if something undergoes change and dissolution its grip on exist-
ence is precarious. At no time will it have a determinate character, be
anything definite at all. The stranger’s response is to insist that some
things that change must be granted to have being, not simply becoming,
in particular the things that are required for us to know the Forms, the
soul, etc., though he follows this up, in 249dff., by detaching the concept
of being from those of rest and change altogether.

Why does the Stranger assume that if the Forms are known by us,
they automatically transmit their fully fledged being to the souls, etc.
that know them? If knowledge is not fully real, then however real the
Forms may be this would be of little benefit to the friends of Forms. For
their doctrine is a piece of knowledge, not itself a Form. If knowledge
itself is as fleeting and unstable as they claim that particulars are, then
knowledge of the Forms would be as unreliable and unsatisfactory as
sense perception. If the friends of the Forms deny the reality of knowl-
edge they cut the ground from under their own feet. The Stranger is
perhaps also relying on a principle derived from the criterion of being
that he provisionally accepted at 247d-e: If something x is, and some-
thing else y affects or is affected by x, then y too is. So if intellects affect
the Forms and the Forms are fully real, then intellects are fully real. This
is the contrapositive of Parmenides’ argument. Parmenides said that no
relations can obtain between Forms and particulars, roughly because
particulars have a lower ontological status than Forms. The Stranger
says that because relations do obtain between Forms and particulars,
particulars must be upgraded to something like the status of Forms.

It may be objected that the Stranger’s power-criterion of being is
defective. We do attribute power of this sort, albeit fictional power, to
fictional entities. Sherlock Holmes affects Dr Watson, but because Dr
Watson doesn't exist, affecting him isn’t enough to secure a foothold
on reality. We might try to remedy this by amending the definition to:

! For references to discussions of being and becoming in these and other dialogues, see
Borron 1975.
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‘anything that possesses any sort of power to affect, or be affected by,
something that really is, itself really is. This won't do as a definition of
being, because it is circular; nor is it serviceable as a criterion of being
unless we already know that something exists independently of the ap-
plication of the criterion. Nevertheless it might be enough to sustain
the Stranger’s view that intellects, etc. are real, because what intellects
affect, the Forms, are already assumed to be real. There is, however, an-
other difficulty. It is quite natural to say that Sherlock Holmes affects us.
He entertains us, surprises us, and so on. We in turn can think about
him and admire him. And we certainly exist, but that isn’t enough to
confer reality on Sherlock Holmes. Here again the distinction between
intentional and non-intentional comes into play. It looks as if only in-
tentional relations can obtain between ourselves and Sherlock Holmes:
he can surprise us and we can admire him, but he cannot shoot us and
we cannot shoot him. (That these intentional relations can obtain be-
tween an existent entity and a non-existent entity implies that Socrates’
suggestion that a Form is a noema, a thought, is not so easily refuted as
Parmenides thinks it is.) It might be objected that this line of argument
rests on a mistake about Plato’s conception of being. He does not have in
mind any such contrast between real entities and fictional entities. That
is Frege and Russell, not Plato. Plato is contrasting being with becoming.
But, as I've already said, the Stranger’s criterion of being is obviously
ill-suited for distinguishing being from becoming in the way the friends
of the Forms mean it. Particulars such as axes affect particulars such as
logs more obviously than Forms affect, or are affected, by other things.

Still, however defective the Stranger’s definition of being may be, we
can grant him that he has shown that our intellects are real. In know-
ing the Forms, we affect the Forms and the Forms are real. We surely
have more reality than Sherlock Holmes does, and although we under-
go change and becoming, we and our knowledge have enough rest or
stability for it to count as worthwhile knowledge. So the Stranger has
bridged the gulf between Forms and particulars to the extent of showing
that at least some things that are not Forms, namely souls, must have the
being that was previously monopolised by Forms.

Does Cambridge provide the solution?

2. The Stranger raises the same general problem as Parmenides did,
namely ‘Can we know the Forms?’ But the Stranger approaches it in
a different way. Parmenides does not mention change or one thing
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affecting another. He is concerned with logical correlatives, master/
slave, knower/object known, but he does not ask whether one affects or
changes the other. What worries him is the pairing of items in distinct
categories: master and slavery, or knower and a Form. But this is not
raised as a problem by the Eleatic Stranger. When the Stranger speaks
of the soul as affecting or changing Forms, what sort of change does he
have in mind? In one sense of ‘change’ something changes if a proposi-
tion that is true of it at one time is not true of it at another time. If, say,
I do not know the Form of beauty on Sunday, but come to know it on
Wednesday, then the Form of beauty has changed, since on Sunday it
was not true of the Form that it was known by me, while on Wednes-
day it is true of the Form that it is known by me. This sort of change
is often known as ‘Cambridge change, since Cambridge philosophers
such as Russell defined change in this way. But obviously not all Cam-
bridge changes are what we regard as real changes. If I kick a person
and if I think about a person, in both cases the person changes in a
Cambridge way: something is true of him that was not true of him ear-
lier. But while kicking a person produces a real change in him, thinking
about him need not."* Thus coming to know a Form need not produce a
real change in the Form. Every real change is also a Cambridge change,
but not every Cambridge change is a real change. I argued earlier that
Parmenides should have distinguished between different types of rela-
tion, non-intentional relations such as kicking which we cannot have
to the Forms, and intentional relations such as knowing which we can
have to the Forms. And here we have relations to an object that really
change that object in contrast to relations to an object that may not re-
ally change it, but only change it in a Cambridge way. However, the two
distinctions do not coincide. Not every non-intentional relation to an
object really changes that object. If I kick someone, I change him. But
if I move nearer to someone, I need not change him; he may stay where
he is and so not change at all in the relevant way. He has changed in a
Cambridge way, but not in a real way, whereas I have changed in a real
way. I can change everything in the world in this Pickwickian sense sim-
ply by moving my finger. Conversely, intentional relations need never

15 A given entity x changes in a Cambridge way if some predicate f applies to x at some
time and does not apply to x at some other time. To ensure that the change of x is a real
change we need to add something like: ‘A change in x is a real change if it is logically
possible for x to undergo the change independently of its relations to things other than
x. Cf. MCPHERRAN 1986, 250.
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give rise to real changes, only Cambridge changes. If I love someone,
know someone, think about someone, I may of course bring about a real
change in them, but I need not. If I do really change them, there must
be some other factor in play—for example that they become aware of
my love, knowledge or thought. Now the question is: Does the Stranger
think that knowing a Form changes the Form only in the degenerate
Cambridge sense of ‘change’? Or does he think that it produces a real
change in the Form? If it is only a Cambridge change that is at issue,
then it makes no difference whether we decide that the soul affects the
Forms or that the Forms affect the soul. Either way, a Cambridge change
occurs both to the Forms and to the soul: the soul knows the Form when
it did not know it before, and the Form is known by the soul when it was
not known by it before.

Mark McPherran considers the possible solution that knowledge is
an exception to Parmenides’ principle that Forms and particulars can-
not be related to each other, but only to entities on their own ontological
level, and he believes that Plato was abreast of the distinction between
real change and mere Cambridge change.'® He insists, however that we
should not, without more ado, exempt knowledge from the principle,
given its ‘common sense generality and the many similarities between
being a master and being a knower}'” or take knowledge to be a ‘sui
generis relation.'® The reason why knowledge is an exception, he argues,
is this. The conceptual correlate of the Form of knowledge is the Form
of the known. Other Forms, such as the Form of beauty, participate in
the Form of the known, so that they have the ‘immanent character” of
being known. But a Form is imperfect and variable in respect of this
immanent character: it may known at one time, but not at another, and
by one person but not by another.” But this does not impair the intrinsic
perfection and unchangeability of the Forms.

There are several objections to McPherran’s ingenious and complex
account: (a) Parmenides does not mention the Form of the known. If he
postulates any single correlate of knowledge, it is truth (Parm. 134A3-
4). (b) Parmenides” argument, and that of the Stranger, would not imply
that knowledge is sui generis, a unique exception to the principle of on-

6 MCPHERRAN 1986, 246, 250, citing Simmias’ becoming taller than Socrates, in Phaedo
102b-d, and the account of space and its occupants in Timaeus 50b-c.

17 MCPHERRAN 1986, 237 n.14.

8 McPHERRAN 1986, 247f., n.35, 251.

' McPHERRAN 1986, 248.
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tological separation. There are many other relations that can, on the face
of it, obtain between Forms and ourselves: we can think about Formes,
remember them, (dis)believe in them, forget them, ignore them, mis-
understand them, and so on. A Form will thus have many other tran-
sient immanent characters, and participate in many other higher-order
Forms, if McPherran is right. (c) The participation of a Form in the
Form of the known, and thereby acquiring the immanent character of
being known, need not imply that it is known by one of us. It could
be known by the Form of knowledge, as Parmenides says. (d) There
are many other immanent characters that we have but Forms do not. A
Form cannot be enslaved, for example. How are we to explain the dif-
ference between those immanent characters that a Form can have and
those that it cannot? That looks no easier than explaining what makes
knowing different from enslaving. McPherran explains it informally
and commonsensically: ‘The fact that...I may still not master Slavery
itself (etc.) derives from more fundamental principles concerning the
nature of Forms and particulars: Forms are not the kind of thing that
can clean my office or that can be purchased, and a person is not the
kind of thing that could order them about. So despite its similarity to
mastery-slavery, there is nothing about knowledge-known and the na-
ture of Forms...and particulars which would forbid a Form from com-
ing to possess known-in-it (so that it would be known by someone)’*
There is little significant difference between discussing the peculiarities
of knowledge and discussing the peculiarities of being known. In either
case we need to distinguish what can be said about Forms from what
cannot. And in either case the change effected in the Forms is no more
than Cambridge change.

Which way round does the change go? Does the knower change the
Form or does the Form change the knower? Cambridge change is para-
sitic on real change; if something undergoes a Cambridge change, then
something else undergoes a real change.” In the case of sense-percep-
tion, the real change takes place in the perceiver. The object affects, does
something to, the perceiver by transmitting light-rays or, as Plato would
have said, material particles into the perceiver’s body.”> The object itself

20 McPHERRAN 1986, 247 n.37.

! Cf. MCPHERRAN 1986, 250. But McPherran restricts this claim to ‘relational’ Cam-
bridge change, perhaps to allow for doubtful cases, such as the logically possible case
of something’s becoming older without changing in any other respect.

22 Cf. Meno, 76¢-d; Theaet. 153DAf.
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is not necessarily affected or changed by the perceiver: it emits light rays
or particles whether it is perceived or not. It need undergo only a Cam-
bridge change, from not being perceived by x to being perceived by x.
Nevertheless, we typically apply active verb-forms to the perceiver, and
passive forms to the object perceived, whether the verb implies inten-
tional activity, especially focusing or attention, on the perceiver’s part
(‘look (at)’, ‘listen (to), ‘sniff (at)’) or not (‘see, ‘hear, ‘smell’).?> When I
see e.g. a rock, the rock is seen by me. I therefore do something to the
rock, but nevertheless, it is the rock that is causally dominant, affecting
me, rather than my affecting it. I do something to the rock only in the
Cambridge sense of ‘doing something to. Moreover, the rock does not
undergo any relevant real change in the course of its causal effect on
me; it reflects light waves regardless of whether I see it or not. How is
it when I know something or think about it, a Form perhaps or simply
circularity or the number 2? As in the case of sense-perception we are
more inclined to apply active verbs to the knower or thinker and passive
verbs to the object known or thought about. Again, I do something to
the object, if I think about it or get to know it, but I do so only in the
Cambridge sense. In the ordinary sense, if I think about the number 2,
I do something, but I do not do anything to the number 2. In this case,
however, we cannot reasonably assign any causal efficacy to the object
of my thought or knowledge as we did to the object of sense-perception.
Forms and numbers do not emit any rays or particles. They may ‘grip’
me or arouse my interest, but, like Sherlock Holmes, they exert no caus-
al influence on me, not at least without the mediation of words written
or uttered by human beings. When I see or hear something that I did
not see or hear earlier, it may be because the object of perception has
moved closer to me or because I have moved closer to it. But I cannot
move closer to the number 2 nor it to me. All I can do is open my mind
to it, analogously to the way in which I open my eyes to a visible object,
and this is an event in which the object of thought plays no causal role.
Therefore, when someone thinks about or gets to know a Form or the
number 2, it is more plausible to assign the active part to the thinker or
knower than to the Form or the number. The thinker or knower does
something, though not something fo the Form or number except in the
Cambridge sense. This implies that whereas the thinker’s poiéma is real,
the object’s pathéma is merely Cantabrigian. The thinker really acts, but
the object does not really suffer.

2 See note 13 above.
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This may be the truth of the matter, but is it what Plato believed?
There are two hints in the text that Plato envisaged something like Cam-
bridge change. The first is that on the two occasions when the Stranger
formulates the power-criterion of being, he stresses that what is suf-
ficient (and, implicitly, necessary) for something to be, is its power to
affect or be affected ‘in however small a degree, by the most insignifi-
cant agent’ (kai smikrotaton, hupo tou phaulotatou 247e) or ‘in relation
to however insignificant a thing’ (kai pros to smikrotaton 248c).** The
second is the Stranger’s careful qualification of the change at 248e: when
reality is known, it is changed by knowledge, ‘in so far as it is known’
(kath’ hoson gignosketai, kata tosouton kineisthai). If it is changed only
in so far as it is known, then it is Cambridge-changed. And what could
be smaller than a Cambridge change? It is therefore plausible that Plato
held that such a change, while sufficient to assure the Forms of a place
among beings, leaves unimpaired their capacity to serve as stable ob-
jects of knowledge.

Michael Inwood
Emeritus Fellow, Trinity College, Oxford
michael.inwood@trinity.ox.ac.uk
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NIGHTINGALE 1995- GORDON 1999- PETRAKI 2011.

B\. Tovg Xapaktnplopovs &piotos, gpovipuwTaTos kat SikeoTatos oto 118al5-7. Ta
oV ZwKpAtn WG QLA00oPIKO Mpwa, PA. HACKFORTH 1955- DORTER 1982 GILEAD
1994- AHRENSDORF 1995.

T 116 emdpdoetg TG op@ikng Aatpeiag kat g mubayopetag pthocogiag otov Pai-
dwva, P\. ROHDE 1950- STEWART 1972, 253-259- BURKERT 1985 kat 1987.

BA. entiong @aid. 89¢, 61ov o IT\dtwvag tapopotdlet Tov Zwkpdtn pe Tov HpakAn kat
Tov agnynt Paidwva pe tov I6Aao.

)

w
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€G TOV ETUTPETOVV VO TOVG HETAPEPEL TANPOQOPieS Yia TN peTabavatia
poipa g avBpwmivng yuxng kat Ta aftolhievta ayadd mov amolapPa-
VoLV 0oL PIAOCOPLKEG YUXEG 0TOV AdN.°

[Tapoa auTd, oL amoYelg TV HEAETNTWY TOV OVYKEKPLUEVOL TTAQ-
TWVIKOV Xwpiov SLoTavTal wg TPOG TO €AV 1] AVAPOPA TOV ZWKPATN
0€ «TPAYIKO AVEpa» TOPATEUTIEL O KATIOLO OVLYKEKPLUEVO TPAYIKO
npwa 1 momntn.® H épevva tov corpus twv owlopevov tpaywdidv
avadetkviel S00 NPpweg Twv omoiwv 1 Mopeia mpog Tov Bdvato @épet
OHOLOTNTEG [E TNV TIPOETOLHATIA TOV ZWKPATN Alyo TpLV TNV KATATOON
Tov dnAntrplov, TNV AAknotn otny opwvupn Tpaywdia tov Evpumidn
kat Tov Owinoda otnv tpaywdia Tov ZogokAn Oidimovs émi Kodwvd.”
H Swakewpevikr) Bewpnon otpiletar ota e§ng kowvd oTotyeia: o) fua
“Beikn” @wvr) kalel Tovg Hpweg otov Bavato,® B) kat ot Tpelg ekteNobV
ot idror (wvtavol tn ovvnBopévn kat anapafatn yia Tt @povtida
TOV VeKpoU oWUaTOG TEAETOVPYia Tov Aovtpov,’ y) o Bdvatog kat Twv
TPLOV Npwwv xapaktnpiletar wg efatpetikdg kat “Bavpaotogs® §) n
nopeia pog tov Bavato xapaktnpiletar and anapdutzlo cbévog kat
afloBavpaotn avdpeia,'! Téhog, €) kat ot Tpelg pe Tov dtaitepo Bdvartod

1”1

Toug Tapovotdfovtat va Stacalevovy ta “cagr” dpta ov Staxwpifovv

«

BA. @aié. 85a-b kat kvpiwg 85b7-9: AN TovTOV p” Evexa Aéyery Te xpi kol épwTav 611
&v BovAnobe. Tia 1 oxéon Tov ZwKpAtn pe Tov ATOA®@VA Kat TN HAVTIKT 0TO TAa-
TwVIkO corpus, PA. REEVE 2000- MORGAN 2010.

H momntikn mpoélevon tng @paong éxet apptoPntndel and opiopévovg ueketntés. BA.

SANSONE 1996, 47-48 onp. 53 kat 54.

7 Ytov Alayta Tov Zo@OKAT 0 Npwag TEAEL KAl AVTOG LOVOG TOV TO AOVTPO, OpWG TPO-
KELHEVOL VoL atoKabdpet ToV equTod Tov amd To piacpa g opayng (ot. 10, mpPA. ot.
1404-06).

8 BN. AMx. otiy. 255-56: i’ ij0n kadel- Ti uéAeig;/ émeiyov- o kateipyers. TIpPA. OK oTiy.
1606 kat 1625-27: kel pap avtov moAdd moAdayji Oeds-/ @ odrog ovtog, Oidimovs, Ti
uéddouev/ xwpeiv; maAar 81 T&mo god fpadvvetar.

® BA. @aid. 116a2-3, Adk. 158-62, OK 1595-59. Ka 0TIG TpEI§ MEPIMTWOELG, TO TEAETOVP-
YIKO AOVTPO TWV NPWWV EKTEAEITAL HAKPLA amd Tovg Beatés/avayvwoTeg Kat {eTa-
@épetat o aUTOLG HECW TV aPnynTwy, dnAadr Tov aidwva, Tov Ayyehov Kkatl TG
Ogpamatvag. BA. ektevy ov{ijtnon napakdrw.

1 BX. @aié. 58¢el, Daidwv: éywye Qavudoia émabov mapayeviuevos. TIpPX. OK otiy.
1586, Ayyehog: a0t éoT1v 70N k&mobavudoa mpémov. TIpPA. Adxk. otix. 157, Ogpd-
nouva: & 6°év dopois Edpace Bavudon kAvwy.

" BA. @aié. 118a15-17: O Zwkpdtng eivat &piatog, ki &AAws gpovipdtatos kat Sikaio-

tatog. H ANknotn eivat kedvyj (ot. 97), éa0M17 (o1. 200), ko dpioty (ot. 83, 151, 152,

241, 324, 442, 742, 899). IIpP\. OK otiy. 1663-65: &vijp yip 00 0TevaKTog 006¢ ovv vo-

ooig/ &Ayeog éeméumet’, &AL €l T BpoT@v/ BavpaoTtéc.
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mv avBpamivn {wn ano tov Bavaro,? VIKwvTag fe auTov ToV TPOTO,
TNPOVHEVWYV TWV aAVAAOYLDY, TOV cupPatiko Bdvato. Xtnv mepintwon,
paAiota, Tov IMdtwva, 6nwg Ba dovpe mapakdTw,  TPOGEYYLON TNG
@ ooo@iag wg «ueAéTng BavaTtov» 0dnyel kKal 6ToV eMavVanpoadloplopd
™G idtag TG onpaciag g avBpwmvng {wrg. Molatabdta, pe egaipeon
évav peletnti,” ot pedetnTég €xovv dlotdoel va evromicovv oto 115a
KATIOLAL LTTAUVIKTIKT) OUYKPLOT TOL ZwKpdtn pe tov Owdimoda kat Tov
[M\atwva pe Tov Zo@okAn."* Prima facie ot Adyol givat evvonTot: gival
dvorolo va Ppet kaveig kovd otoikeia avapeca otov noika evdpeto
TAATOVIKO ZwKpdTn Kat Tov alalova allopeikTn TnG COQOKAELNG
tpaywdiog Oidimovs Topavvog, 1} TOV TTwXO TAAVNTA KAl HLapo YEPOVTa
™6 tpaywdiag Oidimovg émi Kodwv@.

2ty mapovoa pekétn Oa emixelpnuatoloynow viép TnG Amoyng oTL
TO OWKPATIKO 0XOAL0 0T0 1152 evtdooetal oty evpvTepr Bepatin g
npwomnoinong tov Zwkpatn ano tov I[TAdtwva otov Qaidwve kal OTL
UTIOPEL VAL AELTOVPYNOEL WG EPUNVEVTIKO EQANTHPLO VLA [LO CLYKPLTIKT
Bewpnon tov MAatwvikod Stahdyov pe Vv tpaywdia Oidimovs émi
Kolwv@. H mpotetvopevn eppnveia ekkivel anod tn peAétn tov Stephen
White «Socrates at Colonus: A Hero for the Academy» dnpootevpévn
o€ €vav GLANOYIKO TOHO yia Tov Zwkpdtn. O White vrootnpilet tnv
amoyn o1t o ITAdtwvag, HHOVHEVOG TOV ZOPOKAT KAl TOVG TPAYIKOVG,
avdyel Tov ZwKpATn 0€ «ipwa KTIOTN» Kol ELOAYEL TTPOG TIUNV TOV OTNV
Axadnpio tn ovvhOn mpaktikn TNG npwikns Aatpeiag, SnAadn pa eTrota
tepoteleoTia, 1 onoia mepteAdpPfave Ty Tedetovpyia TG Bvaoiag, Tov
€0PTACUO TNG UVAUNG TOV GIAOCOQOV Kal TEAOG TIG TIHEG OTOV TAPO
Tov fpwa.’” Méow NG GVYKPLONG TOV MAATWVIKOV EYKWHIATUOD TOV
Zwkpdtn pe v eykadidpvon g Aatpeiag Tov Owimoda wg Npwa
Twv ABnvwv, 6mwg avtr Spapatomoteitat otov OK, o White evtomilet
o€ KopPikd onueia Tov Paidwvog VIIAVIKTIKEG AvaQopEg oTN AaTpeia
TOL ZWKPATN WG Npwa oTnv Akadnia Kat emixelpnuatoloyel, katd
TNV ATOYN KOV TELCTIKA, LTEP TNG ATMOYNG OTL 1] GLUVAONG TTPAKTIKN
Twv ITA\atwvikov va TIHODV [e ETHOLOVG E0PTACUOVG TH UVHHN TOV

2 BX. ya mapaderypa Adk. otiy. 45-55 kat 141-43: @epamawva: kai {doav eimeiv kol Oo-
voboay o1t oot. Xopog: kal s &v avTog katOdvor Te kol fAémor; H petauypiaxn ovto-
Moyikn) katdotaon tTwv npowv Ba avalvbel ekTevwg mapakdTw.

B3 WHITE 2000.

" T T 00YKpLON TG TpAyIKNG pHoipag g evptridetag AAknotng kat Tov Bdvato Tov
Zwkpatn, PA. SANSONE 1996 kat kvpiwg 47-49.

S WHITE 2000, 152-153. Avagoptkd pe tn Aatpeia twv npowyv, PA. FARNELL 1921-
KEARNS 1989- NAGY 1979, ke@. 6. BA. emtiong WALKER 1995, 9.
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[M\&twva kat Tov Zwkpdtn dev Eekvd otnv mAatwvikr Akadnuia pe
Tov avnyto tob IIAatwva, Enedounmo, kat pe To €pyo tov Ilepideimvov,
A& eykavialetat vopitepa and tov idto Tov IINdtwva pe to €pyo Tov
Daidwv.'

Agoppwpevn anod tnv epunveia tov Stephen White, n mpotetvopevn
ovykpttikn Oewpnon eotialel oTig opotdTNTEG Tov Bavatov Twv §vo
NPWWV 0TO TAQICL0 eVOG IBLOTLTIOL Yia Ta oLV ON Sedopéva TNG NPWIKAG
Aatpeiag agnpwiopod.” Zvykekpiuéva Ba egetdow tov TpodTO HE TOV
omoio o IMAdtwvag kat 0 Zo0QoKANG GLOTHVOLY TO QUOIKO CWUA TWYV
HPWWV TOVG Kal TO GLVOEOVY AOYOTEXVIKA [LE TOVG TAPOVG oL omoiot Oa
Aapovv 115 ovvrBeig petabavartieg Tipég. Ot Bavatot eival Aoyotexvikd
napopolot: 600 eivat “Cwvtavol” ot S0 Hpweg Pépovv Eva egatpeTiio,
101alOvVTwG SlapopeTikd 0 OVYKPLOT Ue TOVG vIoloimovg Bvntovg,
QUOLKO OWLa. QLGTOTO, 1] AUPIAEYOHEVT KAt IOLOTLTIN CWHATIKOTHTA Sev
“amokaBiotatal” ovte pe Tov eaupeTikd Bavatod tovg, kabwe, Tnpovué-
VOV TV avaloylwy, Kat ot §00 Hpweg Tapovolaiovtal va oTepodvTal
aKOUN Kol VeKpol TOV GUUPATIKO TAPo 0 omoiog Ba dexTel TIg TG TwWV
{wvTavav.

O Aoyotexvikog Stotaypog (1 alwg n dpvnon) tov Zo@okAn
kat Tov ITAdTwva va Tapovstacovy To VEKPO OWHA TWV NPWWYV TOVG
“amokataoTnuéVo” (1 TEPLOPIOUEVO) O €vav OVLUPATIKO TAPO EeVL-
oxVETAl TEPAUTEPW HECW TNG EUPAONG OTNV EVTOVI] CWHATIKOTNTA
Kat oTig dvo oknvég Bavatov. Ztnv mepPIMTWON TOLV ZOPOKAL, 0 aPa-
VS Tapog tov Odinoda, tnv akptPn Tomobesia Tov omoiov Ba yvw-
pilel povo o Onotag, épxetat oe mANpn avtibeon pe t Aemtopepr), Sta-
pecoAapnuévn amod tov Ayyelo, TEPLYpAPT] TOV QPUOIKOD XWPOL OTOV
omoio Ba Ppet o Owinodag tov Bavato. H cvoowpevon mAnpogoptwv
ava@opika pe Tov mepIPAAAovTa xwpo oTnV ayyehikn prion evioxvel
TV aywvia kat peyoh@vet TNV anootaon Twv featwv and to cwpa kat
TOV TA@O Tov fpwa. Av Kat prima facie SlaQopeTIKOG, avaloyog eival
Kat 0 AOYOTEXVIKOG XELPLOUOG TOV CWKPATIKOV Bavdtov 0To TéA0G Tov
Qaidwvos. H hemtopepng meptypagn and tov Paidwva Tov owpatog

16 BA. WHITE 2000, 153 kat 163 vroo. 74. Tia tov eoptacpd twv «mapadedopévoy ye-
veBAiwv» tov ITAdTtwva kat Tov Zwkpdtn pe Buoieg kot avayvwoelg, PA. Iope. Vita
Plot. 2.

7 H Aatpeio tov Owdinoda wg ipwa givat LaAlov 1diopopen kata ta cuvion Sedopéva
Aatpeiag npdwv. Mia mOAn Stekdikel T petabavatia Svvaun tov fpwa, emetdn éxet
OTNV KATox1} TG Ta KOKKAAA Tov. AvTo Sev toxDet oty mepintwon Tov Odinoda otov
OK. Tia tov agnpwiopd tov Owinoda otov OK PA. MEAUTIS 1940- KNOX 1964, keg.
6- SEAFORD 1994, 130-137- CALAME 1998, 344-345- MARKANTONATOS 2007, 141-156.
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Tov ZwKPATN, eV Xavel T atoBnoelg Tov, pdAlov peyalwvel, mapd
YEQUPWVEL, TNV ATOCTACT TTOL XWpilel TOVG CWKPATIKODG ETAIPOVE Kat
TOVG AVayvVWoTeG and Tov Oviiokovta eLAoco@o.

ZOHQWVA [E TNV TIPOTELVOUEVT EPUNVELQ, 1] AVEKTOVWTH ATOKATA-
otaon TG avBpdmvng cwpatikdTnTag dev givan Tuxaio aAld mnyddet
ano v emAoyn tov Zo@okAn kat Tov ITAdtwva va mapovotdoovy
¢ BoAd, 1) Stacalevpéva, Ta cagn opla mov xwpilovv T {wi anod
Tov BAvato TV npwwv. Ze avTd TO EPUNVEVTIKO TTAAICLO, | TPOCEY-
YLOT TOV QUOIKOV CWHATOG kat oTa §00 épya xapaktnpiletat and pia
évrovn “mlaocTikotnTa” 1) OMoia LTnpeTel ovVOETOVG AoyoTEXVIKOUG,
TIOALTIKOVG Kal PIAOCOPIKOVG 0KoToVG. Toco o Zo@okAng, 600 Kal o
IT\dtwvag, mapovotalovy To PUOIKO A WG avTavakiaon Tov Adn
0TOV KOOUO TwV {wvTavwv Kat w¢ pa olovel “egetkovion” adpatwv
Sduvapewv 1 QuAwv ovVTOTHTWY, Ol oToieg vepPaivovy Ta Opla Kat
¢ SuvatotnTeg TG évoapkng avBpwmivng {wng. Xty tpaywdia tov
Z0o@okAn, To papo owpa tov OWdinoda emTpénel TNV TALTOXPOVN
O¢aon and Siagopetikég ontikég mAevpés. To owpa Tov TAAVNTA,
QTWXOV LKETN TPOBAANETAL TAVTOXPOVWG WG TO «PACHA» EVOG VEKPOD T
v «eEabhwpévn elkova» evog mako, Eenepaopévov eavto (eidwlov,
109-10), péow tov omoiov TWpa avadvovTal Kat SPAHATOTOLOVVTAL OTH
oknvn x0ovieg dvvapes.'® Zrov Paidwva, and Tnv GAAn mAevpd, TO
owpa Tov Zwkpdtn oklaypageitat adpopepws wg n e&etkdvion g ao-
paTNG Kat GLANG Yyuxng tov ethoodgov. Kat ta §vo épya anoppintovy
mutatis mutandis To QOO cwpa wg papd. Xe avtifeon Opwg pe TOV
Oidimoda Topavvo, otov Oidimoda émi KoAwvd 1o owpa tov Odimoda
amotelel pev piaopa yia TNV TOAN Twv OnPwv, aAAd yivetat cuvapa
avTikeipevo oxAnprc Siévelne kau SiexSixnons katd TV €AVOT) TOL OTNY
TOAN Twv ABnvav.” Ztov Qaidwvea, and Tnv aAn mhevpd, To avbpwmivo
owpa v yéver Tapovotdletal wg To uapo évduvpa g abdvatng Yyuxns,
aAAd TO OWKPATIKO owpa potdlet va Staxwpiletal amd Ta CwpATa TWV
vroloinwv Bvntav efattiog g Wiaitepng enidpaong mov éxovv oty
Yuxn ToL ZWKPATH ot TAatwvikég Idéec.

Onwg Ba dovpe ot ovvéxeta, avtn n Bewpnon mpodmobétel évav
EMAVATPOOSLOPIONO TNG epunVveiag Twv oknvwv Bavatov ota dvo épya.
Kevtpwkr 0éon oty mpotevopevn epunveia anotelel n amoyn ott ot
Bavatol Tov OWdimoda kat Tov Zwkpatn dev cvvtehobvTtal 070 TEAOG

'8 Tl TNV epunvevTIkn Bepnomn Tov QUOLKOD CWHATOG WG XWPoL, PA. EDMUNDS 1996,
ke@. 1 & 2. BA. emiong [TEPOAATKAAAKHE 2012, 57-58.
¥ T to piaopa, PA. PARKER 1983. Tia to cwpa tov Owinoda, BA. HALL 2010, 324.
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aAld eival Tpomov Tvd ovvteeopévol 7y amd v apyn. H mapov-
ola Tovg wg “Cwvtavol” eivat €vag evPNUATIKOG AOYOTEXVIKOG pav-
dvac tov omoio amekdvovtal oTadtakd emideikvOovTag £€TOL OTOLG
Oeatég exavoelg NG SLaPOpPETIKNG OVTOAOYIKNG TOVG katdoTtaong. H
TIPOTELVOUEVT] EPUNVELQ CUVETIAYETAL TNV TTApoLoiact Twv V0 NPwwv
G otovel “Cwvtavadv vekpv’, pe TG Tehkég oknvég Bavatov va
oNpactodotodv TNV KOpLPWOT Kat ONOKANPWON [HLAG HETALOPPWONG
1 omoia €xet Eekviioel TOAD vwpitepa. Zuvemag, Ta §00 €pya dev agn-
yoOvTat amAwg Tov B4vato Twv KEVIPIKWY XapakTipwy Tovg ald dpa-
Hatomolovy TV aAlayrn Tov OVToAOyLKoV TOvG status mpiv Tov Odvato
TOUG UMPOOTA oTa pdtia Twv Beatwv. O Owinodag kat 0 Zwkpdtng,
ovpPatikd “Cwvtavol’, «eivat #dy ot npweg mov “Ba yivovy” petd tov
Bdvato Tougr. X

2. Zwua, 0avatog kat agnpwiopog otny tpaywdia Oidimovs éni Kodwvd

O Oidimouvg éni Kodwv®, to televtaio €pyo Tov Zo@OKAN, ypape-
Tat Aiyo mptv meBdaver o montrg To 406 T.X. kot SiddokeTal and TOvV
gyyovo Tov, Zo@okAn} Tov vedtepo, To 401 X, dvo pOAG xpdvia
npwv TN Bavatwon tov Zwkpdrtn. Kevtpiko 0épa tov dpapatog eivat o
Bavpaotog Bavatog tov Owinoda oto podotio Tov Inmov Kolwvov,
TOTOL KATaywyng Tov idtov Tov Zo@okAn, kat n kabiépwon tng Aatpeiag
Tov Odinoda wg mpootdtn-fpwa Twv Adnvawv. Aiyo mptv Tov dikd Tov
Bdvato, o ZogokArg xapilet évav «evhoynuévo kat pakdaplo Bavaro»
otov Owinoda kat évav akoun pwa otnv Adrnva.?! Ilapola avtd, to

* H @pdon éxet xpnotpornownOei and tov EDMUNDS 1981, mpoKelEVOL va eppnvevTei
n AéEn «eidwlov 1} pdopa» otov OK (PA. ektevr ou{tnon mapakdtw). H eppnveia
pag ovykAivet alha Sev tavtiletau pe avtrv Tov Edmunds, kaBwg eyeipovpe kat ama-
vtape oe dlagopeTikd epwtrpata. EmmpoaBétwe, n mapovoa eppnveia emppwvet
v &moyn Tov WHITE (2000, 153) 61t 0 Qaridwy, 0 omoiog napovotalet Tov Zwkpdtn
akopn {wvtavo, «alludes at pivotal points» oTig petabavarieg tepoteleotieg Aatpeiag
mov Oa AdPet wg npwag. O White wot600 Sev evtomilel 6ToV SIAAOYO T EPUIVEVTIKA
oTolxeia IOV TIPOdyoLvy avTn TN Bewpnon.

2 T to téAog tov Owdimoda PA. HALL 2010, 301. Ztovg Enté émi Orfag tov AtoxvAov
(467 m.X., o1. 914 kat 1004) kat otV Avtiyévy Tov Zo@okAn (ot1. 899-902, To 441
1.X.;) 0 Odinodag mapovotdletat va eivar Bappévog otn Onpa: PA. EDMUNDs 1981,
224-225. O Bavpaotodg Bavatog Tov Owinoda otov OK €xet mpokaléoel TOANEG ep-
pnveutikég Stevégels. Tnv epunveia tov Bavdtov wg otovel anobéwong tov Owdino-
Sa vootnpilovv ot WHITMAN (1951, 190-218), KNox (1964, 162), WALDOCK (1966,
219), SEGAL (1981/1999, 406), AHRENSDORF (1995), MARKANTONATOS (2002, 123 et
passim- kot 2007, 147-148). TIpP\. EASTERLING 2006, kal kvpiwg 138 k.e. Tia 0 pe-
TaQpaon KoL TNy epunveia TG @paong ov dei fiotov PA. JEBB 1900. ITpPA. BURKERT
1985, 13-14- EASTERLING 2006, 139, onp. 29 xat 30- kat REHM 2004, 48-51.
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¢pyo eivat ogoloyovpévwg Papv kat okotetvo. Me vmoBabpo tnv mtwon
Tov Bacaviopévov Owimoda kat T @ofepn Katdpa-mpoPnTeia TPOg
Tov yto tov ITohvveikn, o xo0pog Twv yepdvTwv Katoikwv Tov Trnmov
KoAwvol tpayovdd tny mactyvwotn wdr ya ta fdoava tng avipwmivig
{wng kat TNV avandTpentn, aAAd cwTnpla, Topeia AWV Hag PO TOV
Bdvaro, tov omoio Ba mpémel va eminrodpe wg Pforndo kar Avtpwri.
H nepionun @paon usn @ivar 1ov &mavia vik@& Adyov Kot 1 TepLypaen
™G avBpdmvng {wng wg EUTAENG «QOVWY, GTATEWY, £pLOWV, HaXWV Kat
@BOvwV» potdfovy va amnyovV Ta ATOPPUTTIKA A0yl TOV ZwKPATN
otov Qaidwva yia Tov €voapko Blo Kat THy £€VTovN CWHATIKOTNTA.?

O OK eivat éva €pyo o0vBeTo, £va dpapa tkeoiag Kat TAVTOXPOVWS
kabiépwong npwikng Aatpeiog.?* O Owinodag, o TVPAOG kat e£dpLoTog
npwnv PactAidg Tng OnPag, PTAveL HETA ATTO LAKPA TTEPITAAVIOT OTOV
aBnvaiko dnpo tov Tnmov Kolwvod, odnyovpevog and tnyv kopn tov
Avtiyovn. O yépovtag yépvel o éva Bpdxo péoa oTo Lepd AAooG TwV
Evpevidwv kat ekei Tov ouvavtd kdmolog KATOIKOG TG TePLOXNG, O
omoiog €vtpopog yia TN PepRlwon tov diwyvet. O Owdinodag apveitat
va petakivnOei emkalovpevog Xpnopod, ocOUQwva pe TOV OToio TO
dAoog Twv Evpevidwv Ba eivat o tom0¢ TNG TEAIKNG TOV avamavong.?
Me avtd TOV TPOTIO AMOKAADTITETAL 0TOVG BeaTéG VWwpig 0TO €pyo OTL N
TOAN Twv ABnvwv amotelel Tov Tedevtaio otabuo («teppia yn») otnv
nepimAavnon tov tpaykod Owinoda.

Qotoc0, 0 OWinodag dev eivat évag amhog KETNG Twv ABnvav.
AvTi0¢TwG, TO TAAAUTWPNHEVO, HLOPO TDUX TOV TIPOCPEPETAL WG SWpPOV
otnv ABnva.? H petatpomnn Tov cdpatog and «piacpa» og «Swpo» eivat
dppnkta ocvvdedepévn pe Tov agnpwiopd kat T Aatpeia tov Odimoda
oty ABrva. H duvaun tov cwpatog avakolvavetal eniong vwpig 6To
€pYyo e €vav GAAo Xpnopo mov @épvel avtr| T gopd atov Odimoda n
Ioprvn (387-93). Ot OnPaiot Ba avalntriioovy tov Owdinoda «{wvtavod
1 VEKPO Yla Xapn TG owTnpiag Tove» (evooiag xdptv, 390), S10Tt 0 Bedg

2 BX. 0T. 1211-48 kat MAPQONITHX 2014, 163-164.

2 Qaif. 66 c-d: pvpiag uév yap fuiv doyodiag mapéyer 70 odpa Sk Y dvaykaiay [66]
po@hv- é11 8¢, &v TIves véoor mpooméowary, Eumodifovary Hudv v 100 fvrog Orpav.
EpwTwy 8¢ kol émBupv kol poPwy kai eilwlwy mavroSanv kol plvapiag umipmAy-
0w AUAG TOAATG.

> BA. MAPONITHE 2014, 169-171.

> B\. BUDELMANN 2000b.

26 BA. 287-90: undé pov xdpa/ 10 Svompdoontov eicopdv &ripdoys,/ fikw yip iepog ev-
oef3his Te kol pépwv/ Gvnow &otoic T0iod . TIpPA. 576-78: Swowv ixdvw Toduov &Aooy
0éuag/ ooi dwpov, 00 amovdaiov eig dyuv- T& 8¢/ KEpOn map  adTOD Kpeioaov’ T (opeT]
K.
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éxel Swoel xpnopo ot «n Svvapn g Onpag Ppioketat ota xéplo» TOL
¢knTwToL Pacid g (392).7 Xe avtibeon pe Tov veapd Pactiid Tov
OT, avtdg o Odimodag katavoei Kat eppUnVvedeL TOVG XPNOUOVS TOV
AnoMwva ypnyopa kat opBd. Avtd aAwote ouvddet pe Tn Oepatikn
Tov agnpwiopol Tov atov Oidimoda émi Kodwvd, agol 1 ovToloyIkn
avaPdadpon mov ekTVAICOETAL 0TO €Yo HOLACEL Vo pnv a@rivel TAéov
neplwpta oTov fpwa yta oedApata otny gpunveia tov Oeikov Adyov.?

Ot xpnopoi kivnromotovv TNV O1Opopen Kat meploptopévn dpaon
Tov épyou. Kévtpo Bapovg mAéov atn oknvi ival To papod o Tov
Owimoda: n Spdon evromiletat yopw amd avtod kat ovvoyiletal otny
Tpooélevon kal anoxwpnon Twv OnPaiwy, Tov Kpéovta kat tov yov
Tov Odinoda, IToAvveikn, ot omoiot OEAovy va Siekdiknoovv To cwpa Kat
T petabavartia evvota ov Ba mnydoet ano avto. Etot, dnwg ovupPaivet
Kat e dAAeg Tpaywdieg Tov Zo@okAr, To €pyo eyeipel pia oelpa amd
SLOEMAVTA EPWTNHATA AVAPOPIKA LE T HOVAELA TOL COPOKAELOV Tpwa,
TIG OXE0ELG TOV HE TOVG OLKelovG Tov, “@ilovg” kat “exBpovg”, aAld kat
pe Toug Beovg.? H guhofevia mov efaogalilet xwpig komo o Odinodag
and Tov Onoéa odnyel 0TNY MPAYHATWOT TWV SEAQIKWV XPNOUDY TTOV
Bé\ovv Tov dmodiv 1 dmomrody Oidimovy (208, 1357) va anoxwpiletat
™ OnPa kat va yivetal mohitng Twv AOnvawv (éumoliy, 647).

3. To cwpa Tov Owinoda

H epunveia tov guotkod cwpatog wg «etdwAov» atov Oidimoda émi
Kolwv Bepehiwvetar otn dpapatovpyikn ovvdeon tng Aatpeiag Tov
co@okAelov Npwa pe TG Evpevideg, Tig x00vieg Beotnreg Tov Kodwvov.
Zbpuewva pe po pepida peletntov, n mapovoia tov Owimoda oto
dAoog twv Evpevidwy eivat kaBoploTiknig onpaciog yio Tov a@npwiond
Tov.*! H avaywyn tov o fpwa Twv AOnvaov ektulicoetal péow evog

¥ T TN @paon evooiag ykprv, BA. EDMUNDS 1981, 228 onp. 30.

B BX. otiy. 138-39: 68 ékeivog yw- gwvij yop opd/ 10 pati{opevov, oT. 393: 1" 00KET’
elul, TVikadT’ &p’ el &viip; BA. MAPONITHS 2014, 68-69- HALL 2010, 327.

2 BX. KNOX 1964- BLUNDELL 1989, 226-259.

* BX. WINNINGTON-INGRAM 1999, 345 SEGAL 1981/1999 375-376- HENRICHS 1983-
TiLG 2004- EDMUNDS 1996, 138-142. TIpPA. LINFORTH 1951- BROWN 1984. Ta T1g Ev-
pevideg N Zepveég Oeég wg BedTNTEG TWV VekpWY, PA. JOHNSTON 1999, 250-289.

33 oxetkr PiPAoypagia €xet peletndel extevwg o TPOMOG He TOV omoio Jopei-
Tat 670 épyo 1 opototnTa Tov Owdinoda pe Tig Evpevidec. BA. TILG 2004, 414: «Die
Eumeniden zeigen sich damit in wesentlichen Punkten als Gottheiten, die der
Verassung des seinem Tod entggengehenden Odipus genau entsprechen. Mit ihrer
Prasenz im geheimnisvollen Hain, der als ihr sichtbares Zeichen den standigen
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aplototexvikov dpapatovpykod crescendo, To omoio &ekva e ToOV
Owdimoda va akovpmd To Koppi Tov o€ £va Ppdyo péoa 0To Lepd AA0OG
twv Evpevidwy, kat kopvpavetat pe v aenynon tng Bavpaotrg
€§aPAVIONG TOV TPAYIKOV N)PWA OTA EYKATA TNG YNG.*2 AVTH 1] OVTOAOYIKT
petdPaon dpaparomoteital otn oknvn e G600 aAAnAévdetovg TpoOTOULG:
npwtov, 0 Owdinodag mapovotdletan va potdler pe Tig x0Ovies, adpa-
Teg Oeotnreg kat, devtepov, Aoyw avtng TG WOOTLTING opoLdTNTAG,
epugaviCetal emiong va Jpa 0T OKNVIY e TPOTO TAPOHOLO AVTOD TWV
Oeotntwv.” H oknvikn GUUTAOKE TOV QUOIKOD CWUATOG e TO ANCOG
Twv Evpevidwv—Tt0 owpa Tavtifetal e Tov oknvikd xwpo kat yivetat
TPOEKTAOT aWTOV—EXEL WG amotéleopa n Svvapn Twv Evpevidwv va
SioxeteveTarotovOLdimodamov TPooTEPTELIKETNGOTOV PO TOVG—TKOL
Va HETOVOLWVETAL O€ A0Y0, eite 0pONG epunveiag Xpnopwy, eite ekQopag
npoenTikwv apwv.** Etot o Odimodag ovykpivetal kat otyd otyd oxedov
Tavtietat pe Tig BedTNTEG MoK TWVTAG HePiSLo amd tn Suvaur Tovg: wg
npwag Ba eivat gupevig otovg “@ilovg” mov Ba VINPETOVY TOV TAPO
Tov, aAlld TavToxpova Ba eivart ekdIKNTIKOG TIHWPOGS TwV “exOpwv” ToL.
>tovg Beatég n puotnpwdng odvdeon yivetal Spapatovpykd evapyng
Héow emiong TnG TeEAETOVPYIAG TWV XOWYV TIPOG TV TwV Beatvav, aAld
Kat péow g Bavpaotns eEagaviong tov Odinoda ota éykata TG yng,
o€ €va xwpo ov ovvoEeTal pe TN Afuntpa kat Ty Iepoepovn alha kat
e katapdoelg npwwv otov Adn (ot. 1590-1605).

Ag dovpe ev ouvoyel TOVG OPAHATOVPYIKODG TPOTIOVG GVVEONG
OWUATOG, OKNVIKOD Xwpov Kat adpatwyv Beikwv duvapewy. Omwg €xet
16n emonpavOei, kouPikr onpacia yia v e&éAién g Spdong otov OK
€YEL T] AvayvapLon Tov tepol Xwpov Twv Evpevidwv wg 0pag tehtkov
TPOOPLOHOV Kal avamavong Tov mAdvnta Owinoda. H onuacia mov
€XEL O OKNVIKOG XWPOG yla TNV €vap&n g Stadikaciag Tov agnpwiopon
@aivetal oTny éupacn mov divetal 0TO TOMKO OTOLXElO, TOGO OTNV
EVAPKTHpLA OKNVE 000 kat 6To Télog tng Tpaywdiac.”” H tpaywdia
avoiyel e Ta OLVEXOUEVA, OXESOV aywviwdn, epwTnuata Tov Oinmoda

Buhnenhintergrund bildet, begleiten und fuhren sie ihn auf seinem Weg zuruck in die
Erde.» BA. eniong EDMUNDs 1981- HENRICHS 1983, 100.

32 BA. WINNINGTON-INGRAM 1999, 364: «To dAoog Ba amoteloboe Tipa Kat HOVIHO Tr-
poe Tov omTikod vToPadpov Tov £pyov, arxpatwtilovtag T Tpocoxn Tov Beatr, akoun
Kat 0tav 8ev Aéyovtav moANG yla TiG Oe€g, evw Ba yvotay kat TdAL To emikevTpo TNg
Spdong katd to TéNog Tov £pyour. TILG 2004, 413 TIEPOAASKAAAKHE 2012, 57-65.

3 BA. TiLG 2004, 411-14.

* SEGAL 1981/1999, 362-371.

3 BA. WINNINGTON-INGRAM 1999, 345, onp. 7, kat Tapdptnua E’, 00. 469-470.
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otnVv AvTyovn: «oe Tt Tonmovg gBacape, oe mota avOpwmivn moltteia;»
(tivas ywpovg aeiyued’ i Tivwy &vop@v mohv;, ot. 1-2). H onpacia tov
tepov Xwpov yla To péAAov Tov Odinmoda oty ABrva anokakvnTeTat
otadiakd. Apxikd akolovBei n andvtnon TG Avtiyoving otL 1) moAtteia
elvat n ABnva (ot. 24) kat 0Tt 0 «Xwpog eivat tepdg» (oT. 16, 24)-
TEPLOCOTEPA OLWG [LAOALVOVLE OTN GUVEXELD ATTO TOV TIEPAGTIKO KATOLKO
Tov KoAwvov. Zto devtepo epwtnpa Tov Owdimoda Tt TOMOG eivat avtog
Kat Tol0G 0edG TOV KATEXEL, O KATOIKOG amavTd: «Agv KATOIKEL Kaveig
edw. APatog tomog. Ot oPepég Tov katéxovv Oeég, ot Buyatépeg g Ing
KaL ToL ZkOTov» (&OikTOG 008 0iKNTOG: 0ti Yokp Eugofor/ Oeai o Exovoa,
176 Te katl XkOTOV KOpAL, 0T. 39). ZTO AKOVOUA OTL O XWPOG €ivat LEPOG Kall
OTL avnkel 0TI Tpopepég OeotnTeg Evpevideg, o Owdimodag amavta pe
NV avtypatikr) @paon Evupopdis EovOnu’ éuric kot TpooméPTeL apéows
KETNG emo@payilovtag T cuumAokr Xwpov kat avBpwmivov cwpatog
(07. 44-45). H ovvdeon twv dbo cvvoyiletar otig Aégelg Edpa kau
Bdxnoig kau Spapatomnoteital oTny éupact mov Sidetat 0TI TOANATAEG
npoondBeteg va amopakpuvlei o kétng kat papog Owinodag amd
T0 1epd aloog Twv Evpevidwv.” Onwg emonuaivet o Winnington-
Ingram, n A\é€n E6pa emavépyetat emipova, ouuPorifovtag to TéAog TG
nepimAavnong tov OwWinoda, tnv andktnon pag véag Béong molitn
otnv ABnva kat T pootnpwdn ocdvayn tov pe tig X0ovieg Oeég.*®

H obvvayn @uotkod OWHATOG KAl LEPOV XWPOL EMPPWVVETAL KAl
and v Kowviy meptypagn tov Owimoda kat Twv Evpevidwv.” Ze avtn
Vv Katevbvvon onuavtika eivat n mpooevyn tov Owimoda wg tkéTn
otov Popd Twv Beavav kat Ta Adyla Tov xopov otnv Ilapodo, otav
ETOTPEPOVY OTO LEpO ANCOG, TPOKELHEVOL VA UETAKIVAOOVV TOV
dyvwoTo yépovta. Me €va aplototexvikd achVEeTo oMU Ol YEPOVTEG
Tov KoAwvo tpayovdovv tov ¢oPo tovg yia tig x0ovieg Beég mov éxovv

% SEGAL 1981/1999, 366.

¥ H eyxatdotaotn tov Owdinoda yivetar avtikeipevo ov{itnong kot évrovng Stampay-
HATELONG OTNY EVAPKTHPLA OKIVI| TOV épyou. BA. SEGAL 1981/1999, 367.

3 Y10 €pyo yivovtat ouvolikd Tpelg amomelpeg va petakiviOei o Odimodag: pia and tov
X0pO va TOV amopakpuvouy amod To tepd aAaog Twv Evpevidwy- pia dedtepn amd tov
Kpéovta va tov apnadet pe tn Pio- kat pia tehevtaio and tov [ToAvveikn va tov meioet
va evéwoet oTn Stkn} Tov tkeaia. Av kat o Odinmodag meiBetat Tehikd va petakivnOei amo
TO PO AATOG KAl Ol TPELG ATIOTIELPEG ATTOUAKPUVOTG TOV €XOVV TO avTiOETO amoTéAe-
Opa Kat KATaAyovy oty mepattépw edpaiwan} tov otov Kodwvo kat oty ABrva. BA.
WINNINGTON-INGRAM 1999, ITapaptnua E’, 0o. 469-470- SEGAL 1981/1999, 364-367.

* To 0,1t akoAovOei PA. emtiong TILG 2004, 411-415. Tia ) oxéon Aatpeiag tov Odimoda
pe avtn Twv Evpevidwy, BA. EDMUNDS 1981, 227-228.
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«€8pa» Tovg Tov TOMo TovG.* Tl Tovg Kohwvidteg 0 TupAog Odimodag
elval «TpopePOG» 0NV Oy, Omwg ot «Epgofot Beair, ot «detvmeg»
KOpeg ™G g kat Tov Zkotov.*! Owdinodag kat Beég popalovtar oxt
amlwg T detvodtnta adlAd kat TV SoTLTN avTiBeon okOTOVG Kat
QWTOG: oL Beég eivan kKOpeg Tov ZkdTOL KA TNG MG (0T. 40 Ko 160) aAA&
TAPOA AUTA elvan «tavTenonTplegy (Tag mavl’ dpwong Evuevidag, oT.
42). Me mapopoto tpomo «BAéne» mAéov Ty ainBela péoa 0to okoTadt
0 «OKOTEWVOG Odinodag oto télog tov OT (év okoTw, ot. 1273, 1313
Kat 1326) aAld kat kaBoAn t Stapketa Tov OK.*

Ot xowvoi yapaktnpiopoi Tov xopod yia tov Owdimoda kat TG
x00vieg Beég katevBvvovy TN HaTid pag oe pia cuyyévela 1) omoia ava-
yvwpiletat ya TpdTn @opd pntwe otny mpocevxn tov Owdinoda otig
Evpevideg otoug otixovg 84-110.2 Méoa oe Aiyovg otixouvg o Odinodag
epUNVEDEL TOV XPNOUO TOL ATOAA VA Kal TPOOLKOVOHEL Ta dpwpeva
anmokaAvmtovTag 6Tt ABfva kat 0 Kohwvog Oa eivat yia avtdv «xwpa
Teppio» (89)- O0TL oTNV Edpa TwV oepvawv Bewv Ba Ppet ma kAt avTog
o Sukrp Tov Edpav (84-85 xat 90), To TéAog and Ta Pacava Kat ThV
noAvndOntn Eevéaraoy (90)- 6Tt pépvel képdn yia avtovg mov Ba Tov
dexBovv oTov TOT0 TOLG Kat dTH Yo doovg Tov £dtwav (92-93)- kat 6Tt
Ogika onuela, OTwWG 0 Kepavvog kat 1 BpovTr Tov Aldg, Ba onpdvovy To
TéAog NG Pacaviouévng tov {wne. H mpooevxn mepthapfavet cageig
ava@opég otny Wiaitepn oxéon Tov pe TG Oeég (oT. 96-101) aAld kat
VTOUVIKTIKEG avagopég otny (mbavr) kowrn Tovg Aatpeia pe vigdadia
(vipwv &oivoig, 0T. 100, tpPA. 0T. 481).* Tnv TeAeTovpyia TwWV V@AALWY
Xowv Tpog Ty Twv BeotiTwy Ba ekteléoel apyodTepa 0TO €pyo LTO
v kabodrynon tov xopol n Iopnvn, EKTPOCWTWVTAG TOV AVAUTOPO
kETN matépa tnG.* XN PipAoypagia, n ektédeon Tng tepoteleaTiog
TWV XOWV—TO TOTIOUA TNG HAVPNG YNG He Hetypa vepol Kat peAtov (oT.
482)—epunvevetal ovpPolkd wg Mpoolkovopia kat emBefaiwon Tov
Huotnpiwdovg Bavarov kat TG Bavpaotng €évwong tov Owdinoda e T
yn tov KoAwvov.*

1031, 130-33: kol mapapefousctd’/ adépktws, dpwvws, dAoyws TO TS /e0Qdov oTOUA
ppovTidog/ iévTes.

31, 141: Servog pev opav, Seivog 8¢ kAver.

“2TIpBX. OK ot. 138. BA. TILG 2004, 411-412.

#* B\. WINNINGTON-INGRAM 1999, 368: kat TILG 2004, 411.

“ HENRICHS 1983.

% BA. 0T. 466-506. BA. emiong MAPQNITHE 2014, 180-183.

46 BA. TiLG 2004, 414-415.
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Me autdév Tov TPOMO EMTLYXAVETAL SPALATOVPYIKA [l OlOVel
“avadvon” eni oknvng Tov goPepov Adn kat Twv xBoviwv Suvapewv
Tov, pe Tov Odimoda va eival 10N €vag and Tovg EKMPOTWITOVS TOVG.
Onwg éxet 110N avagepbei, n “avddvon” twv xBoviwv Svvapewv emi
oKkNVAG Opapatomoteital pHEow TNG KALHAKOVUEVNG HETATPOTNG TOL
advvapov yépovTta og eVOAPKWTH AVAWV Kal adopatwy, vroxBoviwv
Suvapewv. Emikevtpo kal @opéag avtng g HETAUOPPWONG elval Kat
maAL To fapd kat akabapto cwpa tov Owinoda. Xrov OK 1o potifo
MG avTamod00nG—To COHA/TAPOS TOV Hpwa wG §pov 6TOVS PiAovg
TOV Kal wG &1y oTovg €XOpolg Tov—ovumAékeTal pe To potifo Tov
OWHATOG WG «€idwAov» N «pdopatogy. To ev Aoyw potifo eodyetal
TOAD SlakpiTikd, oXedOV VIAVIKTIKG, oTov oTixo 109, oto mAaiolo
¢ keotag Tov Owinoda otig Evpevideg, T otryun mov o Owinodag
anokalei To owpa Tov «abAto eidwAo» Tov Aoy Tov SéuaTos.

&AM pot, Bead,

Rlou kaT dueas Tés ATTdAAwvos 8dTe
Tépaoctv 1d1n Kal KaTacTPOPNV TIva,

gl ur) Soka T1 petdveos Exelv, Ael

noxbots Aatpedcv Tols UTepTATOIS BPOTCV.
1", & yAukelal aides dpxaiou Zxdtov,

{1, & peylotns TTaAA&Bos kadovpeval
Tacdv ABfjval TIMTETn TOALS,

oikTipat’ avspds OidiTou 168 &bAiov
eidcorov: ou yap 8 168" dpxaiov Séuas.

QoT1600, N AEEN, 1) OTIOlA TTAPATIEUTIEL GTNY OUNPIKT) PpAcT) fpoT@V eidwA o
KopovTwy,” Sev xpetdletan va eppnvevdei anwg petagoptkd. Me aAla
Aoy avtog o Owinodag dev amhwg eivat 1 okid (eidwAov) Tov mMaAlov,
VEAPOU €AVTOD TOVL TOV OTA YEPApATA €XEL a@rioel Tiow Ta AdOn Tov
napeA00vToG.*® AvTiOETWG, 0 OVYKEKPIHEVOG XAPAKTNPLOUOG EVIOXVEL
nepaltépw TN OepaTikny TOL APNPWIOHOD PECW [IAG APLOTOTEXVIKNAG
SLehpLVONG TNG OVTOAOYIKNG KATACTAONG TOL pwa.® Av kat o Odinodag
otov OK dev pmnopei va Bewpndel wg mpaypatikd oknvikd eavtaopa,
onwg o Aapeiog, n Khtapvriotpa kat o IIoAbdwpog, obte @uotkd

7 06vo0eix N, oT. 476.

8 o o Stagopetin) epunveia e AéEng «eidwho» wg Ty «dbAia oKid VoG Tpwny Tv-
pavvour, fA. MAPONITHE 2014, 182-183.

* T 1 onpaocia tov eld@Aov otny apxaio eEAAnvikn tpaywdia wg dvdo @avtacua emi
oknvG (stage-ghosts) BA. tn pehétng g BARDEL 2000, 140-160 (kat kvpiwg 154-158).
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N eueavion tov otn oknviy akolovbei To «ghost-raising motif» twv
Ilepo@v tov Atoxvlov, eival mBavov Ott 0 Zo@okAng ekpetalledeTat
ovvageic Aoyotexvikég mapadooelg mov agopovv otn pvBoloykn
Hopen tov Odimoda TPoKeLEVOL Va TPOOSWTEL LEYAAVTEPO TIPOOTITIKO
Babog 01O TPAYIKO CWHA KAl VO CLVEVWOEL HEOW AUTOV OLAPOPETIKA
Kat Stakpitd ovroloyikd emineda.” Onwg €xet emonuavelt o Edmunds,
0 2o@okAng dpapartomotel To Bavpactd télog Tov Hpwa oty Adrva
OLVLPAIVOVTAG GTOV APNPWIOUO TOV TO HOTIPO TOL TTWXOV AAATH WG
eidwlov, dnhadn w¢ QAaouatog, «mov VIoPEpetL 0 iSlog Kat Tpokalei
eniong madnpata otovg aAlove».”t Avtiy n Bewpnon Tov cwrATog TOV
TPAYIKOV Npwa WG OLOVEL “CwVTavov-vekpov”, IOV TTPOCPEPEL € OOOVG
Tov iepiPaAlovy eite mpooTaocia eite Tipwpia, 0T Aoyotexvia ovvéeTal
0Teva, 1000 pe TN Oepatikn g tkeoiag (o Owinodag wg mAdvyg, IkETNG
twv Evpevidwv), 600 kat pe tn Oepatiky g npwikng Aatpeiog (o
Owinodag wg owthp Twv ABNVWY).> Ao auTr TNV EPUNVEVTIKT OTITIKN,
otov OK o Zo@okAr|g emavadianpaypatevetatl kat mhavov telelomnotei
ta Bepnon Tov “vekpov” CWHATOG TOV HPWA WG LEPOV XWPOL GTOV
OT0Il0 Ol IKETEG KATAPEVYOLV KAl TPOOTIEPTOVV yld TPOCTACIA, TNV
omoia éxet enefepyaotel vwpitepa oty Kapépa tov otov Alavra.”
ATO QUTN) TNV EPUNVEVTIKE] OKOTILA, O XAPAKTNPLOUOG TOL CWHIATOG WG
eidwlov otov otixo 109 anod tov ido tov Owinoda emopayilet v
1S10popen ovyyéveld Tov e T Evpevideg, kabwg tn otiyun g tkeoiag
0 Npwag ovopatiCel eavToOV vekpov (eidwlov/ ov yap 61 168" dpyaiov
0éuac) kat eloépyetal oe pia Stadikaoia oVToAoyIkNG petdBaong n omoia
OWUATIKOTIOLEITAL 0TI OTASLOKT HETATPOTI TOV CWHATOG TOV O€ AywYoO
Twv Suvapewy Twv XBoviwv BeotrTwy.

To potifo Tov cwpatog tov OWinoda wg eaoparog mov potdlet
va “katowel” Eexaouévo otov Adn alla “mepipépetan” emiong otov
KOOpo Twv {wvtavwv aglomoteitat eniong otig Poiviooes Tov Evpumidn,

0 BA. toug [Tépoeg kat Tig Edpevides Tov Atoxvlov kau tnv Exdfy tov Evpurmidn.

1B OT 1329-30, OK 266-7. Iia avtr| T AoyoTexvikr a@iynon tng Hopeng tov Ot-
Simoda, PA. exteviy ov{rtnon otov EbMUNDs (1981, 221-238, edw 232): «Oedipus
is a suppliant, then, because he is a wanderer, and he is a wanderer because he is a
revenant, who suffers and causes suffering. As a revenant, he appeared once to the
Athenians [...] (schol. Aristeides 46.130, oe). 230 Dind, mppA. OK 616-20 kat schol.
OK 57)».

2BA. OK ot. 576. BA. kau EDMUNDs 1981, 231-232.

O IoAvkeikng mpoomé@tet otov Oimoda “wg kéTtng”: PA. WINNINGTON-INGRAM
1999, 378-381. IIpP\. TN AOYOTEXVIKI| EEEIKOVLOT) TOL CWUATOG TOL VEKPOL AlovTal wg
OLOVEL TAQPLKOV XWPOL GTOVG 0TiXovg 1171-84. BX. BURIAN 1972.
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ot omoieg StdaxOnkav Aiya xpovia mpwv tov OK, 10 408 m.X.. Otav n
Avtiyovn kakei Tov Owdimoda va Pyet amd 1o TAAATL yia va CLUVAVTHOEL
TOVG VEKPOULG TOV, TN yvvaika Kat Tovg dvo yovg tov, o Owinodoag
ATOVTA OKLOYPAPWVTAG Yot TOV €AVTO TOV WAV A0APr] OVTOAOYIKA
elkova e ppaceoloyia mapopota pe avtry Tov OK. Zrovg ot. 1539-45,
o0 OwWinodag ovotivetat wg pia «eEaAwPEVT elkdOVay, Evag «{wvtavig-
VEKPOG» TIOL GUPETAL ATIO TO OKOTELVO TIAAATL 0TO PG TWV {WVTAVOV:

Ti W, & Tapbéve, BakTpeUpaoct TUPAoU
o805 EE&yayes &5 PAdS

Aexripn okoTiwv ¢k BaAducv oik-
TPOTATOICIY SakpUOIGLY,

moAIdV aibépos dpavés eibcoAov
Vékuv Evepbev 1

TTavov SVEIPOV;

Zbuewva pe tovg Edmunds kat Zeitlin, ) ¢pdon okotiwy ék Oaddpwv
ovpPolilet Tov Adn, evw to prjpa édyayes é¢ ¢ eivar SNAWTIKO NG
nopeiag mov kaAeitat vakaveto Owdinodag anod tov “Katw Koopo” atovg
{wvtavoig.™ Me mapopoto tpomo o Owinodag tov OK katalapfdvet
TO OVTOAOYIKO peTaixpto {wrig kat Bavatov. O auTonpoodloptopodg Tov
OWHATOG TOV WG «eldwAov» KatevBuvel TN HaTIA pag o€ pia 1Lopopen
OWHATIKOTNTA. ZT0 TENoG NG Tpaywdiag ot Beatég mapakolovBodv
Tov Ayyeho va meptypaget pe Eexwploth evdpyeta Ty Tomobecia otnv
omnoia egagaviotnke pe Bavpacto tpoémo o Owinodag.” Kaveig opwg
dev BAémer Tov Bdvato tov Owdinoda, ovte o Ayyelog, ovTe Ta ToudLa
Tov Owdinoda, ovTe ot Beatég. AvTOMTNG HAPTVPAG TOV CLUPAVTOG Kalt
QUAAKAG TOV LEPOV XWPOL gival HOVO évag dANoG fipwag Twv Adnvay,
0 Onotag, 0 OToL0G TPETEL VA TTPOOPEPEL TIG TTPETOVOEG TIUEG OTOV VEO
NPWA-TIPOCTATN TNG TTOANG KAl VA KPATHOEL TOV TAPO KPLPO.

Ano agnynuatikny dmoyn, n SiapecolaPnuévn mepLypa@r Tov
Bavdrtov TomoBetel Tovg Beatég MOANG emineda pakpvd amd T HVOTIKA
KopbQwon Tov agnpwiopov. H otépnon tng anevbeiag Béaong tov

S*H ZeITLIN (1993, 188-189) epunveder T AéEn eidwlov pe Bdon v omtiky Tov
Vernant kat etonyeitan v anoyn ot n eldwAomnontikr) ydwooa tov Evpunidn otpé-
@eL to PAéppa pag oe pia egwavBpwmivn Sidotaon. IIpPA. ta Aoyia g Bepdmarvag
YiaL TNV OPLAKT) OVTOAOYIKH KATAGTAOT TNG TPAYLKNG evpimidelag AAKNOTNG OTOV OT.
141: kai {@oav einelv kai Oavodoay 0Tt oo

% BA. 0T. 1658-62: 00 ydp 116 avT0V 0UTe MUPpPEpOs Beod/ kepavvos é&émpatev olite mo-
vria/ Ovelda kivyOeioa 1 TOT' év xpove, / &AL #f TiG ék Oe@v moumog 1 0 vepTépwv/
etvovv Saatay yiic dAvmnTov fdbpov.
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HVOTIKOV GVUPAVTOG, av Kat avvhOng oty apxaia eAAnvikn Tpaywdia,
emo@payifet Ty opioTiks anwlela (1) EMOTPOPT)) TOL HLAPOV COHATOG
ota éykata tnG yne.* Ita tovg kotvovg Bvntovg o Tagog Ba eivat agavng
kat To owpa efagaviopévo.” Ilapoha avtd, n tekwkn oknvry Bavdtov
dev amotelel amAwg To amoyelo pag ypapuuikns Stadikaciog petdpaong
amo TNV OVTOAOYIKI| KATAOTAOT TOV Hpwa ws Bvnrov otny mapéa twv
Oewv, aAAd T ovpPolikn, katagavh emo@paylon pag Stadikaoiog
Bavpaotwv Spwuévwy mov éxovv apyioet pe Ty agiEn tov Owinoda
010 &Aoog Twv Evpevidwyv.

Dopéag avtwv Twv Spwpévwy givat To obpa Tov Npwa.’® ‘Etol
VTTAUVIYROUG YLt TV OPLOTIKY €§AQAVIOT TOV COUATOG KAl TNV aoaQr|
TEPLYPAPT] TOV TAPIKOD XWPOU, OTOLXEla TOV 08N YoLV O€ pia IOLOHOpPN
atagia, Ppiokovpue Stdomapta oe OAn TN StdpKela TOL €pyov. Xe KO-
Pikd onueia TOV £pyov 0 COPOKAELOG NPWAG TTAPOVOLALEL EKPAVOELG
™G petabavatiag Svvapng Tov kat TG andoTacng Tov Tov xwpilet and
Tovg VIToAoTovg BvnTovg. O OWSimodag HETAHOPPWVETAL CWHATIKA KAt
TVEVUATIKA Ao adOVAHo YEPOVTa O€ LoXVPO EPUNVEVLTI) Kal SLOXELPLOTH
™G poipag Twv madwv tov, TG Onfag kat Twv ABnvav. H apd mov
extofevel evavtiov tov TToAvveikn mpoépyetat and éva loxVpoO Cwa
(1375-96). H mopeia mpog Tov 1610 Tov Havdtov eivat dpopn, Suvalikr
kat povoxikr}. O Tvehog Owinodag, o omoiog vroPactaidotav Stapkwg
and v Avtiyovn, twpa Padilet povog, «xwpic kavévag va tov odnyel,
avtifeta avtdg Tovg dAAovg odnyovoe» (1587-89). H petarypaxn
katdotaon tov Owdinoda avadelkvoeTal TALTOXPOVWGS ATO TOV ATO-
OTACLOTIOMNUEVO TPOTIO e TOV OToio 0 810G avagépeTal oTo [Lapod
owpa Tov Kat ota mabfipard tov oto épyo Oidimovs Tvpavvog. Kou
wg Tpog avtd Tto (NTNnpa To épyo OK emitpémet olovel “Oumhr Béaon™
yta tov Odinoda to papd cwya Kat Ta Tpopepd madnpata avijkovy
oto mapelBov, To i8lo duwg dev oxbel yia Tovg vtodAotmovg BvnTovg
nov Tov meptBaiiovy. H Avtiyovn kat n Iopnvn dev Bélovy va ana-
yKLoTpwOovv amod To papd cwua Tov Pacaviopévov Tatépa TOV OToio
€OV LTINPETNHOEL TOTA Yia Xpovia (1606-08)- o xopdg kat o Kpéwv (yia
SlapopeTikovg Aoyovg) dev pmopovv va ayvoroovy To piaopa (534-41,
944-46)- o IToAvveikng adtagopei yia ta tpogeia 600 0 Owdinodag eival

* BA. Ta tedevtaia Aoyta Tov Onoéa 0tovg oT. 1760-63. Tia Tn onpacia Tng aviwvupiag
Kkeivog oTa cuykekptpuéva Bpnokevtika ovugpalopeva BA. BUDELMANN 2000a, 42-45.

7 BA. OK ta Adyta TG AVTiyovig Kat Ty andvnon tov Onoéa 6tovg ot. 1757-58. Avt.:
TopPov Oédopev mpooideiv avtal Tatpog HueTépov. ONo.: kAL’ 00 Oeuitov.

8 BX. OK 1643-44: mAfjv 0 k0piog/ Onoevs mapéotw pavlivwy T& Spdueva.
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{wvTavog, alAd Kat yla Ty Ta@r Tov vekpov cwpatog tov Odinoda
EVTOS TV opiwy TNG TOANG TNG OnPag: mapola avtd, Stekdikei To cwpa
TOV éKMTWTOL BACIALA TIATEPA TOV TIPOKELHEVOL va edpatwaoet Tn ik
Tov e€ovoia.

Ye AN avTISLAOTOAN TTPOG GAOVG TOVG TTPONyoLHEVOLG PpilokeTal
0 Npwag Onotag, o omoiog 0vte ofdrtau, ovTe Siekdikel, 0UTe eVl
70 TAACiTWpPO dWpK KA T poipa Tov Hpwa kepdilovtag £Tol and Tovg
0eo0¢ pepidio 0To PVOTIKO Béapa Kat To 0@ wg Swpov yla TV Abnva
(552-69). Ztov OK 1o cwpa tov Oinoda, oav eidwho, cav fua Kov@La
Kot QAN okd, EeyMoTpd péoa and ta xépta OAwV OO0t TOV aydnnoay
Kat 60ot Tov pionoav otn Ovntr {wr Tov Kat €tol akataAnmta e§ab-
Awpévo mpoo@épetal oTnV TMOAN Twv AOnvav kat oty TeAKn oknvi
Tov Bavpactod Bavdatov evwvetal e T yn twv ABnvwv vo to PAéppa
(ev pépet povo) evog AAAOL pwa, HAKPLA AT TA HATLO TWV VTTOAOITWY
Bvntwv mov eEakolovBovv va fAémovy oTo «eidwhox» Tov BvnTo Tpayiko
HPWa KAl TO HLapd GUOLKO owpa.™

4. O Paidwv: To cwpUA TOV ZWKPATN

H npwomnoinon tov Zwkpdtn otov Paidwva otnpiletal otnv 1d1d-
{ovoa oyxéon mov €xet To POAPTO CWKPATIKO CWHA Ue TN yevvaia Kot
abavatn ocwkpatikn yoxn. H mpotetvopevn odykpion twv dvo €pywv
eKKLVEL amd TV Kowvr) Bepatikn Tov a@npwiopov, aAAd e0TddeL Kupiwg
otov Tpomo tov Bavatov kat oTn AOYoTeEXVIKY “MAACTIKOTNTA” TOV
OWKPATIKOV OWHATOG, N omoia opotalel pe avtriv tov Owdinoda otov
OK. IIpoxelpévov va yivelt TAPWG KATAVONTH 1) onpacia mov éxel 0
KOTAOKELT] TOU CWKPATIKOV CWLATOG YLOL TNV EPUNVELR TOV A pWLOUOD,
Kpivetal xpnowo va mapakolovBroovpe pia Stdkplon mov yivetat,
VTTAUVIKTIKA [eV aANG [le Ca@rVELd, OTO KEIHEVO AVAUETA OTO OWUX €V
YEVEL KOL TO OWKPATIKO OWLAL.

O Qaidwv éxel eEéxovoa Béon 010 MAATWVIKO corpus ya T @Lho-
OOQIKI] KATAKPLON Kat OVTOAoylkn vmofabion Ttov avBpwmivov
Oowpatog 0To eminedo Tov POapToL aoBNTo KOGUOL. ZvvETela avThg
™G voPdduiong eivat  katapxnv advvapia mpooPaocng Tov avhpwrov
otnv mpaypatikn aAndeta, SnA. otig mMhatwvikég I8éec. To owpa kat ot
atofnoelg katakpivovtal otov Qaidwve Kal ev TéEAEL amoppinTovTaL P
Lo OELPA Ao KATALYLOTIKA eTtixelpriLaTa Ta onoia dev Ba emavaingbovy,
TOVAGYLOTOV OXL [e aUTN TN GLAOCOPIKT) LOPPT Kat SPLUDTNTA, GTOVG

% BA. ot. 1765-68.

— 143 —



APIAANH 22 (2015-16) — Z. TIETPAKH

vroAouovg Staloyove.” Zvpgwva pe tov Zwkpdtn Tov Daidwva,
N owUaTIKOTNTA dev amotelel amAwg TNV Kvpla yn Pacdowv Tov
avBpwmov,® aAAd oTepel OTNV EVOWHATN YUXN} TN ONUAVTIKOTEPN
Aettovpyia TG, TNV emavacvvdeon TG pe TiG dvAeg I0€eg, TG omoieg
elxe yvwpioel oTtny mpOTEPT ACWUATH KATAOTAOT] TNG KL |LE TIG OTIOIEG )
(010 PEPEL ONUAVTIKEG OVTOAOYIKEG OHOLOTNTEG. ZVVETWG, 0TO 66e-67b5,
0 Zwkpatng Bétel wg 0TdX0 Twv 0pBWG PIAOCOPOVVTWY TNV &V (Wi
ane evBépwon TG Yuxng amd To o

AAA& TG STt Nty dédeiktal 8T, el uéAAouév moTe Ka-
fapcds 11 eloecbal, [66e] dmaAlakTéov auToU kai
auT T wuxij BeaTéov auTa TG TpdyuaTa: Kai TOTE,
©s £olkev, Mjuiv éoTat oU émbuuoUuéy Te kai pauey épaoTai
elvai, ppovrioews, ¢meldav TeAeuTrowey, s & Adyos on-
uaivet, {dow 8 oU. el yap un oldv Te HeTA TOU CLHATOS
undév kabapdds yvévai, duoiv BaTtepov, fj oUdauol éoTiv
kTrioacbal TO eidévai fj TeAeutrioactv: Téte [67a] yap aUth
kad auTtnv 1 Yuxn EoTal Xwpis ToU 0wUaTos, TPOTEPOV
& ov.

AMG 0 ipdypa To (1o pag édeie Ot edv Behfoovpie kKAToTE Vat
pdBovpe katL dyoya, ogeilovpe va amadhayodpe amd auTtod Kot
UOVO pe THY YUxH v TapaTHpHooVpE T Tipdypate kabeavtd. Tote
povov—eEToL @aivetal—otav mebdavoupe, kabwg onpaivet o Ao-
Y06, Ba amoktr|covpe avTO oV eMBupOVE Kat Aéple WG eiptaoTe
EPAOTEG, TN YVWOT), Ot 000 eipaote {wvtavol. E@’ doov dev givau
Suvatd, 600 LOVLE e TO OWLA, VA YVWPIOOVLE GTIV EVTENELA KATL,
éva anod ta §Vo cuuPaivel: 1 ATOKTNON TG YVWONG 1} Tovbeva 1)
povo peta tov Bdvato eivar Suvarr). AOTL ToTE akplPwg 1 Yyoxn
pével auth kabeavTr, XWPLOTA ATO TO WA, OXL TILO TIPLV.

Zhpewva pe tov Zwkpdtn, 1 (o Twv «yvnoiwg @Aoco@ovvTwy»
xapaktnpiletat and tov Stapkn aydva Staxwptopod tng kabaprs yoxng
KAl TOV {iapot OWHaTtog.” ATTeEPOG GTOXOG TOVG eivar ) emtitevn piag
YOXIKRG-OLlavonTIknG kataotaong, n onoia 8ev Oa Stagépet ev TéN et TOAD
and TNV KATdoTaon oTnv onoia mepEpXeTal To avhpdmivo cwpa petd
Tov Bavatd tov, Tn vékpwon, dnhadn, Twv aiobnoewv. Me dAAa Aoyia,

®Tia ™ Stdkplon Twv MAATWVIKWV SlaAdOywy o€ Tpelg ovyypagikés meptodoug PA.
WHITE 2012. [a Tnv mAatwvikr Oedpnon Tov 0OpHaTog 6TOVG VOTEPOLS SLaAdYoLG
Kat TN oxéon toug pe tov Paidwva g uéong meptodov PA. CARONE 2005.

1 BA. Qaid. 66b7-c5.

2 H ev Moyw O¢on €xel évtoveg Bpnokevtikég amoxpwoelg. BA. BosTock 1986.
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N Katdotaotn oty onoia Ba mpémet va meptéABel ) Yoy Tov PthocoPov
péow TG opO1g AOKNONG TOL PIAOCOPLKOV AOYOV €ivat avTH 0TV omoia
Bplokotav n yuxn mpotov evOLOei pe TNV £VTOVI CWHATIKOTNTA. ZTNV
emTLXNpéEVN «perétn Bavdtov» Ba mpémel va aplepwBobdv tehika Aot
600l @LAoco@ovy. Me avtd tov Tpomo Ba dnpovpyndei pua kovwvia
kabapawv gIAocoewv,* ot omoiot Ba yvwpifouv tnv mpaypatikr aAnBeia
(0T 6 Mp&YpPATE) PEOW TOV OPYAVOL TNG YVXNG (67b-C):

Kai v @ & Lidpev, oUTws, €5 EOIKEY, Y Y UTATW E0opEda ToU
eidéval, v 8T udAioTa Undiv OIAGUEY TG oduaTl undé
KOWWV@HeY, 8T uf) TT&oa avdykn, undt dvamptAcdueda
Tijs ToUTou QUoews, GAAA kabapelwpey & aUToU, £ws
&v 6 Beds auTods dmoAvon Nuds kal oUTw pEv kabapol
ATaAAaTTSUEVOL TTiS TOU OCLOHATOS APPOOUVTS, €5 TO EiKOS
LETA ToloUTwV Te é0dueba kai yveoodueba &t rjucov [67hb]
auTaov v TO eilikpvés, ToUTo 8 EoTiv focos TO &AnBés:
«n) kaBapdd yap kabapol épdmTecHal ur oU BepuTov f».
TolaUTta ofual, @ Ziupia, dvaykaiov glvat Tpods GAAAouUs
Aéyew te kai SogaLew m&vTas Tous 6pbcds prthouabels. 1) ou
Sokel ool oUTws;

‘Opwg kat 600 gipaote {wvtavol @aivetat Tt eivan Suvatdv va
@Baoovye 0N yvworn, 600 yivetal To KovTd, edv Slatnpricovpe
™V eAAXIoTN OXEO0N KAl EMKOVWVIA UE TO OWUA HAG, OTO
BaBuo mov emPdAdet n avaykn, xwpig n it Tov N PVON Va
pag katakAvoer va otabobdue kabapoi pakpld tov €wg 6Tov
0 i810G 0 Bedg pag anodeopevoet. Etot kabapoi kat elevbepot
and v mapalain tov owpatog Ba Ppodue, o MbavidTepo,
avBpwmovg kabapolg, epeig pe v Yoxn pag Ba yvwpioovpe
kaBeti To kaBapo, iowg avtd eivat n alnBeta. «Aev eivar Bepto
10 akdBapto va ayyilet o kabapo». Nopilw, Zippia, mwg GAot
0001 PLAOGOPOVY 0pB& 0PeiAOLY TETOLOVG AOYOVG KAl YVWLES VL
avtaAldooovy petakd Toug. 'H pnimwg éxelg StagopeTikr) yvaun;

To ev Moyw xwpio ovvoyilet pe AMitd tpomo tnv kevipkn Béon tov
Staldyov: 6Tt Snhad povo a «kabapr» yoxn propei va «ayyifen
(&mreaBou) kau va «evwBel» (épdmtecbar) pe Tnv «kabapr Tpoaypatiko-
TNTATWV OVTWG OVTWV»* TAVTOX POVWS OHWG APTIVELEVOLY TAPT VTTAVIYILO
Kat yta tnv opbn emaen (opidia) twv avBpwnwv: ot «kabapoi» pmopodv

% Tia ) onpaocia g Aéfng To0vTRY 08 avtd Ta ovugpalopeva, PA. To axOAo Tov
ROWE (1993, 143): «i.e. others who are kaBapoi».

— 145 —



APIAANH 22 (2015-16) — Z. TIETPAKH

vaovvdeBovv uovo pe tovg «kabapoigy. To xwpio eivatemiongonuavtikd
yla Ty gpUnveia Tov a@npwiopol Tov ZwKpdtn otov Qaidwva, kabwg
pag Ponda va emavampoodlopicove TNV gpunveia TOL CWKPATIKOD
Oavatov otnv Tehkr oknvi Tov Slaldyov. ZTo VIOAOLTO HEPOG AVTNG
™G HeAETNG Oat eTTLXELPNUATONOYNOW VTIEP TNG EPUNVEVTIKNG ATTOYNG OTL
Ta MApATAVW Adyla TOL ZwKPATN 0TV apXn Tov Slahdyov Pog Tovg
ev0odINyNTIKovg etaipovc—att, dnhadr, 0 6TdX0G ToL PLAOTOPOL dev
elvatr aMog and to va {foet pa {wn mov va potalel v mToAoig oTov
Bdvaro, pa {wr mov av kat evodpaty potdlel aowuaty, wa {wn Tov
VO IKOWVOTIOLEL TNV AVAYKI TNG YLXNG YLt THV KATAKTNOT THG POVNOTG
Kat oL TIG ToAAEG avaykeg Tov avBpwmivov cwpatog yia ndovin—ent-
tpénovv TN Bewpnon Tov cwkpatikod mpoowmeiov otov Paidwva wg
olovei (WVTavov-vekpoL. ATIO aUTH TNV EPUNVEVTIKI Aoy, O TAATW-
VKOG ZwKpATNG TOL OLYKEKPLUEVOL Staddyov potddet pe Tov Odinoda
Tov OK wg TpogG TO OTL KAl AVTOG £XEL APTOEL TILOW TOL TOV KOOHO TWV
Kowvawv Bvntwy, dnAadr Tov kdopo TwV Pidwy Kat akoAovBwv Tov, TOAD
TIPLY TN GUYKAOVIOTIK OKNVI| ToL Bavdtov Tov 6710 TéAog Tov épyou.*
Me Baon avthy v epunveia, n Sakpion avdpeoa otov {wvtavo,
Tov OvriokovTta Kot TOV VekpO ZwKpATN €ival AoyoTexvikd pevoT.
Onwg kat oty mepintwon tov Bavpaotov Bavatov tov Owinoda, ot
TepLoooTePOL peAeTnTEG Tov Daidwva Bewpovv OTL 0 AMOXWPLOUOG
YUXNG Kal oWpATOG Tov Xwkpdtn dpapatomoleital 0to TéNoG TOV
€pyov, oTny mepLypa@n Tov Bavdtov, kat CUYKeKPIUEVA OTO apyd aAAd
otafepd povdiaopa mov viwbel o Xwkpdtng kabwg emdpd mAvw TOL
To kwveto.® H Sikn pov Bewpnon eivan Stapopetikr. Oewpw, dnAadn,
OTL 0 agnpwiopog mpowdeitat AN amd TNV apxn Tov £pyov péow Tng
KATAOKELTG £VOG e§wavBpdmivov fipwa, 0 0moiog, av kat tapovatdletat
ovpPatikd “Cwvtavog’, oKloypageitat A\oyoTeXVIKA oav va aviket dn oe
4AAn ovtoloyikn StdoTtaot). ZTo Tapamdvw Xwpio o wKpATnG cuvdéel
avtn 1N ddotaon pe tov avlpwmvo Bdvator oTNV TPAYUATIKOTNTA,

S EQv eTXELPTOOVIE VA EQAPHOGOVE AVAXPOVIOTIKA TH Bewpia TwV YAwootkwy mpd-
Eewv TOV AUSTIN (1962), 6Twg auTr| avantvooetat 0to épyo tov How to do things
with words, 0Ta AeyOpEVa EMTENETTIKA EKYWVIHATA | YLDOOTA CUHUTAEKETAL ApPNKTA
pe TNV emtéleon TG TPAEnG. Ao auTh TV EPUNVEVTIKI OTITIKY, A’ NG OTLYHNG ava-
Kotvavetal 1 katadikn 01o SIKaoTiplo 0 Zwkpdtng avayopebetat kat Oewpeitar anod
ToV TEPiyvpo Tov vekpog (PA. Ta Adyta Tov Zwkpdtn otov Paid. 115d1. TIpPA. to Té-
Nog TG mMhatwvikng Amodoyiag 42a: AN yap 7idn dpa méval, Euol uév &mobavovué-
Vo, Ouiv 8¢ Proocwuévorg: omotepor 8¢ Huwv Epyovtau émi Guervov mpayua, &dnAov mavTi
il AV 160 Oe@.

S BA., ya mapddetypa, Ty epunveia Twv GILL 1973- ROWE 1993, 291-296- DORTER
1982, 176-178.
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WOTO0O0, 0 CLYKEKPLUEVOG CLOXETLONOG ival £vag AANOG TPOTOG Yla va
TIEPLypAPel GTOVG ETAPOVG 1) EVKTA EMAVACTVVEDT] T} CUYKATOIKNOM
™G aoWHATNG Yuxng pe TG [6éeg. Zoppwva pe avtr v eppnveia, n
pvnpewwdng ya tn Aoyotexvikny tng dewvotnta oknvr Bavdtov oto
TEAOG TOV SLalOYOV, (e TNV EUPAOT) OTO CWHA, IOV XAVeL TI§ atoBnoelg
Tov apyd, oxedov PacavioTikd, yia 6oovg mapakolovbovv tn oknv,
AN Oxt OUwG yia Tov idto Tov BvioKovTa, OTOXEDEL 0TI AOYOTEXVIKT
T¢pYn OAwv 6oL Bewpovv OTL 0 ovpPatinos Bavarog Palet mpayuatio
TéAo¢ oTn {wn kat 0Tt 0 PUAAKIOPEVOG (TAATWVIKOG) ZWKPATNG TOL
Daidwvog, TOL SlATLTIWVEL TTPOPNTEiEG, UVOOVG Kal EMIKELPTIHATA Yot
v abavaocio TnG Yuxng, avike moTé mpayuatikd oTov alobnTto koopo.

5. To &romov cwpa

A¢ mepAoOLLE OTOV TPOTIO [LE TOV OTIOLO 1] TAPOVTILACT] TOL ZWKPATT
otov Qaidwvae vooTnpilel TNV TpoTevOpEVn eppnveia wg “Cwvtavov
vekpov”® H npwomoinon tov Zwkpdtn otov Qaidwve cvvdéetal
appnkta e TNV agofia kar TV Yyuxikn Tov atapalia, n omoia 0TO
Kkeipevo efetkoviletal MOKINOTPOTWG KAl [HEOW TNG CWUATIKAG TOL
akivyoiag. Xe avtifeon pe AAAOVG TAATWVIKOVG SLaddYoVG, 0 ZwKpATng
Tov Qaidwvog eivat kaBnAwpévog otn gulakn, 6mwg o Owinodag otov
Bpdxo tov dAoovg Twv Evpevidwy, e Tovg gilovg Tov va mpooépyxovTat
o€ auTOV yla va Tov Sovv kat va wAfoovv padi Tov yla televtaia popd
(59d).” Ot avagopég 010 CWUA TOV ZWKPATN CUYKEKPIHEVA—KXL Ot
010 avBpwmivo owua v yével—oTov £v AOyw SLaloyo eival eAdyLoTEG.
Avtég xwpilovtal oe §00 Katnyopies: TPWTOV, 0T TSI TOL ZWKPATT,
Ta omoia potalovv va Aertovpyovv wg odpPoro tng ohvSeorg Tov e
Ta yRva kat ta aodnTa-®® kat, devTEPOV, OTNV ATITIKY EMAQPY HE TOV
QLNO00PO, 1] OTIOlL TTAVTA ETONUALVETAL OTO KEIUEVO WG ONUAVTIKT.

Erot, 1160 anod v apyn tov Staddyov (60b), Ta modia Tov ZwkpdTn
anotelovv évav afloonueiwto Aoyotexvikd cvpPolopd. Otav o
deopopvlakag Tov agaipel ta deopd, 0 Zwkpdtng Tpifet Ta MOSa TOv
TIPOKELHEVOL VoL EELOVSLATOVY, EKPEPOVTAG TAVTOXPOVA EVa ATTOPPL-
TTIKO 0XOAL0 Yl TNV anatnAn gvon g avBpawmivng ndovig, n omoia
TAVTA CUUTAEKETAL [ TOV TOVO.” X1 ovVéxela, 0To 61d, oTepewvel Ta

% TTtuxég TOL CWKPATIKOV OWHATOG aToV Paidwve cuintd oto dpBpo ITETPAKH 2018.

7 Xapaktnptotikd mapddetypa eivan n katafaon tov Zwkpdtn otov Hepad otny Io-
Miteia. B, emiong tnv eloaywyn otov Ilpwtaydpa.

% Tn ovvdeon €xel mapatnproet kat 0 DORTER (1982, 178).

BN, Qaid. 60 b-c: 0 8¢ Zwkpdtns dvaxabiluevos eic v khivyy guvékauyé e 10
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TOSLa TOV 0T Y1 KAt To Kpatd Kap@wpéva ekel kaBoAn tn didpketa tng
ov{rtnong pe tov KéPnta kat tov Zippia ya tnv aBavacia tng yoxng
Kat Ti§ petabavartieg kpioelg TG.”° Xto téhog Tov dtahdyov, oto 1176,
and ta moda Eexvd To povdaopa tov dnAntnpiov mov Ba odnynoet
otov Bavato.”! Katd t’dAAa, opwg, o avtifeon, yia mapadetypa, pe
TO TAATWVIKO XUUTTO010, 1) KATAOKELT) TOV CWKPATIKOD XAPAKTHPA OTOV
Qaidwva otnpiletat otn Stakpitikr VIIOPAOULOT TOV CWHATOG KAl GTNV
TPoPoAn TG yevvaiag, cw@povog kat dikaing yuxng.”> Av kat o Stehoyog
Eexvd mapovotdfovTtag Tov ZwKpATn QUAAKIGHEVO 0TO SECUWTIPLO TWV
ABnvwv Kal TOVG CWKPATIKOVG £Taipovg eAevBepovg, 600 1 agrynon
egeliooetal 1o potifo avtiotpégetal. To CWKPATIKO O, He T ALTh
TOV AOYOTEXVIKI TIEPLYPAPT| KA Ta EAEYXOHEVA CVVaLoOaTa HmpooTd
otov Bavaro, eivat pavopevikd Hovo TPOONAWUEVO 0T QUAAKT: OTNV
TPAYHATIKOTNTA, TO OWHA AELTovpYel WG e&elkovion NG Yuxng Ttov
Zwkpatn, n onoia givat i o eAevBepn amd OAeG, ylati £xet katagépet
va meTd&el Ta oA TTOV TNV «KAPPWVOLV» GTOV auoBntd koopo. Etot
TO Keipevo vawviooetal 0Tt mpayuatikd QUAAKIoPEVOL eival ot BvyToi
TIOV APTVEL TILOW TOV 0 ZWKPATNG 0TOV aloOnTd KOOO, avTtoi Tov eivat
«ygpdrol and oopar.”

H eppnvevtikn Oepnon Tov évoapkov 1 cwpatoeldovs cwkpatikod
Spapatikod mpoowmeiov wg orovel {wVTAvoV-vekpoy, 0 OTOIOG OLV-
Stahéyetal @LhocoPika He TOVG evOOSPAUATIKODG CUVOUANTEG Yla
“televtaia Qopd’, mnyalet amo—kat ovvoEeTal AppNKTA  {E—TOV
mAatwvikd pobo tov Paidwvog, oVPPWVA He TOV OTOI0, 6TOL £XOVV
«amoKaBapeL eMTLXWG TNV YUXT| TOVG [HETW TNG PLhocoiag (ovv dvev
OWURTOG YI TOV UToAotmo xpovo». Me Pdon avtr Tnv epunveia, to
owKpatikd mpoowmneio otov Paidwva, agevog, “Spapatomnolei” otov
Sihoyo doa eflotopovvtal oTov eoxatoloykd pobo avagopikd pe

okélog kai éEétpiye T yeipl, kai TpiBwv &ua, W¢ &tommov, gy, @ &vdpeg, Eoiké T1 elvau
10070 0 kadovaw oi &vOpwmot /180 (O Zwkpatng avakddioe 0To KpePaTt TOV, EKapye
T0 TOSL TOL, TO ETPLYE e To XépL Tov Kau eine: Tt mapdéevo mpdyua, pilor pov, paivetal
7w eivau avTo OV 01 AvBpwor OVoudlovy EVYdpLaTO).

7 Qaif. 61d: kai dua Aéywv TaiTa kabijke [61d] 1é okédy émi iy yiy, ke kabelduevog
oUtws 70N T Aowmme Siedéyeto. (Kau kaBwg ta éAeye autd dmhwoe Ta OkEAN TOL Kata-
YRS Ko Ttapépetve £Tot kablopévog katd o vtdAowro TG ovifTnong.)

1 Qaié. 118a.

72 BA. emiong 63d, 6mov 0 Zwkpatng mapovaotaletal va ayvoei vy mpotpomnr tov Kpitw-
va va un ouvdtakexBei pe tov KéPnra katl tov Zippia €tot doTe va pny «vnepOeppav-
Oei To oW TOV» KAl XPELAOTEL VA TILEL TO QAPHAKO «GVO KAt TPELG POPEG».

7> BA. emtiong RANASINGHE 2000, 51-105.
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TN UETEVOAPKWON TWV PIAOCOPIKWY YUYWV, Kal, APETEPOV, TIPOOdidel
TPOPNTIKN 1] HAVTIKT] XPOLA 0TI OWKPATIKI WV 1 omoia Ttnyadet and
TNV EYKVPOTNTA HIAG AQNYNHUATIKAG OMTIKNG aneyKAWPLOHEVNG amo Ta
avotnpd eykoopua (114c-d):

ToUTwV 8¢ auTadv oi prAocopia ikavads kabnpduevor &veu
TE OWUATWV {EO0! TO TAPATTAV €l§ TOV EMEITA XPAVOV, Kal
els olknoels £T1 ToUTwv kaAAlous &pikvoivtal, &s olte pd-
Slov SnAdoat olte 6 xpdvos ikavds v TG TapdvTl. AN
ToUTwv BN fveka xpr) v SieAnAvbapev, & Zupia, mav
TTOIETV COOTE APETTS Kal Ppoviioews v T Bicw ueTacxeiv:

«Evag aplBpog and avtolg, 6oot pe T pitlocopia Eyivay ayvoi kot
kaBapoi, (ovy TavToTIVE, YWPIC Tt CWUATE TOUG, KL KATOIKOUY O€
oukies TOAD opopPOTEPEG A6 AVTEG €0, TIPdypLa IOV Sev yiveTat
va anmokaAOYOVE OVTE Kal 0 XpOVOG TOV HEVEL EiVaL ETAPKIG.
Opwg yla xapn Twv Tpaypdtwy mov avantoape, Zippia, Tpénet
Vo KAVOUHE Ta TIAVTA WOTE V& ATOKTHOOUUE THV GPETH K&l TH
Qpovnon katd ) Sipreia THG (WHG PaGH.

2e avtibeon pe T0 coQOKAEl0 €pYy0, TO TAATWVIKO Keipevo dev xapa-
KTNpifel KATAPavdS T0 CWKPATIKO OWHa WG €idwAo 1 gaopa.’ And
™v GAAn mAevpd, o Zwkpdtng Tov Daidwvog dev Pmopel PUOIKA Va
eflowbei pe tov pobwd Hpa g mhatwvikng Ioliteing, o omoiog
(emiong) eméoTpeye amd TOVG VeEKPOUG, TPOKEIUEVOL Vo apnyndei Tov
atéprovo HeTaBavaTio KUKAO TWV HETEVOAPKWOEWY TWV YUXWV OTOV
eoxatohoyiko uobo pe Tov omoio kAeivel To €pyo. QoTO00, ONWG Kat e
tov OK, n ovtoloyikn} Stevpuvorn Tov CwKpaTIKoL Tpocwreiov, dnAadr,
1 EPUNVEVTIKT HaG SLVATOTNTA VAL TOV AVTIHETWTICOVE WG AVAYVWOTEG
ovvipa wg “Covtavd’, aAAd kat wg To eidwlo evog vekpoy Tov €xel
anehevBepwbel amd TG PAVAEG HETEVOUPKWOELG, EMUPPWVVETAL ATO
pa TAnBpa oToleiwy TOL SLATVTIWVOVTAL VTIAVIKTIKE 0TOV Stdhoyo.
Ta ev Aoyw vrauvikTika otoigeioa ovvdéovtat emiong pe Tovg mbavoig

7 H \én eldwlov otov ev Aoyw Stdloyo evtomiletal 0to 66¢ 0To TAaiolo TNG OVTO-
Noytkng vrtoPdbpong Tov cwyatog and tov Zwkpatn (épdtwv 6¢ ki émbvpv kal
PoPwv kal eidwAwy mavtoSandv kai pAvapias umiumAno Huas moAAfg). e avtd ta
ovpppalopeva n AéEn Sev €xel TN onpacio TOV PAVTACHATOG 1) PACHATOG, AN EXeL
nON apxioet va AmoKTA TNV APVNTIKY CUAGLOAOYLKT XPOLA e TNV OTIola AmavVTd 0
AN TAATWVIKA €pya OTIOL XPNOLHOTIOEITAL Yl Ve XApAKTNpioeL TNV amatnAn Kat
yevdr) ovtoloyikr VOCTAOT TwV AcONTOY, petadd avtwy kat Tov EOapTod avlpw-
VoL 0WHaTog. BA., yua mapddetypa, tn ov{itnon and tov SILVERMAN 2002. Q01600
n Aé€n xpnotpomnoteitat pe tn ovvOn onuacia Tov gdopatog oo 81d1-3.
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Aoyovug yia Tovg omoiovg o ITAGTwV emTPEMEL OTO KEILEVO TOV AVTOV
TOV EPUNVELTIKO TAOVPAAIOHO O OXEOT [lE TO CWKPATIKO TTPOCWTELO.
Ot \oyot givar 1000 OpnoKeLTIKO-TIOALTIKOL, 0G0 Kol AOYOTEXVIKOI-
QLAOCOPLKOL.

6. Ot @A oco@ikoi Aoyot

Zopgwva pe tov Qaidwve 114c-d, podvo o @IAOG0QOG KATAPEPVEL VaL
vTePPel EMTLXWG T1 CWHATIKOTNTA TWV CLVEXWYV HETEVOAPKWOEWY KAl
va SlaTnproeL TNV Yuxn Tov dvev owuato yia mavta. H aneAevbépwon
amo Tn cwpatikoTnTa eival ovvénetla g kaboploTikng emidpaong mov
gxovv otV Yoy ot mMatwvikég I6éeg. Zto 78b-80e, 0 Zwkpdtng elon-
yeitaw Tnv aBavaocia TnG Yyuxng eni t PdoeL TNG OUOLOTNTAG 1} THG OLY-
yévelag g pe Tig 18¢eq. To xwpio eivat onuavtikd ya Tnv meptypagn
TV Tepignuwy I8edv g péong ovyypagikng meptodov.” Onwg egnyet
0 ZwkpATnG, 0 AdYyog mov 1 Yyuxn «Aoyiletar kaldtepa amodeopevpévn
and To CWHA Ta «OVTWG OVTa» eivat emeldn potd(er pe To OVTA TOL
Siepevva’® e 11 ovviotatat opws avth i opototnTa; Ipwrtov, Yyuxn
Kat I8éeg popdlovTat Tn onpavTikn TeXVIKN @paon adty kad adThv,
pe tnv omoia o IM\dtwvag opilet ™ oxéon Idewv kat alcdntod koGHOL
otov Qaidwva. Ot I18¢eg PpiokovTal OVTONOYIKA ATTOUOVWUEVES ATIO TOV
atoOnto koopo oty kabeavtoTNTA TOVG. Me TTapPOpOoLo TPOTIO PaiveTal
va eivat duvatn otov Paidwvae n “avadimAwon” TG Yuxng 0ToV eavTod
NG KAl 1 AMOHOVWOT| TNG amd To 6WHa Kat Tov atodntd koopo. Ot I8éeg
eival aovvletes, pévouv apeTafAnteg kat dev v@ioTavTal OVIETOTE Kal
novBeva tnyv mapapkpr arloiwon (78d4-5)- emmAéov, aviikovv oToV
KOOWO TwV aopdtwv (&dés, 79a5-6). H yuxn, and tnv dAAn mhevpd,
Holalel mepLoodTEPO He TO adpato (dés dpa), cuvenwg pe Tig 18¢eg,
mapd pe to opatd kat @Oaptd cwpa (79b-d). Etol n yuxn amotelel
To «Beikd» pépog Tov avBpwmov (80bl-5), o omoiog, OuwE, Adyw TOv
OWUATOG, TTapapével Katd T° dAAa Badid pilwpuévog otov ataBntod kdopo.

O Qaidwv mapovoldlel Tov MAATWVIKO ZwKpATN WG TOV Lovadiko
@IAO00@o oV €xet katopBwael ev (wr va amodecpedoel TNV Youxn
and v mapaldin tov owpatog. H dtotunn “ophia” tng owkpatikig
Yoxne pe Tig I8éeg amoTunwvetal AOyoTexVIKd 0TV OLoUTEPOTNTA Kall

75 GALLOP 1975, 121-134- WHITE 2012, 63-64- SILVERMAN 2002, 55-56.

76 BA. eniong Qaid. 65e-66b. Ta «OvTwg ovta» mepthappavovy ndikég évvoleg, OTwg to
Sikato kat to ayado, ko pabnuatikés évvoleg, 6w to puéyebog. H opotdotnta g dv-
Ang wuxng pe tig I6éec Statpéyxet Oho Tov Paidwva Kkal eival oVTOAOYIKNG QUOEWG. BA.,
yia tapadetypa, ROBINSON 1970- GALLOP 1975, 137-146.
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v Woppudpia Tov cwpatog Tov Zwkpdtrn. Ot I8éeg dnpovpyodv évav
Zwkpatn otny kvptoleia d&romov.”” ATo autr) TV &owT, TO CWKPATIKO
owpa egetkoviCet TNV Yoy Tov eLAoco@ov Tov “potdlel” otig I6éeg, ot
OTIOLEG AVAPEPOVTAL VLA TIPWTH QOPE pTA 0TO corpus oTov Paidwva kat
0TO XVuUmo010.”® Zuvenwg 1 AT TAATWVIKT TEPLYPAPT) TOV CWKPATIKOD
owpatog otov Paidwva 0ToX0 £XEL VA QEPEL OGO TO SLUVATOV TILO KOVTA—
el SuvaTov va TavTioel—A800 OVTOAOYIKA SLAPOPETIKEG EKPAVOELG TOV
avOpwmov, To oW Kat TNV Yoxn, kat Tavtdxpova va dtagopomnotnoet
ToV 1810ppLOHO ZwKPATN, HE TO TAPATALPO CwHa Kat Ta e§wavBpwmiva
XAPAKTNPLOTIKA, ATTO TOVG VTTOAOLTOVG KOLVoUG BvnTovs.

XapakTnpLoTIKO auTOD TOL ZWKPATN €Lval 1 aKATAANTTH IKAVOTNTA
Tov va unv evoidel 0TI Quotkeég embupieg kat oG “amatniég” atodn-
oelg Tov owpatog. O Stdhoyog kabiota € apxng oapés 0Tt 0 ZwKpATNG
TOL OLVAVTAHE 0TI QUAAKT TNV Tehevtaio pépa tng (wing Tov Sev
eival évag @oPiopévog Bvntog umpootd otov Bavato, aAld kdmolog
0 0OToi0G €MIOEIKVVEL TIG APETEG TNG OWPPOTVVNG, TNG avdpeiag Kat
™G OkaloovVNG He TPWTOYVWPO TPOTO, TOOO Yld TOVG AOLTOVG
dpapatikog XapakTrpeg mov oTeAeX@VOLY TOV Staloyo, alAd Kkat yla
TOVG AVAYVWOTEG TWV amopnTikwy Staldywv tov ITA&twva, ot omoiot
gxovv ovvnBioel 0TI AMOTLXNHEVEG TTPOOTIADELEG TWV GUVOIANTWY Va
0pioOVY TIG APETEG KAL VA EVTOTTIOOVY TIPAYHUATIKA EVAPETOVGS AvOpWTOLG
otov atonto koopo.

Katd 1 yvopn pov Sev eivat tuxaio 0Tl 0 eyKWUAOHOG KAl )
ovvakohovdn npwormoinon Tov Zwkpdtn otov Paidwva CLUTITTOLY
pe TNV mapovoiaon Twv MAatwvikov [dewv otov ev Adyw Staloyo. O
ZWKPATNG €ival 0 TPWTOG XAPAKTNPAG 0TOVG SLaAdyovg 0TOV OToio
anodidovtal pnTwg apeTég mov ot AANoL SpapATIKOL XAPAKTIPEG OTe-
povvtat. Avtr n damiotwon dev eivan Suvatdv va epunvevdei povo pe
yuxoAoyikovg dpovg. H auttoloyia ot o ITAdtwvag Oavpalet vepBoukd
Tov 8dokalo Tov Kat 0Tt avTidpd Suvapkd pEow TNG QLAOCOPIKNG
Tov Tévag oty Katadikn Twv Abnvaiwv Sev eivat katd T yvwun pov
emapknG. AvTiféTwg, eivan mBavov 6T n ovrohoyia kat 1 Yyvxoloyia mov
napovotalel atov Paidwva (aAA& Kat 6T0 Zvpm6a10) TOV EMUTPETOVY VL

770 6pog &ToTia XPNOLHOTIOLELTAL ATIO TOVG GUVOANTEG TOV XWKPATH Yid VA XApaKTN-
pioet TV 1S10ppuBpia ToL PILOCOPOV ZwKPATN Kal TN SLAPOPETIKOTNTA TOV Ot OXE-
o1 pe Toug vrolotmovg avBpwmovs. BA. HADOT 1995. Q0td00, yia ToV Zwkpatn Tov
Daidwvog, «dTomn» Bewpeital n epunveia Tov aldntov kOopov 1) omoia Sev facileta
v vrapn twv I8edv.

78 BA\. MIIOYPAOTIANNH 2017.
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anodwoel ye PILOCOPIKY] TUVETELX OTOV ZWKPATN apeTéG OV ot dpa-
HATIKOL XAPAKTHPEG TNG TPWIUNG TIEPLOSOV, TLUTEPIAAUPAVOUEVOD Kal
TOV TPWIHOL ZwKpdTh, otepovvTav. i va kataotel Opwg avTod TOL
eidovg 0 eykwpaopog duvatog, o Zwkpdtng Tov Paidwvog oL Hag
HAG Yl pia “tedevtaia” @opd péoa and tn @uiakn Oev eivatl akpBwg
£VOAPKOG, TOVAAYLOTOV OXL [LE TV KOLVWG EVVOOVEVT OT)HLAGIA TOV OPOV.
Avtn n Aoyotexvikr) cOANYN emtpénel otov ITAatwva va amodwoel
01OV ZWKPATN apeTé TIG omoieg 1 youxn dev Ba pmopovoe va €xel, Paoel
60wy elonyeitat 0 StdAoyog, e§attiog TG EVIOvNG CWHATIKOTNTAG.

Me moto TpoOTO, WOTOO0O, Ol apeTéG oL anodidovtal wg pakaplopoi
0TOV ZWKPATN 0T0 TéAog Tov Paidwvog cuvEEoVTaL e T CWKPATIKT
e elpnpuatoloyia mepi oLYYEVELOG | OpolOTNTAG YUXNG Kat Idewv;
ZnUHavTikd o avtn TNV katevBuvon eival 6oa Aéel 0 ZwKPATNG yia TN
oxéon Idewv (ya mapddetypa, To kxAov, To c@pov kat To dikatov) Kat
avtifeong oto 100c-d.” Baotkr ovvéneta tng drmoyng 0Tt ot 1déeq eivat
Hovoetdeig, apetdPAnTeg kat adlaipeteg eival ) Béon 6T Sev emdéyovtan
™mv Ttavtoxpovn ovvomapén avtiBetikwv otntwv onwg ovpPaivet
ota ToAG mpdypata Tov atodnTov pag koopov. Ot I8éeg, pe dAAa
Aoyta, otepovvTtal TV avtiBeon mov myddet and tn ocvvBetdTnTaA, TV
nowkthia kat Ty moAAOTNTA® Xe avtifeon, yla mapadetypa, pe évav
Sikato avBpwmo, n I6¢a Tov Sikaiov umopei va eivat povo dikain kat dgv
VTAPXEL TPOTOG va XapakTnptoTel wg ddikn. O Zwkpdtng éxet oxoAdoel
and auTn T QLAoco@LKT| OKOTILA TwV ISedv TIg avBpwmives apeTég ndn
and Ty apyr Tov taddyov.?! Eto 68d-69a 0 «payuaTikoc» PILOG0QOG
StaxwpiCetat and Tov «@INOCWHATO» (e KpLThplo TNV 0pdi evadprwor
TWV QPETWY, OL OTIOLEG YLa Va eival YVioleg 1} «kaBapéc» mpémel va yuy
OUVUTIAPYOVY OTHY YUYH TAVTOYPOVA Ue TO avTiOeTd Tovg.

Zoppwva e doa Aéel 0 ZwKPATNG 0TO £V AOYw Xwpio, OL TPayUaTIKa
avdpeiot emdetkvbovv avtr T apety Oxt efartiag kamotag Sethiog kot
@oPov (Setdie dvépeiov eivar) al\d emeldr) eivar Oviwg avdpeiot: e
ToV {810 TPOTO, Ol TIPAYHATIKA CWPPOVEG EVOAPKWVOLY TNV APETH TNG

7 BA. @aid. 100c-d.

8 H gvyxvon mov mnydadet anod T oupnTwon twv avtifétwy 1 onoia xapaktnpilet Tov
KOOWO Twv atobnoewv Ppioketat yia TOAAODG peetnTég (kat yia Tov ApLoTOTEAN)
niow amo v emhoyn tov [MAdTwva va eloaydyet 1o ovtoloyko eninedo Twv Idewv.
To ovykekplpevo @rloco@ukd {itnua dev pmopei va yivel avTikeipevo avdAvong oto
TAaioL0 auTrG TNG perétng. BA. GALLoP 1975, 122- NEHAMAS 1975, 105-117- WHITE
2012, 66-71- IRWIN 1977- FINE 1993, 99-100- BLoom 2017, 81-134.

81 H andotaon atoOntav kat [dewv elodyetat otov Oaid. 65d-66a e Ty evbeia andppt-
yn twv acdnoewv.
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ow@PoovLVNG OxL Yia va pn otepnBodv pia aAAn, peyakvtepn ndovn
(axodaoia Tvi c@povés eioy), alkd emeldn| elval OVTwG OWPPOVEG.
Me avta ta Aoyl o Zwkpatng amodidel otnv emiyela evoapkwon
TV ApeTOV Hia ovToloykd «kabapr» 180tnTa, n omoia pe Pdon
Tov Qaidwve pmopei va oxvoel ya tov avBpwmo oe avto tov Padud
povo peta Bdvatov.* Me faon avtn TNy epunveia, N CWKPATIKN Yoy,
anmodeopevpévn and To owpa, opotdlel ota OVTWG Ovta, kabwg dev
veioTatal To PAcIKO XAPAKTNPLOTIKO TV aloOnTwy, Tnv evallayn 1
TN OOUTTWOoN TwV Totkidwv avtifetikwy tottwv. Etot 0 Zwkpdtng
UTTOpEL Vo XapaKTNPLOTEL &ploTog kel GAAWS PpovIHWTATOG Katl O1KaL0-
TaT0G OXL OVO eMeldr| amotéleoe avTikeipevo Oavpacpod yia tovg evdo-
diyntikovg etaipovg, alld emeldr| o ITAdtwvag Tov ovvédeoe appnkta
pe tn Sikn Tov Bewpia, Tig I8¢eg- yi’ avtd Tov AoYyo, 6TIwg Tapadéxetat o
18106 0 Zwkpatng otov DPaidwva, avtdg TALoV yaivel agoPa «kaba-
pOG otovg kabapovg».®

7. Ot oMtikoi kat Opnokevticoi Aoyot

Kaveig pmopei edbhoya va lOXVpLOTEL OTL 1} TAPATIAVW EPUNVEIA TNG
eEQLPETIKIG OXEONG TNG OWKPATIKNG YUXNG pe TIG TAaTwVikeG [0éeg
dev weleitat onpavtika and tnyv mpotetvopevn (SumAn) Bewpnon tov
OWKPATIKOV TPOOWTEIOL WG {wvTavol KAl w¢ ¢douatos. QoTO00, N
epunvevtikn adia avtig g Bewpnong yivetar TeEPLOCOTEPO EUPAVTG
eav TomoBetrocove Tov AoyoTteXViko Bdvato Tov Zwkpdtn otov Pai-
dwva oTa 10TOPIKA OVHPpAlOpEVa TNG €MOXNG. Ze AUTH TNV KATEV-
Buvon pmopovpe va cuvdéoovpe (a) Tovg TOALTIKOVG AGYoV§ TTov 081 -
ynoav otnv katadikn pe kaoveto, kat (B) tig Opnokevtikég Soaoieg
TNG EMOXNG AVAPOPLKA [E TNV ETMOTPOPH TWV VEKPWYV OTOV KOOUO
Twv {wvtavey, pe (y) v evbeia andppuyn g cwpATIKOTNTAG ATO
tov [TA\dtwva wg avamdonaotng TTuxnG Tov atodntod kéopov. Zvy-
KeKpLUEva, 1 evdexopevn Bewpnon Tov XZwKpATH VIO TO TPIoHA TOV
pvbov tov Paidwvog, wg olovel cwuatoedois eldwAov oL €xel ame-
AevBepwlel amd TG mowkideg kot QAVAEG UETEVOAPKWOELG Kal €XEL
ETOTPEYEL OTOV EMAVW KOO0 Yia va cuvdialexBel pthocogikd pe Tovg
@ilovg Tov yla pa TehevTaia @opd, eKUETAANEDETAL KAl TAVTOXPOVA

82 BX. aid. 66e: kai 16T, WG Eotkey, fuiv Eotau 00 EmBvpoTUéy Te Kol papey épaotai ei-
vau, ppovioews, émetddy Tedevtiowuey, ¢ 0 Adyog onuaivel, {borv 8¢ ob. &i yp usj oidv
Te PeTX TOD 0WURTOG UndeV kabapds yvvau, Svoiv Odtepoy, fj 00dauod éotiv KTHoA-
00a1 10 eidévau ij TedevTioaory-

8 @aid. 63c. BA. emiong NEXAMAS 2001, 221.
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avaTpEmeL AOYOTEXVIKA [ia Oelpd amd ouvron AoyoTtexvika potifa kat
Opnokevtikég Sofaoieg Tng emoxng.

YO aUTO TO EPUNVEVTIKO TIpioUA 1) AOYOTEXVIKY “€TMOTPOPH” TOL
ZwKpPAETN 6TOV KOOHO TwV (wvTavwy wg “eidwo” amotehel Ty andavtnon
tov [TAdtwva ot okAnpn kat adikn kat’ avtov abnvaikn katadikn Tov
Sikatov @A oco@ov.®* Me autd tov tpomo o IIAdtwvag mpooapuolet Tig
dofaoieg mov BENOVY TOVG VEKPOUG VAL EMUOTPEPOVY GTOV KOOHO TWV
{WVTaV@OV, TIPOKELHEVOD VA TOVG TILWPTOOLV 1] VA ATTOKATAGTHOOLY pia
adkia, Tapovotalovtag Tov ZwkpPATn He EVVOIKO TPOTIO, WG PINOCOPIKO
oOpPOVAO Kal ApWYd TWV ETAPWY TIOV TPEUOVY UTPOOTA 0TOV Bdvarto
Kat ap@PdAlovy yia ™ ovpfoln g @thocogiag otn petabavdtia
poipa g yuyns. * H vmatviktikn mapovaoiaot) Tov wg eldwAov ouvdéeTat
emiong pe tn ovpPolikr Bewpnomn Tov Zwkpdtn wg (TOATIKOD) UIAoHATOG
mov Tipémet va amoPAndel and to moAitiko “cwpa’ Twv ABnvav, Tpokel-
Hévov avto va amokabapBei kat va emavéNBet oty mpdTepn “vyy” Tov
kataotaon.* Etal, n andppuyn tov guotkov cwpatog and tov Ihdtwva
otov Qaidwva, eKTOG amod TIG PINOCOPIKEG Kat OpnokevTikEG, op@LKo-
TVOAYOpELEG TIPOEKTAOELS, QEPEL Kal TIOMTIKEG SLAOTACELS OL OTOLEG
oxetiCovtau pe TV atagio wg oAtk Tipwpia. H dpvnon tagng katd
™V apxaotnTa anotelovoe TV €0Xatn TIHwpia 0TOV TPOSOTNH TNG
TOANG 1) 0TOV TOAITH €Kkeivov o omoiog Sev eixe emdeifel TV mpémovoa
voppo@poovvn. Av kat 0 Qaidwv kAeivel pe TN AeMTOUEPT| TIEPLYPAPT|
TOV OWKPATIKOD OWUATOG evw avTo eBaivel, To keipevo dev kdvel kaptia
avaQopd TNV TAPLKN TPAKTIKA 1 omoia akolovBnoe tov Bdvato tov
Zwkpatn. AvtiféTwg, o ITAdtwvag avtiotpé@el Tov Kablepwévo Tpomo
@POVTIOAG TOV VEKPOL COHATOG TTAPOLOLALOVTOG TOV ZWKPATN VA [Ad
otov Kpitwva pe anootactomompévo kat matyviwdn tpomno (yelaoag 6¢
dpa ovyi]) ylo TNV EMKEIHEVN TaQT TOV WUATOG Tov (115¢3),% alhé
KaL va eKTeNel LOVOG Tov, evw givat akopn “lwvtavog’, Ta factkd otadia

81 BA. ®@aid. 118a15-7. ITIpPA. v ESoun Emotols, 324e kat T Aevtépa Emotol], 314c4.

8 BA. FELTON 1999 OGDEN 2002. BA. emiong @aid. 89b4. Ze pia onpavTikn oTiypn ya
v e&éhién tov Stakdyov, o Zwkpdtng ayyilet ta paAid tov Paidwva kat Tov {nra
va pUny ta koyet oe mévBog tov Sikod tov Bavdtov, mapd povo edv tebavet o Adyog.
To TpuPePO AyYLYHA, TO HOVASIKO TOL CWKPATIKOV CWUATOG He TPwTOPOVAia TOv Xw-
KpAatn 0tov ev Adyw Stéhoyo, potdlet va petatpénet Tov Oaidwva og a@nyntn kat va
YEVVA TPOTIOV TIVA PLIAOGOPIKO AOYO.

% O IM\atwv mpaypatedetal To ev Aoyw potifo atny apxn tov Paidwvos 58b-c. BA.
WHITE 2000, 157-158.

8 Touewva pe Tov ZwkpATn, 0 Tpayuatikos exvtos dev xdvetal pe tov Bdvato. BA.
@aid. 115¢3 kat 115d-116a: «Pikot pov dev pmopw va meiow Tov Kpitwva nwg eipat
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Tov evtaglaopov, to petabavatio Aovtpo (115a) kat tnv mpodeon tov
vekpoL owpatog (katekAivy Umtiog, 117e3).% H Aoyotexvikn avatpomn
Twv kablepwpévwy oTadiov Tov eVTAQLAoHOL OAOKANPWOVETAL HE TN
OWKPATIKY amoppwyr tov Bprnvov (117e). H mpoAnmtikn kat ovpfolikn
TIAPOVGLAOT] TOV CWKPATIKOD CWUATOG WG TAPOV, TAVW OTOV OTIOl0 Tal-
povatalovtat ev Télet va Bpnvodv acuyKpATHTA Ol CWKPATIKOL ETaipot
(117d), dpapatomotlel T yvwoTn prion 0@y ofuc, cLVINAWVOVTAG OTL
ot voovpevol wg “Cwvtavoi” eivan kat ovaiav “vekpol”, aAld agrjvovtag
TAVTOXPOVA AVEKTOVWTN TNV AVATOPEVKTN PapdTnTa oV £xeL CVUUPWVA
pe tov [MAdtwva n avBpwmivn cwpatikotnta. To rloco@ikd mépaopa
Tov “napia” Zwkpdtn and Tov kdéopo Twv {wvtavav otov Paidwva, Kat
1 Stacdlevon Twv opiwv {wrg kat Bavatov mov avtd empépel, Kavel
QKON TILO ETUTOKTIKO TO aUTNa Yo O00VG pEVoLy Tiow va Stakpivovy
v mpaypatikn {wr and tov mpaypatikd Bdvato kat «va @povTticovv
TOV £V TO TOLEH. ¥

8. Emiloyog

ItV mapoboa UEAETN EMXEPNUATONOYNOA VTEP TNG ATOYNG OTL
0 Matwvikog didhoyog Daidwv cvykAivel Aoyotexvika kot Oepatikd
pe N cogokAeta Tpaywdia Oidimovs émi Kodwvd. KopPika onpeia
oVYKALONG amoteAodV 1] Stacdlevon Twv ovTOAOYIKWYV opiwv (wiig kot
Bavdtov kat 1 kowvry Bewpnon TOv PLOIKOL CWHATOG WG HLACHATOG,

0 ZwkpdTng, avtog edw péoa, mov culintd kat kavovilet To kabeti mov Aéyetar pe
pavtaletal cav ekeivov ov Ba Set o€ Aiyo, Tov vekpo, YU avtd Kat pwTd WG va pe
Bayet [...] Abote howmdv ya péva eyyonaon otov Kpitwva, eime, pia eyyonon akptaog
avtifetn amo ekeivn OV ekeivog TIPOTPEPE 0TOVG SikaOTEG. AVTOG eyyvrOnke: Sev Oa
Spanetevow- eoeig eyyvnOeite: Sev Oa mapaueivw, poris mebavw, aAdé Oa avaywprow
wou O pUyw. Etot o Kpitwv dev Oa To péper Pfapud, O fAémer To owpa pov 1 ver kalye-
Tou 1] v To O&Bovv kau Sev Oo apavartel mws Taye vTOPépw aviKovoTa, 0UTe Oor Aéel
Thvw aTnY T 611 ToV Ewkpdtn ekBéTeL WG verpd, kKouiler Tov vekpo Tov, Tov BdmTer
atov Td@o Tov. E€pe To Kald, eime ekeivog, Aapmpé pov Kpitwva, To yAwootkd Aabog
Sev eivat povo Aabog kabeavtd aAld kavet kakd kat otnv Yoxr. Na eicat Oappaléog
Kat va Aeg 0TL BAPelg o vekpod pov cwpa. Odaye To OTWG ayands, onws vouileg ot
ToL TaupLalew.

8 Tl Tn oLV ON TIPAKTIK EVTAPLATHOD TOV VEKPOL GWHATOG PA. TN pHeAéTn Tov GARLAND
1985.

8 Qaid. 115b-c: 611 vp@v avT@v émpelovuevor Dpels Ko éuol kol ToiG €UOIG Kl VTV adTOIG
&v xdpitt motfjoete AT &v TotfTe [...] édv 8¢ Dudv [uév] avT@v duelijte Kai ur *OédnTe
domep kat’ iyvy KaTé 6 VOV TE eipnuéva kol T €v T Eumpoodev ypévw (v, 000 éy
oA dpoloyrionte [115¢] év 1@ mapovTi ke opdSpa, 006V AoV TroLoETE.
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aAAd kat wg Siavdov, 1 mediov Spaong, dvlwv kat e§wavBpwmvwy, x00-
VIOV Kat VTTepPLOLk@V duvdpewy. Qotdoo, oe avtiBeon pe tov Oidimoda
éni Kodwv@, dmov To piaopa oxetiletor pe tnv vépPaon twv opiwv,
™V OPpN TG TATPOKTOVIAG Kat TNG atpop&iog, o Paidwy ePopoveVog
and op@ikeg kat Tubayopeteg emdpdoel, mapovoldlel 7o (wvtavd cwpa
wg akaBapto kat papd. Me avtd Tov TPOTO 0 TAATWVIKOG SLAA0Yy0g
enavanpoodiopiCel Tig mapadoaotakés avTAyelg mov BéENovy Tov vekpod
Ko O00VG GUVEEOVTAL e AVTOV, PUOLKWG, €& ALULATOG, 1] e KOLVWVIKOVG
deopog, va eival Tehetovpyikd HoAvopévor.” Avtifétwe, “polvopévol”
euavifovtat ot cwkpatikoi etaipot eneldn dev éxovy oAokAnpwoet emt-
Tuxws TN Stadikaoio tng kdBapong péow tng opOng doknong tov @tho-
0o@kob Aoyov.”!

H ovykpion twv 8o épywy avédelle emiong kotva otoiyeia avapeoa
oTov a@npwiopd Twv dvo npawwv. O Zwkparng kat o Owinodag mapov-
0l4{ovv opoLOTNTEG WG TPOG TOV AyépWXO KAl NPWIKO TPOTO HE TOV
omnoio Padifovv mpog Tov Bavpactd Bdvato, ald kat wg TPOG TNV
EKPOPA €£VOG OLOVEL TTPOPNTIKOV AOYoL.”? O ZwkpdATnG, 0 0moi0g Tivel
TO KWVELO XWpig ToV Tapaptkpd @ofo 1 diotaypd, mapovotaletat va
€XeL KATAKTHOEL TN petadavatia evdatpovia mpv Tov Bdvatd tov.” Me
Tov 1810 Tpomo, yevvaia kat ayépwya, Padilel mpog tov Bavato kat o
Bacaviopévog Oinodag.” Ae§iloyikn kat Oepatikr cuvdgeta VITAPYEL
emiong otV TepLypagn tov Bprvov Twv otkeiwv Tovg,” aAAd Kal oToV
TPOTIO e TOV OTIOIO OL NPWEG EAEYXOUV KAl €V TEAEL ATTOPPITTOVY TOV
Tpaykod Opnvo.*

% BX. STEARS 2008. WHITE 2000, 158-159- BENDLIN 2007.

o Qaif. 69¢c: k&Bapois TIG TV ToIOVTWY TAVTWY Kol 1] owPpPoaivy Kai 1 SiKa1ooUvy Kal
&vopeia, kol a0TH) 1] PpovHoIC ur) kKaOapudg Tic 7.

2 Qaid. 85a-c. TIpPA. OK 1375-96.

% Qaib. 117b2: 0vdeév 1péoas 006¢ SiagOeipag oUte T0D XpWUATOG 0UTE TOD TTPOOWITOV,
117¢2: xai pdrar eOxep@s kol evxéAws éEémev. TIpPA. 116a.

% OK, oTix. 1665: avijp yap 00 atevaktdg ovdé ovv vooois dAyevog éeméumer’, GAL” €l
716 Bpot@v Qavpaotdc.

% To emippnua dotaxti eppavietar povo edw, ota cupgpalopeva Tov Bprivov Twv ot-
Kelwv kat Twv §0o €pywv. BA. LS], s.v. BA. OK 1621-23: Adydnv ékdaiov mavreg. &g 8¢
mpog Tédog/ yowv dpikovt’ 008’ ET° wpdper for,/ v uév orwmr, 1646-47: dotaxti ¢
ovv Tais mapOévois/ oTévovtes wpaptoduey. IIpPN. Paid. 117c-d: &AL éuod ye Bl ki
aUTOD XOTAKTL Eywper T SAKPLA, DOTE EYKAAVYAUEVOS ATTEKAQOV EUavToy [...] O 8¢
Kpitwv &t mpbtepos éuot, éneidiy ovy 0idg " Av karéyery T& Sdxpua, éavéoty. Amod-
Ab6dwpoc 8¢ [...] kai 81 kai T0TE dvafpuynoduevos kAdwy kai dyavakTdv 008éva SvTi-
Vo 00 KATEKAQOE TV TapSVTWY TIARY Ye a0TOU ZWKPATOUG.

% Qaid. 117e: olat, éy, moteite, @ Oavpdoror. éyw uévror oy fjkioTa TOUTOV Eveka T&G Yv-
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H npwomoinon tov Zwkpdtn Kot n avayopevot) ToL 0Tov SIKALOTEPO
avBpwmo NG emoxng Tov eival mPoidv TG SetviG MAATWVIKAG Aoyo-
TEXVIKOTNTAG KAl QPLAOCOPIKNG OkéYnG. Xtov Qaidwva o IIAdtwv
napovotdlet T iaitepn 0XE0TN TNG YUXIG TOL ZWKPATT HE TIG AVAEG
[6¢eg oKlaypapwVTaG adpOUEPWS TO CWKPATIKO CWOUA. X€ AUTH TN
perétn mpoomadnoa va deifw Ott e mapopoto tpodTo eixe SiaelploTel
Aiya xpovia vwpitepa 1o opytopévo Buptkd kat To papo cwpa Tov Tpa-
yuod Owinoda o XogokAnig mbavov eumvéovtag AoyoTexvika TOV
veapo IM\atwva. Ze avtibeon pe tov Oinoda, wotdo0, 0 ZwkpdTng
tov ITAdtwva dev eivan ek@paoThg NG apyaikng nkng «pilog otovg
@idovg kat exBpog otovg exBpovgyr. H Sikatoovvn, n avdpeia kat n
ayafotnta Tov Zwkpdtn myalovv and Tig I6éeg, TG omoieg evoapkwvel
oTn YN e éva &Tomov cwpa.

Zayapovda Ietpdky
Iavemotnpo Kprjtng
zpetraki@uoc.gr
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The body of the hero: death and heroization in
Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus and Plato’s Phaedo

Zacharoula PETRAKI

Abstract

EDIPUS at Colonus, Sophocles’ last tragedy produced after his death

in 401 BC by his grandson, is a remarkable play. In his last play,
Sophocles restores his most famous hero, the terrifying and miserable
Oedipus, a polluted (miaros) man par excellence. The tortured old man
now finds a peaceful death at Sophocles’ own home deme of Colonus at
Athens. The play, which presents Oedipus’ last day alive, also stages the
extraordinary process of his transformation from being a helpless and
blind, old beggar to a powerful cult hero.

Almost two years after the play’s production in Athens, in 399 Bc,
Socrates, another famous historical figure, finds his own heroic death
at the prison of Athens. In his dialogue Phaedo, Plato undertakes a task
similar to that of Sophocles: he tries to restore the fame of the unjustly
accused Socrates, and in doing so he portrays him as ascending to a
truly heroic status.

In this paper I bring together the remarkable deaths of these two
seminal figures, the mythical Oedipus and Socrates, and I seek to un-
earth possible affinities between the two heroizations. I will focus, in
particular, on the central role of the physical bodies as a source of pollu-
tion (miasma) and seek to explain the way in which both Sophocles and
Plato create glorious heroes out of hideous and polluted bodies.

¢
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Review article: Recent works on ancient slavery
Kostas VLASSOPOULOS

HE STUDY of slavery is one of the most popular subjects in the

field of ancient history. Each year sees the publication of a couple of
books and articles explicitly devoted to ancient slavery, as well as innu-
merable works that touch on slavery from a variety of perspectives.' But
volume of production is not the only significant aspect of the study of
ancient slavery; there are hardly any aspects of the history of antiquity
that are not affected by slavery and its consequences. Given the enor-
mity of the subject matter and the significance of its impact on all as-
pects of history, it is hardly accidental that the study of ancient slavery
has long been the scene of vigorous debates about theories, methods,
approaches and foci.”

Reviews of publications on ancient slavery appear across a number
of journals: some are journals with a general Classics readership, others
are more specifically focused on ancient history, while books on ancient
slavery are occasionally reviewed in the few specialist journals on world
slavery, or the many non-specialist history journals. The dispersion of
reviews across so many and so different journals, and the usually lim-
ited space allowed for reviews in most journals, makes it often diffi-
cult, if not impossible, to follow the development of the field as a whole.
This review article aims to offer to the academic community a service
that could prove of significant value and attract widespread interest. By
bringing together reviews of multiple works on ancient slavery on a reg-
ular basis, it aims to set these works in a wider framework of the histo-
riography of the study of ancient slavery, explore their interconnections,
highlight the emergence of new areas of research and new approaches,
and provide an overview of the development of the field.

This review commences with two recent works with significant impli-
cations about how we should approach the status of slavery in the an-

' A comprehensive bibliographical search engine for ancient slavery is available online
at <http://www.sklaven.adwmainz.de/index.php?id=1584>.
% See the excellent overview of MCKEOwN 2007.
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cient Greek world. Back in the 1960s Moses Finley suggested a novel
approach to the study of ancient slavery, by arguing in favour of situ-
ating slaves within a wider spectrum of statuses; he explored a variety
of groups of ancient slaves in order to show that the traditional Marxist
approach that conceived all of them as a single class was misguided.
There were very significant differences between Athenian chattel slaves,
Spartan helots, Cretan slaves, slaves in paramone and debt-bondsmen.
Furthermore, even among chattel slaves there were very significant dif-
ferences: the slave miners in Laureion and the slave banker Pasion, or
the imperial slaves in the Roman Empire, exhibited very significant dif-
ferences among themselves. Finley’s proposal was to abandon the Marx-
ist concept of class as well as the rigid classification between freemen,
slaves and serfs. Instead, he proposed that the various groups of free and
dependent people should be located within a spectrum of statuses that
ranged from absolute freedom to absolute slavery. Locating slaves and
other dependent groups within the spectrum of statuses was the desid-
eratum of a new research agenda: Finley proposed a range of privileges
and powers that could be explored in order to locate different groups
within the spectrum of statuses and explain their difference position
and history.

It is quite remarkable that this research agenda has till recently never
been put into practice. Part of the explanation is Finley’s own contra-
dictory position, which cannot be explored in this context.’ Finley had
presented the spectrum of statuses as an approach of universal applica-
bility, given the range of rights and privileges and the diverse ways in
which they were distributed among various groups; but he went on to
argue that the spectrum of statuses only applies to the Near East and to
the societies with slaves which appeared in archaic Greece and Rome
and again from late antiquity onwards; for classical Greece and Rome
the simple distinction between slave and free was instead a convenient
rule of thumb.

In a slim, but highly stimulating book, Deborah KaMEN (2013) at-
tempts for the first time to apply Finley’s original spectrum of statuses
approach to the case of classical Athens. Kamen distinguishes ten groups
that range from the absolute bottom of the chattel slave to the pinnacle
of the full male citizen; in between them, she explores eight other status
groups: privileged chattel slaves, freedmen with conditional freedom,

* For Finley’s approach to slavery, see also VLAssorouLOs 2016a.
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metics, privileged metics, bastards, disfranchised citizens (atimoi), nat-
uralised citizens, and full female citizens. What is truly remarkable is
that hardly anything in her account of the different groups is novel or
unknown; and yet, by simply placing all these groups next to each other,
Kamen makes a very significant contribution by alerting us to the im-
mense complexity of statuses that coexisted in classical Athens. While
Athenian ideology focused on a simple distinction between free and
slave, her analysis shows that Athenian reality created situations that
cannot be accounted without recourse to a spectrum: a slave banker like
Pasion, a public slave like Pittalakos, a manumitted slave in paramone,
or the son of a freedman that serves as a debt-bondsman in Menander
defy the simple line drawn by ideology.

Kamen is surely right to insist that in order to delineate distinct sta-
tus groups we need to take into account both rights and obligations en-
shrined into law as well as conditions, disabilities and privileges that ex-
isted as de facto opportunities. In this respect, it is quite significant that
although Athenian ideology focused on a trifold distinction between
citizen, metic and slave, Kamen correctly points out that many of the
status groups she identifies (bastards, disfranchised citizens, privileged
metics) possessed rights and disabilities that were clearly enshrined in
law; that they were nevertheless largely absent from the Athenian imag-
inary points to the significant disjuncture between the peculiar focuses
of Athenian ideology (and any ideological or legal tradition) and the
complex diversity of reality. From the point of view of slavery, it is quite
true that the significant differences between chattel slaves, privileged
slaves and freedmen with conditional freedom were overwhelmingly de
facto distinctions, and not codified by legal tradition. Comparing the
Athenian situation with that of e.g. the Lombard laws, which define a
variety of groups of slaves with distinctive wergilds, rights and disabil-
ities, raises the important question of the processes through which de
facto differences come to be enshrined in law and the significance of
legal distinctions for real life (DREw 1973, §§ 76-137).

Finley was correct that it is quite remarkable that in contrast to many
other societies, which explicitly accepted the spectrum of statuses in
their legal and ideological systems, in Greece and Rome law and ideolo-
gy opted to focus on a single distinction between slave and free. Finley’s
mistake was to take this as a direct reflection of reality, and to argue
therefore that the spectrum of statuses was inapplicable to Greece and
Rome in their classical periods, because as slave societies the slave/free
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division had obliterated any other distinction (VLAssopouLos 2016b).
Kyle Harper’s recent exploration of late Roman law on slavery has seri-
ous implications for the existence of a spectrum of statuses in the early
empire that classical Roman law chose to leave outside purview, while
late Roman law decided to deal with (HARPER 2011, 351-493); Kamen’s
analysis makes the same point for classical Athens. In the light of all this,
we need to simultaneously account for two things: both the existence of
a spectrum of statuses in the complex social reality, as well as the rea-
sons for the obfuscation of this complexity in Greek and Roman law and
ideology in favour of a single distinction between slave and free.

Equally important for historians of Athenian slavery are the impli-
cations of Kamen’s book in terms of reorienting our traditional fixation
of studying slavery solely on the basis of the master-slave relationship. If
we try to visualise mentally the ten status groups identified by Kamen,
we will realise that an Athenian street teemed with people whose diverse
statuses would be impossible to identify without an insider’s knowledge.
How could one tell who was a privileged slave living and working on his
own, a freedman with paramone obligations, a freeborn metic, a bas-
tard, or a poor citizen? The scale of the Athenian polis and its diverse
milieus (from small hamlets, villages and towns to a large urban centre,
an international port and a major mining district), the economic com-
plexity and the lack of working and living segregation on the basis of
status, and the effects of a political system which gave significant pow-
er to lower-class citizens combined to create a situation in which the
clarity of the legal trifold division was accompanied by a continuous
blurring of status and constant challenges of the status of individuals
from high to low (GOTTESMAN 2014, 44-76). If we want to understand
slavery in classical Athens, we need to explore the communities and
networks based on work, exchange, cult and residence, which crossed
the multiple status lines that Kamen has identified. We need to study
both the processes that created the spectrum of statuses, as well as the
communities and networks that crossed the status lines. Kamen’s spec-
trum of statuses will be of most use when put into motion to study the
complex entanglements and conflicts that are so stimulatingly revealed
in sources as different as curse tablets, building accounts, dedications,
philosophical dialogues and courtroom dramas.

While Kamen examines the full range of statuses in classical Athens
and explores their implications, a recent book by Paulin Ismard focus-
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es on the status group of Greek public slaves, while reaching equally
important conclusions (IsMARD 2015). Arnaldo Momigliano long ago
emphasised the difference between history and antiquarianism, a schol-
arly approach that Finley caricatured as ‘tell all you know about x. The
last study of Greek public slaves by Oscar Jacob in 1928 was very much
a comprehensive collection of all the then existing evidence about the
various tasks and groups of public slaves in Athens, but largely with-
out reaching any wider conclusions. With the exception of the Scythian
archers, there has been hardly any interest in public slaves ever since
Jacob. This remarkable study by Ismard is proof that any subject might
suddenly become highly interesting if perceived from a novel angle.

Ancient historians are fond of Orlando Patterson’s definition of slav-
ery as the violent domination of dishonoured persons. The link between
slave and dishonour is beyond doubt, but public slaves raise some very dif-
ficult problems for this ahistorical generalisation. Ismard discusses how
slaves of the Athenian Boule were honoured with first seats (prohedria)
in the theatre of Dionysus, how assembly decrees honoured long-serving
public slaves, or how public slaves served as priests. While public slaves
were unthinkable in many New World slave societies, Ismard uses Greek
public slaves as a means for rethinking slavery, the repertoire of social
and legal statuses of ancient Greece, and the nature of Greek politics
and the state. Ismardss is the first study of ancient slavery to take account
of comparative evidence beyond the Americas, and the result is highly
profitable; and the book is written in a vivid manner that joins together
highly disparate pieces of evidence, from the exceptional use of a single
public slave in Athens, Georgia, through the bogeyman expression ‘man
of Tenedos’ for a public slave bearing an axe, to the Ethiopian royal slave
who was the first pagan to become baptised as a Christian.

Ismard uses the multiplicity of tasks entrusted to Greek public slaves
as a means of re-examining how ancient Greeks conceived politics. His
approach is inspired by the anthropologist Pierre CLASTRES (1987), who
explored how non-state societies develop a range of practices in order to
avoid the development of the state as an independent power apparatus.
While the function of every complex community requires certain kinds
of knowledge, democracies like Athens conceived of politics as the ex-
change of information among equal citizens and refused to accord to
experts a separate prominent position in their political institutions. The
decision to turn over the administration of public affairs to public slaves
had a double effect: on the one hand it made administration invisible in
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Greek conceptions of politics, and on the other, by entrusting adminis-
tration to slaves, it foreclosed the emergence of a state apparatus with
its own interests and agendas. If judges, policemen and top-class civil
servants are entrenched interest groups in modern societies, the fact
that their ancient equivalents were public slaves placed serious limits to
their ability to act in their own interests.

Nevertheless, this was a distinct possibility, as Ismard shows
through an excellent use of comparative evidence. In many African,
Middle-Eastern and Southeast-Asian states royal slaves were accorded
distinctive statuses and formed communities that protected effectively
their own interests; in certain cases, like the Mamelukes in Egypt, they
even became rulers themselves. In exploring how Greek public slaves fit
this pattern, Ismard raises some extremely important points concern-
ing Greek social history. To what extent can we see public slaves oc-
cupying a distinct status within Greek communities? Ismard discusses
three main issues that show major differences between public and pri-
vate slaves. The first is the recognition of the right to property: we see
public slaves using their money to participate in public contributions
or even manumitting their own private slaves; the second concerns the
‘privilege of kinship’ evident in the inclusion of the patronymic in some
official references to public slaves; the third concerns their participation
in judicial processes as if they were free.

These are interesting arguments, but they can be interpreted other-
wise. Ismard bases his last inference on Aeschines” description of how
Pittalacus, referred to as a public slave, prosecuted Hegesander. In light
of how often Athenian sources refer to free or manumitted people as if
they were (still) slaves, it seems to me more likely that Pittalacus is no
longer a public slave when he prosecutes Hegesander (KAMEN 2009).
Equally, the mention of a patronymic for private slaves is quite common
in the funerary epigraphy of Roman Asia Minor: but this would not
constitute a ‘privilege of kinship’ per se. That official inscriptions record
the patronymics of public slaves sounds more like recognition of an ex-
isting fact, rather than a bestowal of a privilege. There is some evidence
that Greek public slaves formed communities of their own, but far too
little in comparison with other cases of royal slaves. On the other hand,
it is quite remarkable that punishments for public slaves are effectively
identical to those for private slaves and do not seem to accord them any
special privileges or status, in contrast to the conditions for many kinds
of royal slaves discussed by Ismard.
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How should we interpret this contradictory picture? The answer will
require further discussion, but Ismard makes two important points. The
first concerns the peculiar position of public slaves as public property:
the lack of a concrete human master, as in the case of private slaves, had
major implications on their ability to pursue agendas of their own. Stud-
ies of slavery need to pay far more attention to the variability of masters
and the effects of that variability on slaves. The second relates to the
general absence in Greek legal and social repertoires of a hierarchical
spectrum of statuses, so evident in ancien régime Europe, or even to a
certain extent in Rome. As Kamen’s book explored above, Greek com-
munities chose to employ a single distinction between free and slave
and behaved as if everybody could neatly fit into such a scheme. Each of
the two statuses (free-slave) was in practice a portmanteau of honours,
privileges and obligations, as illustrated by the concept of atimia (the
partial or complete abrogation of citizen privileges). Depending on the
context and circumstances, an individual might fall on either position,
and the peculiarity of public slaves meant that in a number of occasions
they tended to be treated as if they were free; but Greek communities
behaved as if free and slave were absolute statuses, and this explains
to a significant extent why public slaves were never accorded a clear
and distinctive status. We come again to the need to explain the same
paradox that emerged from Kamen’s book as well: the Greek categorical
distinction between slave and free as the only imaginable statuses was
not a direct reflection of reality, but a historical choice that needs further
work to be explained.

Ismard’s book evinces a conflation evident in the very title, which
includes both democracy and ancient Greece. While discussing public
slaves over hundreds of Greek communities from the Archaic to the
Hellenistic period, Ismard often focuses on Athenian democracy as if it
was a representative stand-in for all ancient Greek poleis. Ismard’s argu-
ment about the implications of the divergence between the continuity
provided by public slaves and the discontinuity of the annual iteration of
amateur magistrates in democracies is undoubtedly correct. But public
slaves were not only employed by democracies like Athens, but also by
oligarchies in which the same people could be continually elected into
office. We need to think further about the link between political regime
and the employment of public slaves. Even more, a generalising ap-
proach to public slaves is unwarranted, and we need to ask more specific
questions. Why did Greek poleis employ free public doctors but slave
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street-cleaners? Why did Greek poleis avoid the employment of slaves in
their armies, but show fit to employ them as policemen? How did Greek
poleis choose between employing free hired labourers and buying slaves
for different public services and what factors (e.g. funding) figured in
their calculations? For all the above reasons, this is simply a brilliant
book that raises so many questions that should be at the forefront of
future research; it deserves to be read widely and with attention.

Manumission and freedmen loom largely in two other books that focus
on the problems of using the epigraphic and material evidence as a main
source for studying ancient slavery. The methodological issues raised
by these two volumes are particularly significant once we move beyond
a static account of ancient slavery based on literary sources and try to
construct a narrative that is attentive to changes in place and time. The
first book is a volume edited by Michelle GEORGE (2013) that focuses
on the link between Roman slavery and material culture, but actually
ranges more widely. Two chapters in this volume are largely concerned
with the problems of employing the epigraphic evidence. Christopher
Bruun re-examines the old question of the extent to which we can iden-
tify slaves, freedmen and their descendants in Latin inscriptions on the
basis of their cognomina (19-42). The traditional view has been that
2/3 of Roman slaves bore Greek names, which became their cognomi-
na once manumitted; the dwindling number of Greek names among the
descendants of freedmen is then interpreted as evidence of the effort to
obliterate the servile taint of Greek names. Bruun attempts to challenge
this assumption by focusing on the names of vernae, slaves born into a
Roman household. As he shows, while in the overall slave population 2/3
of slaves bear Greek names, in the case of house-born slaves the majority
bear Roman names. How to interpret this phenomenon is an interesting
question: if this is evidence not merely for a small section of favourite
house-born slaves, but of how Roman masters named their slaves, can we
then argue that the overwhelming proportion of Roman slaves, who bore
Greek names, were imported, since otherwise they would have born Ro-
man names? This is not impossible, and is an important argument, but
it will require more attention to the differential pattern of slave naming
based on conditions and chances that analyses of Athenian slave names
have recently explored (VLassopouLos 2010; 2015).

Henrik Mouritsen employs the epigraphic evidence from the two
first-century AD columbaria of the Statilii and the Volusii, in order to
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study the function of slavery and manumission in the households of
the Roman elite (43-68). Mouritsen persuasively emphasises diversity,
both among these elite households, as well as between them and the
rest of Roman households. There is clear evidence for widespread man-
umission in both households, but not a single pattern: while the over-
all trend is for manumission of older slaves in positions of trust, slaves
can be manumitted at a very young age, and trusted slaves can remain
slaves while other slaves in less glamorous posts can gain their freedom.
Most interesting is the clear evidence for how complex the familia in an
elite household was, including mixed families of slaves and freedmen,
as well as a very significant number of slaves belonging to other slaves
and freedmen of the elite household; this raises very interesting ques-
tions about the allocation of slaves within elite households. On the other
hand, it is evident that a wider section of lower slaves finds commemo-
ration among the Statilii than among the Volusii; but as Mouritsen cor-
rectly notes the patterns of slave employment and manumission in these
elite households cannot be generalised for the rest of Roman society.

The papers by Peter Keegan and Natalie Kampen move from the
strictly epigraphic to a stronger emphasis on the archaeological con-
text of the inscriptions and the interlinking between inscription and
archaeological object. The focus of Keegan’s paper concerns the graffiti
found in a building on the Palatine Hill, which has been identified by
some scholars as the Paedagogium, the school of imperial pages (69-98).
The graffiti, some accompanied by images, are truly fascinating in their
diversity, in particular those referring to the games and to Christianity,
with the famous Alexamenos graffito accompanied by a donkey-headed
figure on the cross. But the interpretation of these graffiti as relating to
the subculture of imperial slaves rests on the prior acceptance of the
identification of the building as a paedagogium—an acceptance that is
not accompanied by any discussion of the alternative interpretations
that have been offered.

Natalie Kampen focuses primarily on the visual evidence of tomb-
stones as regards the presence of slaves and freedmen in the Roman
army (180-97). As she shows, after an early period of exploration, most
tombstones for military men become aniconic, while depictions of
slaves tend to show them in the generic form of servants, either as din-
ing or horse attendants. Nevertheless, a number of tombstones from the
first century AD present interesting problems of interpretation. Some of
them mention freedmen, but they are either not depicted, or it is diffi-
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cult to identify them with some of the figures depicted on the stelae; in a
few exceptional and fascinating cases, slaves and freedmen are explicitly
identified among the depicted figures, but it remains impossible to un-
derstand the precise reasons for their presence.

The final three papers focus primarily on the visual and material ev-
idence. Sandra Joshel attempts to trace the place of slaves in the spatial
geography of the Roman villa and house (99-128). She explores two dif-
ferent aspects of the issues: on the one hand, she looks at the geography
of slave containment, by examining how spatial analysis of Roman villas
and houses enabled masters to control the movements of their slaves, by
limiting movement and access and enabling surveillance. On the other
hand, she explores the alternative geography that slaves tried to con-
struct within the limits created by their masters, by trying to imagina-
tively reconstruct the movement of slaves across the space of the Roman
villa and house, with particular emphasis on those sections of villa and
house that were largely restricted to slave use. This is a highly stimulat-
ing paper that raises a number of difficult methodological questions.
Joshel’s interpretation of the villa at Settefinestre is a case in point. In the
first phase of Settefinestre, the courtyard interpreted as servile quarters
included double rooms, and the second room would have been invisible
to an overseer standing in the courtyard; in the additional courtyard of
the second phase, there are only single rooms opening to the courtyard;
it might sound plausible to interpret this as evidence of an interest in
greater slave surveillance, as Joshel does, but had the constructors of
the original villa never thought of slave surveillance? We are still a long
way from a detailed methodology of the archaeology of slavery, if such
a thing is feasible, but papers like this are particularly helpful in raising
difficult questions.

Noel Lenski’s paper argues that conceptions of slavery can be mean-
ingfully employed in order to interpret Roman functional art (129-57).
The existence of human servants and the view of slavery as vocal instru-
ments of their masters’ various needs provided a layer through which
ancient users would interpret the variety of objects in which human
forms are depicted as tools, as props and as waiters; ‘just as slaves were
tools, tools could be made to look like slaves. The human figures exam-
ined by Lenski come in a variety of forms: if the portrayal of human tools
focuses on visual alterity by depicting barbarian captives or Africans,
the depiction of human props focuses on ideal depictions of the young
human body, which Lenski interprets as references to the good-looking
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young slaves that catered to their masters in elite households; finally,
the depiction of waiters can employ both idealised as well as exotic or
grotesque forms of the human body.

Michelle George’s chapter explores the connection between Roman
slavery and the image of the captive Cupid in various genres of Roman
art (158-79). George focuses on images of Cupid in chains and estab-
lishes three contexts in which Roman slavery has shaped the representa-
tion and its visual experience; the chaining of real slaves as a form of dis-
cipline and punishment; that of deliciae, young slaves who entertained
their masters and guests with their free speech and sexual appeal; and
the context of slave sale, as regards the depictions of Cupid sellers. Like
Lenski, George finds that a long-established theme of Greek art is in-
flected in Roman art to bring to the foreground aspects that make slav-
ery a pertinent way of thinking about the visual depiction; there were
human bodies in Greek functional art and depictions of Cupids were
commonplace, but Roman art stresses the slavish body and prefers to
depict captive Cupids in a way that stresses the similarity of their con-
dition to that of slavery. The difficult question raised by both chapters
is how to account for this inflection: given that both Greece and Rome
were ‘slave societies, the experience of slavery per se is not a sufficient
explanation. But it will repay further study to isolate which wider pro-
cesses, economic, social and artistic, and which peculiar aspects of Ro-
man slavery are able to account for this interesting phenomenon.

Manumission inscriptions constitute a fascinating peculiarity of Greek
epigraphy; Rachel ZELNICK-ABRAMOVITZ (2013) has written a useful
book that is based on the significant corpus of Thessalian manumis-
sion inscriptions. Notwithstanding their large numbers, Thessalian
manumissions have not attracted the attention they deserve, for various
reasons. But a major cause of this relative neglect is undoubtedly their
form: while manumission inscriptions from other parts of the Greek
world record in often great detail the circumstances and conditions of
the manumission, thus offering very important evidence for many as-
pects of slavery, most Thessalian inscriptions consists of a bare list of
names, accompanied by the dating formula and usually the added detail
that the manumitted slaves have paid to the polis (or the relevant magis-
trate) a specified sum of money. Zelnick-Abramovitz re-examines these
records in the light of comparative evidence from other areas, in order
to establish the nature of this sum paid by Thessalian freedmen: did it
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constitute a manumission tax, or was it a fee for registering the manu-
missions? In the process, she examines various aspects of Thessalian
slavery and its political, economic and social history.

The introduction (1-13) presents an overview of the history of the
Thessalian League and briefly discusses the evidence for the dependent
population of the penestai and for chattel slavery in Thessaly. Chapter
1 (15-27) reviews the evidence for indirect taxes in Greek polities, with
particular attention to the evidence for taxation regarding slavery. This
involved primarily the taxation of slave sales, but also included vari-
ous other fiscal practices, such as the imposition of poll taxes involving
slaves, or the obligatory sale of slaves by private citizens with the prof-
its accruing to the city, as a form of a private loan to the city. Chapter
2 (29-53) moves to examine in detail the Thessalian manumission in-
scriptions and their references to various payments. Most of these in-
scriptions take the form of summary lists, which record the magistrates
and the dating formulae, the names of manumittors and manumitted
slaves and the fact that they have paid the relevant fee to the city, which
is always in the amount of 15 staters/22.5 denarii; but some of them note
additional details, like the existence of paramone service, or the acquies-
cence of family members to the manumission. The manumission price
is rarely mentioned, but irrespective of the price, or whether a slave was
manumitted for free, the payment to the city remains unaffected.

Chapter 3 (55-69) tries to assess whether these payments constituted
a manumission tax, similar to the Roman vicesima libertatis, or a fee
for the registration and inscribing of the manumissions. While in many
cases the evidence is ambiguous, and it is conceivable to infer Roman
influence through Roman interventions in Thessalian affairs, there is
unambiguous evidence for registration fees from cities like Hypata and
Lamia. The related question whether the payment of the registration
fee was obligatory on all manumissions, or an optional charge on those
freedmen who wanted their manumission act registered and publicised,
is impossible to answer conclusively on current evidence.

Chapter 4 (71-107) attempts to answer the same question by exam-
ining the evidence for payments from manumitted slaves on the occa-
sion of their manumission in the rest of the wider Greek world. Many
Greek communities imposed on their manumitted slaves some kind
of payment, but in most cases the evidence is ambiguous on wheth-
er the payment constituted a registration fee or a manumission tax. In
the few cases where the evidence makes inferences possible, registra-
tion fees appear in communities like Orchomenos in Arcadia; on the
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other hand, Ptolemaic Egypt appears to have charged a manumission
tax. Particularly interesting in this chapter is the range of ways in which
communities exacted payments from manumitted slaves, in addition to
the common money exactions: the author discusses the evidence for
the conduct of obligatory sacrifices by manumitted slaves in Cos, or the
dedication of cups and bowls to deities on the occasion of manumission
in various Macedonian communities.

Chapter 5 (109-32) explores the wider historical and economic back-
ground in which Thessalian communities decided to exact the manu-
mission fees. After examining the chronological range of the appear-
ance of manumission fees in individual Thessalian communities, Zel-
nick-Abramovitz concludes that the federal fee was probably instituted
in the early second century BCE and seems to have been first applied in
Pelasgiotis; but generalisations are difficult, as there are some inscrip-
tions recording manumission fees which appear to date from the third
century, and the date at which individual communities chose to apply
the fee seems to have diverged. The author goes on to link the institution
of this federal fee to two wider motives. The first one is the financial
problems created by the political and economic turmoil that affected
Thessaly along with other regions of Greece in the first half of the sec-
ond century BCE: the fee would have been a useful contribution to the
empty coffers of most Thessalian cities. The second motive, for which
though there is rather limited evidence, concerns the presumed interest
of Thessalian poleis in monitoring the non-citizen population and pre-
venting them from encroaching on citizen rights.

While this book is a very useful survey of the evidence, it also raises
a wider question. Deciding whether the recorded payments are regis-
tration fees or manumission taxes begs the question of precisely what
function the inscribed documents served. It is normally assumed that
the purpose of manumission inscriptions was to achieve the widest pos-
sible publication for the act of manumission and thus to safeguard the
freedman from seizure and re-enslavement. Manumissions were always
witnessed so that in the future there would be persons capable of ver-
ifying the status of the liberated slave; by inscribing the manumission
record in publicly accessible places, like temples and agoras, knowledge
of the manumission would be continuously publicised to a much greater
audience than the few witnesses of the act.

The theory sounds plausible, until we examine which Greek com-
munities developed the habit of inscribing manumission acts. One
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could argue that manumission inscriptions are a characteristic feature
of Greek culture in general; but a more careful look reveals that the vast
majority of manumission inscriptions occur in central Greece (Boeotia,
Phocis, Locris, Aetolia, Thessaly) and northern Greece (Epirus, Mace-
donia). There are very few manumission inscriptions from the Pelopon-
nese, the Aegean islands and Asia Minor. According to my calculations,
around 90% of manumitted slaves recorded in Greek manumission in-
scriptions come from central and northern Greece.

One would have expected that most manumission inscriptions
would be erected in large urban communities, where people would not
know each other, and the need to publicise manumissions to a wider
audience would be stronger. Surprisingly, the evidence points the oth-
er way round. We have no manumission inscriptions from large urban
centres like Ephesus and Miletus; thousands of inscriptions from these
communities have been preserved, making it improbable that manu-
mission inscriptions once existed but have since vanished. We do not
have any manumission inscriptions from large Aegean islands like Rho-
des and Chios, where we know thousands of slaves were employed; in-
stead, manumission inscriptions crop up in small island communities
like Thera and Calymnos. But the most telling example is that of Athens.
There are no manumission inscriptions from any period of Athenian
history, with the partial exception of the so-called phialai inscriptions,
which are concentrated in the short period between 330-320 BCE, and
do not record manumissions as such. Publicising manumissions would
have been essential in a large urban community like Athens; and yet, the
Athenians do not seem to have ever felt such a need. Ironically, it was
only the small community of Athenian citizens in the island of Lemnos
that felt the need to inscribe manumission acts!

Most manumission inscriptions come from relatively small com-
munities in central and northern Greece, like Chyretiai, Hypata and
Leukopetra. The need to publicise manumission acts cannot therefore
sufficiently account for manumission inscriptions. Any account of
manumission inscriptions must explain why they are overwhelmingly
absent from large urban communities with strong and diversified ep-
igraphic habits, where the problems of publication would be particular-
ly acute, and why they are present where they are. In other words, we
need to understand the epigraphic habit, as well as the social dynamics
of those communities that set up manumission inscriptions. Answering
the question that Zelnick- Abramovitz raises, would involve a number of
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case-studies of local communities and their epigraphic habits; this im-
portant desideratum is perhaps the greatest gap in our knowledge and
understanding of post-classical Greek history. This slim but informative
volume is a welcome addition towards that end.

The reception of Classical culture and ancient history in the modern
world has been a burgeoning field of research over the past decade. Much
of this work has been produced by modern literary scholars focusing on
the reception of ancient literature, while social historians have been more
reluctant to engage with reception studies. It is therefore particularly wel-
come that the bicentenary of the abolition of the British slave trade in
1807 provided the occasion for a conference that brought together lit-
erary scholars with ancient and modern historians, in order to explore
the reception of ancient slavery in modern slavery and its abolition; the
volume under review, edited by E. HALL, R. ALsTON and ]. MCCONNELL
(2011), originated from the proceedings of this important conference.
The subjects covered by the contributors, as well as their foci and
approaches, range widely, but largely overlap nicely, and are eloquent-
ly presented in the introduction by Edith Hall (1-40). The volume is
bookended by two chapters that offer a comparative framework of an-
tiquity and modernity, within which slavery and abolition can be sit-
uated. Richard Alston compares and contrasts Pliny the Younger and
Hobbes as a means of articulating the major differences between ancient
and modern conceptions of freedom, and consequently their radically
different approaches to slavery and abolition (41-64). Alston explores
the paradox of Pliny’s sympathetic attitude towards his slaves and his
callous reaction to the mass execution of slaves for the mere fact that
they belonged to a master who had been murdered by some of his
slaves. Pliny’s acceptance of the humanity of his slaves seems to co-exist
happily with his acceptance of horrific punishment for slaves. On the
other hand, modern discussions of freedom and slavery from Hobbes
onwards tend to take freedom as a constitutive element of individuality
and end up debating the precise balance between individual freedom
and the welfare of society as a whole. This conception of freedom is
completely absent from the ancient world and its understanding of free-
dom as a claim that can be exercised only through membership to a
particular political community; the paradox that moderns see in Pliny
might not exist at all from Pliny’s point of view. As Alston persuasive-
ly argues, ancient and modern conceptions of freedom and slavery are
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dependent on wider ontological theories; if ancient and modern ontol-
ogies are widely dissimilar, then the study of slavery as a transhistorical
subject might be a fool’s errand. Ahuvia Kahane’s short chapter provides
another look at the same ancient/modern distinction (409-23). If at one
extreme this distinction, and its relationship to slavery and abolition,
can be described as a rupture, the other extreme can be described as
development and genealogy.

A second axis is constituted by chapters that explore the impact of
ancient slavery on modern debates about slavery and abolition in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Stephen Hodkinson and Edith
Hall examine the image of helotage in the British debates of the 1790s
(65-102). Helotage could be employed both by abolitionists and by
pro-slavery thinkers; it could be used as an example of the inhumanity
of ancient slavery, and thus contrasted with the more lenient forms of
modern slavery tempered by Christianity and law, or be presented as
a form of limited slavery based on rights to land and sharecropping,
and thus seen as a model for the direction that modern colonial slav-
ery could take. But particularly interesting is the authors’ finding that
helotage could be used as a metaphor for all sorts of other relationships
of domination and exploitation: the use of helotage in the discourses of
Irish opponents of British rule is particularly interesting.

Sara Monoson contributes a stimulating chapter on the employment
of Aristotle by pro-slavery thinkers in the antebellum South (247-77).
Aristotle’s theory of natural slavery offered a valuable weapon and a
much sought-after genealogy for pro-slavery that Southern intellectuals
seized upon. As Monoson shows, Aristotle was employed for three main
purposes. The first was as a means of challenging the natural rights the-
ory employed by abolitionists: the fact that an esteemed ancient thinker
could write in favour of natural slavery showed that modern pro-slavery
thinkers were not motivated by racism, but were part of a long tradition
that went back to classical antiquity. Aristotle’s view of manual labour
and wage labour could also be used in order to present the capitalist sys-
tem of the North as a form of wage slavery that was actually worse than
the paternalist slavery of the South. Finally, Aristotle’s criteria for iden-
tifying natural slaves could be shaped into fitting with the racial view of
slavery adopted by anti-abolitionists, even if race theory was absent from
Aristotle’s work. John Hilton explores the influence of classical ideas and
themes in the debates on slavery and abolition in the Cape colony, be-
tween the British conquest in 1795 and the British abolition of slavery in
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1834 (103-24). The chapter ranges widely and attempts to discuss more
generally the role of slavery in the Cape colony under British rule; par-
ticularly interesting are the differences that emerged between the British
approaches to slavery based on common law, and the Dutch approach of
the colonists that traced its origins to the Roman law of slavery.

Edith Hall explores the classical imagery employed by abolition-
ists (181-207). As she shows, it was not easy for abolitionists to find an
appropriate image from the classical past as a symbol for their cause,
a problem also explored in Carey’s chapter. The image of the chained
Prometheus liberated by Hercules ended up being the most popular
classical symbol, but it was by no means without problems. Abolition-
ists needed to present slaves as victims of injustice and cruelty and the
abolition of slavery as ending a horror, without at the same time con-
fronting the apocalyptic image of post-abolition chaos and slave asser-
tion that anti-abolitionists and many abolitionists feared. The myth of
Prometheus in both the classical tradition and its neoclassical rendering
had associations that did not fit easily with the abolitionists’ agenda; on
the other hand, the myth of Prometheus could easily be used in order to
put the stress on the heroic feats of Hercules and the white abolitionists,
rather than the agency of chained Prometheus and the slaves.

Closely related to Hall’s chapter, is Brycchan Carey exploration of
classical influences on eighteenth-century abolitionist poetry (125-52).
As he shows, classical influences were rather limited in abolitionist po-
etry, which found relatively little in classical literature that could be used
for abolitionist purposes, in particular in comparison to the Bible. Nev-
ertheless, as Carey shows, a range of abolitionist works could employ
themes from ancient history in order to challenge modern prejudic-
es about Africans and slavery, while abolitionist poetry could employ
classical and neo-classical genres, like epic and pastoral poetry. Finally,
Leanne Hunnings discusses the depiction of the slave Nydia in Bulw-
er-Lytton’s 1834 novel The Last Days of Pompeii (181-207). Like Hall,
Hunnings finds that the image of the blind slave Nydia can be used in
order to construct slaves as passive victims and turn away attention to
the features and acts of their protectors. But while this tendency is cer-
tainly present in the novel, Hunnings also shows that Bulwer-Lytton is
willing to depict Nydia as an active agent, with her own feelings and
aims, whose passionate love for the hero Glaucus provides an illumi-
nating window to the condition of slavery and how nineteenth-century
writers conceived it.
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A third axis concerns the role of Classics in the culture of masters,
slaves and emancipated black communities in the eighteenth and nine-
teenth century in the USA. Margaret Malamud offers a general ex-
ploration of this topic in the antebellum South (279-317). Among the
wide-ranging phenomena she discusses, particularly interesting is the
significance of classical culture for the communities of free African
Americans, for whom classical education was a means of social advance-
ment and a proof that African Americans were equally adept at master-
ing the higher attainments of the classical heritage. David Lupher and
Elizabeth Vandiver explore the career of Basil Lanneau Gildersleeve, the
founding father of Classical studies in the American university system
(319-51). As the authors show, Gildersleeve fought in the Confederate
army, wrote numerous racist and pro-slavery editorials for an influential
Southern journal during the war, and remained a committed supporter
of the Southern cause for the rest of his life, even though in his later
years he attempted to minimise the significance of slavery as a motive for
Southern secession. Emily Greenwood explores the influence of Classical
literature in the poetry of Phillis Wheatley, a female slave who published
a poetic collection in 1773, a little before she was manumitted (153-79).
Greenwood shows how Wheatley has been belittled from various sides:
racists considered the poetry of a female Black slave as merely imitation
of the Classical masters, or doubted that her classical allusions resulted
from direct access to Classical literature; but she has also been rejected by
a significant part of African American scholarship, which considers her
work too little affected by African American identities and too close to
the culture and viewpoint of her masters. Greenwood offers an alterna-
tive approach that explores the depth of classical reception in Wheatley’s
work and examines the complex images and ideas of her poetry.

A final axis concerns the role of ancient slavery in twentieth-century
depictions of modern forms of slavery. Lydia Langerwerf examines C. L.
R.James’ Black Jacobins, his 1938 magisterial account of the Haitian rev-
olution of 1791, which led to the abolition of slavery and the creation of
an independent African American state (353-84). Langerwerf explores
James’ focus on Toussaint LOuverture as a model of revolutionary
leadership with both heroic and problematic features, and argues that
the classical descriptions of the ancient slave leaders Aristomenes and
Drimakos might throw light on James’ depiction of Toussaint. Finally,
Justine McConnell examines the relationship between the 1993 movie
Sommersby, depicting a returning impersonator in the post-emancipa-
tion South, with the sixteenth-century French story of The Return of
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Martin Guerre and the most famous story of a hero’s return in classical
literature, the Odyssey (385-407). While much in the chapter has little
to do with slavery, McConnell’s argument that the depiction of the two
slave characters in the movie has been influenced by the depiction of the
slaves Eumaeus and Eurycleia in the Odyssey sounds plausible.

The present review article has explored a range of issues and approach-
es. In summary, I would like to emphasise some important aspects. The
works by Kamen and Ismard have raised important new questions about
the Greek systems of status classifications and their peculiarities, which
future research on Greek slavery will need to grapple with in earnest.
Ancient historians will need to think anew the relationship between the
blueprints employed by law and ideology, the complex historical reality
they tried to shape, and the reasons that led ancient societies to adopt
these particular blueprints. Once these blueprints for conceiving slavery
are no longer seen as direct reflections of reality, the need to historicise
them as historical choices is particularly urgent. The volume edited by
George underlines the significant differences between Greek and Ro-
man slaveries that are often elided under the concept of ancient slav-
ery. Alongside the book of Ismard, they also point out the need to take
seriously into account the variety of masters and the differential effect
this had on slaves and slavery: elite masters, the state, or ordinary house-
holders created very different slave portfolios, managed their slaves in
different ways, employed slaves for different purposes, created diverse
relationships between slaves and masters, and gave slaves widely diver-
gent opportunities for pursuing their own agendas. Zelnick-Abramo-
vitz’s book stresses the need to think seriously about the nature of our
sources and the complex reasons that lie behind their creation and pres-
ervation, raising the same methodological questions we encountered
above with blueprints of slavery. Finally, the volume edited by Hall,
Alston and McConnelly underlines the significance of expanding the
study of ancient slavery to account for its modern reception. Not only
because this modern reception is interesting per se, but also because if
all of history is contemporary history, as Benedetto Croce famously put
it, the modern reception of ancient slavery has had a very serious recip-
rocal impact on how modern scholars study ancient slavery.

University of Crete
vlasop@uoc.gr
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otn Mwocoloyia. Zrov dnuoacto émavo mov Ba akolovOnoet, n kadn-
ynTpla Kupia AvayvwoTtomovlov Ba amoTumwoeL Ta XApAKTHPLOTIKA
TNG KALVOTOUOL TIPOOEYYLONG 0ag kat To HEyefog NG mTpoo@opds oag.
Eyw Oa pidjow mohd cvvtopa yia KATOoL XApAKTNPLOTIKA TOV €PYOV
oag 1ov LTEPPaivovy Tov KAASO IOV LIINPETEITE KAl ATTOTEAOVY EMUOTN -
HOVIKEG apeTEG Yia OAa Ta emoTnpovika media mov Oepamevet n Piho-
OOPIKT ZXOAN.

H emkévtpwor| oag otny eAAnvikn YADooa gixe wg amoTENECHA ape-
vog tn debvomoinon g eMNVIKAG YAWGooAoyiag Kal a@eTEPOL TNV
a&lomoinon Twv 1LattepoTHTwV NG EANNVIKNG YAWooag yia Ty avadem-
pNoT emUEPOLG BewpLady yla T YAwooo yeVIKd.

H guowkr oag taon va apugiopnteite Ty mapadedopévn yvaworn kot
va Oétete véa epotipata eivat Tpo@avwg o akpoywviaiog Aibog tng
TPWTOTVTING CUVELCQOPAG OTNV EMOTHN, ave&apTnTwg Tov KAadov
mov o kdBe emotiuwv Oepanevel. Eoeig xapToypagroate véeg emotn-
LOVIKEG TIEPLOXEG XAPT) OTNV KALVOTOHO OKEYT 0ag 1 omoia cuvSvadeTtat
appovika kat Snpovpytka pe Badeld yvaon.

Koata tn Sdpketa tngG Hakpds Kat SLaKeKPILEVNG EMOTNHOVIKNG 0aG
otadtodpopiag xapd&ate véovg Spopovg kat Stdafate Stadoxike yevess
YAwOOO0AOYywV o€ OAOV TOV KOG, [E TN OTEVT, AAAG Kat TNV gvpeia €v-
vota tng Stdaokaiiag. Kamotor amd avtovg eivan orjpepa edw avapeod
pHag.

Avtr n) TehevTaia Tapatrpnon pe odnyei 0To va 0og W KATL TTOVL €i-
pat BéPatn 0T eoeig To EépeTe, aAd iowg Sev amotelel kowr| yvwor. Ot
ovvddel@ol pov, Tovg omoiovg €xete epmvevoel, kupia Iatpidov, kat wg
eMOTAHWY Kat wG daokdha Kat wg avBpwmnog oag ayamodv Babvtata.
H onpepviy tehetn} Sev ouviotd amAdg Snuoota avayvwpLon Tov 6Tov-
daiov kat KavoTOHOL €pyov oag Kat TNG SI8aKTIKNG oag aploTeiag, alkd
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TMy"n ateAevTnTNG Xapdg kat Stdbeong va oag kalwoopicovv 600 Oep-
ud tatptalet otny emotpova, daokdla kat giln mov onuadeye tn {wr
Tovg. To povo mov dev katdpepav eivat va KAvovy TOVG avEHOVG TTOV
HaivovTal Vo KOTIAOOLVY, TOVG AVEHOVG IOV EUTOSIONV KATOLOVG GUV-
adéA@oug va givat 8@ padi pag, aAAd avTo givat KATL TOL UTOPOHE Va
oag vrooxeBovpe 6Tt Ba ovpPei TNV emduevn gopd mov Ba Exovpe TNV
TIUN Kat Tn xapd va oag kalwoopicovpe oto PEéBupvo.

Me auTnv TNV LTOOXEOT] EVXAPLOTW TNV Kupia AvayvwoTomovAov,
Tov kOplo Kahokatpvo, Tnv kvpia Toakdhn kat to Tpriua @holoyiag
ovvolkd yia TNV efaupeTikn mpwTtofovlia Tovg kat oag kKakwoopilw,
Kvpia Iatpidov, ot ZxoAn pag wg Enitiun Awlddktopa tng @loloyiag.

¢
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‘Enauvog (laudatio) tng kaOnyntprag
Yafivag latpidov

"Eleva ANATNOQITOIIOYAOY

Kopiot Avaminpwtég tov Ipuvtdvews, kvpia Koountwp, kvpia [Tpoedpe,
Ayamnmnroi ovvdde ot kat gortntég, Kupieg kat Kbprot,

INAT peydAn xapd aAAd kat i8taitepn Tipr yia péva va mapovotalw

onuepa, 0To TAALCLO AVTHG TNG akadnuaikng ekdnAwong, To emoTn-
LOVIKO €pY0 Kal TNV tpoo@opd TG Zafivag Iatpidov, piag ek Twv onpa-
VTIKOTEPWV YAWOTOAOYwV S1eB VMG, TNG YAWGGOAOYOL IOV OPPAYLOE e
T0 €pY0 TNG ToV TpOTO oL e€eTdloVpE TN OXEON TNG ONHACLONOYiNG (e
TN pop@oloyia katl T oOVTaEN, IOV QEPE GTO TIPOOKIVLO VEX EPEVVITL-
K& O¢pata kat pa AAAN pEBodo TPoaEYYLOoTG TOVG, IOV Eepe TN HEAETN
Twv EAAnvikaov otny kapdia tng Stebvoig yAwooohoykrg épevvag kat
ATMOTENECE TIPOTUTIO YL TG EMOUEVES YeViEG EAMvwv kat Eévov yAwo-
OONOYWYV, UG EEAPETIKIG EPEVVITPLAG, ULAG EUTTVEVOUEVNG SAOKANAG,
evog omdaviov avBpamov. Eivat n mpwtn @opd mov to IMavemotnuo
Kprjtng tipd pe tov titho tov emitipov Sidaktopa £vav YAwoooloyo,
Kat 6oot yvwpifovv Ba ovpgwvioovv 0Tt Sev vdpyel KaTaAAnAdTEPO
npoowno ano tn Sabine latridou, 6mwg voypdaget.

H Zapiva Iatpidov yevvnOnke otn @ecoalovikn, kat o€ nhikia te0-
OApWV ETWV UETAKOMIOE pe TNV otkoyéveld g otnv OAavdia, o’
omnov kat enéotpeye otnv EANada ota Sekatéooepa tng. 'Hén o tpomog
7OV &ekivoe TNV Kaptépa TnG HapTupd £va avijovyo mvevud. ATo@oi-
o€ and To Avkelo Avatolia kat katomy omovdace ot Zxohn Emotn-
pov Yyeiag (tpipa Odovtiatpikng) Tov Aptototéhetov Ilavemotnpiov.
Metd tnv amo@oitnon tng otpagnke otnv AvBpwmoloyia kat petén
yta omovdég oto Zikayo (H.ILA.). Ztn ovvéyela epydotnke wg Pfondog
gpevvnTpla Simha otov onuavtiko avBpwnoldyo Derek Bickerton, otn
Xapan xat otnv OMavdia, pedetavrag tig Kpeohés yhwooeg. Méoa
ano v avBpwmoloyia Npbe o€ emaen pe T yAwooa kat Tapd To OTL
dev eixe kdvel ovoTNHATIKEG OTTOVOEG 0TN YAwoooloyia €yive SekTry 0TO
Sidaktopikd mpdypappa Tov Texvoloyikov I§pdpatog tng Macayovoé-
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™G (MIT), to mo avtaywvioTko mpdypappa ewpnrikng YAwocooloyi-
ag 0Tov KOGHO.

H avéM&r) g vmnpée paydaia kat evtvnwotakr. Eypaye tn Statpipn
™G vrd v enonteia Tov Noam Chomsky (1987-1991)—dev xpetade-
Tal OVOTACELS, TPOKeLTal Yia Tov OepedwTh TG ovyxpovng Bewpnti-
KNG YAwoooloyiag Kal amd Toug ONHAVTIKOTEPOLG SlavonTéG TG emo-
X1S HaG—KaL ApEoWG HETA TNV OAOKANpwoT Twv oTovdwv TG To 1991
ekAéxOnke Enikovpn Kabnyntpia oto University of Pennsylvania, ano
Ta peyavtepa kévipa yhwoooAoyiag otig HILA. kau SteBvag. To 1994
TR Onke pe To epevvnTiko Ppafeio National Young Investigator Award,
National Science Foundation H.IL.A. (1994-1999), to omoio €xet amo-
vepnOei oe dVo HOVO epeVVNTEG AO TO XWPO TNG YAwoooloyiag oTnv
totopia tov. To 1997 enéotpeye oo MIT, o6mov e€eléyn Avamhnpatpia
KaOnyntpua. To 2001 e&ehéyn Kabnyntpia kat and to 2007 péxpt orjpe-
pa eivat StevfvvTpla Tov Metantuytakod Ipoypapparog Awocoloyiag
oto idio IMavemotnpio. To €pyo tn¢ eivar OAo dnpoctevpévo oTa eyKL-
pOTEPA YAWOOOAOYIKA TTEPLOSIKA e TOVG LYNAOTEPOLG deikTeg ammyn-
ong. Eivaw emiong péAog ouVTAKTIKWVY EMTPOTWV TWV ONUAVTIKOTEPWY
neplodikwv ylwoooloyiag, €xet Swoet mA0og TiunTikwy Stakégewy o
[Mavemothuia kot oe ovvédpla ot Hvwpéveg TTohteieg, tov Kavada
kat v Evpwnn, mpookaleitan Stapkwg va Sidd&et ota mo tipnTika Oe-
pwva oxoleia Y\ wooohoyiag otnv Evpwnn, tnv Acia kat Ti¢ Hvwpéveg
[Tohtteieg kat éxel opyavwoet TANBog ocvvedpiwv: Ba avagépw pdvo
OXETIKA TIPOOoPaTn Slopydvwaon TG HEYEANG YAwOOOAOYIKN G OLVAVTH-
ong “50 years of linguistics at MIT: a scientific reunion” to 2011.

[TapdAAnia e TO EVTUTIWOLAKO EPEVVNTIKO TNG €PYO, HAG TTPOKA-
Aet Bavpaopd kat To S8aKTIKO €pyo NG, 0To omoio 1 St éxet Swoel
Olaitepn €UQaot, TOTH OTA TPOTLTIA TWV HEYAAWYV EMOTTWV CAV TOV
Noam Chomsky kat tov Morris Halle tov yvapi{av nwg va petadidovv
™ yvaon yla v avantuén kat v npowdnon tng emoThung Kat va
Snovpyovv yeviEg véwy gpeuvntav kat ékavay To MIT avtd mov eivat
onpepa. Exel emontevoet kat ovvenontevoet mARBog Sidaxktopikwv Sta-
PPV, kKabwg kat HeTAdIOAKTOPIKEG EPEVVEG ONUAVTIKWY EPEVVITWY.
IToANot amod Tovg S1daKTopLKoVS POITNTEG TNG eivat ofjpepa SteBvoug ¢n-
ung kadnyntég oe peyala Tpnuata MAwoocoloyiag 6Tov KOOUO Ue Tpw-
TOTopLaKd épyo. Oa avaPépw wg mapadelyaTa TOVG TPWTOVGS POLTNTES
™G, 0tTav akoun frav oto University of Pennsylvania, David Embick,
Rajesh Bhatt kat Roumyana Pancheva, mov eivat onpepa kabnyntég oe
Kopu@aia mavemotipa otig Hvwpéveg IToAteieg kat kopupég oTovg
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Topelg Tovg, kat tov Philippe Schlenker mov avtn ) otiyun mpaypato-
TIoLel {0WG TO TILO TPWTOTIOPLAKO EPEVVITIKO TIPOYPAUA YAwTTOAOYiag
oTOV KOO0, £va Advanced ERC Grant otnv Ecole Normale Supérieure
oto Ilapiot 6Tov ueheTd GLYKPLTIKA TN ONUACLOAOYia TNG OAOVUEVNG
YAWOOOG 0g OXEOT HE TOVG ELKOVIKOUG UNXAVIOHOUG TIOV XPTOLUOTIOL-
ovVvTaL 0T VONUATIKR YAwooa, Tlavég kataywyég Tng onpactoloyiag
OTOVG TXOVG Kal TG Xelpovopieg Twv mOnkwv kat mOaveg epapuoyeég
TOV YAWOOLKOV UNXAVIOHOV TNG €0TioNG 0T Hovotkn. Oa avagépw
eMioNG OTL OL TIPOAVAPePOEVTEG, TTOV €ival KAl OL TPWTOL e XPOVIKT OEL-
pd @ottnTég TG K. Iatpidov, éxovv e Tn oepd Tovg didaget kat Snut-
OVPYNOEL ONUAVTIKOVG VEOUG KaBnynTég yAwoooloyiag. Oa pmopovoe
OOV Kavei§ vau et OTL AVTH TH OTLYHI| TO YeVealoytko dévipo emo-
nrelwv NG ZaPivag latpidov eivat Tpitng yevidg mpog TéTaptn, agov ot
QOLTNTEG TWV QOLTNTWY TNG £XOLV 10N EMOTTEVOHEVOVG QOLTNTEG.

H XZafiva Iatpidov eivar mavtpepévn pe tov Kwota Mapivo kot
gxovv dvo maudia, Tnv OAiPra kat tov Opéatn, Aot Tovg didonpot péoa
ano Ta Y\ woooloyika mapadetypata g Zapivag.

H x. Iatpidov eivar Bewpnriky YAwoooldyog He KavoTtopo €pyo
0TOVG XWPOLG TNG ovvTadng, Tng onpactoloyiag kat daitepa g St-
EMaQnG Hop@oAoyiag-ovvTadng-onpactoloyiag Kat Tpayuatoloyiog.
Ta epevvnTiKd TG Bépata KAADTTTOLY éva VpY PACHA YAWTCOAOYIKWV
dopwv, OTwg eivat ot vroBeTikoi AdyoL, 0 XpOvog, n Oy, 1) TPOTKOTNTA,
@atvopeva mov oxetifovTtal [le TOV TapaKeilevo, | Apvnon Kat 1 mpo-
OTAKTIKY, Ta omoia avalvet eEavtAntikd, oe PdBog, AapBavovtag vmo-
yn dedopéva amd TOANEG SLlapopeTikéG YAWOOEG, [ia CUYKPLTIKI OTITIKT
TIOL TNV €iye TAVTA Kat 1] omoia HOVO TpdoPata dpyloe va viobeteitat
IO GVOTNHATIKA OTO XWPO TNG onpactoloyiog. Tia tn cuvolikn ovppo-
Af TG 0T YAwoooloyikn emoThun TiunOnke npdogata, Tov Iavovdapilo
2016, pe to Linguistic Society of America Fellowship, tov mo tipntiko
titho otig H.ILA. Eivat, vopilw, e€atpetikr) ovykvpia mov tnv idta xpo-
VI& avayopebetal 0Tn xwpa TNG emitipn Siddktopag, DYLOTN TN yla Ta
eAANVIKA akadnpaikd Tpaypata, Kat gipat EVTLXNG OV TNV TPWTORov-
Ma eixe to Havemotuo Kpring, éva Havemotuo mov cupPoliet
ot ovveidnon g eEAANVIKAG Kotvwviag O,TL To KAtVOTOHO, SUVAIKO
Kat VYLEG éxel va emdei&et 1) EAANVIKT TAVETOTILAKT KOWVOTNTA.

Kvpto xapaktnpiotikd tov €pyov tng k. latpidov eivau n eéarpeti-
K1 TPWTOTUTTIX TOV, TO YeYovoG dnAadn 6Tt aoyoleital pe Oéuara mov
dev éxovv ov(ntnBei otn PiPAoypagia, pe Eva iaitepo TaAéEvTo 0TV
napatrnpnon kat avadelEn mponyovpévwg abéatwv gatvopévwy, mapd-
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yovtag epwthpata ta onoia dev €xovv Tebel mOTE MpLv e TOV TPOTO
1ov Ta Bétel exeivn, kaw avoiyovtag véoug opilovTeg yla TV Katavonon
NG VONTIKAG amelkoviong g YAwooag. Kabe epyaoio tng pag Siddoket
KATL KavoOpyLo, T00o ot eninedo dedopévwy 600 Kat o eminedo Oewpi-
ag, emeldn) €€l TO TAAEVTO VA TAPATHPEL Patvopeva oL Kaveig Oev eixe
TPOCELEL KAt T OTIOiA ATTOTENODY TTPOKANOT) YL TN GLVOETIKT) ONpaActo-
Aoy avéhvon twv potacewy. Etot, Oa Aéyape 6Tt kabe epguvntivn
epyacia g eivat project vynAod piokov agov TOAY ovxvd Eektvd amo
10 Undév, and dedopéva UmPooTa oTa oTMoia oL TIEPLEoOTEPOL Ba OTKwWw-
vav ta xépta Yynhd. Ki' opwe, amodeikviel 0Tt autd Umopovv va eppn-
vevBovv onpactodoywkd pe Baon Ty apxn g cvvOeTIKOTNTAG, ApKel
va empeivovpe oe d0o Paotkég otpatnykés: [pwtov, opaipikr kot oe
Ba&bog Bewpnon—avatopin—InG YPAUHATIKAG TwV Sopwy, 1 omoia va
€0TLAlEL CLOTNUATIKA OTOV TPOTIO e TOV OTIOIO 1] CIUACLOAOYIA KAl 1)
npaypatoloyia tpogodotodvtal amd Tn popoovvtagn. Agbtepov,
ovykpitikt] Oewpnon Twv Sopwv, BETOVTAg SLaPKWE Ta EPWTNHATA Yia
70l0 AOyo 1o {810 vonpa va ek@pdletat He SLaPOPETIKE YPAUUATIKA
OVLOTATIKA OTIG YAWOOEG, YLATE TA QALVOUEVIKA OHOLAL YPAUHATIKA OV-
oTatikd va 00nyovv o€ SLaQopPETIKA VONATA OTIG YAWOOEG, Kat ytati
pia onpactoloyikn Aettovpyia, m.X. 0 VTOBETIKOG AOYOG, va ekppdleTat
OVLOTNUATIKA [HECA ATIO [0 PALVOUEVIKA SLAQOPETIKY YPAUUATIKY Ka-
yopia, m.X. Tov Xpovo, 0Tig YAwooes. Onwg eixe mel kKATOTE 0 OLVA-
ded@og tng oto MIT kat otevog ovvepyarng tng Kai von Fintel, pia and
TIG peydheg ovvelo@opeg g K. latpidov otn Bewpntikn yYAwoooloyia
elvat kat 1 emvonon Tov xwpov g yhwoooloyiag mov Ba ovopdlape
Morpho-semantics, n e&étaon dnhadn g aAnlenidpaong avapeoa
0T pop@oloyia Kat Tr ONUAcloAoyia, (i VEa EPEVVITIKT TIEPLOXT] TTOV
amodelKVVETAL VEVPAAYIKT YLt TV KATAVONOT] TOV TPOTIOL TIOV €ivat op-
YOAVWHEVO TO CUOTNHA TNG YPAHUATIKNG.

Oa dwow edw Tpia povo Tapadeiyparta, Tov eivat Vouilw evoekTika
TOL TPOTOVL e TOV 0Toio SOVAeVEL.

Eva ano ta O¢pata mov tny £Xouv anacyoA0eL CUOTNHATIKA OF {a
oelpd amo apBpa g (Iatridou k.d. 2001, Iatridou 2003, Iatridou 2014)
elval o mapakeipevog, yla Tov omoio vrdpyovv moAAEg Stapuwvieg oTnV
TUTIOAOYIKT} Kot onpactoloyikn épevva: eivat Xpovog (Tense) i ITowov
Evepyeiag (Viewpoint Aspect) kat mota givat n factkr] onpuacloloyikn
Aertovpyia Tov; Me ta dpBpa g 1 k. Iatpidov vrootnpilel ovykekpt-
névn exdoxn g “Oewpiag tov Atevpvpévov Twpa” (Extended Now
Theory of the Perfect: McCoard 1978, Dowty 1979), mov oxvet yia OAeg
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TIG YA\WOOEG, ave§apTnTa and TIG ONUACLOAOYIKEG EPUNVEIES TOV TIapa-
Kelwévou mov 1 kabe yAwooa emtpénel. Me evdehexn épevva Twv pop-
QOCVVTAKTIKWYV KAl O|LACIOAOYIKWV XAPAKTNPLOTIKWY TOV AEYOHEVOL
KaBoAwkov IMapakepévov (Universal Perfect), o onoiog emtpénetal oe
YAwooeg 0nwg ta AyyAika (I have always lived in Athens) kat dev eivat
anodektog e yYAwooeg 0nwg Ta EAAnvikd (YExw névta (foet otnv Adn-
va), N €pevvd NG deixvel 6TL ot YAWOOIKEG SLaPopEG WG TIPOG TNV ATo-
dextotnTa Tov Kabolkov IMapakepévov dev eivar avBaipeteg alla
nipoPAEYpeg pe Pdon TNV alknhenidpaon emppnudtwy (Omwg “npo-
opata’, “mavta’, “yla déka xpovia’, “amo to 19907 “lately”, “always’, “for
ten years’, “since 1990”) pe to Xpovo (mov ek@ppaletat LoppoAoyLKd 0TO
BonOntiko) kat to Iodv Evepyeiag (mov ekppaletal Lopporoyikd aTn
LETOXT)) OTOVG TIEPLPPACTIKOVG TTAPAKELHEVOVG SLAPOPETIKWY YAWTTWV.
Zruepa 1 Oewpia TG amotelel Tn Pdon yia kdbe oXeTIKN peAETN, TOCO
woTe va xpnotgomoteitar and tn oxetkn PiPAoypagia n évvoia The
Perfect Time Span mov ekeivr emvonoe oav kKdTL AMOAVTWG AVTOVONTO
KAl YEVIKA amodeKTO.

Tnv idta péBodo TG CLYKPLTIKNAG LOPPOCVVTAKTIKO-OTULACIONOYIKNG
avalvong vioBetei oto kAaowod orjpepa dpBpo tng “The Grammatical
Ingredients of Counterfactuality” (Iatridou 2000), To omoio éxet wg age-
pia TNV TAPATHPNON OTL CLUYKEKPIUEVOL HOPpPOAOYLKoi cuvdvacuoi
Xpovov, Tpomkodtntac/ Eykhiong kat ITood Evepyeiag xpnoipomnolon-
vtat og TOANEG YAwooeg yia va dnAwoovv to Avtifeto tov [Tpaypati-
KoV o€ LVIoBeTIKOVG AOYOoLG Kat evyég. To dpBpo e&etalel avalvTikd Tov
pONO KaBe(LAG aTO TIG HOPPONOYIKEG AVTEG KATNYOPIEG Kol KATAATyEL
0TO oLpTEPacpa OTL TO PACIKO CLOTATIKO Ylot TV EKPPACT] TOV AVTi-
Betov Tov Mpaypatiko eivat n mapovaoio taperovtikov xpdvov. Katd
v latpidov, avtd ocvpPaivet emetdn n mapeAbovtikn poppoloyia otnv
TPAYUATIKOTNTA dNAWVEL OXEOT AVAETa OTOV XPOVO/KOOHO TNG €K-
(QWVNONG Kal TOV XpOVO/KOTUO ToL yeyovoTtog. O évag Xpovog/koopog
anokAeiet Tov aAlo, pe anotéheopa va éxovpe eite petabeon oto ma-
peNBOV eite petdbeon oTov KOGUO TOV pn TpaypatikoL. Ipokettat yla
a evredwg pnétkélevdn mpotaon ya tn oxéon mapeAovtikov xpovov
KaL TOL avTIOETOL TOV TTpayUaTIKOV, 1) 0TTola oToLyEl0DeTEITAL ATTOADTWG
TELOTIKG péoa amd Tn Aemtopepr| Slepebvnon Twv HOPPOAOYIKWV GV-
OTATIKOV TWV SOHDV avT@V StayAwootKA.

Eva tpito mapadetypa mpoogépet to mpoogato dpbpo tng “About
determiners on event descriptions, about time being like space (when we
talk) and about one particularly strange construction” (Iatridou 2014)

— 197 —



APIAANH 22 (2015-16) — E. ANATNQXTOIIOYAOY

omov peketd tn Sopr Twv EAAnvikav «éxw tpia xpdvia va Sw 1o Mdvo»,
i Sopr| mov dev €xet evromobel péxpt Twpa oe Kapia aAAn yAwooa.
H npotaon onpaivet «<H televtaia ¢opd mov eida Tov Mdvo frav mpwy
amnd Tpia xpoviar Kol To epWTNUaA oL B€Tel eival TG TPOKVTITEL 1] OVY-
KeKpIEVn onpaoia (N @awvopevikd apvntikr onupaocia: dev eida tov
Mdvo yla 3 xpovia) and To GLVEVACHO TWV CNUACLOV TWV ETUEPOVG
OLOTATIKWY TNG TPoTaong (Apxn tng Xvvletikotnrag). H onuacioov-
VTAKTIKT TNG avaAvon ouvOudlel €VVoLeg amo TPELG HEYANEG EPEVVITIKEG
TePLOXEG: a) TN onpactoloyia tov Hapakeévov, B) tnv vtobeon OTL ot
YEYOVOTIKEG EKPPAOELG HTTOPEL Va TiepLEoVV apBpa dTwG Kat oL OVOpATL-
KEG EKQPAOTELG, Kal y) TNV 18€a OTL (AAUE Yl TO XpOVo OTwG (AAUE Kat
yla To Xwpo.

H idta faoikn otpatnytkn Tng Hkpookomikng kat oe Babog épevvag
Sopwv, Tov epavifovtal pe TOANEG TapaAAayEQ 0TI PUOLKEG YAWOOEG
XPNOHOTIOLWVTOG EK TIPWTNG OYewg anpoPAenta kat avBaipeta cvota-
TIKA, Ta omoia @aivovTal pev mpoPAnpatikd yia tnv Apxn g ZvvOeti-
KOTNTAG AAAd AV Ta AmOKWILKOTIOCOVE WO TA 0ONYOVHACTE O€ UiaL
AAAn Bewpnon NG YPARUATIKNG TOVG, LTIAPXEL 08 TTOAAEG aTtd TIG pelé-
Teq TNG: Yo TNV Tpomikdthtar, peta&d dAAwv ota dpbpa tng “How to Say
Ought in Foreign: The Composition of Weak Necessity Modals” (von
Fintel & Iatridou 2008), “Anatomy of a Modal Construction” (von Fintel
& Iatridou 2007)- ywa TV Ilpootaktik oto dpBpo “A modest proposal
for the meaning of imperatives” (von Fintel & Iatridou 2017)- yia tnv
Apvyon oto apbpo tng pe tnVv Ivy Sichel, mov €xovpe ™ xapd va Bpi-
oketat onpepa edw pali pag, “Negative DPs, A-Movement, and Scope
Diminishment” (Tatridou & Sichel 2011), kat pe Tov Hedde Zeijlstra oto
“Negation, Polarity and Deontic Modals” (Iatridou & Zeijlstra 2013)-
yia ta Mépia eoTions otny mpdo@atn Kal akopn adnuooievtn dov-
Aewd TG pe tov Sergei Tatevosov* oxetTikd pe pa anpoPAentn xpron
Tov oTotyeiov Even ota AyyAIKA Kol TWG auTh 1) X101 TPAyHATOVETAL
Staylwooikd, kat Tov evyAdwtTo TitAo “Our Even”

Agv Ba nfela va 0og KovpAow e TEPLOCOTEPES [eNETEG TNG TTOL Da
AMAITACOVY Va HTOVUE 0 akOUn TePLooOTEPEG YAWOOONOYIKEG AETTO-
HEPELEG. AVTO TOV €lval OTHAVTIKO VA TOVIOTEL €lval OTL OTIG EPYAOi-
€G TNG OLXVA KATAANYEL OE AVATPENTIKEG TIPOTATELG, OL OTIOIEG WOTOCO
otolxelofeTovVTAL ATOADTWG TELOTIKA pHéoa and TN Aemtopepn} Siepev-
VIOT] TWV HOPPOCVVTAKTIKAOV CLOTATIKOV TwV SOpmV StayAdwootkd Kat

* [Anpootevbnke evtog tov 2016: PA. Tatridou & Tatevosov 2016.]
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¢tol anotehobVv TN Paon yia kdbe oxetikn pehétn oto uéAlov. Kio tpo-
TIOG TIOV YPA@EL, OTWG Kat 0 TPOTOG oL SI8AOKEL, EiVAL CLVAPTIACTIKOG:
Eépel va eUAEKEL TOVG aVay VIO TES/ aKPOATEG G AUTHV TIV TIEPLTETELA
™6 yvwong. H daitepn patia g, to fabog tng okéyng g, ot yvo-
O€LG TNG, TO YEYOVOG OTL dev maipvel Timota wg dedopévo, 0 KPITIKAG,
OLOTNUATIKOG KAl ETHOVOG TPOTOG Ue TOV oToio Tpooeyyilel ovvOeta
npoPAnata mov avakaAvmtet 1 iSta dSnuiovpyovv ToUEG 0T YAWOGO-
Aoyikr) Bewpnor, odnyovv aTn XapTOYPAPNON EVIEADS VEWY EPEVLVI)-
TIKWV TIEPLOXWV Kat TNV Kablotodv pia oAV 1dtaitepn mepintwon oto
XWPO TNG YAWOOCOAOYIKNG €PEVVAG, LE LEYAAN ATTXNOT OTNV EMOTHHO-
vikr| kowvotnra. [ta Tovg Adyovg avtovg, TNy TIHoDUE Ofjuepa.

Tnv Tipodpe kot ya évav akopa Aoyo. Emedr nrav n mpwtn mov
dieBvomoinoe v eAAnvikr] y\woooloyia pe Tt Siepedvnon @atvope-
Vv Tov odnyovoav agevog oe Tpomomnoinon g Bewpiag kat apeté-
POV OTNV EVOWHATWOT TwV EAANVIKOV dedopévwy amod epevvnTég, HUn
QLOLIKOVG OMANTEG, 0TI OLYKPLTIKY TOVG €pevva. Me Tnv tomoBétnon
™G eAAnvikiG YAwoooloyiag oto Stebvny xdptn, otnv onoia n Zafiva
Iatpidov ovvéPale amo@aotoTikd, 1 EAANVIKY YAwooOAOYIKT épevva
améBale Tn péxpL T0Te e0woTpEPeLd TNG. Ot TpwTeG SNUooLevoelg NG
K. Iatpidov frav dvo cvvtopa apbpa (squibs) oto eykvpdTepo mepio-
Swo yevetikng YAwoooloyiag Linguistic Inquiry (Iatridou 1986, 1988)
7OV OVL{NTOVGAV TOVG AGYOLG YLt TOVG OTIOIOVG 1) avToTadr§ avTwvLpia
“ToV £auTO TOL” Kl 1] AVAPOPIKT AVTWVLIN HEYAANG amOoTaonG “o
i6106” 0dnyovv otnv avaykn piikng avabewpnong g kupiapxng tote
Bewpiag Twv Avagoptkdv Aeopevoewy, Tpootkovopwvtag Tig e§elifelg
0TO XWPO ALTO, Ol OToiEG TpaypatomotOnkav Aiyo apydtepa (e age-
mpia Tov ovAAoykd topo Koster & Reuland 1991 kat to dpbpo twv
Reinhart & Reuland 1993). Eivat evtvnwotako o1t 1 k. Iatpidov poAig
Eektvovoe omovdég yYA\woooloyiag 6tav dnuoocievoe ta dpbpa avtd.
Eva dAho xapaktnplotiko mapddetypa anoteAei 1o TOAD Tpwipo apbpo
™G Yl Tov éheyyo Ynokepévwy (control) ota EXAnvika (to éypaye to
1988 4tav frav gottiTpLa, TOAL Tptv amod Tn StatpiPr) TG) mov amo-
TéNeoE TO £VALOUA Yl EVTATIK €pEVVa 0TO OXETKO Tedio, OXL HOVO
ota EMAnvikd add kat og ToAAEG dANeG YAwOOEG, Kat TO omoio amo-
telel otabepo onpeio avagopds péxpt kat onjuepa. To garvopevo tov
EXéyxov Ymokewévwv (dnhadn n vroxpewtikn “tavtompoowmnia” Oa
Aéyaypie pe 6povG TaPASOTLAKOD CVVTAKTIKOV, AVAHETA 0TO YTTOKEIEVO
1 To AvTtikeipevo g kOplag kat tng Sevtepeblovoag TPOTATTG, OTWG
@aivetal ota mapadeiypata «épabe va koAvpmae aAAd ot «épabe va
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KOAVUTIAG») BewpovvTtav péxpt ekeivy T otiyur 0Tt oxetiletal amo-
KAELOTIKA pe T amapeppata Kat eV amavtd o YAwooeg pe EAAewyn
anapepgarov. Exeivn édei€e ot Ta Néa EAAnvikd €xovv 1o gatvopevo
Tapd To OTL éxovv xabel Ta anapéugata, Tpdyla mov 0drynoe 1000 o€
pt{ikn avabewpnon g ovvTagng Twv anapeuPaTKwV Sopwv StayAwo-
otkd 600 kat og pLikr avabewpnon tng Bewpiag ya Ty OvopaoTikn
[Ttwon StayAwootkd. AvTo eiXe oav amOTEAEGHA TOV EMAVATPOOSLOPL-
OpO TNG épevvag o€ SVO amd Ta KEVIPIKOTEPA PALVOUEVA OTO XWPO TNG
ovvta&ng. Avaloyn ovpPoln eixav kat Ta dpBpa TG ya ta KAITIKE, Ta
KEVA VTTOKEIHEVA TTOV AVAPEPOVTAL OE TIPOTACELS, TO PonOnTiko “éxw’,
116 (yevdo-)dintuxeg mpotdoelg (pseudoclefts) ota EAAnvikd kat Sia-
YAwootka. Kot féBata, omwg 110n idape, OAo to €pyo TG yla TN on-
pactoloyia éxet mavta otabepd onueio avapopds Tov Tr CLYKPLTIK
npocgyyton Twv EAAnvikwv.

[TapdAnha, 1 k. Iatpidov éxet ovotnuatikd otnpifel tovg EAAnveg
YAwOGo0oAOYOULG e TNV idta akepaldTNTA TOL YapakTnpileL To emotn-
HOVIKO TNG €pyo: XTI{OVTAG ePEVVNTIKEG OLVEPYATIES, TIPOTPEPOVTAG
kaBodnynon omote g TV (NTOLY, EVOAPPOVOVTAG EMOTNUOVIKEG ETTL-
okéyelg oto MIT, mapovotdlovtag t Sovletd EANvwv yYAwocoloywv
oe padniuatd g, mévta mpodvun va emokePTel EAANVIKA TAVETIOTH-
o 0tav Kaeital, mapakodovBwvTtag 1 CupHETEXOVTAG 0 Slopyavw-
o€lG ya TNV eAAnvikn YAwooa i kat dtopyavwvovtag 1 idta ovvédpia
yta v eAAnvikn YAwooo. XapakTnploTiko mapddetypa Tov TEAELTAion
TIOV AMOTEAEL MPWTOTLTN KAl EMTLXNHEVT TTpwToBovAia fTav 1 Stop-
yavwon evog workshop yia ta EAAnvika oto MIT 1o 2007 oto omoio
TPOOKAAeTE OAOVG OTOL aoXONOVVTAL HE TN oVVTAEN Kat T OHACLoNO-
yia Tng ENANvIKAG Kat Toug onpavTikotepoug epeuvntég Twv HILA. wg
oxoAaoTég Tovg. H dopydvwon avtr dev €gepe amhd tovg avBpwmovg
nov dovhevovv oty ENAnvikr| oe ema@r], aAAd& evémheEe onpavtikovg
OewpnTikovg yAwooohdyovg ot Pabitepn katavonon twv eAAVIKwV
YAwookwv dedopévwy. AkptBwg SnAadn Onwg €xet KAvelL Kat Ue TNV
EMOTNHOVIKT TNG dpaotnptotnTa, StefvomolwvTag 0TV EMOTNHOVIK
YAWOOOAOYIKT KOLVOTNTA [ia YAWOOA TOL TTPOKAAOVOE eV TIEPLEPYELA
aAld oty ovoia frav dyvwotn. Kot av ta EAAnvikd epag pag gaivo-
vtat anmAd, Ba mpémet va Bupiow v ayyAikn @paon «it's all Greek to
me», OTwg Aépe epei «eivar KivéQika» yia kdtt mov dev katahafaivov-
pe. Nopilw 0Tt T XapaKkTnpLoTIKO TNG TPOCWTIKOTNTAG TG K. latpidov
IOV €ivat SLAXVTO TOCO GTO EMOTNUOVIKO OG0 Kal 0TO SISAKTIKO TNG
€pyo eivat ) yevvatodwpia Kal n KATavOnon—Katavonor yia ToAvTAo-
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Ka YAwoooAoytka mpoPArpata, katavonomn yia mohvmloka avOpwmiva
npoPAnpata. Ola Ta xpovia mov €xet avaAldPer kaOnyntika kadrko-
vta éxet emdeilet pa Saitepa yevvarddwpn otdon evBappuvong twv
vewTepwv avlpwnwy, oxt povo twv EAAvev, kabdg kat katavonon
KAl CUUTAPAOTAOT 0TI SUOKOAIEG TTOV UTTOpEL VoL avTIHETWTI{OVY OTOL
ovvAadeA ol 1] polTnTéG Sev PpiokovTal 0TO KEVTPO TOV EMOTNHOVIKOD
yiyveaBat, oot aywvifovtal va epyacBoiv o xwpeg e TOATIKA Tipo-
BAuata 1 otkovopukég Suokolieg 1) TOAeRO, OOOL POLTNTEG TG TIPOOT-
naBolV va ouvOVACOLY TO XTIOIHO ULAG KApLEPAG (e TIG evBUveg piog
OLKOYEVELAG. AgV elval auTOVONTN 1] 0TAOT TNG, Kat dev €XeL Kaveig mapd
va EepuAlioel TG evxaploTieg TwV QoTNTWV 0TIG StatptPég Tovg yla va
Samotwoet 6T N ZaPiva Iatpidov péoa o€ €va TO00 avVTaywVIOTIKO Kat
KAToTE OKANPO TePBAAAOV TTpwTa Kot Tévw am’ Oha givat &vOpwmog—
navta e oefacpo, StakpltikotnTa Kat miotn otnv eXevOepn PovAnon
Kat oG SevTepeg Kat Tpiteg evkatpieg €xet fondroet TOANOVG ot Tég
va e§wTeptkehaoVY TOV KaAUTEPO eavTd TOVG. [TOANEG opég Aéet: «Aev
elvain Béon pov va vrodei§w otov X gortntn Tt va emilé€el otn {wn kat
™V Kaptépa Tov» aAld eivan mavta ekei 6tav o X tn xpetaletat oe pa
amno TI§ eMAOYEG TOv.

Oa kAelow pe £Va IKPO ATOOTIAOLA ATIO TIG EVXAPLOTIEG 0TN StaTpiPr
G Julie Legate (2002, 6), ptag AAANG AQpTprG TPWNV QOLTHTPLAG TNG:

«My advisor, Sabine Iatridou, always shared with me sound advice,
believed in me even when I didn’'t, and was completely unfazed by my
son Russell crawling all over her office floor playing loudly with trucks
during our meetings. Academia isn't easy for mothers, and her under-
standing helped tremendously. Thank you».
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Formal Linguistics:
the nature of the enterprise and why
we believe that language is not taught

SABINE IATRIDOU

Ayamnroi @ilot, ayannrtoi cuvadedot, ayamntoi gortnTég,

Avtn n Sidkpion eivar pia amiotevtn T yia péva. To Iavemotnpio
¢ Kpnng eivan éva amod ta kaldtepa mavemotha oty EAAGda kat
TO YEYOVOG OTL GTEKOpAL €8 UTPOOTA CAG AUTH TN OTLYUN pe Yepilet pe
TATMEVOTNTA KAl TAVTOXPOVA PUOIKA KAl TEPNPAVELAL.

Oa rBeha va evxaplotiow to Iavemotuo Kpntng, to Tunua di-
Aoloyiag, kal uotkd kamwg Wiaitepa Tovg cuvadédgovg pov otov To-
péa TAwoooloyiag. Aev vrTdpxel avayvawpilon HeYaAvTepn amd avthiv
TIOL £pXETAL ATIO CLVAGEAPOVG. TAG EVXAPLOTW TIPAYUATIKA amtd Ta Padn
™G KapdLag pov.

Kot tdpa pe tnv ddeta oag Oa 10eha va apxiow va piddw AyyAikd,
Baowkd yia Svo Adyovs. Evag eival 6Tt bItapxovy avapesa 6Tovg Tpoao-
KeKANUEVOLG peptkol @ilot kat ouvddedgot mov Sev piAovv kaboAov
EMnvikd. Kat o Sebtepog Adyog eivan 6Tt dev éxw ovvnBicel oAy va
HAdw yia ydwoooloyia ota EAAnvikd. ®@a xpnoiponow mov kat mod
EMnvikéd aAAd kupiwg Ba pdnow ota Ayyhikda.

* ok ok

HE TITLE of the talk is “the nature of the enterprise and why we
believe that language is not taught”. But you should think of it as
having a larger title, which is “What is Formal linguistics about? What is
it that we do? And why do we believe that language is not taught? What
do formal linguists do all day?”
So what do formal linguists do exactly? How do we spend our day?
Well, we do research, we teach and we are pretty good at those. What
we are not good at is explaining to the general public what it is that we do.
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The general public does not know what it means to do formal linguis-
tics. If you are sitting on a plane next to someone and you tell them that
you are a linguist, they ask you “how many languages do you speak?”.
Knowing many languages has nothing to do with what we do. So we are
really not good at making our case. And sometimes even our university
administrators don’t know what it is that we are doing. I would like to
try tonight to take on this challenge and actually talk about linguistics at
large. Some of you, I imagine, don't know a lot about formal linguistics,
others know too much linguistics for this talk. But I will take this oppor-
tunity to talk about linguistics in general nevertheless.

So as I said, we do research and we teach. Let’s start with our re-
search.

Formal linguistics is the scientific exploration of Language as a func-
tion of the brain. So we study Language as a function of the brain, not
as a social phenomenon. And not as a literary phenomenon either. Just
as a function of the brain. There are two questions that I would like to
focus on:

o What does “scientific inquiry” mean and how does it apply to
language?
o What does it mean to “know” a language?

Let’s start with the first one. We know what scientific inquiry is. Ba-
sically it consists of two things: formulating questions and formulating
falsifiable hypotheses. Now, what does it mean to formulate a question?
Let’s say it starts raining inside this building, or it starts snowing in Au-
gust in Rethymno. Everybody will say “This is strange. How is this pos-
sible?” But the genius of scientific inquiry is to find questions where
everybody else sees normality, and only normality. So here is an exam-
ple. It’s a fact that if I hold something and let it drop, it will fall to the
ground. So for most people this is completely normal: of course if you
let go off things they will drop! But for a few, for example, Isaac Newton,
it is like “What is going on here? Why do things drop when you let them
go?”. Newton is, of course, famous for having formulated the law of
gravity, but his genius really lies in posing the question and seeing that
even though it is completely normal and everybody takes it for granted,
it is a question for scientific inquiry. We don’t know why things drop to
the ground. Even if it is the most common thing in the world, it still is a
research question. The same with the sun: everybody sees it rise and set,
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and most people do not spend any time thinking about it, but for some
it is a research question.

So the same thing happens with language. It is a fact that right now
when you hear me speak, you understand what it is that I say. Most peo-
ple will say: “Of course we understand what you say. We have a common
language!”. But the language scientists will ask “but how is this possible?
What is it that you do when you take an auditory signal, a sound, and
transform into meaning? How do you do this? What is going on in your
head right now?”

Somehow you “know” how to take the auditory signal and transform
it into meaning. It becomes meaning in your head. What is it exactly
that we do when we do that? What is going on right now in your head?
How do you “know” to take the sound that comes out of my mouth and
transform it into meaning? Note that the word ‘know’ is in quotes. This
is because you are not conscious of this knowledge. You can’t say what is
going on in your head right now. You don’t know what it is that you do.

That is, you have “knowledge” that you manipulate but you don't
know what it is, nor how you manipulate it. This is “tacit knowledge” In
Greek, one might translate this as “appntn yvawon™

So the cornerstone of scientific inquiry is identifying a question
(possibly where others see none), and our question is ‘what is it that we
“know”, when we know a language, and how do we come to the point of
“knowing” it?’

Knowledge is a question that philosophers have debated a lot. For
some things it may be easy to answer it. For example, what does it mean
to know a phone number? Easy: it is to know the digits and the order
they come in. What does it mean to know chess? It means to know how
to play, to know the rules. It means to know how each piece moves. For
example, to know that the queen moves this way, the rook moves that
way, and so on. But what is it that we know, when we know a language?
Well, one quick answer is that we know how to speak; that we know the
rules. But what are the rules exactly?

Now, “the public theory”, that is, the answer you will get when you
pick a random person on the street who is not a linguist, would go as fol-
lows: “We consciously know the rules of our language and we are taught
them by our parents and teachers”.

For example:

There is a rule: Greek first person singular verbs in the present tense
end in -w.
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Indeed, you can formulate this rule, so let’s say you are conscious of it.

It is doubtful that your parents actually formulated this rule for you
when you were little, but that does not matter. Let’s assume for the sake
of the argument that you have that sort of parents.

Let me show you a few examples of things that you “know” without
being conscious of them. That is, you cannot formulate the rule. And
there is no way you can look me in the eye and tell me that this is some-
thing your parents or teachers taught you.

Yet you “know” these parts of language.

Let’s get a bit technical for a moment.

(1a) is an English sentence and (1b) the corresponding Greek sen-
tence. You can see that where English has the pronoun ‘she;, Greek does
not pronounce a subject. I have indicated this with an underline in the
Greek sentence and I will refer to this as a ‘gap; as you can think of it as
something missing where English has a pronoun.

la. Mary, =~ thinks that she = issmart

b. H Mapia vopiCetott | ~ eivau €gumtvn
2a.She .~ thinksthat Mary = issmart

b. vopilet 6Tt n Mapia_ eivat é§omvn

k/*m

(1a) can mean that Mary thinks of herself that she is smart. This is one
meaning of this sound string. But (1a) also has another meaning. If I
ask you “‘What do you think about Katherine?, you can answer with (1a)
«Well, Mary thinks that she is smart». This is a possible meaning for
(1a). And on this meaning, the pronoun ‘she’ does not refer to Mary.
It refers to Katherine. The way we represent this is by using subscripts.
We see that the pronoun ‘she’ has two subscripts. On the subscript ‘m,
we indicate that ‘she’ refers to ‘Mary, which also has the subscript ‘m.
On the subscript ‘K, the pronoun refers to somebody other than Mary,
namely in our context, Katherine.

In Greek there is no overt pronoun in the embedded sentence. Yet,
this sentence has the same properties as English (1a). That is, (1b) can
mean that Maria thinks of herself that she is smart. But it can also mean
that Maria thinks that someone else is smart. For example, in response
to “H Katepiva eivar é§umvn;”, you can respond “Agv &€pw aAAd n
Mopia vopiet 0t eivan ¢§umvn”. In other words, (1a) and (1b) have the
same range of meanings.
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Now let’s look at the sentences in (2). I have taken the pronoun and
name and switched their positions around. This has an effect on the
meaning. Now, in (2a), ‘she’ cannot refer to Mary anymore. That is, (2a)
cannot mean that Mary thinks of herself that she is smart. It can only
mean that somebody other than Mary thinks that Mary is smart. If I do
the same thing in Greek, that is, take the name and the gap and switch
their positions, we get the sentence in (2b). Now we get the same result
as in English (2a). That is, the sentence cannot mean that Maria thinks
of herself as being smart. It can only mean that somebody other than
Maria thinks that Maria is smart. The asterisk *” in front of a subscript
indicates that the reading with this subscript is unavailable.

So the two sentences in (1a) and in (1b) have the same two mean-
ings: the pronoun or gap can refer to Maria or to somebody else. The
sentences in (2a) and (2b) have only one meaning, namely that some-
body other than Maria thinks that Maria is smart.

This phenomenon happens in a number of languages, not just Eng-
lish and Greek. It occurs in Russian, in Zulu, in Chinese and many oth-
er unrelated languages. It is a very widespread phenomenon. So these
meanings are something that speakers know how to generate. But the
question is, what is the rule for when a pronoun and a name can refer to
the same person and when they cannot? Can you formulate it? Can you
say what it is you are doing in your head?

When you have just this set of data, it is possible to propose some-
thing like a rule R1:

R1: when the pronoun (or gap) comes before the name, the pronoun
(or gap) and the name cannot refer to the same person.

This gets the right results so far: In (1a) and (1b), the name comes
before the pronoun, so the name and the pronoun can refer to the same
person. On the other hand, in (2a) and (2b), the name comes after the
pronoun, so the name and the pronoun cannot refer to the same person.

So far so good.

But there are many counterexamples to R1. For example, in (3) and
(4), the pronoun in English (and gap in Greek) precedes the name. Yet,
the pronoun and the name can refer to the same person.

3a. Her_, parents think that Mary,_is smart

b. Otyoveig ™G, vopilovv oTL Moapia_ eivau ¢gumvn
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4a. The man shem/k married thinks that Maria,_is smart
b. O &vdpag mov TavTpevTnKe vopiler 6Tt  Mapia  eiva

¢gumvn

—— m/k

5a. That she , failed the exam really bothers Mary,
b.Toot___ amwétuye otig e§etdoelg otevaxwpel tn Mapia molo

So R1 is not correct.

What is the correct rule then, for when a pronoun and a name can
refer to the same person? Whatever it is, you can do it in your head.
You know that sometimes a pronoun and a name can refer to the same
person, and sometimes they cannot. You “know” this, even though you
cannot express in words when it is possible and when it is not possible.
And speakers of Zulu, Chinese, and Russian all have this phenomenon.
Yet, nobody taught them or you. Your teachers did not tell you how to
do this. Your parents did not tell you how to do this. Yet, you all do this.

This is tacit knowledge.

These are computations you do in your brain but you don’t do them
consciously.

The answer to this problem is something that we have known for
many decades and we also know that the rule that is operative is impos-
sible to define on the linear string. On the linear string, the only rela-
tionships that you can define are ‘the pronoun comes before the name’
or ‘the pronoun comes after the name’ This is why we work with what
are called “syntactic trees” On a syntactic tree, more relationships can
be defined, among which, the crucial one needed here. One of the ma-
jor early discoveries in linguistics is that language is NOT computed on
a linear string but in two-dimensional representations, which are our
syntactic trees.

Here are the syntactic trees for (2) and (3):

2. She, . thinks that Mary_is smart
3. Her , parents think that Mary,is smart

We can see that there is a particular topological relationship between
the pronoun and the name, and this relationship is different in (2") than
in (3’). The tree in (2) represents the sentence that does not permit the
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2’ 3

she

her  parents

thinks

that
think

is smart

is smart

pronoun and the name to refer to the same person, and in (3), we have
the tree that does permit them to refer to the same person. What is the
difference between the two trees? In (2'), if you start from the position
of the pronoun, go up one branching node and then down the tree, you
will find Mary on the way down at some point. In (3’) if you start from
the pronoun, go up one branching node and then down, you will not
find Mary. You will only find the noun parents.!

Now we are ready to formulate our Rule R2 about when a pronoun
and a name can refer to the same person:

R2:

— Start from the pronoun.

— Go up one branching node and down the other.

— If you find the name going down that branching node, the pro-
noun and the name cannot refer to the same person.

— If you do not find the name going down that branching node, the
pronoun and the name can refer to the same person.’

Here is a somewhat more sophisticated syntactic tree for (5). That is,
it shows a little bit more information than we need for our phenome-

! This topological relationship is called “c-command” and was first formulated in REIN-
HART (1976).
2 This phenomenon falls under what is called “Binding Condition C” of CHOMSKY 1981.
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non, but it shows that we put a lot of information in our trees. But what
is relevant for us still holds: if you start from the pronoun, go up one
branching node, and then down, you don't find the name hence, by R2,
the pronoun and the name can refer to the same person.

5. That she_, failed the exam really bothers Mary

/

IP
{ o >

D, -
=g Ny avf OV
she 6 \VP really /
T, £\
\/( \P bothers Mary

failed the exam

All of this is way too complicated to comprehend if you have never
heard it, but this is what is going on in your head.

You, as speakers, use R2, so you “know” it. But you could not have
described it.

Do you remember your parents or your teachers teaching you any-
thing like R2? Of course you don't, because they didn’t.

We, as scientists, can formulate this rule.

And we can also say why it is the way it is.

This is tacit knowledge that you have but you cannot formulate it and
you were never taught it!

Since you are not conscious of this knowledge, you did not internal-
ize it consciously.

It is what it is, because language is a function of the human brain.

And since the human brain is the same no matter what language one
speaks, it follows that this tacit knowledge will be the same for speakers
of all languages.

In other words, it can be detected and studied in all languages. For
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example, the phenomenon I showed earlier is the same in all languages
around the globe. And all speakers behave the same way in a very com-
plicated phenomenon, and nobody taught them.

So the working hypothesis is this:

« infants are born with certain limits on the range of possible lan-
guages

« thisendowment enables language acquisition to proceed the way
it does.

What do we mean by limits? I am born with the ability to move my
head a bit to the left or to the right but not too much. I cannot turn my
head 180 degrees. Similarly with languages. Languages have many many
things in common. They do differ in many things but there are limita-
tions on how they can differ.

This innate endowment enables language acquisition to proceed the
way it does.

We want to find out what this in-born endowment is. We have a
name for this inborn endowment. We call it “Universal Grammar”. Uni-
versal Grammar is the reason behind deep and untaught similarities
between languages. Part of what we do is explore the content of UG.
And one way of doing this is comparing languages. For example, we
compare Greek and Zulu, and we find many deep similarities. We know
that these similarities are not the result of contact between Greek and
Zulu speakers. The similarities are the result of something much deeper.
They are the result of this tacit knowledge that we call UG.

Here are some examples of tacit knowledge from my own work. The
following sentence is bad:

6. BAPPeter left tomorrow

But if you take this string and put it inside a sentence like (7), it sud-
denly becomes good:

7. OKIf Peter left tomorrow, he would get there next week

The same thing holds in Greek:
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8. BAPQ TTétpog képdile To Aayeio avplo
9. %FAv o TIétpog képdile to Aaxeio avplo, Ba Avvovtav Ola Ta
TPOPANHATA TOV

So you can do these things in your head. But do you think your par-
ents ever told you ‘do not put a future-oriented-adverb with a past tense
verb unless you do so inside the antecedent of a conditional’? Of course
not. Yet, you do it perfectly well. This is another example of “appntn
yvoon”

Or look at these:

10. H Mapia eixe avtokivnto
11. Mary had a car

If you put this string inside a conditional, as in (12/13), what happens?

12. Av n Mapia giye avtokivito, Oa firav evtuyiopévn
13. If Mary had a car, she would be happy

The sentences in (10,11) convey that Mary has a car. If you take those
strings and put them inside the antecedent of a conditional, the sentence
conveys that Mary does not have a car.

What do you know and how do you know this? You might say: “Oh
this is because ‘n Mapia eixe avtokivnto’ (“Mary had a car”) is inside a
conditional. This is why you get the meaning that she doesn’t have a car”

But this is not so. It’s not just that there is a conditional. In the follow-
ing sentences ‘n Mapia eixe avtokivnto’ is inside a conditional, but the
sentence does not convey that she does not have a car:

14. If Mary had a car at that time, she must have been wealthy
15. Av n Mapia ixe avtokivnTo ekeivn TV emoxn, Oa mpémet va eixe
APKETA XPT|HaTa

In other words, going back to (12,13), it is not the case that these
sentences convey that she does not have a car because Mary had a car or
n Mapia eiye avtokivnto are inside a conditional. Something else is at
play here. I don’t want to get into the details of how this inference does
come about in (12,13) but the point is that you all create this inference
in your head, and nobody has taught you how you should do this, nor
even that you should, to begin with.
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Again, you compute this meaning in your head. There is no mistake
that people make when they hear these sentences.

So how we spend our day:

We look for and explore...

— similarities between languages

— but similarities that were never taught

— nor are due to historical reasons

We try to find such crosslinguistic similarities, we try to understand
them, we try to model them as best we can and ideally we try to explain
them. At this point, there are several things that we can explain, but
there are also many things that we can only describe.

Languages also differ, of course.

But where and how they differ is restricted, as was stated in the work-
ing hypothesis earlier. Languages do not differ randomly. The space of
possibilities is limited.

We call these differences “parameters”.

What defines the differences are “parameter settings”.

For example, English and Japanese differ in word order. In English,
the object of a verb comes after the verb: John read the book.

But in Japanese, the object comes before the verb:

17. John-ga hon-o  yon da
John-SUBJ]  book-DO read PAST
‘John read the book’

That is, the two languages differ in the left-to-right dimension, but
if you look at the syntactic trees, you will see that the hierarchical rela-
tionships are identical. The trees are mirror images of each other, but
the hierarchical relationships are the same:

18. 19.

John John

read the book hono yon da
book read
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The hierarchical relationships are given by UG, the word order is a
parameter.

We saw above tactic knowledge of similarities between English and
Greek. Tacit knowledge can also be seen where languages differ.

Here is an example of that. Consider the Greek sentence in (20a),
which I translate as (20b):

20a. Exw va dw Ttov ylatpo
b. I am supposed to see the doctor

I do not translate (20a) as “I have to see the doctor”.
That is:

21a.'Exw va dw Tov ylatpo
:/:
b. I have to see the doctor

There are several differences between (21a) and (21b) that neces-
sitates that we do not consider them equivalent. Each of the pairs in
(22,23) and (24,25) shows something that the English sentence (21b)
can do, but the Greek (21a) cannot:

22. It is 5pm. He has to be at home
23. Eivat 5 to andyevpa. **PExet va eivat oto omitt

24. To know what the patient has, I have to examine him
25. BAPTia va paBw Tt éxet 0 aoBevrig, éxw va tov e§etdow

So even though (21a) and (21b) look very much alike, they are also
different. And you “know” these differences, despite the fact that quite
possibly, until this evening, you were not aware of them. Tacit knowl-
edge!

Next, compare (21a) to (26):

2la.Exw va dw tov ylatpd
I have PART see the doctor

26. Exo va Sw ToV ylatpd méVTe Xpovia
I have PART see the doctor five years
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The meaning of these two is very different. (21a) means that I am
supposed to see the doctor. (26) means something like “I haven't seen
the doctor in 5 years”.

How is it possible that if you are a speaker of Greek, you know ex-
actly how to derive the difference between (21a) and (26)? They seem
to differ only in the presence of mévte ypovia. But the addition of ‘mévte
xpovia® does not always have this effect. For example, consider the fol-
lowing two sentences:

27. Eivaw dppwotog
is sick
“S/he is sick”

28. Eivar dppwotog mévte xpovia
is  sick tive years
“s/he has been sick for five years”

Sentence (28) does not mean that I have not been sick in five years!
That is, the addition of mévte ypovia to (21a) has a very different effect
than the addition of mévte ypovia to (27).

Do you think your parents ever sat you down and talked to you
about the difference between (21a) and (26)? Or that they told you that
the addition of mévte ypovia to (21a) has a very different effect than the
addition of mévte ypovia to (27)? I bet they did not! There is no way they
did! Yet you all, ALL of you, know exactly the different meanings these
very similar-looking sentences have.

So what we do:

Our working hypothesis is that language is the result of Universal
Grammar and Parameter settings. Universal Grammar consists of deep,
untaught similarities that are present in all languages. And these are
the result of the genetic endowment of the human species for language.
Parameters are highly-constrained differences between languages. So
these are some things that we do.

Here are some things that we don’t do:
We don't say that people should talk in a particular manner.
You often hear things like “Today’s youth doesn’t know how to speak
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proper Greek”. For us, this is completely irrelevant. If it is spoken, it is
an object of study. It doesn’t matter what the social class is, what the up-
bringing is, or the level of education. If it is a human language, it is part
of what we study. The rest are the result of belonging to a certain social
class etc, which are questions we do not address.

Something else we don't do is think that one language is in some
sense better than another.

Some people think that there are “primitive” and “advanced” or
“richer” languages. All the languages that we have studied have the same
level of complexity. There is no sense in which a language is richer in
this sense, or better than another.

Moreover, from a linguistic point of view, there is no difference be-
tween a ‘dialect’ and a ‘language’. If it is spoken, it is our object of study.
You may have heard the saying that the difference between a language
and a dialect is that “a language is a dialect with an army and a navy”.

So these are some things we don’t do.

Until now, I have spent all our time trying to convince you that chil-
dren are not taught language. That is, you speak a language, not because
your teachers or your parents taught you. You have all this computation-
al ability that you have, but it was not put there by your parents. Alright,
then how do we come to acquire language? This debate goes back to the
1950s.

The debate was framed much in terms that we have been using so
far: How do children acquire Language? More specifically: Is instruc-
tion, for example correction by the parents, crucial?

There were two expressed views. The first view is attributed to the
psychologist B. E. Skinner. Pay attention in particular to the underlined
part:

View I:

“In teaching the young child to talk, the formal specifications upon
which reinforcement is contingent are at first greatly relaxed. Any re-
sponse which vaguely resembles the standard behavior of the commu-
nity is reinforced. When these begin to appear frequently, a closer ap-
proximation is insisted upon. In this manner very complex verbal forms
may be reached”

(B. E Skinner (1957) Verbal Behavior, pp. 30-31)
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What the underlined parts says is that B. F. Skinner believes that the
community of the speaker, the teachers, the parents, the friends, insist
on the correct way of taking.

Noam Chomsky wrote a review of Skinner’s book. The following is
an excerpt:

View II:

“It is simply not true that children can learn language only through
‘meticulous care’ on the part of adults who shape their verbal reper-
toire through careful differential reinforcement, though it may be that
such care is often the custom in academic families. It is a common ob-
servation that a young child of immigrant parents may learn a second
language in the streets, from other children, with amazing rapidity, and
that his speech may be completely fluent and correct to the last allo-
phone, while the subtleties that become second nature to the child may
elude his parents despite high motivation and continued practice”

(N. Chomsky, 1959 review of Skinner’s Verbal Behavior, p. 42)

According to View II, children do learn from their environment, but
not from conscious corrections. So what are some arguments in favor
of View II?

One argument: Have you ever seen a parent or teacher correct a child
on some of the complicated things I have shown you, like (2), on when
a pronoun and a name can refer to the same person?

2a. She, . thinks that Mary, is smart

b. __ .., vouilet 6tin Mapia, eivau £§umvn

Of course not!
Nor would their parents know how to correct for them!

Plus, as anyone who has raised a child knows, children ignore facts
or instructions that they are not yet “ready” to absorb, even if that fact
is presented to them in the form of explicit instruction. Here is a sample
conversation, between a mother and a child, as reported in W. O’Grady
and S. Whan Cho (1997, 461):
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Child: Nobody don't like me.

Mother: No, say “Nobody likes me”

Child: Nobody don’t like me.

[Exchange is repeated eight times.]

Mother: No, now listen carefully; say “Nobody likes me.”
Child: Oh! Nobody don’t LIKES me.

Or, also from O'Grady and Whan Cho (2011, 354):

Child: Want other one spoon, daddy.

Father: You mean, you want the other spoon.
Child: Yes, I want other one spoon, please daddy.
Father: Can you say “the other spoon”?

Child: other ... one ... spoon.

Father: Say “other”

Child: other.

Father: “spoon.”

Child: spoon.

Father: “other spoon.”

Child: other ... spoon. Now give me other one spoon?

A second argument in favor of View II: There is plenty of evidence
which suggests that language acquisition is to a large extent independ-
ent of other types of cognitive development. Now why is this important?
If we were learning language the way we are learning chess, you might
expect normally developed people to talk better than people who do not
have normal cognitive development. But that is not always so. There are
counterexamples both ways.

There are cases of people with severe cognitive difficulties but with
fine grammar.

O’Grady and Whan Cho (1997, 465 = 2011, 355) describe the case of
a 15-years old with preschool abilities on non-linguistic tasks but with
recorded utterances like the following:

“She keeps both of the ribbons on her hair”

“If they get in trouble, theyd have a pillow fight”
“She’s the one that walks back and forth to school”
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And there are cases of people with normal intelligence, who have
language specific difficulties (“Specific Language Impairment”).

They can have trouble with non-lexical categories, such as plural or
past tense (O’'Grady and Whan Cho 2011, 356):

“The boys eat four cookie” (no plural)
“The neighbours phone the ambulance because the man fall off the
tree” (no agreement)

A third argument in favor of View II: The existence of a critical pe-
riod. We all know that when you learn a language early, you can sound
like a native speaker, but if you learn a language when you are thirty or
forty, you will not. You will always sound like a foreigner. Normal lin-
guistic development is possible only if the child is exposed to language
during roughly the first 6-10 years of life.

If acquiring language were a process of instruction and conscious
internalization, we would be able to learn a language natively at any age.
The way we can learn complex math, as adults, for example.

So acquisition is the result of Universal Grammar and Experience.

Experience is crucial in at least two ways:
— It has to occur during the critical period.
— It determines parameter settings.

Universal Grammar reflects our genetic endowment for language.

Parameter setting reflects our linguistic experience in early child-
hood.

We do not yet know a lot about Universal Grammar. Nor about what
all possible parameters are. But this is what our research agenda consists
of. And if you want to know more...

... talk to the linguists!

So let’s go back to the main question: What do formal linguists do
all day?

In addition to doing research, we teach.

Formal Linguistics is a scientific research field: it explores a part of
the natural world.

This means that the discourse in it has certain properties that stu-
dents should become conscious of early on. As practitioners of a re-
search field, we should have certain attitudes:
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We should find happy excitement in being proven wrong in unex-
pected and surprising ways.

Second, we should not feel insecure about our theories changing.

Quite the opposite: As our understanding of the natural world
changes, our theories about the natural world will change as well. This
is a good thing! If our theories do not change in ten years, this means
that we have stopped learning. It means we have stayed with the same
knowledge of the natural world as we had ten years ago. Fortunately, this
is not the case. We learn more and more and we change our theories.

Third, we should be willing to live with ignorance and love it.

If you want ready answers to settled questions, this is not the right
field for you. It is not just that the answers will change. The questions
will change too.

So this is the attitude that researchers should have and in addressing
the students among you, it is the role of the teachers to help you, our
students, develop this type of attitude and thinking.

Our goal when we teach you:

To take you from being good at answering somebody else’s questions
to asking your own questions. This transformation is easier for some
than for others, but I have found that the time at which it happens is not
an indication of ultimate success in the field. As long as the transition
happens, the student will be in a good place.

How can we help you make this switch?

By making it clear that we are not teaching you a truth but teach-
ing you the best theory that we can come up with today. And there is a
difference between teaching a “truth” and teaching a theory. When you
teach a theory, you teach a snapshot of a developing object. Our theories
today are not the theories we had ten years ago. And hopefully, our the-
ories ten years from now will be better than our theories today.

We all work and are educated within certain theoretical assumptions
that are characteristic of the time and place we live in. That is, we work
and are educated in a snapshot of developing theories. Our imaginations
and analytical abilities are seriously restricted by these assumptions.

We need to be aware of these limitations.

So it is important to teach you today’s theories not because they are
correct but in order for you to see their shortcomings, and in order for
you to understand where and how the theory has to change. Because it
should and will change.
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But education is a two-way game.

You have to do things too!

And what should you do?

You should not take anything that we tell you as written in stone.

Try to find the errors in our beliefs and improve on them.

In short, disagree with us and help us identify our mistakes because
for sure we are wrong in several ways. You should be intellectually asser-
tive. It is you who should correct our mistakes. And if there is one thing
I would want you to take away from this talk, it is this.

Thank you.
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otnv édpa Anniversary Chair in the Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences
oto ITavemotnuio Kingston tov Aovdivov. To Stemotnpoviko Tov épyo
KOAUTITEL HEYANO €VPOG AVOPWTILOTIKWVY KAl KOWVWVIKOV ETOTNUWY HE
gupaon otn thocopia, otny moAtikn Bewpia kat avBpwmoloyia, ka-
Owg kat TNV eMOTNUOAOYIA TWV KOVWVIKOV EMOTNUWY. ZuvéSeae TO
OVOA TOV UE TNV KPLTIKY avavEéwaoT| TNG Hap&LoTiknig OKEYNG Kat QLAo-
oo@iag (otn ovvéxela Tov ddokalob Tov Louis Althusser), Tnv évtovn
ovppeToxr otov dnpodoto Staloyo, kat TV vIOoTHPEN KIVHoEWV Yia
T KOWVWVIKA Kat TtoAtTikd Sikatwpata otn Tadhia kat oty Evpwmn, pe
1OLaitepn EHPaon TN HEAETT TOV PATOLOHOV, TOV EBVIKIOUOD, TWV KOLVW-
VIKOV aVICOTATWV KAl TG TAWTOTNTAG TOL TOAITN pEsa amd TOVG LOTO-
PIKOVG HETAOXNHATIONOVG TOVG. To €pyo Tov avtAel éumvevon emiong
arno T Atydtepo yvwoTtr o0vEeor| Tov pe tov peydho TahAo emotnuo-
AOYo Kat 10TopIko Twv emotnuwv g {wrg Georges Canguilhem adA&
Kat anod Ty yuxavalutikh tapadoon. AmoteAeitat and Keipeva emoTn-
poloyiag, kaBwg kat and peéteg NOKNAG-TOATIKNG PLthocopiag Kat @t-
Aooogikng avBpwmoloyiag mov agopovv TNV oTopia TNG PLthoco@iag
Kat TV 1ewv amo tov 170 péxpt tov 200 awwva. Ta keipevd Tov £xovv
HETAPPAOTEL O€ ONEG TIG EVPWTIATKEG YADOOEG EVW TO EVILAPEPOV TOV
yta TN @thoco@ia, TNV YuXavAaAvom Kat TIG KOVWVIKEG ETILOTNIEG EKTOG
SuTikov KOGHOL 08NYyNOE OTN HeTAPPATT) KAt GLLATNOT TOV OTIG LTO-
Notmeg nreipovg. Me autr| TNV €vvola, TPOKeLTat yia évay KupLoAEKTIKA
naykooptononpévo otoxaoth. EmmAéov, To 1diaitepo evdiagépov Tov
yta v EAAGda, Staxpovikd ekgpacpévo oto dnuooto Aoyo aAAd pe
Spapatikn €vraon Ta xpovia TnG Kpiong, Tov éxel 0dNynoeL, mépav Twv
ypamtwv tov mapeuPdoewy, kat oe moAvdptOpeg ophieg otnv EAAGSa,
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0¢ SlaPOPETIKA aKASUATKA KAl KOLVWVIKO-TIOATIKA ovp@palopeva.
[Ipdogarteg dnpootevoelg mepthapPfdvovy ta: Bia kar moditogppooivy
(Violence et civilité, Editions Galilée, Paris 2010), H TPOTAON THG LOOE-
AevOepiag: Ilohtiké Soxipa, 1989-2009 (La proposition de légaliberté :
Essais politiques 1989-2009, P.U.E, Paris 2010), IloAitys-vmokeipevo/
vmikoog: Aokipe pidocogiknc avBpwmoloyiag (Citoyen Sujet : Essais
danthropologie philosophique, P.U.E, Paris 2011), Saeculum: Opnoxeia,
nolitiopds, 16eodoyio (Saeculum : Religion, culture, idéologie, Editions
Galilée, Paris 2012).

H avayopevon tov Etiév Mnalundp oe emitipo Siddktopa tov Tur-
Hatog Ghoco@ikwv kat Kotvovikwv Xmovdwv CUUTINTEL e TO €THOL0
ovvédplo tng International Society for Intellectual History mov Aapfa-
vel xwpa oto Iavemotiuo Kpntng, 3-5 Maiov 2016, pe tpéxov Oépa
«Ag Eavaoke@tolpe tnv Evpwnnpy, kat anotelei Aettovpyikd puépog tov.
To Bépa TG S1eBvODG EMOTNUOVIKNAG AVTIHG CUVAVTNONG EUTTVEETAL EV
moANoig amo to épyo Tov Etiév Mmalumdp, to omoio emavépxetat ov-
XV oTn onuaocia pag yevealoyiog 1600 g 1déag 600 kal TG LOTOPL-
KNG mpaypatikotntag g Evpwnng. H avéaykn diemotnuovikng mpoo-
éyytong tov {nrrparog ¢ Evpdmng avtavakAdrtal xapakTnploTika
070 £€pyo Tov Mrahpmdp. Ot nuooteg mapeuPacelg Tov, oL OMOiEG TOV
€XOUV XpToeL 0pyaviko SLavoolpevo Tng maykoopag Snuootag opai-
pag, ovvumdpyovv e euPpiBeic peAéteg otny LoTopia TNG PLhocogiag,
™ @loco@ikn avBpwmoloyia, 0Tny emoTnroAoyia Kat 0T Llocoia
TWV KOWVWVIKOV EMOTNUWOV AAAA Kol OTNV TOALTIKY €OTAUN 1} OTNV
YUXAVAAVTIKY TTPOCEYYLON TwV TOMTIKOV {ntnudtwy. TIpdketrtat ya
évav amd Tovg eAAXLOTOVG EMOTHHOVEG Kat Slavoovuevovg mov Sta-
Baletal TavTOXpOVA ATd TOAITIKODG EMOTHUOVEG KAl YUXAVAAVTEG, OL
omoiot Katd Ta dANa TEPLPPOVOVY 0 €vag Tov dANov!

O Etiév Mmahmdp €xet wg kevipikod pebodoloykd mpotaypa v
anopuyy 1600 THG APTHPLOOKANPWTIKAG akadnuaikhs mpolag 600 Ko
6 mAadaprc SiemoTnuovikng mpoaéyyions. Emkevipwvetal otny avd-
Seiln anoplwv, otrypdv vyning Bewpnrikng £vtaong oto épyo Siaon-
HOV @IAOCOPWY aAAd Kal AYVWOTWY OTOVG W €L6IKOVG OTOXAOTWV:
ano TNV «anmaAloTpiwon Twv anaAloTplwTdV» oTov Marx, tn dtonun
napddofn tavtohoyia tov Robespierre «Béhete Tnv enavaotaon xwpig
TNV ENAVACTAOT)?, HEXPL TNV £VVola ToV Interregnum otov Gramsci, Tnv
EVVoLa TWV «aUPETIKWV onpeiwv» (points d’hérésie) otov Foucault, alha
KAt TNV TpOo@ath, AyvwaTn 0To vpy KOO, évvola Tov Gekaufte Zeit
0710 ¢pyo Tov eppavod moAttikov emotripova W. Streeck.
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2e avtd 1o MAaiolo o Etiév Mnaipmap emixetpei evog eidovg evvol-
ako mapaottiopo. Kabe tétola évvola 1) gpdon vynAng Bewpntiknig m-
KVOTNTAG, Kabe TETOLOG EVVOLAKOG KATAADTNG amoplwv Kat tapadogwy,
Aettovpyel oTa Kelpevd Tov WG KAAOG aywydg Tov @thoco@ikol (ava-)
oTOXAOHOV. Anpiovpyei £Tot aTn Stdpketa Twv oXedov &L SekaeTidv ép-
YOU TOV £Va LwOaiKO SIKWV TOV TPWTOTLTIWV ATTOPNTIKWV EVVOLWYV Kl
Bewpnrikwv epyaleiwv mov daveiletat amd AANOVG OTOXAOTEG,.

Zto yneopa emhégape v akolovbn atttoAdynon g emttnpo-
moinong: I'TA TO ITIPQTOIIOPO EPTO TOY I'YPQ AIIO TA OPIA THE
OIAOZOODIAY AAAA KAI EN TENEI TON ANGPQITIXTIKON KAI KOI-
NONIKON EINIETHMQN, TH YYNEXH KAI EIKONOKAAZXZTIKH ITA-
PEMBAZXH TOY XTA AHMOZXIA ITPATMATA AIEONQZX, KAGQX KAI TH
2IIOYAH TOY I'TA TH XEIPAOETHZH TQON ITOAITQN.

000 TOTA Kt AV aVTAVaKAd TOV TTUPHVA TNG OLVELTQOPAG Tov Etiév
Mnahmdp, n Statdnwon avtr, vouilw, dev TpEmeL va pag KAvel va
Anopovobpe to kategoxnv mapadofo otn okéyn Tov: N allepyia o
kaBe popern ayloypagiag mapaméumnel pev oto elkovokAaoTikd Oew-
pnTiko PAéppa kat Tig e§icov elkovokhaoTikég Snuooteg mapeprPdoetg
TOL TILWUEVOY, aAld Sev emoklalet T Bewpntikn 0§udépkeld Tov. Av
Kat avayvwpilet 6Tt 1000 ot Bewpnrikég Mapaddoelg 600 Kkal Ta outh-
HATO KOWVWVIKAG KAl TTOAITIKNG XELPAPETNONG £XOVV TAOT VA TIPOXW-
poLV O ayloypa@ies kot §I8AVIKEDOELG, (1€ ATOTEAETHA VA XAVOUV TNV
AUTO-KPLTIKT TOLG OldoTaon, evtovtolg dev apkeitat otn Aodwpia.
AvayvwpiCet Opwg TavTdXpOVa Kat TNV avAyKn lOXVpwV GUUPOAOHWY
KAl THV TPAYHATIKOTNTA TNG A€Vang EMVONONG VEWY TEAETOVPYLWV OF
OAa Ta OLANOYIKG eYXELPTIHATA, O ONEG TIG EKPPATELG TOV CLAAOYLKOV
nov emBupody va amoktrioovv Sidpketa. H allepyia oe kdbe popor
ayloypa@iag Twv TPWTAYyWVIOTWV TWV KIVIHATWV XELPAPETNONG OTNV
otopia kablotd v emtnuomoinot Tov akoun mo mapddofn. O Etiév
Mnaipmap anexfavetat 1o poAo TOL YKOUPOD TNG EMAVACTAONS, XWPIG
OUWG VAL VTTOTLHA O€ KAVEVA OTUELO TN ONpacia Tov KPLTIKOL avaoTtoxa-
opov yla kabe Xelpa@eTnTIKO TPoOTaypa. Xvvenwg dev Ba nrav vrepPo-
A1 Vo XapakTnpioet Kaveig T LAOCOPIKT) TOL GTACT| VEOOKETTIKIOTIKT
KAL Vo XALPETHOEL 0TO TIPOTWTO Tov ETiév MmaAundp Tov OKeNMTIKIOTH
OOVIPOQPO TWV XELPAPETNTIKWYV EYXELPNUATWY AVA TOV KOGHO.

¢
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The Idea of Revolution:
yesterday, today and tomorrow

ETIENNE BALIBAR

OR A LONG PERIOD NOW—broadly coextensive with what phi-

losophers, sociologists, and some historians of ideas at least call
“modernity” (die Neuzeit)—it would seem that questions related to the
articulation of the concept of history (or, perhaps better, in a more reflex-
ive manner, historicity, meaning a specific manifestation in time of pro-
cesses, events, continuous and discontinuous changes, deliberate and
involuntary actions) and the concept of politics (or, in a more speculative
manner, the concept of the political, including a specific distribution of
civil conflict and representation, and an “ontology” of the subjects of
political action, such as peoples, nations, classes, leaders and masses,
etc.), were revolving around the assessment and the interpretation of the
idea of revolution. This is not to say that, in history or in politics, there
are only revolutionary moments and movements to be found, whether
successful or failed, achieving their “goals” or being “interrupted”, being
encouraged or resisted, at the expense of every other form of change, or
action, or institution. But this means that the idea of revolution (with
permanent debates about its genealogy, meaning, and conditions of ap-
plication) acquired a unique function of polarization and intensification
with respect to the aporias and potentialities of this articulation, when
it had become clear at the same time (something that, probably, is typ-
ically “modern”) that politics and history cannot become isolated, rep-
resented apart from one another, while at the same time never becom-
ing entirely reducible to one another, since there must be something in
history (or historical causality) that escapes politics, but also something
in politics that interrupts history in order to “make” it. And this unique
function of the idea of revolution apparently could be related to at least
three characters of modernity: its specific understanding of the idea of
progress, its eurocentrism, its problematization of history and politics
in terms of recurring antinomies. Allow me to elaborate briefly on these
three aspects.
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1) As historians of ideas are well aware, the name “revolution” pre-
dates modernity, inasmuch as it refers traditionally to a “cyclic” process,
making it possible to compare astronomic movements with periodic
changes in the form of political regimes (I leave aside considerations of
more or less adequate equivalence between different languages in this
respect). The “old” semantic value seems to be still dominant in a cel-
ebrated passage from Rousseau’s Emile (published in 1762) where it is
announced that “we are approaching the state of crisis and the century
of revolutions”, which retrospectively sounds prophetic. But the “new”
value was suggested by the French Revolution almost instantly after its
beginning (witness a remarkable essay by Condorcet in 1793 “Sur le
sens du mot révolutionnaire”), which had worldwide repercussions, and
even more strikingly with the historical “analogy” leading to coining
the expression “industrial revolution” in the first half of the 19" century.
According to Immanuel Wallerstein, these twin events produced a new
conception of history that “normalized” the idea of social progress, with
the result that the three typical “ideologies” of modernity (I would pre-
fer to say the second modernity, after the “revolutionary” break) would
define themselves according to the three formal possibilities offered by a
configuration of “normal” progress: either to organize it (liberalism), or
to resist it or slow it down (conservatism), or to accelerate and radicalize
its development (socialism). This presentation seems to grant a privi-
lege to the “centrist” liberal position which, by definition, is reformist
and not revolutionary. This is Wallerstein’s own position, but from a dif-
ferent angle I believe that it can be displaced, showing that what is deter-
minant is in fact the attitude with respect to “revolution”—which should
be no surprise given the starting point of the semantic mutation. As
we will see, the three modern ideologies seek either to make revolution
“permanent’, in a sense that has to be clarified, or to displace it (particu-
larly through a prevalence or substitution of the industrial revolution
to the political revolution), or to reverse it into a “counter-revolution”,
again in a sense to be discussed. Revolutions, thus, become the standard
after which the effectivity and modality of progress is appreciated.

2) To this scheme of historicity a specific Eurocentric turn is add-
ed, which encompasses a great cycle. In the colonial era, culminating
in the “sharing of the world” among Western (or quasi-Western) and
particularly European powers, or in Schmittian terms a “law and distri-
bution of the earth” (Nomos der Erde) where the “center” rules over the
“periphery”, revolutions are supposed to be political processes that are
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typical for the center because they involve a participation of “citizens”
who exist only in the nation-states, and raise the issue of the democ-
ratization of the State (particularly the devolution to the demos of the
“legislative power” which, according to Marx in his 1843 Critique of He-
gel’s Philosophy of Right, “makes all the great revolutions in history”). In
the dominated colonial peripheries, there are no “revolutions” but only
“resistances”, “guerillas’, “uprisings” and “rebellions”. However, this dis-
symmetry is reversed through the process of decolonization (which, in
fact, had begun with the second modernity itself, if one counts—as one
should—the American insurgencies, North and South, as early cases of
decolonization, however ambiguous they are, since they are not made
by the indigenous peoples). At the end of the period, anti-imperialist
wars of liberation of various length appear as the typical model of rev-
olutionary processes, so that Europe is deprived of its “monopoly”, or
even it becomes the object of revolutionary politics, not its subject. Nev-
ertheless, this leaves the possibility to consider that a full “Europeaniza-
tion” of the world has been achieved (including the universalization of
its political categories), ending with a kind of “negation of the negation”

3) Finally I want to indicate in general (before returning to some
specific aspects of this discursive configuration) that the privilege of the
idea of revolution is also illustrated through a metaphysical structure of
debates which pushes all the tensions inherent in the Modern attempt
at identifying history and politics (or politicizing history in general and
historicizing politics, against the “ethical” and “naturalist” views of po-
liteia or civitas that had prevailed since ancient times) towards the figure
of antinomy, or the unity of opposites. It is apparent in many categorial
oppositions, which in fact permanently underscore the hermeneutic de-
bates about the crucial issue of agency (or, in Hegelian-Marxist termi-
nology, praxis) in the field of human affairs, for which the idea of rev-
olution is the operator of intensification. This is true for debates about
the “autonomy” and the “heteronomy” of the political, because revolu-
tions are by definition moments of emancipation, where the freedom
of agents (citizens, insurgents, revolutionaries) forms at the same time
the driving force and the ultimate goal of politics, but simultaneously
(sometimes by means of a comparison with geological transformations)
revolutions appear as a moment in which the laws of history (its deep
tendencies, whether spiritual, moral, or material, social, technological)
are implemented, with the revolutionary “subjects” only acting as their
(more or less conscious) instruments. Again, it is true for debates about
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the respective functions (and values) of institutions and violence (or civil
war, insurrections, force, lawless interruption of the continuity of the
legal order), because revolutions are typically linked to the new founda-
tion of the State or the social regime, which is carried on through a “state
of exception” which Benjamin called a moment of “divine violence”. But
the exception needs to be teleologically oriented towards normality or
stability, just as the moment of “crisis” is seen as an intermediary be-
tween successive “organic” states of society. And finally it is true for
debates about individuality and mass politics, because a revolution in
the original sense (much influenced again by Rousseau’s doctrine of the
general will) is at the same time a moment when individual subjectivi-
ties are activated (subjects become active citizens) and a moment when a
“fusion” is taking place, identifying masses of individuals with collective
interests and ideals, gathering on the same “squares” and speaking the
same language. In all three cases we recognize antinomies of politics as
a human agency, for which there never seems to be a definitive solution,
but we also observe that “revolutionary praxis” serves as a dialectical
overcoming of the antinomy, or as unification of the opposites, which
precisely changes the course of history. This is usually called “dialec-
tics”, or it explains the privileged relationship between the revolutionary
phenomenon and the concept of dialectics in modern times, whether
we observe that, in its new definition (as “negation of the negation”),
the concept of dialectics (in Hegel) is a reflection on the meaning of the
contemporary “revolutionary process” (and also an attempt at rational-
izing its chaos and normalizing its excess), or we observe that it is used
(as in Marx) in order to anticipate a new revolutionary moment which
would “overcome” the first one (the “bourgeois” revolution), or push it
beyond its own limitations.

Progress (in its different modalities), eurocentrism (and its reversal),
dialectics of praxis as overcoming of the metaphysical antinomies of
politics and history, such are the first conceptual (philosophical) “cor-
relates” for an idea of revolution that could receive almost infinite varia-
tions in its application, but remains essentially stable since it was formed
in the moment of expansion of the Modern State and the emergence of
the new industrial society. Or such they used to be... Because (not only
in Europe, whose “limits” in any case are impossible to fix in an indis-
putable manner) we are now living in a “century” where the opposite of
Rousseau’s prophecy seems to be the case: not the imminent return of
revolutions, but the exhaustion of the idea or the accumulation of fac-
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tors which make the failure of revolutions their only possible outcome,
therefore deprive them of their historical meaning and their political
effectivity. Revolutions are left with a kind of melancholic function in
the realm of collective affects and representations. To be sure, this is not
insignificant. It serves as a paradoxical force of resistance against pow-
erful discourses, to which I will return, which insist on the twin ideas of
the “end of history” and the “end of politics” And it serves as a perma-
nent incentive to look for other “revolutionary” models than the modern
ones, frequently located in the premodern past, European or not. There
are eschatological models for the advent of the Messiah (which can be a
“human’, collective Messiah, going along with liberation theologies, of
secularized versions of the religious ideals of poverty instead of prop-
erty, the use of commonalities instead of private appropriation). And
there are political models of direct democracy as opposed to the institu-
tionalized hierarchy of rulers and ruled, in other terms “political pow-
er’, which can be retrieved from Ancient Greek city-states, or projected
upon them by imagination.

A sophisticated version of this contemporary experience has been
proposed by Reinhart Koselleck in his well-known book Vergangene
Zukunft: Zur Semantik geschichtlicher Zeiten (“Futures Past: On the se-
mantic of historical times”, 1979), which contains a seminal essay on the
“historical criteria of the modern concept of revolution”. It was written in
1968—therefore implicitly addressing the enigma of contemporary “new
social movements” and uprisings, but centered on the problematic iden-
tification of “revolution” and “civil war”. In fact, the reading of the whole
book shows that it is precisely the change in the semantics of the idea
of revolution that appears to Koselleck to mark the transition between
two different historical “times” or eras, or the fact that certain “frames of
expectation” (Erwartungshorizont) which defined hopes and fears, and
possibilities of action for our forerunners, are no longer meaningful for
us—or not in the same way. “We” used to expect the revolution as a likely
outcome of our crises (when the “latent civil war” described by Marx
becomes actual), we were hoping for it or fearing it, but this is no longer
the case. In a sense—which shows that we are moving in a circle—there
is here an implicit idea that a new “cultural” or “symbolic” change has
put an end to the validity of the idea of revolution, or made it an ancien
régime of imagination, a trace or a specter, when generations in Europe
and elsewhere had used it to imagine their present (or the potentialities
within their present). However, things are not as simple as we could first
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imagine if we read Koselleck in a positivist manner: as it were, yesterday
there was a real basis for the revolutionary expectations, today there is
no longer one, this “future” has past. Time is over... But this is actually
quite far from his methodology. For, as I just indicated, the becoming past
of the representation of the future also clearly opens possibilities of using
the past, or various moments and elements of the past, in order to im-
agine the future in a renewed manner. It is a question about time as much
as it is a question about politics. At stake is dropping the evolutionist
representation of history itself and asking which past could return in the
future, or even better—according to the typical “anticipation” of political
imagination—which past will have returned to “produce” or “generate” a
new future beyond the “future [that is now] past”. This could be another
way of thinking, imagining, “doing” the revolution, infusing the same
name with a different meaning linked to different experiences, or per-
haps adding new names in order to rethink some of the same contents,
which have not lost their political relevance.

Such dilemma, clearly, is overdetermined by the fact that an insistent
“counter-revolutionary” discourse today also refers to the return of “rev-
olutionary illusions” as a mortal threat for the society, the economy, the
“democratic institutions”, etc., against which a preventive ideological war
should be waged. For all these reasons, what we need is a careful critical
examination of the genealogy of the idea of “revolution” and its typical
uses in modernity (especially the “bourgeois” use and the “proletarian”
use), showing how this idea was “constructed” and how it can be “de-
constructed” for a different use. In the second part of this presentation,
I want to sketch such a genealogy, insisting on three aspects: the drama-
turgy of revolution (what we might also call the “narrative” or “scenario”
that defines it as a political form), the “bourgeois” character of the idea
of revolution (or the question whether every idea of revolution, includ-
ing the “socialist” or “proletarian” revolutions, is in some fundamental
sense a “bourgeois” category), finally the problematic articulation of the
revolutionary subject with different modalities of “collectivization” of
political action. This, I must say, is very much a work in progress, for
which I would need months, and perhaps years. Therefore, I propose it
as sketch, not as theory.

* % %
A political scenario of revolutionary moments in history essentially
combines three types of phenomena: a change in the distribution of pow-
er within society, which transfers it from those who “normally” monop-
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olize it (the aristocracy or oligarchy defined by wealth, status, or both)
to those who “normally” are excluded or marginalized (the mass, the
poor, the ordinary citizens); a transition from one state or social regime to
another, which concerns the whole of society (or its basic institutions),
therefore separates “long” periods of time or what the philosophy of
history calls epochs (Zeitalter); a moment of exception with respect to
the legal and institutional “governmentality” (to borrow from Foucault’s
terminology), where the rules of decision-making and the forms of rep-
resentation are suspended, either in the direction of more democracy or
dictatorial authority or both, in a typical (and highly problematic) unity
of opposites. Like the latter, all three aspects are in fact—as I suggested
before—essentially antinomic or structured as unities of opposites (for
instance in terms of the reversibility or irreversibility of revolutionary
changes, or the inclusive or exclusive dimension of the redistribution
of power, the primacy of democracy or dictatorship. However, these
antinomies do not emerge at random, according to a pure conceptual
oscillation of the idea of revolution between its own internal polarities.
They are essentially produced and organized as historical determina-
tions within a certain “dramaturgy” whose origins are to be found in a
“stylization” of the course of events in the French Revolution between
1789 and 1799 (or 1815, or 1830...). Let us say that this dramaturgy
combines a temporal scheme of historicity with an “agonistic” scheme of
struggle, which explains why the question of revolution and the question
of war are permanently intertwined, as illustrated by the assumption in
Koselleck that “revolution” initially means “civil war”: but we can ob-
serve as well a permanent effort to elaborate a “civil” and “civic” concept
of struggle or political battle that is not identical with “war”, or even
provides an alternative to war in crucial historical circumstances. “Civil
war” is a conceptual shifter here.

On the temporal side of the dramaturgy, we have in the first place
the idea that a revolution achieves an historical transition from one “re-
gime” to another. This can cover, in Hegelian language, “epochs in the
evolution of spirit”, or, in Marxian language, the destruction of a certain
“social formation” and emergence of a new one, based on a different
“mode of production”. In any case, these regimes must be organic total-
ities, encompassing all the most determining social relations or systems
of institutions. Whether such a transformation is irreversible or not is
the key issue: since the idea of revolution forms an “intense” modality of
the idea of progress, it must incorporate the representation of a line of
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development where there is a necessity for the new to replace the old, at
least in the long run. But this is perfectly compatible with the idea that
there are “regressions” or “restorations” taking place (even for a long
time, if not indefinitely) in the course of events. Which leads us directly
to the other side of the dramaturgy: the “strategic” element of conflict
or struggle, without which it is unthinkable that a revolution reaches its
goals. This explains why the model of “civil war” (even a broad model of
civil war) is bound to remain central: because a revolution arises from
a confrontation between “parties” with antagonistic interests, what 19
century essayists (including Marx) called the “Party of Order”, includ-
ing all those who defend a vested interest and a form of domination,
and what they called the “Party of Movement, including all those who
want to “emancipate” themselves from a system of domination and al-
ienation. However, a confrontation between antagonistic forces, which
are caught in a certain “relation of forces”, can be imagined in different
manners. They are not necessarily characterized as “classes” with an-
tithetic economic interests, but what is necessary is a correspondence
between the temporal discontinuity, separating the “old regime” and
the “new regime” as radically heterogeneous epochs, and the social dis-
continuity, the “essential conflict” or contradiction between those at the
top and those at the bottom of the social order. It is this correspond-
ence that produces the effect of retroactive or anticipated necessity: the
revolutionary moment will have been necessary to “resolve” the social
contradiction, through an immanent development of the conflict itself.
Marxism as we know pushed this idea to the extreme, giving rise to the
eschatological vision of a “last revolution” (the anticapitalist or proletar-
ian revolution) which forever abolishes the class conflicts, because it is
carried on by a “party” with genuine universalistic intentions, a “class”
with no specific interests to impose (at least in terms of appropriation).

At this point however the combination of temporal break with the
past, virtually irreversible, and agonistic social struggle, becomes com-
plicated through an additional factor: ideally it could be dispensed with,
but in practice it is never absent, therefore it needs to become a com-
ponent of the idea. This additional factor is counter-revolution, the fact
that there is no revolution without a counter-revolution, a struggle in the
second degree between “revolution” itself and “opponents” who seek
to obstacle or derail its course. “Counter-revolution” immediately is
nothing other than an organized resistance or opposition to the regime
change, but this leads to a more complex dialectical situation: to con-
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front counter-revolutionary forces (ideologies, organizations, groups)
there is a need to assemble specific instruments, strategies and tactics,
and to develop a specific struggle whose objective is not to create insti-
tutions, but to neutralize the counter-revolutionaries (with or without
“terror”). We can call this moment ultra-revolution, and with its emer-
gence the revolution becomes a drama with a very aleatory result, not
just a “transition” or a “change”. There are always many different ways to
act within such an overdetermined conflict, which historic examples (in
particular the French and Russian revolutions) abundantly illustrate. An
ideological polarity becomes recreated within the revolutionary process
itself (or a system of “deviations” with respect to an ideal rectitude). On
the “reformist” side, which can also become labelled “liberal’, it is ul-
tra-revolution more than counter-revolution that appears as the main
threat for the victory of revolution, because it alienates the majority of
the people or precipitates the transformation of conflict into civil war
(when the civil war was not initiated by counter-revolutionary forces
themselves). A major objective becomes suppressing it or making it
unnecessary through the limitation of the revolutionary objectives, so
that they become “acceptable” and “reasonable”. On the “radical” side,
conversely, it is reformism that may appear as a disguised version of
counter-revolution itself, which leads to identifying “enemies” within
the revolutionary party itself, who need to be neutralized or eliminated.
A revolution which remains half-way of its objectives is not a revolu-
tion, or it is a “revolution without revolution”, as Robespierre famously
said. From there derives one of the most important formulations of rev-
olutionary radicalism, which is permanent revolution (“déclarer la révo-
lution en permanence’, a slogan that Marx borrowed from Proudhon
and others). However, this is an extremely ambivalent idea, since the de-
marcation between strategic realism and political compromise, against
which the “declaration” of permanent revolution is directed, is never
drawn in advance or objectively identified: hence it leads easily (if not
inevitably) to the well-known effect of self-destruction, with the Revolu-
tion taking the figure of Chronos devouring his own children... More-
over, Europe’s history in the 20" century in particular has demonstrated
that there is a “circulation” of political forms and instruments between
the two extremes, with counter-revolution adopting “ultra-revolution-
ary” strategies and trying to mobilize the same “masses” (as in the case
of fascism), and the revolution itself reversing into counter-revolution
from the inside (as in the case of Stalinism). The question that is latent
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in these episodes, which are too frequent to be considered marginal, is
whether the excesses and inversions of the revolutionary process with
respect to its own goals (its “impolitical” side so to speak, borrowing the
category now made famous by the work of Roberto Esposito) must be
left aside in order to recreate a “pure” concept of the revolution (if not a
myth), or ought to be incorporated into the phenomenology of the rev-
olution as a problem intrinsic to its specific way of articulating history
and politics. I favor this second position, which gives a greater intelligi-
bility and more accurately addresses the reasons why, on the threshold
of the 21* century, the idea of revolution remains suspended in a kind of
spectral uncertainty, between a promise and a threat.

In my description—admittedly very simplified—of the revolution-
ary “dramaturgy”, you will have noticed that I took inspiration from
different cases, particularly from the French and the Russian revolu-
tions, which seem to bear a strange analogy across history (this is even
more the case now that, after the closure of what Rita Di Leo called the
“profane experience” of the Russian revolution and its aftermath, it has
“produced” a specific form of capitalism which is fully integrated in the
globalized economy and politics). The more I reflect on this, the more I
believe that the question of the “identity and difference” of the bourgeois
and socialist (or proletarian) revolutions is crucial for the critical geneal-
ogy at which I am aiming. In fact it is a “classical” question, already ad-
dressed by Marx himself, haunting the self-consciousness of the Russian
revolutionaries and guiding their critics, and certainly underlying the
construction of KosellecK’s semantic inquiry, which declares the revo-
lution to be a “future past” in the double sense: neither the “bourgeois”
(especially French) nor the “proletarian” (especially Russian) could be
perceived now as “present futures” (i.e. possibilities), and perhaps this
is the same impossibility (which would define our “now” as a closure
of the era of Modernity). I want to address this issue partially (since it
is a very complex question), but also radically, by asking the question:
is “Revolution” essentially a “bourgeois” idea, even if it becomes reversed
or transposed into other forms (socialist, anti-imperialist or anti-colo-
nial)? In that case, the “difficulty” that we now have with the idea of
revolution, leading to what I successively called a melancholy, or a vacil-
lation between hope and fear, historicization and actualization, or a per-
manent quest for “alternative” possibilities of acting politically in order
to “make history”, would be, ultimately, a difficulty with the bourgeois
model itself (emblematically illustrated by the French revolution), and
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with the seeming impossibility to “evade” it without annihilating the
idea of revolution itself. No future because no real past except this past.
Of course it includes the impolitical side: the Terror, the Bonapartist
outcome, etc. But above all it includes the “emancipatory” project of
constituting a State which, as Hegel would say, is the “common thing”
(or “work”) of its own citizens, pushing the concept of citizenship be-
yond simple membership in a constituency, to the idea of constituent
power exercised in common.

I must be brief on this difficult question. On the one hand, it has to
be acknowledged that the typical dramaturgy that I was sketching a mo-
ment ago essentially illustrates a “bourgeois drama”. It is modelled on
the French and especially Parisian chain of events which came to be re-
produced (or even consciously imitated) in later revolutionary process-
es. This is true even for such notions as “dictatorship of the proletariat”
(Lenin and Trotsky as well as their “reformist” adversaries were aware of
this, and it has been theorized in the recent past by such intelligent an-
ti-communist historians as Francois Furet). The difficult question is the
comparison with the American revolution, which is the object of Arendt’s
theorization of an opposition between the “revolutions of equality” and
the “revolutions of liberty” (On Revolution). But perhaps the distance
becomes smaller if one considers long revolutionary events, i.e. process-
es which include their own after-effects (particularly, in the American
case, the “civil war”, which has clear “egalitarian” dimensions). On the
other hand, we must take seriously the fact that socialist or “anticapital-
ist” revolutions in the 19" and 20" century systematically tried to detach
themselves from the “bourgeois” model, by injecting a “social” content that
revolutionary politics did not include by itself, contradicting its notion
of “rights of man and the citizen”, thus distancing themselves from civ-
ic-bourgeois universalism. Radical socialist thinkers (such as Marx and
Engels in the Communist Manifesto, and their successors) are not seeking
to build a State, even a democratic State, because they link the existence
of the State exclusively to the structure of a class society. Even if the actual
history of socialist revolutions (and the regimes arising from them) does
anything but eliminate the State (and in practice also recreate class dis-
tinctions), this remains an important difference in the idea. We observe
here that the privileged instrument used by the Marxist tradition to ad-
dress the issue of the analogy and discontinuity between the “two revolu-
tions”, was again the notion of permanent revolution, this time developed
in a different direction. What it asserted was essentially that the “bour-
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geois revolutions” themselves included something like a “double bottom”,
with democratic and purely “political” mottoes covering (and express-
ing, or suppressing) “social” demands that concerned real equality (or,
ultimately, a classless society) instead of purely formal, juridical equality
compatible with the preservation of exploitation. Hence there would be a
second conflict or struggle located within the first, which could mean that,
when the revolution unmasks and dismantles a certain form of domi-
nation (monarchic, aristocratic), it also lays bare another one, which in
a sense is more fundamental: the domination of private property and
capitalist accumulation. As a consequence, the revolutionary exigency
that I recalled a moment ago, to keep the revolutionary process going on
in order not to be reversed into a restoration of the “old” order, becomes
an exigency to push the revolution beyond the “bourgeois limits” them-
selves, or to begin a second revolution from within the “womb” of the
first. The agent or subject of this second revolution would not be simply
“the people” (or the majority of the people as opposed to an oligarchy
of “unnecessary” oppressors, as Abbé Sieyes famously explained in his
pamphlet What is the Third Estate? (1789), it would be a kind of “people
within the people” or “people of the people”, for which the 19" century
adopted the old Roman name “the proletariat” (and Marx explained that,
through the industrial revolution and the development of capitalism,
this radically exploited class itself would become the majority, if not the
“99%” of the society). The idea of permanent revolution now becomes
the idea that, through the logic of its own radicalization and confron-
tation with the counter-revolution, one revolution becomes another one.
Another important dialectical scheme of transformation—which was
frequently activated in the internal debates of anti-imperialist struggles
in the 20" century, where the “bourgeois” form of popular sovereignty
was reformulated as “national independence” and the class-interest of
the proletariat was amalgamated with the objective of “development”.
We may wonder if, in this dialectics of internal transformation (whether
achieved or blocked) it is not, however, the bourgeois model itself that is
confirmed, inasmuch precisely as it contained the idea of a state of excep-
tion that is bound to transgress its own limits. This idea may also have a
deconstructive effect on the model itself, because certainly it reinforces
the hypothesis that the bourgeois revolution is the only revolution possi-
ble (or thinkable, in our intellectual tradition), but conversely a “purely”
bourgeois revolution (remaining “bourgeois” until the end) is historically
impossible: it must either fail or become the starting point for another
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revolutionary process (which may be a way to “fail better”, in the famous
formula by Samuel Beckett). The bourgeois revolution is a very paradox-
ical type, because it is intrinsically unstable, it must “change character” in
order to be carried on.

There is a different side to this paradox in the Marxist philosoph-
ical tradition, which has to do with the discussion of the ideological
forms in which “men make their own history” (The 18" Brumaire of
Louis Bonaparte), or “become conscious of the historical conflict and
fight it out” (Preface to the Critique of Political Economy). Again there
is essential instability here, because the Marxian formulas present us
with a dilemma: they explain, on one side, that “revolutionaries”—indi-
vidually and above all collectively, inasmuch as they rally and organize
for a common goal, creating a “collective subjectivity”—are bound to
imagine their own actions in the “costume” provided by past moments
of emancipation that have become more or less mythical (such as the
Roman “republican” phraseology); therefore revolutionaries are never
the “contemporaries” of their own actions, of the history they “make”,
they never consciously inhabit the “now” of history (die Jetzt-Zeit). Like
Benjamin’s “angel of history” illustrated by the picture he received from
Paul Klee, they look towards the past when they proceed to break into
the future. Althusser at one point provided a radically “pessimistic” in-
terpretation of this ideological dependency from the narratives of the
past, which he connected with the fact that—in his view—there is no
such thing as a political practice without ideology. But he also want-
ed to investigate the possibility for “organized” social forces to critical-
ly distanciate themselves from their own ideology: another dimension
of emancipation that he probably connected to the same Marxist idea
of transgressing the limits of the “bourgeois” revolution, or the bour-
geois “imaginary” of the revolution. However, if we want to uncover
the posterity of the other thesis also present in Marx—namely the idea
that, within ideology, an anticipation of the classless society is possible
for the radically exploited producers, with the help of a theoretical cri-
tique of capitalism—we must turn toward a very different tradition in
Marxism: that of utopian Marxism, in the early Lukacs, Mannheim, and
especially Ernst Bloch, for whom the collective imaginary involves not
only a repetition of the past, but also an anticipation of the possible, or
a transgression of the historical limits preventing us from thinking the
“novelty” (novum), which by definition is unknown. Perhaps a dialec-
tical solution would involve a different distribution of the elements of
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continuity and discontinuity between “bourgeois” and “socialist” rev-
olutions that focuses not so much on the “constitutional” content than
the “insurrectional” form itself. Revolutions are new beginnings in the
history of societies, they suspend the validity of an existing political or-
der, in the broad sense that includes every distribution and modality
of power, therefore, even before the establishment of a new regime, the
dramaturgy of revolution must begin with a subversive emergence of
revolutionary forms of participation in the “public sphere”—which in
the language of 18" century and 19" century “civic-bourgeois” univer-
salism was called “insurgency” or “active citizenship”. It is this emer-
gence that forms the “tradition” between Rousseau and Marx and that,
on the contrary, was perceived as a threat for the order of institutions
by such liberal thinkers as Kant, Hegel and Tocqueville, not to mention
the conservative and counter-revolutionary ideologists. Returning to
the “bourgeois” origins of the modern idea of revolution can also mean
a questioning about the flexibility of the forms of insurgency depending
on the type of domination, the vested interests in power and oligarchic
institutions that they confront, as well as an experimentation in active
citizenship (“acts of citizenship’, in the terminology of Engin Isin) that
renovates the democratic imaginary. It is a transformation of the past
into a future that had not been imaginable, rather than a burial of the
exhausted future within the past.

To speak of a moment of insurgency that creates or recreates active
citizenship inevitably leads to a discussion of the forms of “collective
subjectivation” (Ranciere) that—to put it in Machiavellian terms—“raise
agency from the private to the public standing” (The Prince, chapter 6).
In a sense this is the most important moment in a critical genealogy of
the uses and meanings of revolution “after” the declared “end” of the rev-
olutionary era, because the difficulty is not so much with identifying rev-
olutionary situations (especially if they are reduced to situations of acute
social “crises”), it is above all with identifying in the present collective
agents who can become active in such situations and “resolve” the con-
tradiction. Not only are revolutions characterized after the name of their
agents (bourgeois, national, indigenous, proletarian...), but the phenom-
enology of revolutions in history is primarily a description of the becom-
ing subject of the groups or the “forces” that are virtually revolutionary,
or can be said to have a revolutionary interest in “changing the world”.
This is exactly the case in Marx’s Communist Manifesto, where the “class
struggle” is presented as the principle of the transition from a “latent” to
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a “manifest” conflict, making proletarians the communist subjects who
“can only lose their chains”. When I referred a moment ago to the fact
that a transformation of the bourgeois revolution into a proletarian revo-
lution involved a reconsideration of the proletariat (or the working class)
as the “people of the people’, I was precisely alluding to a modality of
interpretation of the process of “collective subjectivation” that is prac-
ticed by Marx, combining sociological and eschatological categories. If
the notion of a “revolutionary subject” is not a mere tautology, in spite
of its axiomatic use by many contemporary discourses on the radical left
(together with “revolutionary forces” or “revolutionary objectives”), this
is mainly because neither the articulation of the individual and the col-
lective agency, not the transition from virtuality to actuality, from “la-
tent” forms to “manifest” figures of the insurgent capacity of the citizens,
can be anticipated or taken for granted. Once again, they will have existed
when the revolutionary process takes shape in history, but they are not
predictable in spite of continuous attempts at organizing them in advance
to “prepare” the revolution (of which the Leninist “party-form” is but the
most visible example in modern history).

It derives from such considerations that the “revolutionary subject”
is not only a flexible figure, it is something like a transitional figure,
which is affected in its “being” by the modalities and after-effects of
its own historical interventions (the spectacle of its emergence on the
public sphere, the internalization of its confrontation with the coun-
ter-revolution, the splitting between reformism and radicalism, etc.)—a
“becoming” or a process of subjectivation rather than a given “subjectiv-
ity”. And it is not only a transitional figure, it is a conflictual figure, that
finds itself permanently exposed to the competition between different
modes of subjectivation (or formations of the collective) which are ul-
timately incompatible (although they can be momentarily hierarchized
and mediated). In these concluding remarks, I want to focus on one
typical formulation of such dilemma, which is typically observed in the
Marxist tradition, but has a far broader range of application. This is the
distinction of the “class” and the “mass”, more precisely the antithesis
of a crystallization of revolutionary subjectivities in the form of a “class
consciousness’, a “class collective” or a “class party” (without which one
could argue that there is no “class” in the actual, political sense of the
term), and a fusion (which can be seen also as “dissolution” of separated
individualities) in the coming out of a single “mass”. This is not only
an analytical dilemma, it also has ethical implications, because the col-
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lective subjectivations that are incorporated in a class identity are pri-
marily conceived in terms of an emergence of consciousness at the level
of collectivity (or a conscious participation in a succession of actions
which, taken together, form a strategy to dismantle the established order
of domination and create new institutions in which the interests of the
“have-nots” are expressed), whereas the dissolution of separated subjects
and their merging into a single mass that overwhelms the protections of
the “specialized” governmental agencies (whose special task, as shown
by Foucault, is to “individualize” the subjects in order to “discipline”
them) is bound to rely to a large extent on unconscious motives and
psychic mechanisms. This is also what explains why, at least in the West-
ern tradition of categorizing the political, the “class point of view”, even
without being crystallized in a movement or a party, has a privileged
relationship to a progressive (or progressivist) representation of politics,
whereas the problematic of the mass and the intervention of “masses”
who are awaken by critical situations (such as economic crises or wars)
has a much more ambivalent distribution. It is favored by counter-rev-
olutionary discourses, who either project it negatively on revolutionary
movements (even by anticipation), in a typical “fear of the masses”, or
emulate the revolutionary mobilization of the mass against oligarchic
power and structural violence, in order to destabilize the relationship of
forces (as in the fascist tradition). However, the semantic of opposition
between class and mass (both departing from the organic figure of the
people) is far from being reducible to such polarities, because the notion
of a “mass movement” (which, in the 20" century, became the perma-
nent horizon of politics as a transgression of the limits of “representa-
tion of the people” in a statist form) is itself ambivalent and plastic. It
is a typical reactionary and counterrevolutionary discourse to explain
that the “revolt of the masses” (Ortega y Gasset 1929: La rebellion de las
masas) is a potential destruction of civilization, but it is a critical revolu-
tionary point of view to explain that mass movements are the cradle in
which collective subjectivation takes shape, still undetermined in their
results and final destination, but with a potential of overwhelming the
state and a permanent problem of confronting internal and external vio-
lence. This explains the fact that the communist tradition has eventually
concentrated its revolutionary potential in the objective of inventing the
forms of a “mass democracy” on a “class basis”, beyond representation
and technocratic expertise, an objective which seems to be ever de-
ceived and never exhausted. The problem with a political strategy based

— 243 —



APIAANH 22 (2015-16) — E. BALIBAR

on mass movements comes from the fact that they are short lived and
easily dismantled or internally disaggregated. Returning us to the very
roots of what creates a balance of forces to match established state power
in history, they also exhibit in the most visible form the antinomy of
the temporal modalities of revolution: disruptive event, and long term
transformative process. Forming the most effective aspect of revolu-
tionary subjectivation, they are also the most enigmatic ontologically
and politically. If the class, and above all the party, is very much a “coun-
ter-state” (or tends to become such), the mass appears rather as an “an-
ti-state” of which the state itself can make a perverse use. The two forms
of collective subjectivation called “class” and “mass” are both opposed
to the ideal of “organic” collectivization that the national bourgeois state
inherited from its own way of “terminating” or institutionalizing the
revolution (the consensus of the general will or “We the People”, most of
the time finding its official voice in the discourses of the State itself), but
they oppose it from different angles. “Revolution” permanently looks
for their reconciliation in the conjuncture.

With this last remark, we have come in a sense full circle in trying
to classify the various dimensions that pertain to the current “crisis” of
the idea of revolution, in the form of a conflicting pattern of archaism
and actuality. This is because, of all the vicissitudes of the revolutionary
dramaturgy that keep haunting our political present, the one that is per-
haps most relevant is counter-revolution, albeit in the paradoxical form
of a preventive decomposition of the mass as political agent, or a massive
and systematic suppression of mass movements performed by neo-liber-
alism in the multiple forms of consumerism and precariousness, which
specifically neutralize the political as collective subjectivation—or tries
to neutralize it, as if the ruling elites were obsessed by what they believe
to have eliminated. I would say that this is the revolutionary germ or “re-
mainder” that is actively “missing”—in the Deleuzian sense of the “miss-
ing people”—, thus virtually present in the very instability of our histor-
ical conjuncture, in search of its own formation and its own dramaturgy.
This seems to indicate that the vast question that is opened, but certainly
not closed, by the multivalent hermeneutic proposition that “revolution”
as an idea has become a “future past’, inseparably concerns and connects
the issues of a history of time, a politics of the political, and calls for an
identification of what the “people of the people” for us could mean.

¢
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0€G, AYYAKA, YEPUAVIKA Kat EAANVIKA, TTAvw oe pei(oves EMOTNUOVIKEG
TEPLOXEG: TNV eMIKT| Toinom kat Tov Opnpo, kat TNy mpwipn Avpukn moin-
o1+ 600 KAl OTNY TPWTOTLTIN AOYOTEXVIKT Ttapaywyrn Tov (téooepa pudi-
otopnuata). To idio, pmopovpe va movpe, aAnbedel kat yla Ta LOTOPIKO-
TOALTIKA TOV SOKipia, oV dpxLoe va Onpoctevel 6To Bripa amod tov Mdio
Tov 1999 w¢ tov Iavovdapio tov 2015, aAld kat oe TOAAG blogs (Sia-
SikTvakég 1oTooeideG) éwg kat Tov mepacpévo Iovhio. Kat 0mwg moAha
and Ta peEAeTHpHATd Tov yia Tov Ounpo kepdifovv and tn oOykpLomn e
avAAOYa OTOLXEI TIEPLEXOHEVOL KA LLOPPTG TTOV ATIAVTOVY OTT) VEOEAAN-
Vikn apadootakn Aoyotexvia, Tnv omoia yvwpile TOAD KaAd, £TOL Kal,
avTioTpo@a, Ta Lo egrjuepa dpBpa Tov otov T Kepdilovv e Pdbog
Kat aflomotia and ovvexeig avapopEg Kat ouykpioelg e mapdAAnia,
TIOL 0 GOPOG CLYYPAPEAG AVTAEL ATIO TOVG apXAiovg KAaotkov.

* TIp6edpog Tov ZvpPovliov Tov IMavemotnuiov Kping and 12/2012 éwg 10/2015.
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Xaipe, piltar’ Odvocéa. H 080vn Tov mévBovg oov peydln, ahAd to
¢pyo oov Ba ovveyioet va S1ddokel Kat va gpmvéet padnTég kat gilovg.

¢
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Eig pvijunv Odvooéa Toaykapakn
Aovkia AGANAZAKH*

IAA tedevtaia opd tov Odvooéa Toaykapakn TépuoL TETOLOV Kal-

po, oV TEAeTH) pvnung yla tov Zrvhtavo Alegiov. Ta eimape ya
Alyo kal peTd éQuye pe TO yvwoTo yopyd Tov Prjpa, evButevig omwg
TavTa. ZKEPTNKA TOTE OO0 Aiyo eixe aAlafet and tnv mpwtn Qopd
7oV TOV ovvavtnoa oto PéBuuvo kamota otrypr tov Ievépn tov 1991.
‘Hrav n mpwtn pov emiokeyn oto Iavemotio Kprtng, eixe goPepr
Kakokatpia, épixve Qupdpar XaAddl, aAld n kakokatpia dev mToONOCE TOV
Odvoota, pe Eevaynoe ato Iavemotruio ota IepiPotia kot petd wAn-
oape TOAAN wpa yia @Lhohoyikd Bépata, kKupiwg yla tn Avpikn moinon,
TIOV TAV TO KOWVO pag evAla@Epov. XT0 TAAIOL0 avTO HoL [iAnoe yla
Tov §&okalo tov, Tov Mag Tpov, yia ta xpodvia 61o Movayo kat Kupiwg
yta To Td00 Taleye va viepPei TIG OKOVOULKEG Kat AAeG avTEoOTNTEG,
va omovdAaoeL Kal va KAVEL Kaplépa 0ToV Topéa Tov ayamovoe. Hrav
{LaL LOTOPIA TIOL TOV €KAVE TIEPTPAVO, OXL LOVO YLATL Ta KATAPEPE AANA
Kat ylati émavayv ta xépla Tov. @Updpal pa gopd ov pag eixe Kahéoel
070 oTtiTL Tov, petd Tn Stdhefn Tov Richard Hunter, va pov Seiyvel éva
BoTOOAWTO HOVOTIATL Kait VAL OV A€€L e HEYAAN TIEPTPAVELA, «EYW TO
¢ptiaka, oag apéoet»

Etot tov Bupapat mévta, éva okAnpaywynuévo avBpwmo mepnga-
VO yta O 00a §epe val KAVEL, TOOO YLa TIG TIPAKTIKEG TOL Se&LoTNTEg
000 Kal Yl TO EMOTNUOVIKO TOV €pY0, TEPHPAVO Yia OAOVG TOVG OTO-
XOovg Tov €0eoe Kat EMETVXE 0T PAKPA KAl EDOOKLIUN TTOPELQ TOV ylaL TNV
omoia Ba piAnoovv orpepa moAloi ekhektoi ovvadedgot. O addknTog
Bavatdg tov pag ovykAovioe GAovg—>Eev Ba pmopovoa TOTE va Qa-
VTAOTW TEPLOL TETOLOV Kalpd OTL Eva Xpdvo apyotepa Ba amoxalpeTov-
oape Tov Odvooéa mov épotale oav va unv tov eixe ayyiet o xpovog.
Exgpalw ta Oeppd pov cuAlvmntrpta otnv otkoyéveld tov. Na {te va
Tov Qupdote, Ba Tov kpatroovpe Kot gpeig oTn uviun pog evbutevn,
Spaotnplo Kat TapaywyLKo.

¢

* Koounropag g Pthoco@ikng XXoArs.
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TNwpyog MAPINAKHZY

ITPQTOBOYAIA tov Tunpatog ®loloyiag va dopyavaoet k-

SNAwonN UVAENG Yla TOV EKATOVTA SLAKEKPLLEVO TIAVETILOTHLA-
K0 kaBnynt kat Eexwplotd avBpwmo Odvooéa Toaykapdakn, emBefat-
wvel Ta Oeppd atodnpata ekTipnong kat 6eBAcHOV TNG TAVETOTHLA-
KNG KOLVOTNTOG KAl TWV OLVASEAQWYV TOL YLat TV TTPOCWTIKOTNTA KAL T1)
ovvolkn poogopd tov. Eivan pa mpwtoPoviia afia cuyxapntnpiwy
OTNV OTOl0l CUUUETEXW KL EYW, ATOSEXOHEVOG TNV TIUNTIKT TPOCKANOT
7oL pov anmnvlvvav ot SlopyavwTég TG, yia va katabéow (e Tn oelpd
Hov To Ok pov ixvog oTnv amoyivr ekdnAwon, wg Beopikog ekmpo-
owTog Tov Afpov pag. AtoBavopal 0Tt gival i OQENOHEVT TIUN €K
HEPOLG O WV Hag TNV TPOCWTIKOTNTA Kat TN Qavpaotn Stadpopr| evog
avBpwmov ov mpTa A’ GAa Tav aywvioThg TG {wrs.

Ztn pviun pag, o Odvooéag Toaykapdkng, kataxwpnidnke wg évag
ovyxpovog Odvactag, agov 1 idta Tov 1 {wr Nrav éva Siapkég takidt
otn yvwon aAld kat Tov koopo: Ta&iSeye, wg otkOVOIKOG HETAVATTNG
ot leppavia oe e€atpetind SVOKOAEG ETOYEG Kal GLYXPOVWG ESwOE Evay
AKOUPAOTO KAl TIELOHATAPT] Y@V PLOTTOPLOpOD Kot akadNHAikdY OTIOV-
Swv. MepumAavnOnke otnv Evpwrnn kat Tov Kavadd kat kataeepe pe tnv
a&io Tov va avadeyBei oe £va Staxexkpiuévo, otny EANGda kat to efwte-
PLKO, ETUOTHHOVA. AVTi Opwg va emhégel va peivel oTig aglohoyeg Béoelg
TIOV €iXe KATAKTHOEL 0T TTAVETIUOTHLA TOV e§WTeEPLKOD, EMECTPEYE OTO
Skd pag IMavemothpio ya va opyavwoet petafd dAAwv, Tpwtomopm-
VTag yia pia akopn agopd, o Tunpa @loloyiag ald kat va {fjoet oo
P£0upvo ov TpoPavmg aydnnoe, EPTiage TO OTIUTIKO TOV KAt [ia wpaia
OLKOYEVELX KA EVTENEL EXaoe TN (1] TOV KOAVUTIWVTAG OTA VEPA TOV.

Mia Stadpopr} (wr|g, amd avTég oL EUTVEOVY KAAOIKA AOYOTEXVIKA
1 Oeatpika épya, Staxpovikng agiog.

[Tpoowmikd Aowmov katabétw tn Babid pov evyvwpoovvn otov
eKATOVTa yla T yevvaia Tov and@aot va peivet oto Iavemotnpio kat
OTOV TOTIO HAG KAL VA GLVSPApEL OTOV EEAKTIKO TOV Prpatiopd. Aoty

* Afjpapyog Pebopvou.
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TEPAV TNG TPOTPOPAG TOV GTNV TAVETILOTNLAKT KOWVOTNTA Tov Pebv-
pvov, Tnv omnoia Ba avadeifovv pe Tov TANpEoTEPO TPOTO Ot GVVASEN-
@oi Tov 0TV amoytvr) ekdNAwon, TPOTPepe CNUAVTIKO €pYO Kat OTHV
npdodo g kowvwviag pag. Hrav évag avBpwmog pe moANEg 1810t Teg
Kat Waitepa yapiopata. AlakeKpIUEVOG akadnIaikog e avayvwpiotn
EVTOG KOl EKTOG TWV CLUVOPWYV THG XWPAG HAG TIVEVHATIKT TPOOPOPAL,
ONUAVTIKOG 0TOXA0TNG og O¢pata vynAov TpoPANUATIONOD Yl TOV Av-
Bpwro, Tnv Kowvwvia, Tig afieg, Tn {wr| kAL cuvapa evepydg TOAITNG TTOL
HolpaldTay He eLTPETELR KL EYKVPOTNTA TN YVWOT KAl TG TEMOLON0ELg
Tov pe Tovg avBpwmovg. Ot dnuooteg mapepPacels Tov cuvodevovtay
amo TOAUN kat mappnoia, akopn Kt 6tav mpaypatevdtay épata mov
e0ryav evaioBnta kowvwvikd, molttikd, Opnokevtikd ntpata, Bépata
noudeiog k.&. E&Bete 1 andyelg tov, ot Snuocta kpion kat KpLTK,
xwpig dtotaypovg kat nOomAaotikd StAnppata.

BAénete, moAloi pidovv kat’ 1diav aAAd Aiyot ektiBevtat Ekeivog
TO £KOVE KOl ElXE TPAYHATIKA EVOLAPEPOV 1) OTITIKT TOV YwVia, Ta pebo-
doloyikd Tov epyaleia oty epunveia Twv Bepdtwv mov mpooéyyile, o
TPOTOG IOV OTOLYELODETOVOE T EMIXELPTILATA TOV, TIAVTA UE AVAPOPES
otnv Apyaia EAA&Sa, Tnv omoia eixe peketroet ovotTnuatikd kat oe Pd-
0o¢. AvTn TNV KATAKTNEEVN, UE TTOAD peYAAO TIPOCWTIKO KOOTOG Kol
eninovn mpoomadela, yvaon gixe TV tkavoTnTa va Tn StaxEel, pe Tpomo
TPOGTVI] KAl TPOoLtd o€ OAOVG.

Hrav evtunwotakn n ikavoTnTtd Tov va emKALpOTOLEl GTOVG CLYKAL-
pLVOVG Hag XpOVouG Tov TAoVTo Twv 10wV NG Apyxaiog EANAdag kat
OAa 0oa n Apyxaio EN\nvikn Ipappateia didage otov kdopo, avadetkvo-
ovtag kabe @opd tn StaypovikoTnTa Kat T SOvapn avtwv twv 1dewv
oto StaPa Tov xpovov.

Akopun Kt av KAmolog 8V OLUPWVOVOE TTAVTOTE e TIG ATOYELG TOV,
ovdeig vopilw Stapwvovoe [e TNV EVTIPETELA TWV TAPEUPACEDY TOV,
™V €kdnAn moTn Tov OTIG apXEG Tov Awkaiov Kat TNV ApeTn, aAld Kat
otnv gpfaduvon twv Bepdtwv mov kdbe Popd mpaypatevoTAV. AKpL-
Bodikatog, pue Babia evancOnoia oe nrrpata wov Biyovy v avBpwmnt-
v aflompéneta kat emPiwon, oepvog kat EexdBapog oTig anoyelg Tov,
et elpovOoe pe kAOe TapEUPAcT] TOL VA TPOCPEPEL LA AVTIKELHEVIKT
gpunveia g kabe MTLXNG TNG TPAYHUATIKOTNTAG IOV HEAETOVOE AANA
Kat vo TpoTeivel pa peatoTikny Avom yia ) Staeipton Stayvwouévwv
TPOPANUATWY.

Agv Ba nBela va vneloéNbw oe TomoBETHOELG IOV APOPOVV TO ETIL-
OTNHOVIKO TOV £€pY0, TO 0TI0i0 VTTAPXOLV TTOANOL aAppOdIOTEPOL ATTO PEVAL
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va 1o kpivovv. Ekeivo 1o omoio propw pe PePatdtnta va katabéow eivat
nwg 1 Emotun kot to PéBuuvo otepnnkav éva d&o pélog tov Ia-
vemotnpiov, mov Pplokdtav o éva Sapkn, vyt kat Xpriotpo Stdhoyo
pe to avBpwmivo Suvaptkd Tov, GAAOTE pe TNV ISLOTHTA TOV AVAYVW-
plopévov akadnpaikov kabnyntr kat AAAote He avTr) TOv TOAITH 7OV
votaGetat yta Tov o0 1oL (et kat cuvdpapet oty e§€MEN Tov e Tov
TIAOVTO TOV TTVEVHATIKOD TOV OTTAOGTACIOV Kat TN SOVAN IOV EKTTEUTEL
1 otabepn aywvioTtikr Tov didBeon viép Tov Kakol kat ayadov.

Avtn n Sapkng aAAnenidpaocny Tov pe TNV Kotvwvia pag, 1 Stavo-
NTIKN oxéon mov kKaAALEpynoe He Tovg avBpwmovg NG Kat 1), €K UEPOVG
TOV, OVVEXNG TPOPOdOTia AVTHG TNG OXEONG e XPNOLHES TapepUPAoELg,
Oa pag Aeiyet. Eipaote BéPatot, Opwg, 0Tt Ba anoteéoet mnyr éumvev-
ong ya 6oovg embopodv va tn wunovv kat va otnpifovv tn Snui-
oVPYIKN Kat Yovipn ocvvimapdn kat Suvapikn Stddpacmn tov kKopvpaiov
TIVEVUATIKOV KUTTApoL 1ov Stabétet n mOAn pag, tov Ilavemotnuiov
Kpntng, pe tnv tomikn kowvwvia—arAnAenidpaomn, dAAwoTe, mov ano-
Setkvoel petald aMwv kat n onueptvr| pag Eomepida.

¢
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Odvooéag Toaykapakng,
Evtvyiopévog mov éxave 1o wpaio Takidl. ..

Ayyéla KASTPINAKH*

OAYZXEAY yevvnOnke otnv Tovphwt tov vopov AaciBiov

Tov OxtwPplo tov 1936. TToAA& Ta apyaia ovopata 6To XwpLo:
Emapervavdag, Xwkpdtng, AplototéAng... Tov élaye to Odvooéac.
12-13 xpovwy, oTny mapalio KAT® amw’ To xwpLo Tov, To «Bapkotomniy,
¢@Tiove oxedieg pe EOMa mov £Pploke edw Ki ekel kat pe oavideg an’ To
VEKPOTAPELO. ZKOTIEVE, AE€L, va QUYeL Yla TNV A@pikT). «E, Odvooéa, mape
pog padi cov!» tov pwvale n makomapéa. «Xto dAo tagid, anavtodoe
ekeivog. ANG 1 oxedia Tov, evvoeital, Bovlale pepkd pEtpa aw Ty
aKTn.

To Xxwptd NTav moAd QTwXO, OTWG OAa Ta XWPLA EKElVN TNV OXL Kol
1600 pakpvn emoxn. Ta madd palevav ' €va tevekdkt To Addt mov
¢otale and ta ehatovpyeia, kat pe Tig Sekdpeg mov kEpSIlav aydpalav
eKeivo To ekAeKTO €1806, TIG Kapapéreg Tov umakdAn. Opwg n owoyé-
vela Tov Odvooéa eixe pua emMMAEOV KAKOTVXi: O TATEPAG, XTIOTNG OTO
emayyehpa, eixe mabet kpvomayniuata otov moAepo NG AAPaviag kat
dev pmopovoe ma va epyactel. EEMOVAWVTAG Ta XTHHATA TOVG €0TEL-
Aav ot yoveig ta maudid, tov Odvooéa kat Tov Aiyo vedTepo adeApo Tov
Nwpyo, otnv mOAN, T Znteia, va @ottnoovy oto Tvpvdaoio. Bonbela
Tovg é0Tehvay ekei Hovo ot idog. Kat ta maidid, otav nelav Aiyo va
Eeokaoovy, £8tvav affyd avti yla €L0Tplo 0Tov povadikd Kivnuato-
YPAapo NG TOANG.

Metd 1o Tvpvaoio, o Odvooéag BéAnoe va ovveyioel TiG omOVOEG
Tov. ANAG Oev eixe ovTe Kav Ta vavAa, yla va @tdoel wg tov Ietpaid.
Epydotnke ota vrapdpla Tov yuyov, 6to AATol, KovBaldvTag 0Tovg
OUOVG TOV TNV METPA. MIAMLIOT WPa Vo TTAEL ATl TO XWPLO KOl WLALOT
WPA VAL YUpioeL... ZUVTNPOVOE TWPA KAl TOVG YOVELG TO.

O adeh@dg tov eviwpetadd frav dn otnv Adrva. Efyale to yopi
Tov maiovtag cafogpwvo o éva kévtpo. Eixe pabet to ovykekpiévo

* TIpoedpog tov Tunuatog dloloyiag to 2015/16.
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Opyavo oTn Umdvta Tov Afpov, otn Xnteia. AAAO éva xwpdet eixe uyel
yla va ayopaoTei 1o TOAVTIHO povatkd opyavo. Ta dvo adédgia épetvav
yta Aiyo o€ éva kapapdkt otny pwtevovod. O Odvooéag mpoonddnoe
va Bpet Sovhetld. Xtumohoe Tig TOPTEG TWV OTUTIWV TIOL £PAETE VoL £XOVV
avaykn amo pepepétia, aAlld ot kaipoi nrav dvokolol, dev £Pploke
SovAetd ovTe Tov TOSAPLOV. Aev YIVOTAV Vol [EiVEL TIEPLOTOTEPO GTNV
ABnva. To 1960 épuye otn [eppavia. AovAeye aveldikevtog epydTng 6To
epyooTdoto. Me pa ypappatikn ki éva Ae&iko PalOnke va pabaiver
Sdvokohn yhwooa. Ki émerta {ftnoe va Sovléyet otn Papdia tng voxToag,
yta va pmopei va omovddoet tnv nuépa. Etot @oitnoe oto [avemotro
Tov Movdayov.

Ot kaBnyntég Tov Tov evromoay vwpig. O mepignuog Bruno Snell
Tov BonrOnoe. ITapdAAnAa e TIG TpomTLXLAKEG OTTOVSEG TOL dp)Loe Sta-
Tp1Pr). Kau 1o 1966 nrav kiodag Siddktopag tov Iavemotnuiov Tov Mo-
vayov. Xkomeve va emotpéyet oty EANada, va Stopiotei oe Tupvaoto.
«Me ta 81k 00V TIPOCOVTA;» amopovoay ot @ilot Tov. Kat ékave aitnon
oe navemotpo tov Kavadd. «EXdte yia ovvévtevn», tov éypayav
amod ekel. «Agv Exw XPHATA YL TO ELOLTAPLO», AVAYKAGTNKE VA OHLOAO-
ynoet. Mia pépa wotdc0o tov xtonnoav 1o kovdovvt. Kavadog kabnyn-
TG, oe ovvédplo otn Ieppavia, mépaoe amod To omitt Tov Odvoocéa, Tov
TN PE TN GLVEVTEVEN, TOV EVEKPLVE Kat TOV €8wae Tn B¢on.

Eguye xwpig patitoa and tn Teppavia. Aev Tov xpetaldotayv. Agod
HOVO £va AEMTO PUTOVQAY EiXE OTNV KATOXT TOV Kat £va TAVTEAOVLI—TO
¢mAeve, TO 0TéYVWVE 0N oouma, To Eavagopotoe. Ma nwg Ba Sidaoke,
aAnBeta, Twg Ba eppavilotay UTPOoTd o€ POITNTEG Kat OVVASEAPOLG;
Néo mpoPAnua va tov tpiPelifet to puakd. Evtuxwg opwg exel mépa
otV AUepIKn NTav OAOL TOVG AAA VIVHEVOL. AVaKoV@LOT): AKOpa €va
eunodio EemepdoTnKe.

Ku éneita, n mpatn emotpon Tov oty natpida. Eixe ayopdoet pa
nelwpla apagapa, pa Apovliva. «HOela, madid pov, va K&vw Kt eyw
™ QLyovpa pHov», pog egopoloynOnke éva Ppadv Avyodotov otn Zn-
Teia, kabwg pog agnyeito v wotopia g {wng Tov. Embupovoe kio-
Aag va Ppet €va kopitot and Tov Tomo tov. To avakdhvye apéows. Tnv
eide miow amo éva tlau Aewgopeiov. Hrav n Ayyéla kal myatve o
yapo, opwvtag ta Kald tng. Eotetle mpoevid. «Av eivat kahodg av-
Opwmog...», eime n Ayyéha. O yapog éytve péoa o€ Eva prva.

Ko jrav kakdg avBpwmog, katalnyet twpa n Ayyéla. To Siamiotw-
Ve pa oAOkAnpn L.
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EYTYXIZMENOZX ITOY EKANE TO QPAIO TAEIAL..

ZvvavtiOnka pe v Ayyéla Toaykapdkn kat tov MixdAn, tov ylo
TOoUG, éva (eatd andyevpa Tov OxTwPpiov, 6To peydAo OTiTL TOV €XTIOE
0 Odvootag otov Adehiavo Kauro, dtav, to 1982, pbe va eykataota-
Oei povipa oto PéBuuvo. HBele mavta va yvpioet otnv matpida Kpntn,
pov Aéve: oxL otnv ABrva, obte 0Tn Oeooalovikn, alAd edw, oTOV TOTO
tov. To ITavemothuo Kprtng, n @ihoco@ikn ZxoAr, mov eixe idpvbei to
1977, Tov mpdopepe mA€ov avtr| TN SuvatdTnTa.

To omit eivat mOAD peydho. KatahaPaivet kaveig 6Tt OAn n otépnon
nov Piwoe To HKpd AaoclBwTtdkl, o £€pnpog Twv Aatopeiwy, 0 veapog
Gastarbeiter tov Movayov, xpetalotav pav avamAipwon: Ty amka
€VOG HeYANOL OTUTIOV KL EVOG TAOVOLOV KNTIOV. To EVTUNTWOLAKO OHWG
eivat aANo: 1o foTtoalwTd OV KAADTITEL piat €KTAOT) TOAWY Sekadwv
TETPAYWVIKWOV, £§w AT TO OTIETL, KATW oo TNV TEPYKOAQ, €wg TOV §po-
no—45.000 kpokaleg amod Ty mapadia. O Odvocéag kovPdAnoe pe ta
Xépla Tov, péoa ot dvo kabe popa kovPades, va tooluytdlovy, and Tnv
napalia Tov Adele, kalodiaheypéves oTpoyyvAEg méTpeg. 45.000: TO-
0¢6 TIG VTOAOYLLe 0 i810¢. Tia prveg, iowg Xpovia, E0TPWVE TAKTIKA OAV
EUMELPOG XTIOTNG TO BoTOAAWTO TOL. AovAeld avOpwmov Tov eixe aya-
noeL TV TETPaA, SOVAELd PVpUNYKLOD oL palevet éva €va Ta ToADTIHA
omopLa Tov, SOVAELA AKANATOV, ETiOVOL avBpdov.

Ta To gmoTnroVIKO épyo Tov Odvooéa Ba pag wAfnoovy moAL ap-
podtotepot ovvadergot. Eyd Ba mw povaxa dvo Aoyia yia tnv dAAn tov
dnovpyikn amacxoAnon, tn Aoyoteyvia. IIptv emotpéyet oTny matpi-
da Kpnn, eixe ndn ypayet kat dnpootedoet éva pobiotopnua éviovng
vootalyiag yia tov yevédhio tomo. Eivaw ot Avorytoi dpdpot, 1977, nbo-
ypagia, oe kpntikn StaAekto, ov {nTd va amodwoet ta pepdkia Svo
véwv o ayamovvtal, aAA& doktpalovtat and motkileg avti&ooTnre.
Enta xpovia apyotepa, éva devtepo pobiotopnua, o€ akopa mo Papla
S1dAekTo, e TitTAo MadwvTag T puapyapita, 0o CUUTANPWOEL TO TIPWTO,
TPOOPEPOVTAG TO EVTVXEG TENOG OTNV LoTopia: ot dvo Véol emTENOVG
TIAVTPELOVTAL.

O Odvooiéag eixe amoOnoavpioel péoa Tov ekPpacelg Kat mapado-
olaka @epoipata, xepovopies, ovvnbeleg, kal emionc—avtd Qaivetat
va tov eviiagépet dlaitepa—Ttov 1810ppvhpo epwtikd mobo Tov Aaikod
avBpwov, TOL APCEVIKOV, TTOV EKPPALETAL AETa e KATIOL TPAXVTN-
Ta, wpic Tov aoTiko eEevyeviopo, alla kat pe yvnototnta. Ot Avorytol
Opopor petappdotnkav ota ayyAkd o 1981. O@a SuokohebTnke Atyov-
AdKi 1 petagpaoTpLa. ..
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Ta emopeva 0o pvbiotoprpata, Kpvgés embupies, 1998, ko Mmpo-
oTd& o710 avpio, 2001, aviikovy 010 €idog Tov campus novel, Tov Tavemnt-
OTNHtaKkol POIGTOPHHATOG, IOV gixe ATTOKTHOEL TAYKOOHIWG, OTO YOpL-
Opa ToL awva, ToANoVG Blacwtes. Ot vTobéoels, OTwG avaypdpovtat
ot PtpAoypagikn Paon:

Evag avtpag, xapévog avapeoa otov evoTiktwdn mobo kat T ov-

vedntr PovAnaon, mov plokdpet kat ailel pe tn {wry Tov, Tapacvpo-

vtag ot §ivi ToV €pwTd Tov SVo yuvaikes. Evag épwtag aneAmiope-

VOG, ETTOVOG yla TOV TOAVTPEUEVO KABNYNTH TTAVETOTNIOL KAl T1)

LETAMTUXLAKT) QOLTATPLA TOV.

Kaut to devtepo:

O Apng Cet evtuxiopévog pe tn Bavéoa kat tn pukpr TIéyke Eagvika
BAémet T {wr| KAt TNV TAVETUOTNULOKT] TOV KAPLEPA VO KATAOTPEPO-
vta, otav n Bavéoa tov agrvet yua va Eexwvrjoet n Sukny TG kaptépa
oto B¢atpo pe tn Pondeta kamotov d&ANov...

O Odvaciag, wg CLYYPAPEQS, EXEL TTEPAOEL TILAL 0TI YONTELA TWV el
privwv. EykataAeinovtag tov mapadootakd KOOUO, TNV KpnTikn Oral-
Opo kat Ta kamwg TpaxLd aAAd vy, OTWG TOL PaivovTay, RO, avoiye-
TaL 0T XWpa NG apaptiag, Tng emdindng Tng emrvxiog Kat TG Katd-
KTNnong tng ndovng.

O 8106 wotdo0 Tapépetve Evag avBpwog TOAD TAKTIKOG, TTOAD fle-
TPNUEVOG, He fia avoTnpd puBuopévn kabnuepvotnta. Zto Iavemnt-
oTho Tov PAEmape Hovdya Tig TOAD Tpwivég wpeg. OTtav epeig mnyai-
vape, avtog yupvovoe. 12 1 wpa nTav anap€ykAita yla ekeivov n wpa
TOV peoT|HEPLAVOD paynTov, 17:30 n wpa Tov Bpadivov. Hrav paviwdng
pe tnv vytewn Statpor). Hrav évag conservative, Omwg AéeL 0 yloG Tov
pe oA oeBaopd (ki ag kaPyadifav ya Ta ToMTIKA), évag cuvTnpnTL-
KOG: epYaTIKOTNTA — anoTapievon — aflokpatia. Agv Hov akobyovVTal—
v aAnfeta va mw—kat TOAD cLVTNPNTIKA TAEOV OAa AUTA.

Onwodnmote o Odvootag Nrav ovveotalpévos. H anwieia twv
HOAALWY amd AVTOAVOCO VOO A, OTA EMTA HOALG XpOVIA TOV, OF Hia
emoxrn mov Sev ftav kabolov g podag ta Euplopéva kePaia, TOV
€KAVE ETPUAAKTIKO OTIG Oxéoelg TOv. Opwg Katw amd tnv emeuladn
amokahvnToTay Ot SVoKoAa Evag TpLPepds avBpwmog. Onwg OTay pag
agnynonke, pe amAotnTa Kat Xlovpop, T Wotopia tng {wrig Tov ekeivo
To Ppadv otn Znteia. [ehovoe evkola, Aéetn Ayyéla, yedovoe e To Ta-
papkpo. Tpehawvotav pe tnv eyyovn tov Kwvotavtiva. Tng agnytotav
napapddia, kot BéPata v Odvooeia, g £detyve Ta {wa Kat Ta GuTA
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tov Adehe. Enaule padi tng oav moudi. AvakdAvye pdAiota, ota 70 tov,
nw¢ 10eAe va eixe yivel, Aéet, vijmaywyog.

Axopa—oe avtd éxw iSlav meipa—aoxoAtotav e to facebook. Nai,
0 Odvootag, kovta 80 xpdvwv, Sev eixe kaboAov peivel miow otn ovy-
XpoVvn Texvoloyia kat 0Ty Kotvwvikr Siktowor). Ekave avaptnioeig kat
napakolovBovoe pe mabog ta like kat Tig KOVOTIOM|OELG TTOV ATTOGTIOV-
0€, KATL IOV avakoivwve aveAMmwg o pia LAAAOV eKVeLPLOpEVT (TO
AéeLn idta) Ayyéla. Ivwoto eival, dAAAwoTe, Twg mapevéPatve KIOAAG o€
Kpiopa B€pata TnG EMKAPOTNTAG, YPAPOVTAG O€ EVTUTIA KAt NAEKTPO-
VIKA péoa.

Zkomeve va (roet 90 xpovia kat faAe. Etoipale kavovpyla emotnpov-
Kd kat Aoyotexvikd épya. HOehe va ovvodevoel tnv Kwvotavtiva otnv
TpWTN TG pépa oto Iavemotnuio kat, el SLVATOV, Va TAPACTEL Kat
otnv anogoitnon tne. Aev mpolapPe. Exeivn ekei n oxedia, mov Ba tov
nyatve otny emBounth xwpa, dev avtele oto pakpd takidL.

AT O\a Ta apyaia ovopata oL ESLvVaV oL COPEG VOVAdEG OTO XW-
pLo tov éaxe to Odvooéag. Kat ékave, alnBeta, moAld ta&idia. «E,
Odvoota, mdpe pag pali covl» Mag nfipe padi Tov. Ty otkoyéveld tov,
EULAG TOVG CLVAGEAPOVG, TOVG POLTNTEG, TOVG AVAYVWOTEG TOV. AOLTIOV,
edw Ttaptalel, moTedwW, ya TOANOVG AOYOUG O OTiXOG TOV TOTH:
Evtvyiouévog mov ékave o wpaio takidl. ..

¢

— 257 —



H ovppoAn tov Odvocéa Toaykapdin
OTIG OUNPIKEG OTIOVOEG

MuxanA ITAZXAAHE*

Non omnis moriar multaque pars mei
vitabit Libitinam.
(Opartiog, Q86 3,30,6-7)

E AYTA 1a Adyla o Pwpaiog Avptkog motntrg Opdtiog kAgivel To

Tpito PiPAio Twv Q8wv Tov, £XovTag TponyovpEvwG Staknpvget
pe vmepneavela 6Tt ouvébeoe épyo mpooplopévo va {foet atwvia. Ot
Snovpyoi TG eEAAnVopwuAikiG apxatdTnTag eMEVOLOAV OTN UVAN
TWV PHETAYEVEOTEPWY Yl VA LTIEPBOVV TO TIEMEPATHEVO TNG avBpwivng
vnap&ng. Kat gaivetat mwg giyav dikto: 2023 xpdvia petd tov 0dvatd tov
0 Opartiog eivat mo {wvtavog mapd Tov kapd mov (oo, TOLAAXLOTOV
000V a@QOpPA OTN ONUEPLVI] OLKOVUEVIKI] ATNXNON TOL €pyov. XToV
So pag aAld kat o AAAOVG TOATIOHOVG 0 avBpwTog emevdveL 0T
HVIUN TV em{dVTOY, 0TI UVIUN TOL OTEVOD KUKAOL TWV GUYYEVWY
Kat iAwy, omoTe N avapvnon Statnpeitat yia 6o Staotnua cvvexifovv
Va LTIAPXOVV AVTOL IOV TOV YVWPLOAY, 1) TTAAL 0TI HVIi|I TOV KOLVOL T
ULOG CUYKEKPIUEVNG KOLVOTNTAG TTOV SLATNPEl TTVEVHATIKT ETAQPT] UE TO
¢pyo tov ekAmovTog. Ta tedevtaia xpovia ovvéPn kat £va Badpa mov
AVETPEYE TNV WG TWPa TNPoLUeVN ovvOnKkn emPiwong: n yn@elomoinon
EKATOUHVPIWV EVIVTIWY avEoLpe amtd TN o@aipa TG ANOng katemavépepe
0Tr GVANOYIKT HVAHN ekaTovTddeg Xthtadeg ovopata Snuovpywy Kat
EPEVVITWV.

Qg kAaowkdg gAoloyog o Kabnyntig Odvooéag Toaykapdkng, tn
pvrun Tov omoiov Tipd ofpepa to Tunpa @holoyiag, vinpée katd kOpLa
el8IKOTNTA HeEAETNTNG TG apXaikng moinong (emikng kat Avpikng) Kat
Kupiwg Tov Ounpov. Q¢ opnplotig diebvovs erung ovvéypaye moAld
apBpa kal Tpelg povoypagieg, oTig omoieg Ba avagepOw ev ovvtopia. H
TAAQLOTEPT) OUNPLKT) HeAETN TOV TiTAo@opeitat Nature and Background
of Major Concepts of Divine Power in Homer (H @von keu 1o vmofabpo

* KaBnyntne tov Tunpatog ProAoyiag.
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TV BAOIKOV OUNPIKOY AvTIARYewy Yo TH S0vaun THG Be0THTAG) Kal eK-
800nke oto Apotepvtap 1o 1977 and tov ekdotikd oiko B. R. Griiner.
‘Exet éktaon 163 oehideg kal eivat a@lepwpévn oTn HVAUN TNG UNTEPAG
tov. To epdTnpa oL TOV amacxoAnoe eivat av n Spdon Twv Bewv Tov
Ounpov anotelei amhi TOWNTIKY EMVON 0T, IOV Stapopewnke yia va
VTINPETNHOEL ATTOKAELOTIKA TIG AVAYKEG TNG TAOKNG KAl YEVIKOTEPQ TNG
agnynons. O Toaykapdkng vrootipiée OTL, pmopel ot BpnokevTikég
avtinvelg otov Opnpo va eEumnpetody MPWTioTWG TONTIKEG AVAYKEG,
AANA AQOPHMOVTAL ATIO TNV TPAYUATIKOTNTA KAL ] AQETNpiat TOVG glval
avayvwpiotn, Le TNV €vvola 0Tt ouVEEovTaL e TNV KOV Aatpeia, OTwg
™ yvwpilovpe and Tovg LOTOPIKOVG XPOVOLG AANd Kat amod Tig TANpo-
Qopieg oV pag mapéxovv ot mvakideg NG Ipapukng B. Ztn povoypa-
@l Tov oL{NTA TIG LOTNTES KAt TIG evEPyeleg Tov Ala, Tov ATOAwva,
™m¢ ABnvag, avavupwy Beotitwy («Beoi», «Bed6», «daipwv») kabwg kat
™G Moipag.

O 1o KAaOKEG TIEPIMTWOELG aPopovv ot Oeikég mapepBaoelg, dmov
1 0e0TNTA EKMANPWVEL EVXEG KAl ELOAKOVEL TTAPAKANOELG 1) AVTIOTPOPQ
Tipwpei kat PAantet Tov avBpwmo. Edw n avaloyia pe tn Aatpevtikn
npd&n elvattpogavigkato Toaykapdkng elogépet toANd tapadeiypata,
TIOV GLVOEOVV TOV TIONTIKO KOOHO Tov Oprpov pe tnv kotvr Aatpeia. Tt
yivetal, OpwG, pe TN mepintwon m.X. TG Adnvag otny mpwtn paywdia
™G Tuddag; YnevOupilw to emetoddio. Eivat n otrypr) 0mov o AxthAéa,
eE0PYLOpEVOG e TOV Ayapépvova, eival £ToLog va oUpeL To &ipog Tov
and tn Onkn onote epgavifetat  ABnvd anod Tov ovpavo Kat TV EUTO-
SiCel. O ot pag mAnpogopei 6Tt Ty €otethe 'Hpa mov votdetat
Kat ayamd 1o 8o kat tov AxtAAéa kat tov Ayapépvova. H Bed otéketat
niow and Tov AxtAéa kat mdver Ty avOn koun tov. Eivat opatr| povo
otov i8lo kat oe kavévav dAho. Ag mapakolovBrioovpe Tn cvvéyela
péoa amo tn petagpaon v Kafavt{akn kat Kakpidr:

2AoTioe VTG, TA TOW CTPAPNKE, KL EVTVG avayvwpilet

v ABnva ITaAlada — ki dotpagTay epixtd Ta Svo TNG HATIL —
Kat KpACovTag T He avepdpmaoTta Tng ouvTuxaivet Aoyta:

«Tékvo tov Aia Tov PpovtookovTtapov, yiati fpdeg Twpa maAe;
T Tov vyLd Tov Atpéa pnv £tpeteg, va detg v Emaotd tov;

Eyw éva Aoyo wotdoo Ba Aeya, mov Oa yevel, AoyLalw:

pe T’ mpend Tov avtd kapwpata Ba yopyobavatioet.»

Tote n ABnvd, n Bed n yAavkoparn, Tov anmAoyndn ki eime:
«HpBa va mayw ey Tnv OpynTa mov o€ kpatei, av |1’ aKovoELS,
otaApévn an’ Ty kpovotaAloPpdytovn tnv Hpa anod ta ovpavia,
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7oL Kot Tovg vo oag iSta voraletat ki idta oag £xet ayd.

Mov’ éAa, okOAva Ta paddpata kat To onadi pn oépvelg:

pe Aoyta wotdoo, av Béels, Ppioe Tov, KL 6mOL 0€ Bydlel n yY\wooa!
Kieyw éva Aoyo twpa Ba Aeya, mov aiyovpa Ba yévet:

Tpidumha to0a dwpa atipnta pia pépa Ba gov dwoovv

YU auTO TO VIpOTILAoUA, OV’ &KoV pag Kat To Bupod oov kpdta.»
Tote 0 AxtAAéag o gtepomdSapog annloyd g divet:

«Aev mpémet aknBeta TNV opprvia oag, Bed, va mapakovow,

KL ag Tviyet  opyn Pabid Ta A& VA [LOV: TO TILO CLPEPO AVTO VL.
ITov tovg Beolg ypikdet, pe TpoBuptia TOV GUVAKOVV KL EKEIVOL»
Einte, xat o tpavéd Eavaonpwle omabdi tov oto Onkapt

ot Paptd ovyxTa To XepOAaPo KpATWYTAG TO ACT|UEVLO.

H emgdveia g ABnvag éxet eEnyndei wg yuxoloyikod garvopevo
Kat wg o Tko evpnua alké o Toaykapakng pag Sivel Tn Sikr Tov ep-
pnveia. AG TOV akoUOOULE:

[...] Oev eivau Sikato va amoppiyel kaveic To OpnokevTikod otoigeio
oTnV mepinTwon avth kat eivat emmAéov Aabog d16TL otov Ounpo
aAld kat oTnVv Kowvr Bpnokeia veiotatal n avtiAnyn g ABnvag
nov vouBetei. EEdANOL eivat yevikd amodektod To BpnokevTikd vmo-
Babpo tng Beikng emeavelag. O MO CLVELSTOTMOUHEVOG AVayVWD-
0TnG Umopel va kavet Aoyo yia yvyodoyxé Oavpa alld dev pag
BonBaet va avtidngBovpe ta atobrpata tov ounpikod avlpwmnov.

H debtepn kat onpavtikotepn povoypagia tov Odvooéa Toaykapdkn
Tithogopeitat Form and Content in Homer (Mopg1 kou mepiexouevo otov
Ounpo). ZoumepteAn@on, pe aptOpo 46, otn oewpa Hermes Einzelschriften,
7oL TOTE e§£018aV 0L SLaKEKPLHEVOL HENETNTEG TNG KAAOIKNG YpappaTeiag
Jochen Bleicken, Karl Biichner kat o moAd yvwotog ounplotiig Wolfgang
Kullmann. Ekd60nke to 1982 oto Wiesbaden and tov exdotikd oiko
Franz Steiner. O Toaykapdkng agiepavet to PiAio, mov éxet éxtaon 170
0eMOEG, 0T UV TOV TTATEPQL TOV.

[a TV kaAOTEPT KATAVONOT TOL TEPLEXOUEVOV Kal TNG ONHACIag
Tov BipAiov amarteitat pia pkpn eloaywyrn. Ot peletntég Milman Parry
kat Albert Lord, factopévot otn dtamioTwon 6Tt Ta opnpika £mn epga-
viCouv OTEPEOTLTIEG OKNVEG KAl EKPPATELG, IOV CLXVA emtavalapPdvo-
VTl auToVOLEG, aflomoinoay TIG épeVVEG TOVG OXETIKA e TNV TTIPOPO-
pIkn npwtkr moinon g fovykoohaPiag ya va gwticovv Tov Tpomo
ovvBeong g Ihddag kat Tng Odvooeias. Katénfav oto ovpumépaopa
ot ta §vo keipeva mtapovaotdlovv avaloyn texvikr, apod Pacifovtal oe
€va OUVONO OTEPEOTUTIWV [IKPOTEPWYV 1] HEYAADTEPWV PpaoewV (TTOV
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amokahobVTaL «AOYOTUTIO) KAl TUTIOTIONUEVWY OKNVAV. ZOUPWVA [E
™ Bewpia avTh, ot TexViKéG OTIG omoieg Paciotnke N ovvBeon Twv §vo
EMWV €LVaL OL TEXVIKEG TNG TTPOPOPLKNG TTOINONG, OTIWG £ixav StapopPw-
Oei Touvg Mponyovuevovg awwves. H mapadoon tpopodotnoe tov motn-
TH TWV OUNPIKOV EMWOV e pia TeXVNTH StdAekTo, e YAwootkd oTouyeia
SlapopwVv MoXDV Kal TEPLOXWY, [e TOAAA CLUVAOVVA IOV UTOPOVY Va
xpnotpononBovv oe StapopeTikég petpikég Oéoelg, pe €va ohvolo Ao-
YOTUTIWV TIOL AVTLOTOLXOVV O€ OVYKEKPLUEVEG B€TELG TOV OTiYOV, pE TV-
TUKEG OKNVEG Kal eMELTOSLaL.
Ztov ipohoyo o Toaykapakng e€nyei Tov Adyo mov Tov mapakivioe
va ypayet to ava xeipag BipAio:
Evw 1 e§dptnon and v npogopikn mapadoon Bewpeitat dedopévn
Ko yvwpifovpe oA ya Tovg Aoydtumovg kat Ta Béparta, Sev kata-
voovue &ioov kahd Ty moinon mov avTd Ta ototeia Pondnoav va
SnuovpynBei. O Adyog eivat yiati cuintiOnkav avedptnra and vy
KaAAttexvikn Tehetotnta mov dtakpivovpe otny Ihidda kau tnv Odvo-
oelr kau Katd ovvémeta Sev €xet aglohoynBei n onpacia Tovg OMWG
appoletl. Oa gavei [evvoel katd v avantvén tov Bépatog] ott Ta
«\OYOTLTIKA» KAl «TUTIKA» oTolkela Sev eivat {fTnpa Tuxaiag mapd-
Aewng, ovuvtnéng 1) petabeong. Avtifeta ta otoeia avtd Sbvavtat
va e€atopikevBovv kat va evowpatwdody atn Sour| Tov £movg.

O Toaykapdakng déxetat, OTWG OAOL Ol LEAETNTEG TTLAL, TO TIPOPOPLKO
o abpo Twv OpNPIKWY ENWV AANG eTEVEL OWOTAE 0TNY e&aTOpLiKEVO)
KoL TV €E€1OIKEVOT TLTIKWY GTOLXEIWV OGOV APOPE TN Sour| TOL OTiXOV,
o€ emavepxopeva B€pata Kat OKNVEG HAXNG, KAl OTIG TAPOUOLWOELG. Agv
elvat kaBolov tvxaio 0Tt Eekivderl TV kPLTIKY TOL AMO TO AiTHHA TTOL
nmpoPalav o Notopoulos kat o Lord yia tnv avaykn va ovvtoayOei pa
VEQ, «N ApLOTOTENIKN TOMNTIKI» Kal fa eloaywyr otov Opnpo, mov
va Eexvael pe tov Parry kat oxt pe tov Wolf, tov Lachmann kat tov
Wilamowitz. «Av 0 Ounpog eixe evOiapepOei yia TG aplototehikég 0€eg
nepi evotnrag, dev Oa frav Ounpog ovte Ba eixe ypayer v Ihidda 1
v Odvooeia» ¢ypaye o Lord.

A&iCet va mapaBéow pepiké emypappatikés Béoelg mov Statvnwoe
o Toaykapdxng wg amdvinon o amOYelg MOV TAPATIEUTAV Yl Ta
TEVTA GTOVG UNXAVIOHOUG TNG TIPOPOPLKNG CVUVOETNG, EMXEPWVTAG VL
anokaOnAwoovy Tov Snpovpyd Ounpo pali pe tov AplotoTtéhn:

O o trg Sev kaTaokevAlel TOV eEAUETPO OTiXO OTIWG PTLAXVELKAVELG
Ta ToOPAa- TV idla oTeyun ovvBétel éva moina, To onoio amattel
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OVLYKEKpIHEVOL avBpwTol va Aéve Kal Vo KAVOLV GUYKEKPLUEVA
TIPAYHLATA € CUYKEKPLUEVO TOTIO Kal Xpovo. (147)

O Parry kat ot omadol Tov {ag HONOAV OTOVG UNYAVIOUOVS TOV
OUNPLKOD GTiXOV, AAXG oPdpal 6TL eV pag ponoay oTny Katavonon
NG OpN kG moinong. (148)

Edeifa 011 n ounpikr téxvn dev Paciletat kvpiwg oTn Xpron tng
owotns AéEng (le mot juste) aAld otn Snuiovpyia TNG ATOWIKNG
TIONTIKAG HOPPTIG O€ Telopa TwV AoYOTOTWYV Kat TNG Tapadoatakng
VANG. (148)

Av16 Tov Sev katdpBwaoav oL o TéG MOV TTPON YR ONKaAY ToL Opnpov
elval va dnpovpynoovy €va €mog He evOTNTa OTNV TAOKY, OTWS
OLUTIEPALVOLIE ATIO Ta OXOALA TOV APLOTOTEAN Yid TA TTOLHUATA TOV
Eniko0 Koklov. (149)

H ounpwn mlokn eivar avBpwmokevtpikn, kat avto odnyei otnv
eEatopikevon g pop@ng, amo tov Aoyotuno ot Bepatikn Séunon
Kat Téhog otnv agnynon. Av kamote o AxtAAéag, o Ayapéuvovag,
o ‘Extopag, o Ilpiapog, o Odvoctag, n IInveronn, o TnAépaxog, o
Evpatog, foav tumikol xapaktipeg mov epavifovtav oe TUTIKEG
KATAOTAOELG, 0T opnpikd €y Sev eiva, eidikd o AyiAdéag o kareboynv
Hpwag e pia kKateboyv KATAOTAON, TAPA TO YEYOVOGS OTL OL Xapa-
KTIPEG AVTOL, OTIWG KAl O TIOLNTNG, XPT|OLUOTIOLOVV TUTIKEG EKPPAOELG
otav phovv. (149)

Ag Solpe Twpa mwg pooeyyilel o Toaykapdkng éva GLUYKEKPLUEVO
Béua, v dei&n:
O Bowra meptypaget wg €€ Tnv agién oty npwikn noinon: «Evag
Npwag PTavel wg EEvog oe éva peydAo OTIiTL, TOV LTTOSEXOVTAL KAL TOV
Yuxaywyoov aAld o Tpomog NG d@iing tov pmopei va gwTtioet Ta
npwwd 10n kat Tov TpoTO TOL oL GTIoVSAioL HPWEG AVTIHETWTI{OVV
0 évag Tov dAAov». Avtd eivat mov amokalovpe «Paotkn 8€a»
[essential idea] Tov Bépatog g diEng alAd Sev cuumintet To Te-
plexopevo tng [content]. Movov 0tav o «Hpwag» yivetat, yia ma-
padetypa, Odvootag, Kat To «Heyalo oTiT yivetal To TAA&TL TOV
Alkivoov Ba amoktroel meptexopevo [content] To Bépa g a@LEng,
Kat auto eivat Suvatd povov eviog £vog motnpatog. Emmiéoy, av
N QN Tov CLYKEKPPEVOL Npwa CLVOLETAL ApETa HE TNV TINOKT|
TOV TIOWHATOG, KAl €V TIPOKEIUEVW e TNV TAokn TG Odvovelag, TO
TepLexOuevo egatopikeveTal kal £ToL Stakpivetal amod pay GAAnN agt-
&n tov idtov fpwa e &Ao moinua. Katd ovvénela, n avakatdradn
TWV «TUTIKWV» OTOLXelwV e§apTaTal AmOAVTA Ao TNV ATOUKOTHTA
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Tov TepleXoévoL [content] kat i SO} TOL TPOKVTITEL CLVIOTA TN
popor tov [form]. Otav o Ipiapog avTIKATACTHOEL TOV AVWVUHO
«jpwar Kol 0 AXINAEAG TOV AVOVVHO «OLKOSEOTIOT» OTO TLTIKO
oTotyeio TG apLEng, n Sour| Kat n Hop@r| TOL TPOKLTITOLY SLAPEPOLY
and v MEPINTWOT OTov 0 «okodeamoTNG» eivan | Kahvyw kat o
Eppnig o &évog 1 n @¢tig 0 £évog kat 0 Hpatotog o «otkodeomdTne».
(150-151)

H oxéon tng dnpuovpyiag Twv opnpkv env, Omwg Ta yvwpilovpe,
UE TNV TIPOPOpPLKT) 0VVOEOT) Kal TOLG HNXAVIOHOVG TNG TIOL TEPLEYPAYAV
ot Parry kat Lord kat dA\ot peletntég amotelel éva akOn avolkto
opnptko TpOPANpa kat Oa mapapeivel, ekTiuw, kat oto pEAov. To PipAio
tov Toaykapdkn katéxet onpavtikn O¢on oty wtopia Tov {Tipatog
KAl aTOTEAEL AMAPAUTNTO AVAYVWOHAL.

Agkaoktw xpovia apyotepa o Odvooéag Toaykapdkng dnpooievoe,
Kat TaAt oty idta éykpirn oewpd Hermes Einzelschriften, To tpito kat
televtaio PiPAio Tov yia Tov Opnpo, pe titho Studies in Odyssey 11
(MeAéres i paywdia A TG Odvooeiag). Exet éktaon 144 oehideg kat
elval aglepwpévo otn pvnun tov Ayyehov ovpiwtn. H ev Aoyw pa-
Ywdia tng Odvooeiag eivar  anokalovuevn Néxvia, e Oépa to ta&idt
Tov Odvooéa otn xwpa Twv Kippepiwy, 6mov Tomobeteitat o ounpikog
Adng. Eivaw n mpatn povoypagia ya o Oépa avto and to 1935, ondte
o M. H. A. L. H. van der Valk dnpooievoe t1g Zvppolrés oty Nékvior
(Beitrdge zur Nekyia). Htav n emoyr 0mov n mpocAnyn g ounpLkng
Nékvlag KuplapxoLoe TNV TOINOT TOV HOVTEPVIOHOD.

Ag dovpe ev ovvtopia tnv vobeon g Nékviag. O Odvooéag pe-
tafaivet, pe v vtode€n g Bedg Kipxng, otn xwpa twv Kippepiov.
AxolovBavtag Tig 0dnyieg TnG, teAei Bvoieg kat kakel v Yyouxn Tov
Tepeoia. O pavtng tov amokalvmntel 6Tt o [Tooeldwvag eivatl opylope-
vog padi Tov ylati topAwoe tov yto tov IToAvgnuo, alha mpohéyet OTL
Oa owBei Tehkd, Oa TipWPTOEL TOVG HVNOTHPEG Kat Ba €xel lpnviKo Té-
Aog o€ Babid yepdpata (pognrevel kat KAToLEG AANEG TIEPLTETELEG TOV
Odvooéa, petd t pvnotnpogovia). Ot GUVTPOPOL IOV TOL ATEUELVAV
Ba cwbovv kL avtoi, av dev metpdfovv Tig ayehadeg tov HAlov mov Oa
Bpovv ato Spdpo Toug. Yotepa epgavifetar To eidwlo Tng UnTépag Tov
kaBw¢ kat ta eidwha Tov Ayapépvova, tov AxtAléa, Tov Aiavta Kat
ANV NpwwV.

H pelétn tov Toaykapdkn StapBpwvetal oe TE00EPLG EVOTNTEG, OL
OTIOiEG TIPayHaTEVOVTAL KEVTPIKA (nTripata tng ev Adyw paywdiag: To
Oépa Twv My, T oxéon g Nékviag pe Tovg amohdyovgs (dnhadn tnv
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agnynon twv mepneteldv tov Odvooéa otovg aiakeg), mpoPAnuata
OXETIKA pe eMmIpéPoVG THRRATA TNG Nékviag kat TG Vo avTIAYELS Yla
™ petd Bdvatov {wr mov ovvundpyxovv otn Nékvia. O Toaykapd-
KNG vrootnpiCet, petakd twv dAwv, ott n ovvBeon tng Nékviag Sev
npodnobétel avatolikég emdpaoels, Omwe £xel vrootnpiyTel. Ipdget
eldKoTEPA [LE IOV TTAPACTATIKO TPOTIO:

Av ot ENAnveg moutég dkovyav 0Tt €vag BaPulwviog npwag
[avagépeTat oto €mog Tov [ihyapég] takideye otov Kdtw Kdopo, Sev
Ba mapafevevovtav. To Bépa vrnpxe NN 0TOV WVWIKO TOMTIONO,
aKOUn Kat TaAtoTepa, kot frav Badid prlwpévo otnv apxatoeAAnvikn
emukn mapddoon. OUEAAnveg g Iwviag Ba pmopovoav e tn oetpa
TOUG VA ETUOTILAVOVV O €vav avatoAitn o0tt o Sikdg Tovg HpaxArg
KatéPnke makotepa otov Adn, iowg kat Tpwv o Pacthtdg tov Uruk
[dnAadn o Tikyapég] kavet to ta&id Tov. (121)!

Zxetikd pe tr ovvonapén dvo avtifetwy andyewv ya T petd 04-
vatov TOxn Tov avBpdmnov, mov otnv ounpikn Nékvia eppaviletal wg
okwdng ovtotnta aAAd Stabétel kat ocwpatikdtnTa, o Toaykapdkng
onpetwvet ta e€ng:

Qg kAnpovopog dtagopetikwy Bpnokevtikwy mapadooewv, o Oun-
pOG EVOWUATWOE 0VOLWAN oTOLXElR TOVG 0TO £MOG XWPIG va Dewpel
niepiepyn TN ovpnapdtadn avtifetov avtiAfyewy ya ™ peta d-
vatov {wr. Av 1 kavon KATESTPEPE TO CWHA, NTAV EDKOAO VA Qa-
VTaoTel Kavel§ pa aowpaty yuyn otov Adn, éva amho eidwlov g
mponyovpevng Omapéng e Av opwg to owpa akolovfobdoe TN
Sadikacia g Tagne, n yuxn katéfave otov Adn kat cuvéXLGe TIG
SpaotnpdtnTeg TG yNvng vIap&ng e 1 veioTato TIHwpia, TOLV
Oa pmopovoe va eival cuvéxeta TG Tiwpiag mov eméBalav ot Oeol
0ToVG fpweg 0N Sidpketa TG {wng Tovg. (123)

* X %

O kpttikog dev dabétel TNV avtoovveldnaoia Tov dnpovpyov, iowg
eneldn) 1 ox€on Tov pe Tov AvBpwmo Kat Tov KOO eivat SevTepoyevig,
Snhadr péoa and ta patia dAAwy, 1) iowg emedn) avtr eivat n ovpPaocn
TIOV eMIKpATNOoE 0ToV S1kd pag moATiopd. Ek tov mpaypdtwy, opwg,
TO €pY0 TOV YiveTal KTHHA TNG KOWVOTNTAG TwV EI0IKWV Kol apyotepa

' O Toaykapdkng Sev mpOoAaPe TV mepiQnun LOVOYpaPia TOL TPOTPATA ATOPLDTAVTOG
Martin West pe titho The East Face of Helicon: West Asiatic Elements in Greek Poetry
and Myth, O&popdn 1997, o omoiog, SéxeTal [ev eKTeVEiG EMSPATELG TOV £TTOVG TOV
T\yapég ota opnpika émm, aAlka dev pvnuovevet kapd enidpaon ewdikd otn Nékvia.
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0 810G mepvdel otn oLANOYIKT pvAun, avaloya pe To péyebog tng
EMOTNHOVIKAG TOv oLPBOANG. Xdpn ota dpBpa Kkat kvpiwg xdpn oTIg
povoypagieg Tov, o Odvooéag Toaykapdkng katéAafe pa onpavTikn
0éon ot Sebvr KOVOTNTA TWV OUNPLOTWV KAl TWV AVAYVWOTWV TOV
Ounpov. Katd tov Harold Bloom, eipaote 0hot matdid Tov Opnpov kat
1d1Kd G001 TOV TIHOVV [E TO €pY0 TOVG, dnovpyLko N epevvnTiko. Iat-
St tov Opnpov, anod ta em@avr), vinpée kat 0 Odvooéag Toaykapdkng.

¢
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O Odvootag Toaykapdakng
WG TTAVETLOTIHLAKOG ddokalog

Kwvotavtivog XITANOYAAKHE*

OAYZXEAY Toaykapdkng nrav o mpwtog mov dlopiotnke otn

BaBuida Tov kabnyntr oto veoovotato tote Ilavemotrpo Kprj-
™G To 1982, dtav enéotpeye otnv matpida tov and tov Kavadd, omov
didaoke. O Toaykapakng £ypaye onuavtiko apliuo PipAiwy kat apbpwv
Ao Ta OTola TO KUKVELO AOUaA TOV yia TNV ounpikn Nékvia, Tnv katdPa-
on tov Odvocéa otov Adn yia va AdPet xpnopo amd tov pavrn Kaxa,
a&iCet WOutépws va avagepBei (2011). AANG yia TOANOUG and epdg o
Toaykapakng 8ev NTav KATOL0G HaKpLVOS SlavonTng, Tov HEoa O€ Eva
dwpatio okéPTnke 0,TL oovdaio okéPTnke yla Tov Ounpo kat Tovg ap-
Xaikovg Avptkovg monTég, aAld évag dvBpwmog pe odpka Kal 00Td, O
ddokaldg pag, avtog mov kabe efSopdda eumatve yla Tpelg wpeg oTNV
Ta€n ya va pag kaver padnpa. Kat motevw kat §€pw nwg mohoi padn-
TEG TOV PpioKkovTal avApeTd pag onpepa Kat £Tot, wg ddokalog, (et oTig
QVOLVT|OELG [AG.

O 8106 wg ovvadelpo dev mporaPa va Tov yvwpiow. Tati ovv-
ta§lodotnOnke ™ xpovid mov eyw Stopiotnka. Tov yvwploa Opws Kat
Tov Bopdpar kakd wg daokalo. O Toaykapdkng didaoke onpavTikd
Habnuata oto mpoypappa omovdwv. Katapxny, To elcaywykd puddnua
pe tov kwdikd AED 100 (Ewoaywyn otnv khaoikn ¢uloloyia) kot
nmoANoi tov Bupodvrar and avtd, agod HTav HABnUA VTOXPEWTIKO.
Aidaoke emiong Stagopa ounpikd: to AED 30 (Ounpikny yAwooa kat
twvikn Sdhektog), v paywdia A g Odvooeiag (Nékvia) kat tnv
paywdia Z g IMddag, n omoia mepthapPaver T OVVAVTNON TOV
Tpaykwv ovldywv, g Avdpopdxng kat tov Extopa—n Avdpopdyn
KPATA 0TNV ayKalld TG Tov Hkpo Yo Tovg Aotvavakta. To TéAog kat
TV TpLwV mAnotadet kat Ba eivat tpaykd, n de oknvr mapovotaletal pe
¢goxo avBpwmiopod amd tov o). Téhog, Sidaoke v Amodoyia Tov

* Avamnpwtig kadnyntnig tov Tprpatog Gloloyiag.
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[M\atwva, Apyaikn eleyeia kat iapfo kat Tnv Amveidda tov Bipythiov
0T AATIVIKA E0TIALOVTAG OTLG OQEINEG TNG OTOL OUNPIKA £TIN).

[TapoTt éxovv mepaoel Mavw anod eikoot TEVTE xpovia Bupdpat ToAd
KaAd Ta padnuata tov Toaykapdakn. Otav éunawve otnv ta&n dev eixe
Kapo yla xdotuo, éumatve mavtote PLaotikog. Kabotav, apnve to kamé-
Ao otny €8pa, dvolye évav QAKENO pE TIG TTOAVKALPLOHEVEG OTUELWOELG
Tov. Ol ONHELDOELG NTAV YPAUUEVEG O avapiOUnTeG UKpEG KapTéENeG—
Ba "tav 12 x 6 ekatooTad—TIG OMoieG AAAale oav TPATOLAOXAPTA TIAV®
otnv édpa. Epeig axovyapie kat ypagape, kpatovoape onpewwoets. Hrav
AenTONOYOG, eMépeve 0T AeMTOUEPELA, OTIWG TIPETEL VAL eivat KADe PLAO-
\oyog, evioTe xpnotpomolovoe Aégelg TG KpNTIKnG SLaAéKTOV 0TO pd-
Onua: eleye «katéte» avti yla «Eépeter, «afobpakoc» avti yla «Batpa-
X06». Epeig amolappdvape povoikn ot avtid pag, aAAd ot pn-KpnTikoi
OVHPOLTNTEG G KOLTODOAV AUNXAVa 0 €vag ToV dANoOV.

Q¢ kaOnyntg o Toaykapdkng dev €dive MTOAAG TeplOwpla apept-
oPrtnong, ovte kat ovlftnong. Kapd gopd éleye kat kavéva xwpato.
Ta aoteia Tov eixav mavrote €petopa v kAaotkn @loloyia. «O Hpa-
KANG, €Aeye, NTav Tap@dyog kat to povo PpAio mov didPale rav ovv-
Tayég payetpikngr. O HpakAng, o super star ipwag twv moudikwv pag
XpOvwv ftav mpdypatt gataoviag; Kat StaPale tov toehepevte omwg N
Hapd pag otav Yivel ylwko to andyevua; Ki epeig, kabwg dev fpaotav
eEOIKELWEVOL L€ TO KWUIKO TTOPTPAITO TOV THpwa, g THPE XpOvia va
To katahaBovpe. Ki ekeivo To avékdoto and tn ovvavtnon Extopa kat
Avdpopdyng mov o Toaykapdkng To petégepe amo Tn Onteia Tov otov
Kavadd: pwtnoe tovg gortntég otny ta&n yati n AvSpopdyn kaiet (n
AvSpopaxn khaiet yroti yoxavepiletat Tov enepxopevo Bavaro tov ov-
{Oyov G Kat TN Sk TNG TPAYIKT| HOipa) Kat KATOLOG AAVTNOE «yLatin
ao@aleta Tov ov{hyov g dev TV kKakvnTew. Eniong avépepe ta Ounpi-
k& Amoprjpata (€va HeTayevéaTepO AAANYOPLKO £pyo yla Tov Opnpo) ki
é\eye OTLKATOLOG POLTNTAG Ta Eypave “Ounpika anoppippata’. Kdmotot
amo pag Tyaivape 0TI EETATELS (e TOV GO0 Va un Yivoue TO eMOUEVO
avékdoTo.

Tug efetdoeig o Toaykapdkng frav avotnpog oA dikatog: ot
TaAALOTEPOL POLTNTEG eiyav va To Aéve: “Toaykapdkn dev mepvag, av
Sev Eépeig pétpo” Aéyave kat AAa @ofLoTika Tpdypata, OTwg OTL pw-
Téel oL keitar o Opxopevog. ITov Ppioketar apaye o Opyxopevog H
gpwtnon Nrav mayida, yati énpemne kaveic va E€pet 0Tt eivat Svo ot Op-
xopevoli. Kt étot paBape 6Aot 6t Opyopevog vmapxet kat otnyv Apkadia
Kat ot Bowwtia.
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A& ag BuunBovpe Tt didaoke o Toaykapdkng. Eexwpilw edw tnv
televtaia mapdypago and v Amoroyia tov ITAdtwva (and tnv amo-
Aoyia Tov ZwkpdTn 0to SikaoTrhplo mov Tov Katadikaoe og Bdvato):

ANAA kail Uuds xpry, @ &vdpes SikaoTtai, evéAmdas elval Tpos
TOV BdvaTov, kal év TI ToUTo diavoeioBal aAnbés, &Ti oUk EoTv
Avdpl ayabd kakdv oudiv olUte LvTi oUte TeAeuTrioavT,
oUdt dueAeltal UTd Becov T& ToUTou TpdyuaTa: oUdt T Eud
viv &1d ToU avTtopdTou yéyovev, AAA& pot 8ijAdv éoTi TolTo,
8T1 11dn Tebvdvan kal &mnAA&xbal TpaypdTeov BEATIOV Ry pot.
Six TolTo Kai éué oudapol ATETPEWeY TO ONUETOY, Kal EywYe
TOTS KATAWYNPIOapévols pou Kal Tols kaTnydpols oU Tavu
XoAeTaivew. kaitol oU Tavty T Savoia kaTeyneilovtd pou
kal katnyodpouv, &AN” oiduevol PA&TTeY: ToUTO auTols &Elov
HéupecBal. Toobvde pévTol AUtV Séopal Tous Uels ou, ETEIdav
nProwol, Tipcprioache, 6 &vdpes, TaUT TaUTa AuTToUvTES dTrep
£y oo Upds AUTTouv, & Univ Sokdotv 1 xpnudtwv i &AAou Tou
mpdTepov émpeAeiobal i &peTis, kai é&v Sokddol T1 elvan undév
SvTes, 6veldileTe aUTols CHOTEP £y o UKV, &TI oUk émipeAoUvTal
v 8¢el, kai ofovtai T elval dvTes oudevds &Elol. kai eav TaiTta
TolfjTe, dikaia Memovhos éyco Eécopatl U’ UUGY auTos Te Kal
ol Uels. aAA& y&p 118 dopa dmiéval, énol pév dmobavoupéve,
Upiv 8¢ PBiewoopévolss 6mdTepol 8 MUY EpxovTal Tl &UEWVOV
Tp&yua, &SnAov TavTi TANY 1) TS Bedd.

IT\. Amol. 41d-42a

O ToaykapdkngdevEQTace 0TO LAON A HEXPLTNV TEALKTH TTAPAYPAPO.
Agv emapkovoe o aplipog twv pabnuatwv. Iapabétw avtd to Xwpio
ytati Hov @aiveTal OpoPPO KAl TALPLAOTO 0TV TtepioTaot. AANd oiyovpa
Ba pag éleye OTL T TODTO OTNV 21, 51 Kt 71 ypapun enegnyeitat and
TG el81kéG TPOTAOELG TTOV akOAoVOOVY, TTpdypa OV GLVEXEL TOV AOYO
kat Tov divel pa didbeon epwvikng Sidaokaiiag. O XZwkpdtng Kpatd
7o SAKTLVAO VYWEEVO OTav Tpo@épel avTtd Ta Aoyta. Kat aiyovpa Ba
Hag Eeye OTL To ALK pdp oTo TéNOG TG Aodoyiag XpnolpomoLeital
TIPOKELHEVOL O OUANTHG, e £va Katvovplo Béna, va Stakoyet Tov elpuod
OKEYEWV TIOV LOALG TTpONYOLUEVWG avénTue. AtyoTtepo Oa emépeve oTIg
QLNOCOPIKEG TIPOEKTAOELG TOV KELHEVOV, TNV €VVola TNG ApeTNG, TNV
akpLPn Aettovpyia Tov cwkpaTIKOL oyueiov (Saipoviov).

AMG 10 0 a&lopvnudvevto pabnua frav oiyovpa to AE® 30:
Emxn yAwooa kat wwvikry Stéhektog. To padbnpa amevbuvotav povov
0TOVG QOLTNTEG TNG KatevBuvong kAaoikwv omovdwy, dev evdetkvvdTav
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Yl TOVG VEOEAANVLOTEG Kat TOVG AAAOVG, yiati tav oD e&etdikevpévo.
Avtog eival kat 0 Aoyog mov dev SiddokeTal T aVTOVOpA, AANd €xel
Kanwg evowpatwbel oTig mapadooelg yia tov Opnpo. Zto pdbnpa
Sidaokotav o @oPog kal 0 TPORog Tov @ottnTh, To pétpo. Emiong n
emikr] SLAAEKTOG, OV avapyvvel ototxeia amd Sdpopeg Staléktovg
Kot v pwiAnOnke moté kabeavtrv. Zto télog Srafalape anoomaopata
Kat and tov Hpodoto, mov €ypaye otnv twvikr SLaAekTo, av kat TOAD
apyoTepa, Kal AmOCTIAOHATA Ao TNV ZATQW, OV £YPoye GTNV AULOALKN
Sdhekto Kkat oe atohika pétpa. Ta opnpikd €mn ypagnkav oe évav
puBpo mov Taiplale ot yYAwooa NG emoxnG, T SakTLAKO e&apetpo.
To Paowd xdTTAPO (M0DG ‘TMOSU) NTAv N akolovbia pakpd Ppayvy
Bpaxy, mov emavakapPavotav oxedov €& @opéc—oxedov, yuati o
TeAevTaiog Tovg eixe VO povdya GVANAPEG. 2N péon TeEHvVOTAY 0 OTiX0G
vrotifetat yia va mdpet avdoa o fdpdog mov amryyethe ta mopata. H
npoowdia eixe xilieg dvo dlotpomieg (apov dvo Ppayéa umopovoav va
avtikataotabolyv pe éva pakpo, pia voel Ppaxeia cvAlapn pmopovoe
va ekAneBei wg Béoel pakpd av akoAlovBobdv dvo ovpewva i €va Simhod
OVUPWVO Kt Ol Kavoveg Kat ot e§apéaelg Tehetwpod Sev £xouv), KL OTav
Kaveig SuokolevdTav va kataldPet Tt Aéel To Keipevo, dvo Kat TpeLg
@opég Suokolevdtav va To anayyeilet. Kat o pudpog frav mapdevog
ya pag. Kot topa émpene va amayyeilovpe akatavonteg Aégelg oe
aKatavonto puopo.
Edw eivau ot 6vo mpwtot otixot Tng Odvooeiag Tov Oprpov:

‘AvBpa pot évvetre, Moloa, ToAUtpoTrov, 8s ndAa ToAA&
TA&YXx6n, emel Tpoing iepov mToAiebpov Emepoev.

Me ta ToAA& Oa Tovg anayyeilape. Opwg, dhag, o Toaykapdkng {n-
TOVGE VA TOVG TIPOPEPOVILE KAl HE TNV EPACHLAKT TPOPOpPd, £TOL OTIWG
mbavotata ta mpdPepav ot apxaikoi Papdot. To d¢, yia mapaderypa
OTNV TPWTN YPapn, £xet Saoeia, kat dpa mpémel va poevex el wg hog—
YU avto aAwaote ot aheEavdpivol ypappatikoi mpdobeoav ta mvedpata,
yta va Slao@aAiocovy 0Tt ot HabnTég TOVG TPOEPEPAY CWOTA TA OUNPLIKA
¢rmn. To -n mpogépetal wg dvo -& kok. O kabévag pmopei va katahdBet Tu
ywotav otny Téén. Ta mohd Sikd pag Apxaia ENAnvika akovyovtav pal-
AoV wg KvéQika kat o oAb Buplav Ty ayyAwkr @pdon it's all Greek to
me. [a To0T0 Kat 0To padnua avtd, kémov otn Héon Tov e§apnvov, £ytve
éva amod Ta Mo aoTela MEPIOTATIKA TNG poitnong pov. O Toaykapakng,
7oL ToTé 8¢ pwtovoE TToLog BéAeL va el péTpo ylati nEepe OTLn epwtnon
Oa améParve eig pdtny, pnnke otnv aiovoa pe tn Aiota Twv eyyeypap-
HEVWY QOLTNTWY, 35 0oL Kt ONoL [e TapovTeg Tepimov 30. Apxioe va da-
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Balet ovopata yia va anayyeilovv e§deTpovg 0TiXOVG, TOVG OTTOIOVG
eixe Olaveipel and To mponyovpevo pdbnua. Ot TPWTOL TEVTE POLTNTEG
életmay. Otav Opws @AavNKe va AEITOVY Kal Ot EMOUEVOL TTEVTE, TIPAYHA
HaBnpatikag advvato, o Toaykapdkng katalaPe OTL oL TAPOVTEG HTAV
yta kdmotov Aoyo kat anovteg evoyet tng doktpaciag tov pétpov. Hrav
amod TiG Aiyeg 9opég mov Tov Bupdpacte va yedd péoa otny takn.

O Odvootag Toaykapdkng eixe 0Ta pATLA TOV QOLTNTH Lo OXESOV
pubikr StdoTaom Kat HETA amd TOoA Xpovia avThv €xel akopa. Tia pag
ATAV €vag amod Toug KAAOKOVG, £vag amd avTolg 0TOVG OTOIOVG [AG
ELOT)YAYE [E TO OUWVVHO pdBnpa. Xe avtoig Tov katatagape. Kat twpa
AUTOVG TAEL VO CLVAVTHOEL AG eival EAa@PD TO XD IOV TOV OKETAGEL
(levis sit terra).

¢
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O Odvootag Toaykapakng wg EMOTTNG
Kat kaBodnyntng véwv gpevvntav

Kwvotavtivog E. MANTZAPHE*

TAN pov mpotdOnke n ovppetoxn oe ekdRAwon HVHUNG yia Tov

agigvnoto kaBnynt Odvooéa Toaykapdkn, opoloyw ott dev di-
otaca oUTE OTLYH va anodeXTw TNV TPOKANOT), TapdAo mov dev fTav
0,TL o €0koAO yia epéva. Hrav Suokolo Stott dev pov {ntrbnke ov-
OlAOTIKA TITOTE ALyOTEPO ATO TO VAL EKTPOOWTHOW TIG OekAdeS YeEVEE
QOLTNTAV TIOL Tépacay and Ta xépla Tov eKAmovToG. Ekeivwv mov otn
OVVEYELA OTEAEXWOAY T OXOAELA TNG XWPAG Hag, avéraBav va StamAd-
oovv Yuyég epnPikég kat petédwoav kat petadidovy, Sekaetieg Twpa,
o,TLépabav kovTa Tov. Ot vedTepOL YOPpw OTA TPLAVTA TIEVTE, OL TAAALO-
Tepot ouvtalovyot Ta.

Metahapmadevovpe, Aotmdy, TIG TTLXEG TNG YVWONG IOV Kol EKEVOG
¢\aPe pe 1600 poxbo aAld kat TOo0 pepdkt kKatd Ta SOokoAa xpdvia
Twv onovdwv Tov ot leppavia, kata tn Sdpketa TG aglolnAevtng
akadnuaikng Tov oTadlodpoptiag Kat KUPLOAEKTIKA HEXPL TO TENOG TNG
{wn¢ tov. ‘Etot, eipaocte BEPatot OTL TO AMOTOHTWHA TIOV APNOE OTN PL-
Aoloyia aAA& kat yevikd oTov ToAtTiopd pag Ba ovveyioet va (et kat
va ta&idevel amod Touvg pabntég Tov kat ano Tovg pabntég Twv pabntaov
Tov 000 Ba vdpyet N payevtikn Stadikaoio TG didaokaAiag. Opolo-
YOUPEVWG, amoTeAEL KAl AUTO Uia KATAKTNOT €K HEPOVG TOV, OTIWG KAl
kaBe mpaypatikov dackalov PéRata, pio KATAKTNON OTO OTEPEWHA TNG
aBavaoiac.

Ymp&a @ottnTig Tov POG To TENOG TNG akadnuaikng tov otadto-
Spopiag. Xe mpontuxlakod eminedo amo to 1997 wg to 2001. Xtig ma-
padooelg Tov nrav vroPANTIKOG, Ba éAeya pvoTaywytkos. Me gwvi
otyavr and T QOON TNG AANA KEKOGUNUEVT [e TNV KPNTIKY TPOPOpa
nap€dide Opnpo 1 Avpikovg monTég, anonvéovtag tn fabid yvwon tov
QVTIKELUEVOV TOV Kol EUTIVEOVTAG OEPACUO OTO KATAUEOTO applOéatpo

* Aldaxtwp Khaowrng @loloyiag Havemotnpiov Kprtng, Exnaidevtikdg Agvtepo-
BaBuag Exmaidevong.
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omov dev akovydtav Yibvpog. Apyotepa, 0TO TAAIOLO TWV HETATITUXLA-
KOV Hov omovdwv, avélafe va emontevoel apXtkd TN SIMAWHATIKT oV
epyaoia kat katomy tn Sidaxtopikn pov StatpiPr, mpaypa mov Bewpn-
oa péytotn Tin. Tote oL oxéoelg pag éytvav mo mpoowmnikég. Meta e
v olokAnpwon tng StatptPrg pov to 2008, evw eKeivog gixe Tia TOV
TiTAO TOV OHOTIHOV KABNYNTH, OVLVEXL(E AMAOXEPA VAL TTPOGPEPEL TIOAV-
TIHeG OVUPOVAEG, OOEG POPEG TOL To (NTovoa, TTavta pe mpobupia kat
Xapoyelo yla O¢pata 1000 TNG EMOTAUNG HAG OCO KAl EVPUTEPA.

Zag StaPePatwvw OTL KOVTA TOL TP TOAVTIHA padnpata {wng kot
emotnpoovvng. Afilel va ava@épw kdmola and ta Aoyta tov: «Na Pd-
{ovpe aTOXOVG Kat ag epyalopacTe TOAD GKANPA YL VA TOVG TTETOXOVE.
Na motevovpe otn Svvaun tov avBpwmnov. Aev mpémet va oPopacte
ToV pox0o, cwpaTikd Kat TVELHATIKO, aAAd O,TL eMXelpoDpe va SiémeTal
and nOwr. [Iépa amo tny emotrun pag e&ioov onpavtikn givat n otko-
Yéveld pag kat 8ev mpEmeL va TNV mapapeAovUE yia Xapn Tng epyaociog
pog. Omov kat va @Taocel kaveig, Toté va pny exdoet and mov Eekivnoe.
Ag avtipetwnifovpe ) {wn pe petpnuévn aoodolia kat, PéPata, va
{obpe pe amAoTnTa». TNV €pEVVNTIKY Kat cuyypa@ikn Stadkacia, am
™V AAn, £0tve peydAn onpacia oTov akpiPr), CUVTOHO Kol TIEPLEKTIKO
Aoyo, oty eEavtAntikn mpooyylon g PipAoypagiog, TV TPWTOTL-
A TWV OKEYEWY, OTNV LOXLPT] TEKUNPIWoN TwV IOEWV KAl YUOIKA 0TV
ALOTNPT| THPNOT TWV XPOVOSIAYPAUHATWY.

Emniong, Tov xapaktnpile fabid ayamn yia tn ¢Hon kat TOV TOTO Tov.
Kdmola @opd tov eiya ovvavInoel va ayvavTelel anoppoPnuévog To
KpNTKO TéEAAyog and tov e&wotn g Phoco@ikng. Aev Tov SiEkoya.
Otav pe avtidneOnke, yvpioe kat pov eine: «AvTH TNV opop@Ld dev Tnv
Eavaouvavtnoa 6mov KL av TNya, OpwS eYElS, OTWG Paivetal, Sev aya-
TIAUE TOV TOTIO [AG...». AANEG QopEG AL oL [AOVOE Yia TO TepPOAL
TOV, TIG AYPOTIKEG TOV A0XOALEG Kal Ta TPOIOVTA OV O 810G He KOO
TIAPNYAYE KAl TO TTPOCWTO TOV EAQUTIE GAV TOV [KPO TTadLov.

Onwg eivat yvwotod, kupiapxn 0éon ota gpevvntika eviagépovta
Tov asipvnotov kabnyntn eixe amd moAd vwpic 1 oxéon HopPng Kat
TePLEXOUEVOL 0TIV Toinomn kat edikd oty ounpikn moinon.' To evdia-
@épov avtod To Statnpei Katd T SIAPKELA TWV EPELYNTIKWY TOL avaln-
THOEWVY Kal TO HETAAAUTASEVEL GTOVG POLTNTEG TOV KAl HAALOTA TOVG
petantuytakovg. Etot éyive kat otn Stk pov mepintwon. Eva onpavtiko
Tunpa TG StatpiPrig pov (O maporpiakds Aoyos oTo apyxaiko émog) epmi-
TITEL GTO eVPV TIESIO TWV OYECEWV HOPPTIG KAl TIEPLEXOUEVOL OTNV ETILKT

! BA. TSAGARAKIS 1977, 1979, 1982 k.d.
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noinon kat Stepgvuva tn ovvapTnor Tov. Emetdn to Bépa avtd to peAé-
™oa vrto v kabodnynon tov agipvnotov Odvooéa Toaykapdkn, ei-
Vol OKOTILO VAL TIAPOVOLACW OPLOPEVEG TTPOEKTACELG TNG £PEVVAG AVTNG,
oe katevBvvoeLg Tov eixape oL{NTHOEL Le TOV KAONYNTH, WG POPO TLUNG
OTN pvnun Tov aAld Kat wg deiypa TnG akadnuaikng Tov TPooPopas,
SLaitepa 0TOVG VEOUG EPEVVITEG.

Hon and ta mpwta otddia NG épevvag emonpdvape, oe kat diav
ov{ntnoelg pe Tov Hakaploto kabnyntr, 0Tt pdAAov eivar cuvnOiopé-
VO OTNV OUNPLKN TT0INoT 0 SNULOVPYOS Va TPOTIOTIOLEL KAl GUVETIWS Vat
AVAVEWDVEL TO TTAPASOOLAKO TIAPOLULAKO VAIKO? WG TTPOG TN HopPr} A&
KAl WG TIPOG TO TEPLEXOHEVO, WOTE Va Yivel KATAAANAO Yl eVOwHATWOT)
OTNV TONTIKH Tov oVVOeOT, 1) oToia OVTWG 1) AAAWG £XEL CLYKEKPLUEVT)
popen kat kabopiopévo meptexopevo.’ H mapatrpnon avtr afiomoun-
Onke 600 emétpenay ot e1ikég ovVONKeG piag StatpiPng, ala mapépetve
évtovn n emBopia pov va amoteAéoel n StaoTAON ALTH Kol apyoTepa
avTikeipevo e1dtkoTepng LeEAETNG, peAétn Ty omoia Eekivoa ta telev-
Taio XpoOvLla, 08 GLUVEVVONOT) He TOV KaBnyntn, kat Tng omoiag Ta mopi-
opata mapovotaiovrtal edw.

H avavéwon tov mapoutakov vAkod otov Ounpo

Agv vmdpyet apgipolioa 6Tt 0 mapoiakdg Aoyog amotelel éva amod
Ta o evdlaépovta péoa ékgpaocng otov Ounpo, agod ovvtelei oe
oNavTiko Baduod otny StapdpPwon TG eVPUTEPNG TTONTIKAG TWV ETWY.
[Tépav Opwe amd avth TV yevikn mapadoyr, a&iet va otabobpe e1diko-
TEPA OTN OTOXEVOT) TOL OCLVOETN TWV EMWV KAL OTA TTOINTIKA OQEAT) TTOV
TPOKVTITOVV, 0QENT TaL OTIOIA ELVAL OHOAOYOVHEVWS OTUAVTIKAL.

Onwg €xeL ToVIOTEL OTN PEXPL OT|UEPA EPELVA, [IE TOV TIAPOLULAKO
AOYO 0 TTOUTHG TOV NPWLKOV €movg amomelpdtal va meioel.! Emyelpei,

2 Q¢ mapolptakd LAKO opicape TIG TApOLies Kat TIG Tapotuddels eEKQpAceLs, eidn g

Aeyopevng «hoyotexviag Tng cogiagy. Amo v dA\n, mapotptakdg Aoyog kaheitat

1 XP1|ON TOV TAPOLAKOD VAIKOD O £V GUYKEKPLUEVO ETKOLVWVIAKO-AOYOTEXVIKO

mAaiolo. BX. MANTZAPHS 2008, 6 k.£€. 0mov kau n) oxetikn) PipAoypagpia.

H npaxtikr avtr] Sev epappoletal povo otny mepinTwon Tov Tapotuakold VAo,

A& aviyvedeTau kat otny aglomoinon g puboloyikng mapadoong. BA. BRASWELL

1971, FENIK 1978, GAISSER 1969, WILLCOCK 1977 k.d4.

* BA. oxetika TzirorouLos 2000, 151, 6mov xapaktnplotika avagépetat: «In terms of
their function, however, within a narrative, especially the proverb and the gnome are
used in exactly the same way, i.e. to persuade the listener(s) to act accordingly».
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SnAadn, va dnuovpynoet Tig anapaitnTeg ekeiveg mpoimobéoels wote
va BewpnBolv owoTEG oL amdYELG Kat Ot TIPAEELG TWV XAPAKTHPWY TOV,
TOOO €VOOKEEVIKA, 000 Kal eEWKEIUEVIKA HE AvaQopd TAVTA OTOV
akpoati-avayvwotn.’ Méoa og éva T€To10 TAioL0, HAALOTA, HTOPOVE
Va KATNYOPLOTIOL)OOVHE TOV TAPOLULakd Adyo. Alakpivetal o TpoTpe-
TITIKOG, O AMOTPEMTIKOG, O TTAPTYOPNTIKOG, O AmoAOYNTIKOG Kat 0 Sida-
KTIKOG XAPAKTHPAG TOV TAPOLHULAKOD AOYOV, TAVTOTE G CLVAPELX [LE TN
diaotaon NG anodelkTikng AetTovpyiag mpog emippwaon Kat evioxvon
TWV LIOAOMWYV HECWV TELBOVG TTOV ETOTPATEVOVY OL XAPAKTHPEG.®
[Tpémel OpWG, OTO OMEIO AVTO, VA TOVIOOLLE OTL 1] SUVALKT TOV TTaL-
POLULAKOD AOYOVL WG péoov melBolg avdyetatl oTnv dpeon, evbeia oOVv-
deo1| TOV e TNV TIPOCWTILKI| EUTIELPIA TOV ATTOOEKTT), EVOOKELHEVIKOV KOl
eEWKEIUEVIKOD, KAl KAT EMEKTAOT 0TI OXEOT TOV TIAPOLULAKOD VALKOD
e to e§ildavikevuévo, anwtepo mapeA8ov. Anhadr, gaivetar OTL N Ta-
AdTNTA TOV TTAPOLLAKOD VAIKOV €ival auTr) OV TO GUVAPUOTEL HE TG
epmetpieg TG (wnig, Kat To KVPOG KAl 1 LOYVG TOL TapOoLuLakod Adyou Ppi-
OKOVTAL AKPLBWG OTO OTL OL TIAPOLHLEG KAl Ol Tapotiwdelg ekppaoelg Oe-
WPOLVTAY TO AMOCTAYHA TG 0oPiag Twv avBpwmnwy, ot pileg Tng omoiag
xévovtav oto xpovo.” E§dAAov, ta énn anevBivovtav og pua kowvwvia
KATA TNV oTtoia, OTtws ypaget o Jaeger, «dev veiotato ovte kwdiE vopwy
ovute ovotnpa NOKNG, Ta pova mpdTvma Sid Ty ev Piw Staywynyv ovvi-
OTAVTO ELG HEPIKAG TIPAKTIKAG OpnOKeLTIKAG EVTONAG Kat €16 £V amdBepla
TIOPOLILAKTG TOPLaG KANPOSOTOVHEVNG ATO YEVEAG €16 YEVEAVY».®

> O Ounpog ovvOETeL HakpooKeAT) TOHATA [e GLYKEKPIUEVT) TTAOKT), Sopr Kal xapa-
KTNpeg ot omoiot aflomotovv guxva Tov mapotiakd Aoyo ov Aettovpyei kaBoploTikd
péoa 0To MAQUCLO TNG TAOKNG. ZUVETWG, GTNV TEPIMTWON TOL NPWIKOD £TOVG, O
TONTAG, HECW TOL TIapoLuLakoD Aoyov, dev embupel TpwTioTwg va SlacdoeL Kat va
ovpnephaPel mapotuieg 0To épyo Tov, ovte va SiddkelL, av kal UTopel, QUOLKA, va
vploTatat kat auTr 1 TapdpeTpos. Avtifeta, o Hoiodog ouvBétel épya mov aviikovv
ot didaxtiki) moinorn. Ta épya Tov €xovv TV MAOKT Tovg aAAd Sev Tapovatdiovy Tnv
TAOKI TwV opnpkwy ovTe TNV TANBwpa xapaktnpwy pe dpdon kat Aoyo. Etot, otnv
nepinTwon autr eivat SOoKOAO 0 Tapotutakdg Aoyog va cupPdAiet otn Stapdpewon
K&ToLag TAOKTG €V KVPLOG 0TOX0G Tov TotnTh eivat va Sidaget. Tia Tig Stagopés wg
TPOG TN XPNON TOL Tapolpakod Aoyov avdaueoa otov Opnpo kat Tov Hoiodo PA.
MANTZAPHS 2008, 177 k.€£E. kat MANTZAPHS 2011, 119 vroo. 35.

BA. MANTZAPHS 2008, 154 x.€§. kat MANTZAPHS 2011, 107 k.€£., 6mov kot ) oxeTIkn)
BiPAoypagpia.

Na Ty maAadTTa Tov TApoLpakold VAKoD PA. Apioto@dvng, Ocopopopidlovaes
528-529 Henderson- IT\atwv, Kpatvdog 384a8 Fowler, Avoig 216c6 Goold k.a. BA.
emiong oxetikd LARDINOIS 1995, 14 kat KINDSTRAND 1978, 73.

8 BA. JAEGER 1968, 66 (to xwpio €xel petagepOei 0To povoTtovikod ovotnua). Onwg ma-

o

N
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Enopévwg, ovpumepaivovpe 0Tt eyyevég ald Kot anapaitnto oToL-
Xelo Tov Tapottakol VAIKOD eivat i) TaAaldTnTd Tov, OWwG anodéxeTal,
eEdAAov, kat 0 AploToTéAng, 0 omoiog avayvwpiletat wg o PTG Bew-
pNTKoG TV Tapowv.’ H evdexopevn vmapén xapévng mpaypateiag
Tov pe titho Hapowion™ iowg anotehel £veldn yla o evllagépov tov
QLA0CGOPOV," eV XAPAKTNPLOTIKOG Elval KAl O OPLOROG TNG TAPOLpiag
nov Stacwletal: «AploToTéAns pnoiv, 8Tt Tadaids eior prthocopias év
Tals peyloTals avbpcdmwv plopais dmolouévns éykaTaAeipuara,
Teplowbévta Siax ouvTopiav kai Se€1dTnTar.? XT0V 0pIOHO ALTOV O
Ztayelpitng QLA0c0¢og eivat mOavoy, ekTog Twv AWV, va vTodetkvy-
el EUeoa Kat TO KVpLo 1edio AVTANONG TOV TTAPOLULAKOD VALKOV. Av |
@ ocogia frav yu avtov i emdiwgn kat n avalitnon g cogiag, n
Qpaon maralis pilooopiag éykataleiypata gival ToAd mbavo va ava-
QépeTal oe TaAaLdTEPA XapEva €M), Aol KUPIwG HEOW TNG ETUKNG Ta-
padoong Ba pmopovoe va Stadobei n cogia Twv TAAALOTEPWV XPOVWYV
Kal To Kupiapxo AOYOTEXVIKO €i00G Yl ALDVEG HTAV 1) TTPOPOPLKT ETKT
noinon."

patnpei 0 LARDINOIS (1995, 5), kdtt avéhoyo ovpPaivel o OAeg TI¢ Tapadootakeég
Kovwvieg, oe avtifeon pe TG oOYyXpoves. BA. emiong GRETHLEIN 2010.

® O KINDSTRAND (1978, 80) mapatnpei oxetikd: «It seems plausible that the whole
concept originated with Aristotle, and the later writers merely elaborated his ideas».
BA. emiong KINDSTRAND (1978, 73): «So far as we can judge, the first to study proverbs
in a more analytical manner is Aristotle».

1Ty dapén avtng TG Mpaypateiag TANPo@opovpacTe and Tov Aloyévn Aagptio
(5.26) kat amo Tov ABfvato (2.56.26-30) evaw dAlot tnv apetopntovv. BA. RosE 1854,
51- RosE 1863, 563 kau CrusIUs 1883, 81 vmoo. 4.

" BA. oxetikd HUXLEY 1981, 332-333 pe oxetikr| fipAoypagio. Eniong, PA. TZIFOPOULOS
1995, 169.

120 oplopds Staowletat 0Tov Zuvécto Kat 0To ¢pyo Tov Pardkpas eykwuiov 22. Aev
yvwpilovpe Opwg pe Pefatdtnta oe oo €pyo Tov AploTOTENN avike. ZOHQWVA HE
Tov Russo (1997, 52), o oplopog Pplokdtay otny eniong xapévn npaypateio tov Iepi
Didogoging. O LARDINOIS (1995, 14) Oewpei OTL 0 0pLopOG TPOEPETAL ATIO TO €pYO
Iapoiion. O KINDSTRAND (1978, 74-75) amodidet kat avtdg TOV 0plopd 0To £pyo
IIepi Dirogogiag kat diver avatvtikn BipAtoypagia. To cvykekpiévo Xwpio amotele
TOV IPWTO OPIOUO TNG TTAPOLLLiag 6Tn SVTIKN OKEYT, OTIWG XAPAKTNPLOTIKA TTapatnpei
o Russo (1997, 52): «The earliest definition in Western thought is that of Aristotle,
who wrote o whole treatise (no longer extant) on proverbs». ITapopota de amoyn
ekpalet 0 AploToTéAnG kot yia To puholoyikd VAo ata Metaguoikd 1074a38-b13.
O KINSTRAND (1978, 74) wg mpog avtd mapatnpei: «We see here that Aristotle’s view
of myths and proverbs is very similar, a similar vocabulary being used in both cases».

30 MARTIN (1989, 4) Bewpei 6Tt 0 AptoToTéAng, dtav vrrootnpilel OTL oL Tapolpieg
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Eivat, e§aAov, yvwotd 61t 0 Ounpog é{noe kat dnpiodpynoe ato
TENOG [Lag eMIkNnG Tapddoong Tov 1 emOTNHOVIKT épevva Bewpel OTL
nrav pakpaiowvn.* Edv o AplototéAng oto onpeio avtd dev vmatvicootay
v Omapén xapévwy, akdun kat yla ekeivov, enwv, dev Ba pmopodoe va
arttohoynOei emapkwg 1 ékppaon madaids gilocoiag EyKkaTaAeippate
yla Ti§ mapotpies, aAld kat yia tov podo. Aoty dv 1 makatd ekeivn
oo@ia dev eixe kamola otabepr) poper kat kaboplopévn éktaor, dev
Oa pmopovoe va yivet Aoyog yla anwlela avtng Kat emPiwon povo
opLopEVY vriolelupatwy. Kat emetdn 1o Hovo AoyoTexvikd Keipevo e
€KTOOT) TETOLA TTOV Va Stkatohoyel TNV emPBiwon pkpOV TUNUATWY HTAV
1 HaKPA ETUKT a@YNoN, eivat TOAD TBavov 0 ApLoTOTEANG 0TO ONUelo
auTO Vo avagépetal o€ Takatd Emm).

Duoikd, dev pmopodpe va un Aafovpe vTOY™N TIG TPOSPOUES HOPPES
¢novg, dnhadn t Aaikn momntikn mapddoon, epdoov Siebete otabepn
Hop@n kat éktaon.'® Tédog, otnv avalijtnon Twv Tmywv Tov TapotuLa-
KOV VAIKOU Sev umopoipe va mapaPAEYoupe To GUVONO TWV TAPOLULWDV
Kat Tapolpwdwyv gpacewv mov vinpxav kat dtadidovtav avtovoued,
WG HEPOG TOV KOV TIPOPOPLKOL AOYOV, XWpIG Va EVTACTOVTAL 08 Kd-
TolaL eKTEVEDTEPT AoyoTeXVIKT oVvVOeoT.

Zuvenwg, kataAnyovpe oto 0Tl vrfpyxe Stabéoipo €va mhodolo oe
éKTaon A& Kot Katalwpévo 0T oLVEISNON TOL akpoaTnpiov TapoL-
HLakd VAIKO, Sokipacpévo pe tny mépodo tov xpovov. Daivetal, Opws,
OTL TO VAIKO auTO yla Vo TIPOCAPHOCTEL APTLaL OTNV ETIKT APHYNOT) Kot
va AELTOVPYNOEL EMPEPOVTAG T PeYAADTEPA SUVATA TIONTIKA OQEAN,
fTav anapaitnto va tpomomotnfei TO00 WG TPOG TN HOPPT 000 Kol WG
TPOG TO TepLexOpeVo. Anhadny, am’ Tn pia Hepld, 0 EVOWHATWHEVOG 0TV
TOINOT) TAPOLUIAKOG AOYOG £TIPETE AVAYKAOTIKA Vo amnXel pe evap-
yeta 1o mpoimapxov malatd mapotpakd LAKO, yati aAliwg Ba éxave
™ Suvapukr Tov. H duvapukn avtr, 6wg avavoape, anéppee amod tnv

ATav KatdAouma TG TaAatds PINOcoPiag, avapépeTal oe vay TEPLOPLOHEVO aplOuo
napodv. Tnv idta dmoyn ovppepiletar kat o KINDSTRAND (1978, 75). H attiat yia
v omoia 1 malatd coia eixe xabel 0TIG PéPeg TOL PIAOGOPOV KAl EiyaAV ATTOLEI-
Vel povo voleippatd TG mOavOy avayeTal o€ KATOLEG HeYAAEG CUHLPOPEG KAl KaTa-
OTPOPEG TOL ixav Bpel TNV avBpwmdTNTA, OL OTIOiEG, COUPWVA e TNV APLOTOTEAIKT
@ oco@ia, EMANTTAV TN YN KATE TAKTA XPOVIKA SlaoThpaTa. ZXETIKA [e TNV dmoym
auTr| Tov ApLoToTEAN, 1) omtoia amavtdtat kat otov ITAdtwva, BA. KINDSTRAND 1978,
73, vmoao. 19, 6mov kat i oxetikn PipAioypagia. BA. emiong MANTZAPHS 2008, 8 k.€E.

4 BA. LEsky 1988, 42- EASTERLING kat KNox 2000, 71 k.e€.- BEYE 1964 HOEKSTRA
1969- Kirk 1976- LATACZ 1979 K.4.

15 Yxetika pe ) Aaikn otk mapadoon kat TG TPOSPoLEG HopPEG Tov émovg PA.
FoLEY 1997, 146 k.€E.
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ava@opd oTo TapeABOV' kal eVIoXLOTAY, TIPOPAVADG, ATIO TNV eVOEXO-
pevn otabepr) LOPPT) TOV TAPOLULAKOD VALKOV 1) OToia, EKTOG TWV &A-
Awv, Tov TPooEdIde TNV amapaiTnTn avayvwpLooTnTa. AT tnv &AAn,
OHwG, émpeme va An@Oei VTOYN 1) LETPLKT} TOV ETTOVG KAl TA AOYOTEXVIKA
K&be popa ovpppalopeva.’” To eyxeipnua anaitodoe montikn Setvo-
TNTA KA, Yo Vo TO TIOVUE £TOL, XELPOVPYIKT akpifela 0TI eMAOYEG TOV
dnuovpyot.

Etot, 8ev Aeimovv ot mepmtwoelg oTig onoieg efautiag tov Svoko-
Aov ovyKkepaoUoD TOL TEpLypdyape 08NYOVHAOTE HOVO OTNV elKaoia
OTL OPLOPEVOL OTEXOL £XOVV TTAPOLHLAKT XPOLd AANd SuoKOAEVOpAOTE Va
AvayvVwpIioOVUE TNV VITOKEILEVT TTAAALOTEPT) TTAPOLHia SLOTL, TIPOPAVWG,
ot petaPolég mov €xet vmooTel eival pilikég. Xto onpeio avto, PéPata,
Kupiapxo poro pdAlov émailay ot HeTpLkég amattroets,' dnladn to ye-
YOVOG OTL EMPETE VAL EVAPUOVIOTEL 1] HOPPT TNG TTAAALAG TIAPOLIAG pe
TG ovpPdoetg Tov SakTuAikov egapéTpov avta oe Tétoto Pabud wote
Va [NV VOTEPEL 1 TAPOLia O€ AVAYVWPLOLHOTNTA, TOLAAXIOTOV Yl TOV
apxaio akpoatn.”” Oa mpémel, dnAadn, va mapadexTovpe OTL O aKkpo-
athg TWV apxaikwv xpovwv avtihapfavotav Sla@opeTIkd TOV TapoL-
HLaKO AOYo o€ OXE0T| He TOV OVYXPOVO avayvwoTr, SLOTL ekeivog fTav
e§olkelwnévog pe Ty mapddoon Kat To vTOPabpo TV TAPOLLAKOD VAL-
KOV, VW 0 0VYXPOVOG AVAYVWOTNG TTPOPAVWG TIG TIEPLOCOTEPEG POPEG
To ayvoel.?

O ovyxpovog HeheTnTiG, A’ TNV &AAN, €xet T SuvatotnTa va aglo-
mownoel AN, EYYEVI] TOL TTAPOLULAKOD AOYOL OTOLXEIR Yla Va ElKAOEL

16 BA. mapamavw, 0. 273 K.€&.

"H peAétn Tov mopoyuakod vAkov ota Sedopéva AoyoTtexviKa cupgpaliopeva
aVTamoKpiveTal oTa mopiopata TG vedtepng mapotoloyiag. Méxpt n Sexaetia Tov
1960 ot HENETNTEG TWV TTAPOLULDV TIEPLOPILOVTAVY KATA KUPLO AOYo 0TV A} cuANoyT
TovG. BA. TziroPoULOS 1995, 169. To 1964 6w, ot Arewa kat Dundes dnpootevovy 1o
apBpo: “Proverbs and the Ethnography of Speaking Folklore” (BA. AREwA kat DUNDES
1964), 1o omoio Bewpeital TpwTomopLakd SLOTL TPOKPIONKE 1 HEAETT TOV TTAPOLULAKOD
VAIKOD [1E0Q OE CUYKEKPLUEVO AOYOTEXVIKO TAQIGLO KAl ATOCAPNVIOTNKE OTL, €4V A~
Aale to Aoyotexvikd mAaioto, peTafarloTay oNUACIOAOYIKA Kat 1) TapoLpic, aKOpn
Kkat av Sev eixe ald€et timote pop@kd. BX. oxeticd MANTZAPHE 2008, 24 «.€£., 6m0L
Kat 1 oxetikn Piphoypagio. BX. emiong LARDINOIS 1995, 1-2, 6OV XApaKTNPLOTIKA
onpetwvet: «Central to this approach is the notion of context. It demands that wisdom
expressions be studied in their social and linguistic surroundings».

18 Tha T HETPIKT HOp T} TOL Trapotpakod Aoyov PA. MANTZAPHS 2008, 170 k.&.

" TNa to B¢pa yevikd PA. TSAGARAKIS 1982, 6 k.€€.

20 BA. oxeTikd AOYKATO: 1978, CARNES 1988, TAYLOR 1931, WHITING 1931, KINDSTRAND
1978.
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v vnapén mpoinapyovtog mapotptakod vVAkov. ILY. ot B paywdia
0 AMBépong mpognTedel TO XAUO TWV UVNOTHPWY He Ao TNV Tapov-
ola kamowwv Bedotaltwy agtwv (161-176). Evag and tovg Lvnotnpeg
opwg, o Evpduayog, amokpivetat:

Spvibes 8¢ Te ToAAoL UTT avy&s flediolo

PoITAC’, oUdé Te TM&vTeES Evaioipor (181-182).2
Av KalL 0 YEVIKEVTIKOG XAPAKTAPAG TwV OTiXwV Katl 1 vtapén Tov 7é%
npodidovv maporpiakés kataolés, n apxikn @paot dev pnopei ma or-
Hepa va aviyvevtel pe Pefatdotnta. Onwg eivat avTIANTTO, 08 AVTES TIG
TIEPIMTWOELG €ival apKETA SVOKOAO Va TIPOGdLOPIOTODY Kat va avakv-
Oovv ot kavoTopieg TOv TTOINTH AAAA KAl OL TPOTIOTIOLOELG IOV EMEPEPE
otn AavBavovoa mapotpia.

Ta va yiver avto, Bewpw oL Tpémel va avalvBolv otixol mov pmopei
evkoha kaveig va dexBel 0Tt éxovv Kovod mapotptakd voPadpo, ala
Stagpépovv Aiyo 1 oAb petad tovg. H mpooéyyion twv otiywv avtdv
unopet va odnynoet otn daniotwon 0Tt eite anmoteAovv ovvolikd Sta-
QOPETIKEG £KSOXEG TANAULOTEPOV TTAPOLULAKOD VALKOV €iTe OTL 1) piot eK-
doxr avTioTolel TNV vIToKeipevn Tapotpia kat  AAAN 1 ot AAAeG cLVL-
OTOVV AMOTELPA KALVOTOOL TiapépuPaocng tov motntr. Xpnotpa 8e otnv
KatevBuvon avtr pmopody va @avoldy Ta apxaia oxoAia. Omoto and ta
dvo kat av woxbel, n pHeAéTn TV TEPIMTWoEWV avTwV StapwTilel ouyke-
KPLUEVEG TEXVIKEG TIG OTIOIEG, EVOEXOUEVWG, akoAoVONOE O TTONTAG, Yla
va vAomotnoet Tov SVOKOAO CLYKEPATHO TToL Tieptypdyape. Ot TeXVIKES
auTég mapovotdlovtat akolovwg.

‘Evag tpomog eivat va StatnpnOei otabepn n poper| kat to meplexope-
VO TOV apXLKOV HEPOVG TOV OTIXOL Kal Va TpoTtomotndei To TeAko, ako-
AovBwvTag mavta TIg TpooTtayég Tov pétpov. Etol, o amodéktng @épvet
€VKOAQ OTO HVAAO TOV TO TAPOLULAKO VAIKO 0TO Omoio yivetat evbeia
ava@opd aAA& yprjyopa EMKEVIPOVETAL OTA AOYOTEXVIKA OULHPPaLo-
Heva Kat AeITOVpYel amoTEAEOHATIKA O TIAPOLHLAKOG Adyog. Xty IT pa-
Ywdia m.yx. o ITatpokhog kataduwkel Tovg Tpweg kat Tovg Avkiovg Kat
dev vrakovel oty evToAr] Tov AxtAAéa va unv amopakpuvOel and ta
KapaPia Twv Axawwv (oT. 684-691). Zto onpeio avtod o idlog o apnynTng
Tapatnpel, KATL TOL yivetat ToAD omavia,* 6Tt o Alag eivat avtdg mov

2 Ta ototyeia avtd oxetifovtat pe Tn Aeyopevn «moutiki» Twv mapotuwy. Tia to Oépa
BA. MARTIN 1992 kat MANTZAPHS 2008, 136 k.€§., dmov kat n oxetikr PtpAoypagpio.

2 B)\. CPG1I, 586 (Ap. XIII 46¢).

2 YXETIKA L€ TO YEVIKEVTIKO Te OTIG TTapotpieg PA. mapakdtw, 0. 280 vroa. 29.

2 Avto Samotdvel o EDWARDS 1991, 79-80.
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kaBopilet Tn poipa twv avBpwnwv pe To va katevBivet kat va kaBodn-
yei T 0€Anor| Tovg:

&M aiel e Aids kpeioowv véos 1ié Tep avdpcov: (688).%
Me 0 @pdon avth attioloyeitat n anepiokentn evépyeta Tov [atpo-
KAov a@ol avayetat otn OéAnon tov idtov Tov Aia, OV Eival avaTEP
and v avBpwmivn BovAnon kat TeAkd LTTEPLOXVEL, OTWG PNTA TOVi-
otnke 110N and o mpooipo: Aids & éteAeieTo Boulr) (A5).

[Mapopota, dpwe, dtatvnwon cvvavtape kat otn P paywdia 6mov o
IMavkog katnyopei Tov Extopa 0Tt deihiace umpootd otny oppr| Tov
Afavta kat 0 Ektopag anavtd peta&d dAAwv:

QAN aiel Te A1ds kpeloowv vdos atyidxoio (176).%

2TV TpWTN MEPIMTWOT O OTiXOG ONOKANPWVETAL [LE TN PPAOT) 7€ TTep
&vdp@v kaw ot Sevtepn pe Tn AéEn aiyidyoro. Oewpw OTLN TpoTOTOINOT
e§umnpetei ouykekpévo okomo. Xy IT paywdia o apnyntig avagé-
petat otov ITatpoklo kat anevBuvetal 0TOVG AKPOATEG TOV, APOV TIPE-
TIEL VO ATLONOYO€L e eTdpkela TN oTdor Tov Iatpoklov kat va amo-
ktroet £tot aknBo@dvela n agrynon tov. Emopévwg, n gpaon 7é mep
GvEpOY—EeKTOG AT TOV ATAPAITITO YEVIKEVTIKO TOVO TTOL Tipoadidel—
artiodoyel emapkwg v emAoyn tov ITatpoxAov. Eival kat exeivog
évag Bvntog, Omwg Olot ot dAot, mpémel va akolovBnoet T PfovAnon
Tov Aia kot va ovpmopevBei pe v kotvry poipa dAwv Twv vToAoTwWY
avBpwnwv. Avtifeta otn P paywdia o Extopag avagépetal ovolaoTikd
HOVO OTOV €aVTO TOL KAl QAUTIOANOYEL TIG TIPOCWTIKEG TOL ETUAOYEG.
Agv vreloépyetat o Stadikaoio TavTIONG pe OAOVG TOVG VITOAOLTOVG
OvnTovg ahAd e évav TOVo Kdmwg amoloynTiko anodidet on fovAnon
Tov Ala v e&éMdn tov mpaypdtwv.”’ Onwg pmopovpe gdkoAa va
TOPATNPTIOOVLE, 1] TpOTTOTIOINOT dev emmpedlel TNV avayvwpLotLOTNTA
G PPAONG KAl AVTATOKPIVETAL 0T AOYOoTEXVIKA cupppalopeva Kat
0TIG V0 TEPIMTWOELG.

% CPG 11, 250 (Ap. I 38d). A&iCet va onpewdoovpe optopéva atotxeia mov mpoadidovv
mapotpaki xpotd oto otiyo. Xapaktnplotikn eivat n mapovoia g AéEng aiel, mov
Tpoodidet TOV YEVIKEVTIKO TOVO TNG PPACTG Kat evioXVel TN amodewktiky ¢ akia.
O YeVIKEVTIKOG XAPAKTNPAG OHOAOYOVHEVWG Eival €val Amd T XAPAKTNPLOTIKA TOV
TapoLpLakod Adyov. Tla Tov yevIKEVTIKO XAPAKTPA TOV TAPOLHUIAKOD AOYOV KAt TOV
TpOTIO e Tov omoio poadidetal fA. MANTZAPHS 2008, 136 k.€&.

% CPG 11, 250 (Ap. I 38c). H emavaAnym Tov oTixov eniPePatdvel TOV TAPOLHLAKO Xapa-
Ktpa tov. BA. Russo 1983, 122.

# BA. LARDINOIS 1995, 159. Tia tnv emevépyeta tng Oeikng Shvaung ota avBpwmiva PA.
TsAGARAKIS 1977, 80.

— 279 —



APIAANH 22 (2015-16) — K. E. MANTZAPHX

Avtiotoo mapddetypa anavtd otny I paywdia. O Doivikag Sniw-
vel 0Tt Oa mapapeivel kovtd oTov AxiA€a SIOTL YU avTOV axpLpwg Tov
Aoyo tov eixe oteihet 0 IInAéag. O okomdg x&pLy Tov omoiov fpbe otnv
Tpoia frav va mapaotéketat otov AxiANéa He TG GLUPOVAEG TOV £TOL
WOTE va yivel IKavog 0To Aoyo kat ota €pya (438 k.€€.):

VBV Te PN TP’ Eueval TPNKTHpP& Te Epywv (443).
Mmnopovpe va vtobéoovpe 6TL 0 apxaiog OXOAAOTHG AVAYyVWPLOE TTPOD-
TAPXOVOA TAPOLia APOD ONUELDVEL OTL CUVTEAEOTNKE UETATPOT WG
TIPOG TO OUOLOTEAEVTO TNG TTAAALOTEPNG HOPPTG TG PPAOTG TTIOV NTAV:
HUBcov Te pnTiipa kal Epycov TpakTipa.?

H tpomnomoinon agevog Sev eivat kata\vTikr woTe va ennpedlet Tnv
AVAYVWPLOHOTNTA TNG PPAOTG KAl AQeETEPOL Umopel va amodobei oe e-
TPKOUG AOYOoUGS. ATtO TNV &AAN, 1 Hop@r| Tov SlacwleTat GTOV OUNPIKO
otixo dev votepei oe omTikn adia TG TaAadTEPNG, APOD TAPOVTLALEL
e0wWTEPIKO pLOUO Ka appovia éxovtag ota dVo TNG dkpa TIG Kupiapyeg
AéEerg pvbwv xat épywv ov ovviotoby avtifeon Kat 6To ECWTEPIKO TNG
TAAL Ta avTBeTikd OVOLAOTIKA P TAp Kat TpakTijpe. OTwG Kol va €Xouvv
T TIPAYHATA, 1) PPAOT) KVPLAPXEL OTO ApYIKO [EPOG TOV Adyov Tov Doivi-
Ko Kat rievOupiel To onpavTiko kabrkov mov eixe va emteéoel o 810G
aAAd Kat TV LT péwoT) oV TIPETEL Va awoBdvetat o AxtAAéag amévavTi
TOV, agov eivaw 0 dvBpwTog Tov Ba Tov Si1ddget TV «evPovhion.

Ye fa AN TEPIMTWOT) TPOTIOTIOLEITAL 1] TIAPOLULAKT) PPACT] WG TIPOG
TNV YPAUHATIKY TNG Hoper. Ztnv A paywdia o AxtAléag amevBuvoyle-
VoG 0Tov Ayapéuvova tov kakiCet Siott mpotiBetan va tov vpapmadet To
TIUNTIKO 8po Tov ot Axatoi Tov mapayxwpnoav (tn Bpionida dnhadn),
TOPOTL EKEIVOG TTOAEUNOE OKANPA YLa Vo To amokTroel (0T. 149-171). To-
ViCet, Aotmtov, 0Tt To Swpo avTo ival yla eKEVOV UkpO Al ayarmnpévo:

ool TO yépas oAU Ueilov, éyco & dAiyov Te pihov Te (167).%
Me 1o oTixo avtd, mov mpodidet mapotptakés katafolés, Tovifovta Ta
ovvatoOnpata Tov fpwa yla ta Adgupa mov katdpbwoe va amokopioet
0T péyxn aAla yivetar ca@ég 6tL o AxiAléag Sev eivat Statebeipévog va
napayxwpnoet T Bpionida kat mpodiaypd@etat £T0L 1) CLVEXELAL

* BX. ERBSE 1971, 492.

» Katd tov KIRK (1985, 69) n ¢pdon eivan mapotpaddng (proverbial). Eva Ao atotxeio
nov amotelel £vdelEn yU auto givan 1) xprion Tov SuThov Te OV givat YEVIKEVTIKO Kat
npootdialel otov mapotuiakd Aoyo. BA. oxetikd DENNISTON 1954, 520-536- RUIJGH
1971, 2-3 kot MANTZAPHE 2008, 136 k.¢€&.
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2 { paywdia, Twpa, 0 Odvooiag iketevel T Navokd va tov Bonon-
oet (0t. 149 k.€€.). Exeivn, peta&d aAwv, mpoomabei va Swaoet kovpayto
oToV Npwa kat TPoTpETEL TIG Bepamarvideg tng va Pondncovy tov Eévo:

TOV viv XpT) KOMEEW. TTPOS Yap Alds eiclv ATTAVTES

Eetvol Te TToxol Te, 8dois 8 Ay Te gpiAn Te (207-208).
Me ta Aoyta avtd tovifetal 0Tt ot EEvot kat oL @Twyol givat TPOTTATEVO-
pevol Tov Aia Kat givat EVEPYETIKO YU ALTOVG OTIONTOTE UMOPEL KAVELG
VOl TOVG TIPOTPEPEL, AKOLT KAL AV 1) TPOTPOPE AUTI ELvaL HIKPT).

v npwtn mepintwon n AéEn pépag, otnv omoia avagpépetal i ma-
potpia, wBel TOV TONTH VA XPNOILOTIO|OEL OVGETEPO YPAUUATIKO YE-
VOG: 0Aiyov, pilov evw otnv dAAn To vrokeipevo §60ig amattel xpron
OnAvkov yévoug: dAiyy, @ily. Onwg evkoha avTidapBavetat Kaveig, 1
TPOTOTIOINOT AVTH AULTIOAOYEITAL TANPWG ATO TIG AVAYKEG TG AQryN-
onG. Zuykekpiuéva, 1 onUactoAoyikn Stagopd Twv Aé€ewv pépag kot
0001G 8eVv EMTPETEL OTOV TOINTH VA TIG XPNOLUOTIOLEL EVAAAAKTIKA Kat
n emloyn tovg kabopilet kat To yévog Twv embétwy TG maporpiag.®
Duotkd, n AertovpytkoTnTa Kat ota Svo xwpia eivat aptia.

Axopn, vdpyet ) SUVATOTNTA O TOINTNAG VA ETEKTEIVEL TOV TIAPOLULAL-
KO 0TiXo pooBéTovTag pa emmAéov gpdon 1 Kat TeploooTepo.’ Xtnv §
paywdio o Odvocéag glogeveitat and tov Edpato o omoiog attiohoyei
QUTH TOL TNV emAOYN AéyovTag:

TPOs Yap Aids eictv &TTavTes
EeTvol Te TTeoxol Te' Bdois 8 OAiyn Te piAn Te
YiyveTat nueTépn (57-59).

ITpaypatt, 0 akpoatng, eVOOKEIUEVIKOG 1) eEWKEHEVIKOG, avTAapupa-
VeTaL OTL Ta TPAyHaTA €ival £TOL, Ao LoXVOVY 00 TOVICTNKAY TIapa-
AV OXETIKA LLE TNV TPOTTOTOINOT) TOV TEALKOV [EPOVG TOL O0TiXOVL. ™

Iapatnpovpe 6TL n TPOTOTOLINOT CLVICTATAL OTNV EVOWHATWOT) TNG
@paong yiyvetau fuetépn. Eviexopévwg, pe tov tpomo avtd efetdikeve-

* T éva avtioTtotyo mapddetypa PA. § 837 oe ouvdvacpo pe A 355.

1 Av kau ot mapotpieg mpémel va xapaktnpifovtat and cuvTopia, XapakTnpLOTIKO OV
ovvTehel kat oTNY amouvnpovevor, PA. Russo 1983, 122, vdpXovv MepIMTWOELG OV
Sbo, Tpeig 1 kat mapanavew otiyol xapaktnpifovrar wg mapoupakoi. O montig eixe
TNV ELXEPELAL VA AVATTTUOGCEL 1] VA GUVTOEVEL TO VAIKO TOV, avAAOya HE TIG avAyKeS
Tou. H texvikn avtn xapaktnpiotnke anod tov Martin telescoping. B\. MARTIN 1989,
215 kau emiong LARDINOIS 1995, 23. Tia éva avtiototxo mapddetypa PA. X 262-266 kat
1313 oe oxéon pe § 156-157.

32 BA. mapandvw, 0. 278 k.e€.

3 O LarpINoOIS (1995, 165) Stkatohoynuéva mapatnpet 0Tt apotpieg avtov Tov eidovg
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Tat Kat Tovifetat kakbtepa To Tpdowo Tov Ba tpocépet TN PorPeta,
Sdnhadr o Evpaiog. Evag @twyog, tametvog xolpofookog eivat oe Béon
va @ulogevnoet évav £€vo, atoBdvetal vepnedvela yt avtd kat emBuopei
va 1o Tovioel. Emopévwg, n véa pop@r Tng TapoLpaknig ¢paong gaive-
Tal va evappovifetal pe ta AoyoTexvika ovpgpalopeva kat dev votepei
Aertovpyikd. Eivar 8¢ mbavov avtég ot pkpég Tpomomolnoetg va frav
ovvnOiouéveg oty KaBnueptvr xpron TG mapoLpiag kat Guvenwg dev
AELTOVPYOVV AVACTAATIKA WG TIPOG TV AVAYVWPLOILOTNTA TNG PPANG
TOO0 a0 TOV EVEOKELHEVIKO 000 Kat antd Tov e§WKEIUEVIKO amodékTn.

H ekétaon, Twpa, TEPIMTWOEWV KOO TAPOLUAKOD VAKOD OTOV
Ounpo xat Tov Hotodo eival duvatdv va odnyroel oe xprotpeg mapa-
pnoels. Mnopei va vrootnpixdet 611 0 Opunpog kat o Holodog eiyxav
Tiepinmov TNV idta TPOGPaon 0To TATPOTAPASOTO TAPOLULAKO VAIKO Kat
yvopilav kat ot §00 €va onuavTiko aptiud TAPOLIDY KAl TOPOLLW-
dwv ekppdoewy, Omwg pdAAov Ba cuvéBaive kat pe Ta aAa €idn Tng
«hoyotexviag Tng coiacy. Avto elkaleTal and TIG MEPUTTWOOELS KATA
TIG OTIO(EG LAl TTAPOLHIA ATIAVTA KAl 0TOVG V0 TONTEG eite pe TNV idla
popon eite kamwg tpononouévn.** dvotka, eivat apketd SVokolo va
SlevkpvioTel molog amd Tovg Vo TMONTEG TTPOEPN OTNV TPOTOTOINON
Kat motog akohovOnoe ta mapadedopéva.

Me Baon Tig oképelg avtég a&ilet va mpooeyyioovpe kdmoa mapa-
Seiypata. Zmv Y paywdia o Atveiag mpokadei Tov AxiAéa oe pdyn
(199-258). Amocagnviet 8¢ otov avtinald Tov 6Tt aTov TOAEpO oL Ppt-
Ol€G OeV wPeAOVV aoU:

ool K eimmoba émos, Totdv K’ emakovoals (250).%°

H @pdon avtr Aettovpyel anoteleopatikd agov anotelei To £vav-
opa yla va Eekivioet ) povopayia (259 k.€§.).

O apxaiog oXOAAOTHG iXe EVTOTIOEL TNV TAPOLia Kat HdALoTa eixe
Bpet kat avtiotolyn otov Hoiodo:*

ot omoieg oxetifovtar pe £évovg Aertovpyovv kau efwxketpevikd. Ot paywdoi kat ot
aotdoi ovviBwg takidevay kat oTig yropTég Tov mapovaialav ta émn frav Evol. Emo-
HEVWGE, [E TOV TPOTIO AVTO AVAPEPOVTAL KAL GTOV EAVTO TOVG Kat {NTOVV TOV Gefacpo
Kat TIG TIEG IOV aroppéovy and tnv tdtnta Tov Evou.

Tt oxéon Ounpov kat Howddov wg mpog tov mapouuakd Adyo BA. mapamdvw,
0. 274 vmoo. 5.

* O MapoUaKkos XapakTipag vIoSNAWVETAL amd TNV TApHXNon TOV 7T, T CLVAXN-
on Twv Aégewv ommoidv kat Toidv Kat TNV VITapén TOL YEVIKEVTIKOV popiov k€. [ia To
uopto avto6 PA. CHANTRAINE 1953, 245.

% BX. ERBSE 1977, 44.
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el 8¢ kakov elTrots, Téxa K autods peiov dkovoals
(Epya ko Huépou 721).
H opototnta tv otixwv ival €kdnAn kat wg Tpog TN HopePn Kal wg
TIPOG TO TEPLEXOHEVO Kat eival TOAD Tavov ot oTixol avtoi va avdyo-
vtal o malatdtepn mpodmapxovoa mapotpio oTny omoia Oa kvpLapxov-
0€ To vonua «4,Tt melg avto kat Ba akovoeigyr. H gvon kat n artia twv
TpomoTotoewv eivan MOavo va oxetifovtal pe To AoyoTeXVIKO TAAioL0
oTo omoio kdbe popd xpnotpomotovvtar.’’

H nmpooéyytion, Topa, TEPITTWOEWV KOLVOL TTapoLpLakoy vtofabpov
otov Ounpo kat Tov Hoiodo Bonba va Stapwticovpe akdun pia texvi-
KN avavéwong. Eivar Suvatdv o momntrg va mpoPel oe katvotopieg 0to
APXIKO PEPOG TOL OTiXOL Kal Vo kpatnoel 0tabepd To teliko. ILy. ava-
@opikd pe To oTiXO:

pex6ev 8¢ Te viimos Eyve (P 32,Y 198),*
napatnpovpe 6Tt otov Hoilodo €xel Tn popen:

mabcov 8¢ Te vmos éyves (Epya kou Huépau 218).
Oa pmopobvoape va Bewprioovpe OTL I TPOTOTOINGCT AVTATOKPIVETAL
ot Stapopomoinon Tov vorjpuatog. O Ounpog vrovoel mwg dev xpetd-
(et va mdBel Kaveig KATOLL CLUPOPE YLa VA GUVETIOTEL KAl va TV
amo@evyeL 0T OVVEXELD, SlaQopeTikd Xapaktnpiletat vimog. Avtife-
Ta, 0 Hoiodog Bewpel 6Tt mpémet va pabaivel kaveig and ta mabnpoatd
T0V.”” OMwg TapaTnprioapLe Kat Topamdvw avapopikd (e TNV TPOTOTOI-
01N TOL TEAKOV HEPOVG TNG TTAPOLpiag,™ i avayvwplopotnTa g dev
avaoTEAAETAL OVTE [E TNV TPOTOTOINOT TOV APXIKOD, AoV, HETA TNV
TPWTN QPACT), YPIYOPA £PXETAL OTO HVAAO TOV AOGEK TN TO LTTOKELE-
VO TIAPOLULAKO VALKO.

Mia dANn Texvikn, TOpa, eival n SlaTpnon KATOWwY XapakTnpt-
oTIKOV AEEewV OV CLVTENOVV GTNV AVAYVWPLOIHOTNTA TG TTAPOLi-
ag, akopn Kat av tpomomnon el onpavtika n vrodown. Zn X paywdia
ovvavTape éva oA evilagépov mapddelyla o€ 0xEon PE QUTHV TNV

37 Aboonpeiwtn eival n mapovoia Twv Aégewv: einyoda - eimoig kau émakovonis - dkovowig
0L OTIOIEG, TIPOPAVWG, GCLYTEAOVV 0TIV AVALY VWPLOLLOTITA TG VTTOKEIUEVNG TTAPOLiaG.

*# O apxaiog ooAaoTrg avayvwpilet TOV Tapoluako xapaktiipa Tov otiyov. BA. ERBSE
1975, 335-336.

¥ EXeTIKG e TNV TPOTOTOINOT TOV APXIKOV HUEPOVG TOL TAPOLUakod VAtkod BA. N
115 oe ovvdvaopod pe O 203 § 837 oe cuvdvaopd pe A 355. Tia ta xwpia avta PA.
MANTZAPHE 2008, 86-87.

0 BA. mapandvw, 0. 278 k.€E.
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texvikn. O AxiAéag katevBovetat oty Tpoia kat 0 Ektopag Bpioketat
0TIG TTUAEG €TOLOG va TN vriepaoTiotei (107 k.€k.). Exei mpoPAnpartile-
TAL YLQL TO TIOLAL OTAOT) TIPETEL VAL TNPTOEL KO AVAPWTLETAL AV TIPETEL VL
{ntroet avakwyn. Kataknyet, opws, oto ovpunépacpa 6Tt Ta Adyta Sev
W@PENOVY aANG TIPETEL VA LOVOULAXT)OOVY 000 YiveTal ypnyopdTtepa Kat
Tovile

oU HEV TTwas VUV £0TIv Ao Bpuds oud’ Ao TETPNS

TS dapiléuevar (126-127).4
To amotéleopa eival o npwag va mdyel va kabvotepei kat va cvykpov-
otel pe Tov AxtAAéa (129 k.g€).

[Tapopota Statvmwon anavtd, Opws, kat oty Odvooeia. ZTnv T pa-
Ywdia o Odvocéag apveital va amokakvyel otnv IInveAdonn v Tav-
TOTNTA TOV (116). Exeivn, mapola avTd, eMPEVEL VA TOV pOTA Yia TOVG
TPOYOVOULG TOV Kal XPNOLHOTIOLEL THV EKQPAOT:

oU ya&p amd Spuds ¢oot TadaipdTou oUd’ &mod méTpns (T 163).4
[Mapatnpolpe OTL KaL avTh 1) €KPPaocT €XeL LTTOOTEL HETAPOAEG TOTO WG
TPOG TN HOPPT} 000 Kal WG TPOG To Teplexopevo. Xtn X paywdia €xel
npootedel n Ppaon T@ dapi(épevar TOL AVTATIOKPIVETAL GTO APNYNHUATL-
K0 TAaioto, v oY T paywdia viapyet n Ae&n madaipdrov mov aodn-
Tomotel kahvTepa TNV avagopd g IInvehdnng oto mapeABov kat oTig
apxéyoveg cLVIOELEG Kat AVTIAYELG TTOL KVLPLAPXOVTAY.

%10 CPG 1I, 158 (Mac. III, 40) onpewwvetat: Spvog kai métpag Adyor- émi t@v &do-
Aeayovviwy kai pvBoloyovviwy mapddola. Ou eppnveieg mov €xovv Sobei yU avtr
NV Tpaypatikd avtypatikny gpaon mowkidlovv. Exet mpotabei 6tL n mapotpia frav
KATAAANAN yia TEPIMTWOELG TTOL KATOLOG @) (Aovoe yla To andtepo mapehbov, B)
avagepotav oe pobovg, y) TmePITTOAOYooE, §) avagepdTay OTNV KATAYWYr TOL
avBpwTvou YEVOUG, €) avapepOTav OTIG TPWTOYOVEG KATOLKIEG TwV avBpwmwy ot
OTIOIEG TTAV KATAOKEVAOUEVES aTtd EVAQ Kau TIETPES, OT) PAVAPOVTE, () (hodoe yia T
amn, aypotikr {wn, ) avagepdtav otnv Wiwtikn {wr| kdmotov. BA. WEST 1966, 168-
169 6mov ko 1) oxetikny PipAoypagia. O West, mavtwg, avagépet OTL i ¢paon eival ka-
TAAANAN yLa Xprion OTav 0 aPnyNTHG AVapwTIETAL VI TTOLO AGYO &) TIPOXWPEL O TapEK-
Baoelg, B) mpaypatomolel KUKALKA OXAUATA, Y) LITepn@avedeTal, §) (AL Yo aorpavTa
Oépara, €) avagpépetat oe aniotevta mpaypata. BA. WEST 1966, 169.

2To vonua kat 1 IPOEAELOT TNG PPACTG OE aLTA Ta LpPpalopeva Sev eival apKeTd
oagr Kat vdpxet 1 doyn OTL mpoékvye and apyaia Sofacia katd Tnv omoia ot
avBpwmot Bewpovoav 6Tt katdyovtat and ta ¢vépa. BX. WEST 1966, 167- Russo,
FERNANDEZ-GALIANO, kat HEUBECK 2005, 217, 0OV XApOKTNPLOTIKA ONUELWVETAL:
«TIPOKELTAL TIPOPAVAG VLot TIAPOLLULAKT| EKPPACT) TTOL AvaPEPeTaL OTHV apyaia avTtiln-
Y1 TG T avBp@vo eidog KaTaydTav am’ auTd T YUOIKA GTOLKEI.
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Ouwg, n paon vrapxet kat otov Hoilodo. Zvykekpipéva, otnv apyn
™G Ocoyoviag 0 TOINTAG TaipvelL TO £vavoua va apxioet Thy agrynon
Tov AéyovTag:

&AA& Tin pot Talta mepi Splv fi epl TETPNY; (Ocoyovia 35).

Me tov mapandvw otixyo o Holodog aitioloyel tnv emhoyr Tov va
TPOXWPT|OEL AUETA OTNV AP YNOT, VD éppeca vTOdNADVeL 6Tt doa Ba
akolovOnoovv Ba eivat TO00 onpavtika mov dev emdéxovrat kabvoté-
pnon. O akpoathg avTdapBavetal OTL EMETAL TO KVPLO HEPOG TOV £TTOVG.
Enopévwg, n mapotpia Aettovpyei moAamhd. AvtidapBavopacte O 0Tt
1 onpacio Tov oTiYOL AVTIoTOLXEL pe avThy TG X paywdiag evd N Kv-
prapyio Twv Aé€ewv Spiic kat méTpa GUUPAAAEL GTNV AVAYVWPLOUOTNTA
TOPA TIG OTIOLEG TPOTIOTIOOELG XAPLY TOV SLAPOPETIKOD AOYOTEXVIKOV
mAatoiov.

Oppwpevot, Aotmov, amd TI§ Tapamdvw OKEYELG TTOPODHE VAL KATA-
Angovpe oto cvpmépacpa 6t o Opnpog eixe otn Stdbeor| Tov TAovalo,
oo Tapotptakd LAKO aAld rftav ehevBepog va mpoPaivel oe Kat-
voTopieg akoAovBDVTAG CUYKEKPIHEVOUG KAVOVEG KAl aELOTIOLWVTAG
OVYKEKPIUEVEG TeXVIKEG. Ol TEXVIKEG AVTEG MTAV 1| TPOTOTOINOT TOV
TEAKOD HEPOVG TNG Tapotpiag pe mapdAAnAn Satrpnon tov apxtkov,
1 Slaopomoinon TG YPAUUATIKNAG HOPPNG TNG TTAPOLUIAG, 1] EMEKTAOT
TOV TIAPOLULAKOV OTiXOL pe eTUMAEOV AEEELG 1) PPATELG, 1) TPOTIOTIOINOT)
HOVOV TOV apXLKoD HEPOVG TNG TTAPOLUIAG KAl 1) SLATHPNOT XAPAKTNPL-
otikwv AéEewv ov eac@alilav Ty avayvwplotpdtnta g ¢pdong. To
{nTodpevo anatovoe PLOIKA TOUTIKY SEVOTNTA, PAIVETAL OUWG TIWG
emrvyyavetal O TapoLakog A0yog EKTANPWVEL TNV ATTOCTOAT TOV Kl
kaBiotatat Aettovpyikog.

KataAnktipieg okéyelg

H mapamdvew pelétn mpaypatonom)Onke fe TNy TpoTPOT Kat Thv
evBappuvon tov asipvnotov kaBnynth kat Bewpnoa emPePAnuévo va
TV a@lep@ow ot uviun tov. IIpotov kheiow, opeilw va katabéow
o SlamioTwoT Kat {ia VITOOXEDT) O€ TOVO TILO TPOCWTILKO, EUTVEOUEVOG
arnd T {wr kat Ty opeia Tov agipvnotov Odvooéa Toaykapdkn. Eivat
HAANOV onpeio TWV Kapwv oL HaBnTég Hag va amoyontevovTal Kat va
AVAPWTIOVVTAL EVTOVA «UETA TO OXOAEi0 Tiy», BewpwvTag 0TI omoladn-
note Tpoomabela kit av KAvouv dev Tdvel TOTO 0TOVG XAAETOUG KALPOVG
mov Covpe Aot pag. Towg @raiet kat To OTL N emoxr pag dev Tovg epodLd-
Cet ma pe ta katdAAnha mpoTLTA (TO Avépepe ouxvd, e§dAAov, kat o
ekA\mwv). Kabe gopd, Aowrdv, mov Ba mapamoviovvtat kat Oa ameAmnifo-
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vta, epeig ot onpepvoi Saokalot, mov aflwdrkape va éxovpe TETOL0VG
kaOnyntég kat kabodnyntég, Ba Tovg SiyodpacTe TNV WOTOPia AVTOV
TOL avVBPWTOL TTOV AYWVIOTNKE, TETLXE KAt AQNOE UEYAAN TVEVHATIKN
napakatadrkn miow Ttov. Eipat oiyovpog ot Ba katalapovv mwg, av
vnapxetl OéAnon, meiopa kat epyaTKOTNTA, UTOPOVUE VA KATAPEPOVUE
AKOWN Kat 600 TNV apXn avtalovy akatopbwra.
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OIAOXZOPIKH 2XOAH
ITPOXQIIIKO
AIAAYKONTEX
EEII
Akoov-Aipalrn IkiovAcovv Adaokalia TOVPKIKNAG YAWOOTAG
Tevapaxn Apalia Awdaokalia ayyAkng ydwooag
Tavvakodnuov EAévn Awdaokalia Talikng yY\wooag
ITovlomovAov Mapia  Adackalia Tng eAAnvikig wg &évng yYAwooag
IManma EXevOepia Adaokalia yeppavikig Y\ wooag
Awddokovoa ITA 407/80
Tovptoakn NikoAétta-Tovta Adaokalia yeppavikng yAwooag
ETEII

Kaloyprotiavakng MixdAng Mnxavikoég Yroloylotwv, Koounteia
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IT'PAMMATEIAKH YITOXTHPIEH

IMepaxn EAévn Koopunrteia
Kpntikakn Zravpovia 2xoAn

* % %

EKAHAQZXEIY - EVENTS

KYKAOZXZ AIAAEEEQN - LECTURES SERIES
IMPOTH AIAAEEH - FIRST LECTURE
«The Poet’s Power in a Nutshell: the Authority of Hellenistic epigram»

Dr. Sanne Rishej Christensen
University of South Denmark

13 Ampthiov 2016, 20:30, AiBovoa 1,
Adaxtipra PAoco@ikng ZxoAng

AEYTEPH AIAAEZEH - SECOND LECTURE
«Horace’s hymn to Bacchus (Odes 2.19): poetics and politics»

Professor Stephen Harrison,
Corpus Christi College, University of Oxford

19 Ampiiov 2016, 18:30, Apgdéatpo I',
Adaktiipia PAoco@ikng ZxoAng

TPITH ATIAAEEH - THIRD LECTURE

«From the Greek concept of phusis to the modern opposition
nature vs culture: an anthropological and critical approach»
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Professor Claude Calame
Ecole des Hautes Ftudes en Sciences Sociales
& Centre AnHiMA

18 Maiov 2016, 20:30, AiBovoa 1,
Adaxtipra PrAoco@ikng ZxoAng

* % %

AITONOMEZX TIMHTIKQN TITAQN

Teletn amovoung tov TitAov Tov Opotipov Kadnyntn
otov Kabnyntr tov Tpipatog @ilooyiag MixanA ITaoxain

22 Maptiov 2016, ApgiBéatpo I'', Adaxtrpia Phoco@ikng ZxoArg
[pdypappo TeAeTHG

> XapeTtopog and tov Ipvtavn tov Iavemotnuiov Kpnng, Kabnyn-
M Odvocéa-Ioavvn A. Zwpa

> Xatpetiopog and tnv Koounropa g ®ihoooikng XxoAns, Kabnyn-
Tpla Aovkia ABavaodkn

> XatpeTiopog and v Ilpoédpo tov Tunuatog Ploloyiag, Kabnyn-
TpLa Ayyéha Kaotpivdkn

> Tlapovoiaon tov épyov tov Tpwpévov otnv Klaowkn duloloyia
and tov Avaminpwtn Kabnynt Kovotavtivo Znavovddkn kat tov
Avaminpwt Kabnynt Ztélo Havayuwtakn

> Tlapovoiaon tov épyov Tov TIHWHEVOL 0TIG NeoeAAnvikég Xmovdég
ano6 tov KaOnynt Ztégavo KakAapdvn

> Avdayvwon tov Tiuntikod Aimhwpatog ano v Ipodedpo tov Tunua-
t0g Ohoroyiag, Kabnyntpia Ayyéda Kaotpivakn

> Amovopn} Tiuntikov AmmAwpatog ano v Kooprropa g Ohocoet-
KNG ZxoAns, Kabnyntpia Aovkia ABavaodkn, otov Kabnynti Mixa-
nA HaoydAn

> OpuAia Tov TipwpéVoD pe Bépa: «H evTuxhig ouvavTnon TG pwpaikng
{LE TNV LOLSALOX PLOTLAVIKT LOTOPLKT) CLVEISTOT»

> IMapaBeon deimvov
*
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Tehetn avayopevong tng Kadnyntpuag kvpiag Zapivag Iatpidov
o¢ Enitiun Addxtopa tov Tunuatog @ilodoyiag

23 Maprtiov 2016, wpa 18:30, AiBovoa «ITavtehng IIpePfelaxng»
- Qdeio, ITakawd oAn, PéBvuvo

[Ipoypappa TeAeTnG

> Movoikog Tpohoyog pe Tovg Avtwvn Mavpaxn kat EAévn Ale€avto-
VAKN

> [Tpoogwvnon and tov [Ipvtavn tov Iavemotnuiov Kpnng, Kabn-
ynt Odvooéa-Iwavvn A. Zwpa

> [Tpoogwvnomn and v Kooprropa tng Gloco@ikns Zxohng tov Ia-
vemuotnpiov Kpntng, Kabnyntpia Aovkia ABavaodkn

> [Ipoogwvnon and tnv IIpdedpo tov Tunpatog Piroloyiag tov Iave-
muotnpiov Kpntng, Kabnyntpia Ayyéha Kaotpivakn

> IIpoo@wvnon kat mapovoiacn Tov €pyov TG TILWUEVNG, amd TNV
KaBnyntpia Mhwoooloyiag tov Turpatog GhoAoyiag tov Iavent-
otnuiov Kprjtng, EAeva Avayvwotonodiov

> Avayvwon tov Yneiopatog, Tng Avayopevong kat Tov AtSakToptkov
Aumdwpatog anod v IIpdedpo tov Tunpatog Groloyiag tov ITave-
muotnpiov Kpntng, Kabnyntpia Ayyéha Kaotpivakn

> Enidoon twv pepPpavav and tnv Koounropa tng Phocogikng Zxo-
A6 Tov [Mavemotnpiov Kprjtng, Kabnyntpia Aovkia ABavacdaxn

> Enidoon tov petadAiov and tov IIpvtavn, Kabnynt Odvocéa-Iw-
avvn A. Zwopa otn Zafiva Iatpidov, Kabnyrtpia Mwocoloyiag
tov Tunpatog IMNwoooloyiag kar Glocogiag tov Texvoloykod
Idpvpatog Maocayovoétng (MIT), HITA

> Opthia TG T pevng pe Bépa «Language is not taught»

> IapaBeon deimvov

% % %

BPABEYZEIX

BPABEIO MENEAAOY I'. IIAPAAMA
18n amovourn
Baothikny Ayiov Mdapkov, 30 Maiov 2016
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BpafevBévteg
Xnopog Ietprraxng
(Tunpa Iotopiog kat Apxatoloyiag)
Epyaoia: Spyros PETRITAKIS, « Quand le miroir devient lampion :
aspects de la réception de loeuvre tardive de Nikolaus Gysis entre
Athénes et Munich », oto: Catherine MENEUX kat Adriana SOTROPA
(em.), Quétes de modernité(s) artistique(s) dans les Balkans au tournant
du xxe siécle : actes du colloque organisé a Paris les 8 et 9 novembre
2013. Paris, Université Paris 1 Panthéon Sorbonne, 71-97 (<https://
hicsa.univ-paris1.fr/documents/pdf/PublicationsLigne/Colloque%20
Balkans/04_petritakis.pdf>, 18/04/2016).

EAloapet Kaoyravvakn
(Tunpa Iotopiag kot Apxatoloyiag,

HETATTUXLAKT Ogpvaplakr epyacia Bulavtiviig Apxatoloyiag)
Epyaocia: Avacvvbérovag i Suvequxh Twv mpwtofulavTivdv molewy:
Metaoynuatiouos 1 katappevon; H “uetaPoaon” amo tnv moAn
070 KAOTPO Kol 1] GUPPIKVWOn TwV pwTofulavTivay médewy.

Xaprrwpévn Nacagakn
(Tunua @docoekav kat Kovwvikov Zrovdwy,
Metantuylakn oepvaplakn epyacio)
Epyaoia: «To meptodikd Egnuepic Twv Kvpiwv (1909-1911)
™G X. Mehavdivov kat 0 yuvatkeiog TpoopLoposy.

*

BPABEIO WILLIAM STANLEY MOSS
2n anovopn
[Tépmtn 22 Iovviov 2017 kat wpa 19:30
AiBovoa «I. Kapmitony, [Havemotnuiodnoin IdAlov

BpaPevbeioeg
Owpaic Melé
(Metantoyiakn gortntpla A" Kokhov, Tunpa Goloyiag)

Dwteviy Xapétn
(Ymoyneia Adaxtwp, Tunpa Iotopiag kat Apyatoloyiag).

¢
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ATIAAXKONTEX

TOMEAX KAAXIKON XIIOYAQN

ABavaodxn Aovkia Toaktkny Kabnynpia
Amnootoldkng Kwvotavtivog Enikovpog KaOnyntng
Kafovlakn AOnva Enikovpog KaOnyntpia
Aadavov Awatepivn Ad/oa pe 1o IT.A. 407
Aitivag Nucolaog E.ALIL, Epy. ITanmvpoloyiag & Emypaguknig
Mavayuwtakng Ztvultavog Avaminpwtns Kabnyntng
IMetpaxn Zaxapovla AéxTopag

Ynafdapag Anuntprog Enikovpog KaOnyntng
Ynavovdakng Kovetavtivog Avaminpwtrg Kabnyntrg
TapwAakn Meliva Enikovpog KaOnyntpia
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TOMEAX BYZANTINHX KAI NEOEAAHNIKHY ®PIAOAOITAY

Agtopakn Mapiva Avamnpatpla KaOnyntpa
Anuntpaxdxng Iwavvng Enikovpog KaOnyntng
ZepPovdakn Ale§avdpa Ad/oa (pe amodomaon and M.E.)
Kakapdvng Zrépavog Toaktikog Kabnyntnig
Kaotpwvakn Ayyéla Toaktikny Kabnyntpia
Mntpogavng Iwavvng E.ALIL
Natowva Avaotaocio Enikovpog KaOnyrtpia
IMatedakng EppavovnA Enikovpog KaOnyntng
IToAvxpovakng Anuntpiog Enikovpog KaOnyntng
TOMEAX TAQYXYOAOTTAX
AvayvwotomovAov Eheva Taxtikr) Kabnyntpla
Kalokatpivog ANEENG Toaktikog Kabnyntng
Kanma Ioavva Avaminpwtpla Kabnyntpia
Katowaln lewpyia Avaminpwtpla Kabnyntpia
ToakdAn Iapaokevn AéxTopag

TOMEAX OEATPOAOTIAY - MOYZIKOAOTITAX

Mnvn Havayiwta
Bemanaddkov Avpa
Yepaydxng Eppavovih

Enikovpog KaOnyntpia
AékTopag
Enikovpog KaOnyntng

ATAAEEEIX

7 Oxtwppiov 2015
Etnowa dtahen eig pviunyv L. Kapmiton

Paul Cartledge (Cambridge University)
«The Spartan Legend: Yesterday, Today — and Tomorrow»

21 Oxtwppiov 2015
18n etnota Stdhedn eig pvijunv Nikov IMavaylwtakn
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ABavaciog Mapkomovlog (Tlavemiotrpio ABnvav)
«O Aéwv o Akkovog Tov Nikohaov TTavayuwwtakn»

7 Aekepuppiov 2015
Iwavvng IetpomovAog (Anpoxpiteto Iavemotipto
Opakng & Kévtpo EAAnvikwv Zmovdwv EAAGSog
[Mavemotnpiov Harvard)
«Tépata kat npweg kavvipalot atov Ounpo»

14 Iavovapiov 2016
Muxan) ITaoxdAng (Opotipnog Kabnyntng
Tunpatog @horoyiag ITav/piov Kpntng)
«ITeptrhrg — PaProg Ma&ipog: ot mapapetpot
KOl 1) eppnVvela pag ovykpLong»

21 Iavovapiov 2016
XpvoavBog XpvoavOov (University of Oxford)
«IThovtdpyov, ITepixArg: epunvevtika {nTrpato»

23 QePpovapiov 2016
Vladimir Boskovi¢ (Hannah Seeger Davis
Postdoctoral Research Fellow - Princeton University)
«EADTNG Kal VEOTAATWVIOHOGH

8 Maptiov 2016
Iwavvng Baoong (Apiototédeto Iavemotrpo Oecoalovikng)
«Jwdvvng Tewpétpng. IToATikd Kat KOVWVIKA
ovpgpalopeva TG Toinomng Tov»

15 Maprtiov 2016
BayyéAng Kapadnpag (Tpnpa Poxoloyiag Iavenotnpiov Kprtng)
«Kowvwvikr kpion kat otpeg»

16 Maptiov 2016
21é\1og XpovomovAog (ITavemotriputo tov Freiburg)
«ITwg va StaBalovpe to Ovopaotikév Tov TTohvdevkn: Ilpoypapua,
emAOYT| LALKOD Kat Sopr| VOG aTTIKIOTIKOV @noavpov»
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21 Maptiov 2016
Prof. Dr. Jochen Althoff (Johannes-Gutenberg-Universitit Mainz)
«Categorization and Explanation of the World in Hesiod’s Theogony»

23 Maptiov 2016
Prof. Ivy Sichel (Linguistics Dept. and Program in Cognitive Science,
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem)
«Some aspects of the revival of Modern Hebrew»

23 Maptiov 2016
A¢omnowva Kaxhapavidov (Tunua Kivnuatoypdagov,
2Zxohn Kahwv Texvav, ATIO)
«H onuaoia tng AeKTIKnG Kat pn AeKTIKNAG Kwpwdiag
OTN GUYXPOVI POUAVTIKI KOUEVTI»

30 Maptiov 2016
Tavvng Kovtoopvtng (Zknvodétng - Iapaywydg)
«Kivnuatoypagwvrag éva Aoyotexviko épyo. To mapddetypa Tov
pvliotoprpatog H aydmny &pynoe o pépa g AINAG Zwypagov»

5 Ampthiov 2016
ANéENG TTohitng (OpoTipog Kabnyntng
Tunpatog dhoroyiag ITavemotnuiov Kprtng)
«H “MeydAn I8éa” twv EAAfvev avTipétwnn g évay
@ eAANVIopO Tov €xet T oProet (1850-1880)»

13 Ampthiov 2016
Anuntpng Holvypovakng (ITavemotnuio Kpritng)
«ITepi yéAtov»

H S1d\egn mpaypatomnoBnke oto mhaioto tov pabnuatog
«Kwvnpatoypaguir kopwdio»

13 Ampthiov 2016
Sanne Rishoj Christensen (University of South Denmark)
«The Poet’s Power in a Nutshell: the Authority of Hellenistic epigram»

14 Anpihiov 2016
Dr. Marta Garcia Morcillo (University of Roehampton, London)
«Antiquity Reloaded: Neo-Peplum and the Margins of Cinema»
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H Siéd\e&n mpaypatomnowBnke oto mhaioto Tov ogpvapiov
«ITpooeyyioeig TN HEAETN TOV KIVIUATOYPAPOL»

19 Anpihiov 2016
Stephen Harrison (University of Oxford)
«Horace's hymn to Bacchus (Odes 2.19): poetics and politics»

H da\e&n mpaypatomnowmOnke oto mhaioto
Tov padnpatog «Opatiov Q5é¢»

10 Maiov 2016
Niwkrrag Zwviogoylov (EOviko Tdpvpa Epevvawv
- Ivotitovto Iotopikwv Epevvav)
«AMOKOTOG ENANVIONOG: HeTa&d Bulavtiov kat Avayévvnong»

12 Maiov 2016
Dr. Hao Huang (Professor of Music, Scripps College)
«Jazzlines - Poetry, Jazz and the Blues»

18 Maiov 2016
Claude Calame (Director, EHESS)
«From the Greek concept of phusis to the modern opposition
nature vs culture: an anthropological and critical approach»

% % %

TEAETEY - EKAHAQZXEIY - HMEPIAEZY - ZYNEAPIA

Ampepida
«MeBodoroyka Zntripata otig Khaoikég Zmovdég:
IMaAoa IpoPAnuata kot Néeg ITpokAnoeie»

AwopyavwOnke ano tov Topéa Khaotkwv Zmovdwv tov Tunpatog
duloloyiag kat paypartomotOnke anod 23 €wg 25 OxtwPpiov 2015
oto PéBupvo pe t ovppetoxn EAMvov kat Eévwv emotnpuovov.

*
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Oeatpoloykd Zvvédplo
«121 xpovia EAAnvikn Oeatpucry EmOewpnon»

To mp@To emoTNUOVIKO OLVESPLO oL aptepwOnke otnv Embewpnon.
Awopyavwbnke ano tov Topéa Oeatpoloyiog kat Movoikoloyiag
tov Tunuatog @hoAoyiag kat mpaypatonomOnke otig 14 & 15
NoepPpiov 2015 oto PéBupuvo.

*

Tiuntikr Exdnlwon
«Mvijun Odvooéa Toaykapakn (1936-2015)»

Eomepida mov dopyavwOnke ano to Tunua @oloyiag
ot pviun tov Odvooéa Toaykapdkn, Opotipov Kabnyntn
tov Tunuatog. IpaypatonowmOnke otig
27 Noepppiov 2015 oto PéBupvo.

*

Emotnpovikn Hyepida
«Mvnpovevovtag To £pyo Tov Mavoln Avayvwatakn (1925-2005)»

Atopyavwdnke ano tov Topéa Bulavtivawv kat NeoeAnvikwv
Znovdwv tov Tpnparog hooyiag Tov IMavemotnpiov Kpritng
kat Tov Topéa NeoeAAnvikav Xnovdwv tov Tunpatog Gidoloyiog
Tov Aplototéletov [avemotnpiov @ecoalovikng, oe cuvepyaoia e
tov [TaveAArvio Oplo @idwv tov oty MavoAn Avayvwotdkr.
[MpaypatonoOnke oto P£éBuuvo to ZapPato 28 NoeuPpiov 2015.

*

AteBvég Xuvédplo
«The Emotion of Hope in Ancient Literature, History and Art»

AteBvég ouvédpro Khaoikwv Zmovdwv tov Turpatog @idoloyiag
nov mpaypatomotOnke amo 11 éwg 13 AekepBpiov 2015 oto PéBupvo
ULE OVPUETOXN EMOTNHOVWY amd [TavemoTrpia kat epeuvnTiKd KEVTpa

™G EAGSag, twv HITA, g Kompov kat tng M. Bpetaviag.

*

— 300 —



XPONIKO TOY TMHMATOZ ®IAOAOITAY

Movotkn mapdotaon
«O'Epwtag pe kvfepvi: Agiépwpa 0to epwTikd Kpntiko tpayovdw

ExdnAwon vid T Hop@r| HOVOIKNG TAPAGTAOTG HE ELONYHOELS OO
péAn Tov Tunpatog dihoAoyiag Kat He TN CUUHETOXT TOL OTLXOVPYOD
kat ot Tiwpyov Kapdtln kat tov povotkov kaAlitéxvn Baailn
YkovAd. H ekdnAwon mov Sopyavwdnke and to Tunua GloAoyiag
npaypatonoOnke otig 23 OePpovapiov 2016, otny Iavemotnov-
moAn IdANov, oto P¢Bupvo.

*

Teetn|
Teletr) amovopng tithov Opotipov Kabnynti
otov agunnpetioavta Kadnynt tov Tpipatog
®1 oMoyiag tov ITavemotnuiov Kprtng
MuxanA Iaoxaln

H tedet npaypatomomnOnke otny Iavemotnuovmoln Tadhov
oto PéBupvo otig 22 Maptiov 2016.

*

Teletn
Tehetn) Avayopevong oe Enitipun Awddxtopa tov Tunuatog
Dl oroyiag tov [Tavemotnuiov Kpntng e kag Zafivag Iatpidov,
KaBnynrprag Awoooloyiag oto Tpnua I'Awocoloyiog & dihocogiag
tov Texvoloyikov Ivotitovtov Macoayovoétng (MIT), HITA

H tedetn npaypatomomnOnke otnv Iakaid IToAn tov PeBvuvov
(Qd¢io, AiBovoa «ITavtehng IIpePelaxng») otig 23 MapTtiov 2016.

Huepida
«Dortnroypagia 6: pwTO-ypAPOVTAGH
Avayvioelg ano 1o oepvaplo SnovPYIKNG YPoPnS
pe Tnv Ayyéla Kaotpivaxn.

H exdnAwon npaypatonowmOnke
oTig 2 Ampthiov 2016 oto PéBvpvo.
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ANATOPEYZEIX AIAAKTOPOQN

Xapd Kokkiov
Tithog Awatpirg: Melos in Plato
Enontpia: Aovkia ABavaodxn
Ynootnpi&n: 27/10/2015
Babuog: Apiota

Nota Zapuwwtn
Tithog AwatpiPrg: Znthpara Aemagric Ae&ikod ko Xovtadng
kat Epapuoyn oty Néa EAAnviky wg Aevtepn/Eévn IAwooa:
Opaotikés ko Aeikés Metoyés Iapakeipuévov
Enontpia: EXeva AvayvwotonodAov
Yrnootpi&n: 3/11/2015
BaOuog: Apiota

* % %

AAAEX APAXTHPIOTHTEZXZ

Oepvo mpoypappa padnuatwv Néag EAAnvikng -
Modern Greek Summer Course, IlavemotnuiovToAn
TdANov, P€éBuuvo. Evtatiko mpdypappa Sidackaliog

Néwv EAAnvikav mov angvBovetat e allodamovs.
Evtaooetal ota mpoypappata tov Epyactnpiov
I\woooloyiag kat TpaypatomnoLeitat
eTIl oeLpav eTWV KABe Kalokaipt.
YnevOvvn: avamA. kab. I'. Katowaln

¢
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XPONIKO TOY TMHMATOX
IZTOPIAX KAI APXAIOAOTIAX

ANNUAL REPORT
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
HISTORY AND ARCHAEOLOGY

Axkadnpaiko ¢tog 2015-16
Academic Year 2015-16

AIAAXKONTEX

TOMEAX APXAIAY KAI MEZAIONIKHZ IXTOPIAX

BAacomovlog Kwvotavtivog
KdaodayAn AyAdaia
Kiovoomovlov Avtwvia
Kvpitong Anunrprog
Movotakag Kwvotavtivog
Mavayomovlov Katepiva
XakeAapiov EAévn
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Enikovpog KaOnyntng
Avaminpwtpia Kabnyntpia
Kabnynrpia

Enikovpog KaOnyntng
Enikovpog Kabnyntng
Enikovpog Kabnyntpia
Enikovpog KaOnyntpia
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TOMEAZX IXTOPIAYX NEOTEPON XPONQN

ABdeAd’Egn Kabnyntpla

Zén ElevOepia Enikovpog KaOnyntpia
Koxkivdkng Idvvng Enikovpog KaOnyntng
IMetpelag Twkpdtng KaBnyntrg

TOMEAX ANATOAIKQON KAI AOPIKANIKON ZIIOYAQN

Avaotacomovdog Avtwvng Enikovpog KaOnyntng
KoAopog HAiag Enikovpog KaOnyntng

TOMEAX APXAIOAOITAY KAI IXTOPIAY THX TEXNHZX

Talavidov Néva Avaminpatpia Kabnyntpia
Iwdvvov ITavaywwtng Enikovpog KaOnyntng
Kapavaotaon Iavliva Kabnyntpla
Komaka Awkatepivn Kabnyntpla
Kopvélov Titiva Enikovpog Kabnyntpia
Mat0i6movAog Evyéviog KaBnyntrg
Mmnoovakng AnunTpLog Enikovpog KaOnyntng
Ytaumolidng Nikoaog KaBnyntrg
Torywvakn Xpiotiva Enikovpog Kabnyntpla
Dwokolov Baothwkn Enikovpog Kabnyntpia
* % %
ATAAEEEIX

30 XemtepPpiov 2015
Mary Jackes kat David Lubell (University of Waterloo)

The Capsien typique — Capsien supérieur stratigraphic succession in
eastern Algeria xou Capsian Site 12 (Ain Berriche) Algeria: the burials.
A6 ogpvdplo oto mAaioto tov IIMX «Apxaiog Meooyetakog
Koopog: Iotopia & Apyatodoyiar, katevBuvon
I[IpoioTopikng Apxatoloyiag
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24 Noepppiov 2015
MuxdAng HAtdkng (Addktwp Ttov ITavemotnuiov Tov Liverpool)
H ayoupevidiks) oatpameio 16 Baktpioavig katd v katdkTron
amd Tov Méya ALéEavSpo

25 Noepfpiov 2015
Sharon E. J. Gerstel (ITavemotrpo tng California, Los Angeles)
Image and Word Interactions in Late Byzantine Village Painting

2 AexepPpiov 2015
Mapia XnnAwwtorovAov (Akadnpioa ABnvwv)
O1 KvkAadeg tnv Katoxn: ueréty tov vyoiwtiouot
péoa and Ta fpeTavikg apyeia TG mepLoSov

14 AexepPpiov 2015
Zré@avog AtykoBavAng (Addktwp ITalatoABikng Apxatoloyiag)
MeoonadaiodiBikég eyyeipnuatikés advoideg
- H nepintwon ¢ BA EAM&Sag

16 Maprtiov 2016
Baoilng Mavovoakng (Awdaktwp Iotopiag AIIO)
H eAAnvikn oicovopio katé v Karoyn (1941-44):
pia amomeipa weplodoroynonsg

22 Mapriov 2016
Avtwvng KaAdéAAng (Ohio State University)
O@OaAuog 16 yns: O kooporoyikos ovpfBoriouos
TV uvnueiwv ¢ Kwvotavtivovmolys, 406 - 606 aiwvag

30 Maptiov 2016
Tavvog Kovpaytog (Apxatoddyog,
emueAntns EQopeiag Apxatotitwv Kukhadwv)
H IT&pog ket 0 apyaio 1pd 117G 0T0 A€0TTOTIKO

13 Ampihiov 2016
Mapia Ipéka (Addxtwp Iavemotnuiov Kpritng)
«Mixpég 10Topies» pey&Awy mepimAavioewy:
apoakelddes daokides ev kivioer (1880-1913)
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19 Amnpihiov 2016
Tavvng Evdomovlog (Apiototédeto Iavemotnpuio Oeoocalovikng)
H enéxtaon twv Makedovwy Svtikd Tov Aéiov emi Adeédvdpov A’

20 Ampthiov 2016
KaAlomn Apvydddov (Apyitektovikr Zxohn, IToAvteyveio Zuvpvng)
Avaxataoxevdlovtag To Bu(avtio oTis apyés Tov 2000 audva:
Amd 1o avemorhuto ¢ lwviag atov Ayio Anuntpio Ocooadovikng

17 Maiov 2016
Jelle Stoop (ITavemotripto Sydney)
Between Polis and Empire: Awarding Statues
to Romans in Greek Cities

18 Maiov 2016
Harriet Blitzer (Buffalo State College)
Agriculture, industry and trade in late Ottoman Crete

25 Maiov 2016
Geoff Eley (Michigan University)
Fascism Then and Now

9 Iovhiov 2016
Kwotag BAaconmovhog (TTavemotnuo Kprjtng)
Ancient political thought and its modern reception

* ot %

YYNEAPIA - HMEPIAEY - XYNANTHXEIX

8 Ampthiov 2016
[Mapovoiaon g epevvnTikng dpaoctnptotntag tov Ilpoypdpparog
OBwpavikwv Znovdwv Tov Ivotitodtov Meooyelakwv Zmovdwv
tov L.T.E. kot tov Topéa AvatoAMkwv kat AQpKavikwv Zmovdwv Tov
Tunuatog Iotopiag kat Apxatoroyiag tov ITavemotnuiov Kpnng:
Epevvavtag To obwpavikd maperA0ov: pia eEAAnviksy cvpfols.
Movoeio Mmevdkn
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1-3 Ampthiov 2016
2In E.Z. T.ILA. (Emotnuovikr Zuvéavtnon Tunuatog
Iotopiag kat Apxatohoyiag), Apévag Xepoovroov

8-10 IovAiov 2016
21n Ogpvry Zvvavtnon Metantvxiakwv Portntwv
Neotepng kat Zoyxpovng Iotopiag
(MavemotnovmoAn, PéBupvo)

* ok

ANAKHPYEEIYX AIAAKTOPON

Bakipt{n Zogia
H vruatovpyia oo Atyaio katd tnv Emoxn Tov Xadkot, yéow tn¢ ma-
povoiag Twv opovovhliwy oTis apyatodoyikés Oéoeig: uedétn tvg Tumodo-
yiag, Twv Aettovpyikdv SuvatoTiTRY K THG Slaomopds Twv €apTHud-
TWY TOV aAdpayTIov, oV BpéOnKay o€ 0IKIOUOUS KXl VEKPOTAPELX
Enomntpua: Tpig TCayin
Ymootpi&n: 23/9/ 2015

Todkag Xprotog
O1 EAAnveg Bropnyavor umpooté oTtyy evpwnaiky) IpokAnon: Kpatiky
OTPATNYIKY Kol IOIWTIKE OUUQEPOVTA, oo T ovvdeon pe v E.O.K.
OTHY AMOKATAOTA0N THS ANUOKPATING
Enontng: Xpriotog Xat{nuwong
Ymootpi&n: 24/9/ 2015

Baoileiadov Afjuntpa
2Zrevég oyéoels. Oikiakoi Seopol Kot ovvaLoONuaTe
oty aotiky EAA&da, 1850-1930
Enontpia: E@n ABSed
Yrootpi&n: 7/10/2015

Ipéxa Mapia
O1 daokdres o1 ovyKLpia TOV AAVTPWTIOUOD
Enontpia: E@n ABSeAd
Yrmootrpi&n: 21/10/2015

— 307 —



APIAANH 22 (2015-16)

ToBikng NikoAaog
O Bulavtivés oikioués tns Meaorvng (300-800 p.X.):
Metéfaon and Tny apyaldTHIR OTOV PedRiw Ve
Enontpia: OAya Ikpdtliov
Ynootnpi&n: 30/3/2016

IMaovkng Kwvotavtivog
H opydvwon «Apyeiov Tov Map&iopov» (1919-1934).
Kowwvikoi aywves, moltiky opydvwoy, 16eodoyia KoL TOMTIOUIKES
TIPAKTIKEG 0T EPYATIKE OTpWUXTE THG Meoomodepikis EAA&dag
Enontng: Xpriotog Xat{niwon¢
Ynootrpi&n: 18/5/2016

¢
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TMHMATOX OIAOZOPIKQN

KAI KOINQONIKQON XIIOYAQN

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE

DEPARTMENT OF PHILOSOPHY

AND SOCIAL STUDIES

Axkadnpaiko ¢tog 2015-16
Academic Year 2015-16

ATAAXKONTEX

TOMEAX ®IAOZOPIAX
Avdpovlidakng Kwotag KaBnyntrg
Beviépn Mapia Avaminpwotpla Kabnyntpia
Ozodwpov IMavayiwtng Enikovpog KaBnyntng
KapovAdrkog Kwvotavtivog Avaminpwtrg Kabnyntrg
Kapapavwing lwpyog Enikovpog KaOnyntng
Kovkov{éAng Kwvotavtivog Enikovpog KaOnyntng
Aéunevrep Avdpéag AvamAnpwtng Kabnyntng
Mapaykog lewpylog Avamnpwtrs Kabnyntg
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MmdAa XAon Enikovpn Kabnyntpla
Mnavtivakn Awkatepivn Enikovpn Kabnyntpla
Manaddaxn Evayyelia Enikovpn Kabnyntpia
Zapyévtng Kovotavrivog Enikovpog KaOnyntng
Téyog Zmvpog Enikovpog KaOnyntng
Towopepa Zravpovla Kabnynrpa

TOMEAY O@EMKE
Bagéag NikoAaog Enikovpog KaOnyntng
Tewpyovlag Avtwviog Kabnyntrg
Aalaxovpa Awkatepivn Enikovpn Kabnyntpia
Iatpidng TnAépayog Enikovpog KaOnyntng
KaxAapavn Zrapativa Enikovpn KaBnyntpla
Katoapov EXévn Enikovpn KaBnyntpla
Kovytovpovt{axng Iwdvvng Kabnyntg
NuwcoAakakng Iwpyog Kabnyntrg
IMavaywwtonoviog NikoAaog KaBnyntrg
Stapatonovlov Aéomova Enikovpn Kabnyntpia
ToavtnpomovAog Apioteidng Enikovpog Kabnyntng

Toovptov Baoihkn

Enikovpn KaBnyntpla

OEXH MIXEAH

Kwvotavtivog Baoileiov (XE)

IakwPog Zrauwvyaovep (EE)

ATAAEEEIY - OMIAIEX

25 Maiov 2016
Avva Avtalovdaxn, vmoyneta Sp. Tov Tprpatog PKX:
«H xprrikn g 1€XVNG 0to dékato PiPAio Tng ITodiTeing»,
avotyTo pabnua oto mhaiolo tng mapddoong
«Eioaywyn otov ITAdtwvar, diddokovoa
XAon Mraila
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YEMINAPIO ATIAAZKONTQON
«®1docogia kat Kowvwvikég Emotnpes»
(AevBvvon: Kootag Kapovlakog)

12 Noeuppiov 2015
Tavvng Zravpakdxng: «Aaikiopog kat nyspovia»

23 Noepppiov 2015
Xnvpog Téyog: «Bvyévela xwpig evyeveic
H moAttikn Twv kaAdv TpOnwV 0To SLapwTiono
kat o J.-J. Rousseau»

7 AexepPpiov 2015
Kwvotavtivog KapovAdakog: «Kpitikég avayvwoelg
TNG AOVKATOLAVNG £VVOLAG TNG TIPAYHOTOINoNG»

7 Maptiov 2016
Eravpog Toumalog: «MvBoL Kat TpayHatkOTnTEG
OXETIKA [e Ta aiTia TNG EAANVIKNG Kpiong»

21 Mapriov 2016
Mapia Aackalakn: «Dhoco@ikd TpoPAnpata TG oLYKpPOTNONG
OVTOAOYLWV YLot CUOTHHATO AVATIAPAOTAONG TNG YVWONG:
éva vEo gpeLVNTIKO Tedion

4 Ampthiov 2016
Invpog Aanatowpag:
«Kplomn kat olkovopkn cvuykvpio»

11 AnpiAiov 2016
X\on MralAa: «ITotog tapalet Ta vepa Tov Evpimov;
H xpitikn TG avtihoykng otov Paidwva»

16 Maiov 2016
Martin Doerr: «Mia eloaywyr] TNV avanapaotao yvwong
KAl OTNV KATAOKELT) OVTOAOYLWV»

% ok %

— 311 —



APIAANH 22 (2015-16)

OMIAIEZ-ATAAEEZEIX
XTO ITAAIXIO TON IIMX TMHMATOX OKX

«@hocogia: Ivawon, akies, kovwvia»

22 Zentepfpiov 2015
Katarzyna Gurczynska-Sady, Kabnyntpla
Tov [awdaywytkov IMavemotnpiov tng Kpakopiag:
«Wittgenstein on emotion and other mental states»

28 ZemtepfBpiov 2015
Marzenna Jakubczak, KaBnyntpia tov
[Moudaywyikov Havemotnpiov tng Kpakopiag:
«Being and Reality in Buddhist and Hindu Philosophy»

30 XemtepPpiov 2015
Marzenna Jakubczak, KaBnyntpia tov
[Moudaywyikod Iavemotnpiov tng Kpakopiog:
«Complexity of the Indian Society»

*

«IToArtiopog, Maudeia kat AvOpwmivy Avartogn»

14 Oxtwppiov 2015
TpravtaguAlid KwotovAn, Avaminpatpia Kabnyntpia
Tov AptototeAeiov [Tavemotnpiov @eooalovikng:
«AlepeLVOVTAG TNV TAUSAYWYIKT] TOV KPLTIKOV YPAUUATIOHOD
o€ Tomikd ovykeipeva: Tpoxiég petaBaong
ano 1 Bewpia oty Tpa&n»

24 ®ePpovapiov 2016
Vladimir Boskovi¢, Hannah Seeger Davis Postdoctoral Research
Fellow (Princeton University): «KoopomnoAitikot EQvikiopot:
OuITpwreg ITepinyrtpieg tng Notioavatohkng Evpamnne»

31 Maiov 2016
Gerald Cupchik, KaOnyntrg oto Iavemotiuio tov Topovro:
«The aesthetics of emotion: Up the down staircase of the mind-body»

* X% %

— 312 —



XPONIKO TOY TMHMATOZ ®IAOXOPIKON KAI KOINONIKON ZIIOYAQON

EPTAXTHPIO YIIOYH®ION AIAAKTOPON
«D1locogia, kovwvikn Bewpia Kat KPITIK»
(AtevBvvon: K. KafovAakog, Tunua OKX
kat A. Aapavov, Tunua Kotvwvioloyiag)

23 kau 24 Iavovapiov 2016
Anuntpng AAegaxng: «O @ulehevBepiopdg tov Dewey»
EAeva Mmhovpn: «Exmnaidevon, otkovopia kot TOALTIKY
otov A. Smith kat tov J. S. Mill»

TMwpyog Mravacdakng: «H mpoPAnpatikn g HeTaoTpoPng
eOikwv Sikalwpdtwy oe vewTeptko dikato. Zvugépovta,
a&ieg kat kavoveg oTov Tpwipo Marx»

Martiva Kvprafomovlov: «To aitnua yia xetpagétnon
KAl 1] OLYYPAPLKT| TTPAKTIKI»

Mapia Toovunavidov: «H évvola tng StahekTikng
oto mpwipo €pyo tov M. Horkheimer»
KaAomn ZRapva: «KamtalloTikdg Katapeptopog
™G epyaoiag kat n dSuvatotnta TG aAAnAeyyone»
Xpniotog Mavovoélng: «H eyehiavi) Avtiyovn
Kat 1 TpOOANYT| TNG Ao Tn QepvioTikn Bewpio»
Katepiva Bappovkakn: «<H votepn e&nynon tov
AVTIONUTIOHOV: ALAAEKTIKT] TOV AlAQWTIOHOV»
E\évn Znvpdxov: «H €vvola tng ovvaiveong otov
J.-]. Rousseau kat tov J. S. Mill: pia mpwtn mpocéyyton»
Bava Zravpidn: «Iotopia kat aAfBeia oto €pyo
Tov KapA Mavyau»

* % %

YYNEAPIA

3-5 Maptiov 2016
«Rethinking Europe in Intellectual History»
Yno v aryida tng International Society for Intellectual History
Conference Committee: Spiros Tegos, Michael Hunter,
James A.T. Lancaster

% ok
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WORKSHOPS

6 Iovviov 2016
«Function and Meaning:

Their Role in Constituting and Representing Knowledge»
Centre for Cultural Informatics of ISL of ICS-FORTH
and the Laboratory of Philosophical Research and Translation
of the Department of Philosophy and Social Studies
of the University of Crete

18-19 IovAiov 2016
«Phenomenology and History»
Aropydvwon: ITdvog @codwpov kat
Burt Hopkins (Seattle University)

* % %

YYMIIOZIA - HMEPIAEX

28 Noguppn 2015
«Kvyén: Yneakn epevvnrikn Baon dedopévov:
O yvvaikeiog Tomog otov 0Bwpaviko xwpo (1845-1922)»
IvoTtitovto Meooyelakwv Zmovdwv, P¢Bupvo.
Aopyavwon: Katepiva Aadakovpa

24 Tovviov 2016
«Aoknon Twv gortntev TG Pthoco@ikng ZxoAng

tov ITavemotnuiov Kpnng oe Zxoleia tng AsvtepoPddpuiag

Exnaidevong - Avaykaotnta, Opydvwon, IlpopAnpatiopoi,
Avvatotnreg»

Epyaotnplo Awdaktikrg Aoknong kat Exmaidevtikng Epevvag

tov Tunuatog @hocogikwv kat Kotvovikwv Zrovdwv
Tov [Tavemotnpiov Kprjtng

* ok ok
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EKAHAQZXEIYX ATAXYXHY THX INQXHY YTHN KOINQNIA

13 éwg 15 Matov 2016

1o ITaveAAnvio Exkaudevtiko Zvvédpro tng eprpeperaxng

AevBvvong IT/0puag kar A/Bpag Exmaidevong Kpnng:
«Kowwvia kat Zxoleio: Mia Zxéon vo Alanpaypdtevon»
Awopydvwon: Iepipépeia Kpnng kat Afjpog Xepoovroov,
o v ayida tov Ymovpyeiov IMaudeiag, Epevvag
Kol @pnoKELUATWY.
Tomog dieaywyng: 1o kat 20 Anpotikd Zxoleio
Apévog Xepoovroov.
MéAOG KPLTIKNG KAl ETMOTNUOVIKNG EMTPOTNG:
Zrapativa Kakhapavn, Enikovpn
KaBnyntpia Tunpatog GKE

28 Noguppn 2015
Katepiva Aahakovpa: «H yvvaikeia ekdotikn Spaoctnptotnra
otov ofwpavikd xwpo: To pavopevo, ot TPoeKTAoELg
Kat 1 mopeia Tov», oty Hyepida e titAo
«Kvyéln: Ynelaxn epevvnrikn faon dedouévwv:
O yvvaikeiog Tomog otov 00wpavikd xwpo (1845-1922)»,
Ivotitovto Meooyetakwv Xnovdwv, PéBuuvo

7 Oktwppiov 2015
Katepiva Aakakovpa kat Apng Toavtnpomoviog:
«H TIpaktikn Aoknon oto ®KX (2010-2015)»,
otnv Huepida «H Ipaxtikn Aoknon oto Iavemotiuio Kpnng
2010-2015», BipAoOnkn Iavemotnuiov Kprtng, PéBvuvo

19 Iovviov 2016
Katepiva Aalakovpa:

«H yvvaikeia ekmaidevon 0Tov aypoTIKO XWpo».
ExdnAwon Mvnung kat Emotnpovikr Huepida
Tpog TNy Twv Evepyetwv Tov Anpov Avwyeiwv
MixanA L. kau Agtitolag Zravpakaxn,
Avwyeta Kpritng

* ok
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ANAKHPYEEIX AIAAKTOPQN

A\ekdkng Anuntprog, Hepauatiouss, akies kou Snpoxpatio
a1o épyo Tov John Dewey, npepopnvia opkwpooiog 30/3/2016.

EIIITIMOX AIAAKTOPAX

3 Maiov 2016
Teketiy Avayopevong Tov Etienne Balibar
O Etiév Mruaumndp vrrpe kabnyntig thocogiag
ota [Tavemotipua TG XopBovvng kat tng Navtép (Nanterre —
Paris Ouest, emitipog kaBnyntnc) kabwg kat ota Havemotripa UCI
(University of California, Irvine) kat Columbia (emokémntng kabnyn-
T¢), evw diddoket and to 2012 otny €dpa Anniversary Chair in the
Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences, oo [Tavemotrpo Kingston
Tov Aovdivov.

¢
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OAHI'IEX ITPOX TOYX ZYNEPIATEY THX APIAANHY
INSTRUCTIONS TO AUTHORS

Xt Apiadvy yivovtar SekTéq Tpw-
TOTUTIEG EMOTNHOVIKEG EpYyaTies, oTa
EANANVIKA, ayyAkd, YalAika Kot yep-
HAVIKA.

Ot epyaocieg Snuootevovtat e
poowikn evBVVI TWV CLYYPAPEWY
G TIPOG TO TIEPLEXOEVO Kat TN YAwo-
OlKI} TOVG HOPQT}, Ta TVEVHATIKA St-
KALWUATOL T.Y. TOV VOEXOEVOD EIKO-
voypa@ikov VAkov KA. Ot gpyaoieg
mipémel va katatiBevrat otnv Tehkn
TOVG HOPQT), WOTE va Teptopilovtat
dpaotikd ot alAayég otn diopbwon
TWV TVTOYPAPIKWV SOKLpiwY.

Ot ovyypageig mapakalovvtal va
akoAovBolv TIg mapakdtw odnyieg
(oe avtifetn mepintwon, Ta keipeva
Oa emotpépovtal mpog S1opBwon):

1. Ilpostoiuaoio
o Keipevo: pe Sumho Staotiyo, emapkm

TePLOWPLA, KAl YPAUUATOOELPEG HEYE-
Boug 12 (keifevo Kat ONUELWOELS).

o ZTOLNEIX OVYYpaAPén: 0TIV TPWTN O€-
Aida Tov Kkewévov avaypdgovtal o
TiTAOG TNG HEAETNG Kal TO Ovoua/Ta
OVOLATA TOV/TWV oLYYpaéa/wv, 0Tn
de tehevtaia oelida To dvopa, o Tit-
Aog, 1 181OTNTaL, Kat 1] TayLSPOULKT Kal
nAektpovikr Stevbuvvor| Tov/Tovg.

o Znuelwoeig: eivat vrooehidieg pe ov-
vexn apiBunon. Znueiwon mov avage-
petat oTov TitAo Tng perétng Stakpive-
Tt pe aotepioko. Evxaplotieg, eidikég
OUVTOHOYPAPIES, TNYEG KEIHEVWY KATL.
avaypa@ovTal oTNV TPWTH onpeiwon.

o EKTa07]: KEIHEVO KAl VTTOOT|UELWTELG
Sev Eemepvouv Tig 8.000 Aekelg.

o Ievikn Biflioypagio: mephapPave-
Tat 070 TéNog Tov Ketuévou (PA. ma-
pakatw, 4). Aev mpoopetpdtal otV
npoavagepbeioa éktaon.

o Eikoves, oyédia, ydpteg: mapovotd-
{ovtat g wpLoTo KATdAoyo etkdvwy,
pe Tig Aeldvteg, Tnv Ty Kabe ekd-
vag, To copyright kAT

o [Tepidnyn: kdBe pehétn cuvodevetan
and nepiAnyn €wg 400 Aégeg, oe Eévn
YAwooa Otav eival ypappévn ota eh-
Anvikd 1 oty eAMAnvikn otav eivat
ypappévn oe Eévn yAwooa.

2. Biflioypaguxéc mapamoumég
Iepidaufévovy

(1) To enwvLPO TOV CLYYPAPEA TOV
épyov

(2) 10 é10g ékdoomg

(3) 15 axpiPeig oelideg (onpelwoeLs,
EIKOVEG, TIVAKEG K.ATL)
Evowpatwvovtau

(a) 070 KVPIWG Keipevo péoa o Ta-
pévleon, m.y.

1. ...kevTIpIKOG Akovag TG TOMTIKIG
Twv Apoeviatov HTav 1 «akpifeta»
(Tovvapidng 1999, 196)...

2. Kata tov Tovvapidn (1999, 196)
KEVTPIKOG afovag Tng TOMTIKAG TwV
ApoeviaTwy. ..

(B) ot voonpewwoels, oe TapévBeon
(omm. 1, 2) 1) ave§dptnra, Ty (3) Tio Ty
«akpiPetor wg d&ova g TOATIKNG TwV
Apoeviatav PA. Tovvapidn 1999, 196.
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Eidikd mapadeiypata

‘Epya emitoua — dpbpa — peléteg oe
1ePLodiKd, TOUOVE, eyKLKAOTIAiSELEG

! Nexapag 2001, 157.

2 Hedreen 1992, k. 16b.
* Carr 1995, 122, on. 4.
4 Morris 1997, 81, six. 12.

‘Epya moldTopa

! Plamenatz 1963.1, 116-155.

IToAN& avaeepoueva €pya

! Kaotoptadng 2001, 33-49-
BA. emiong Derrida 1990, 82-87-
Koyré 1990, 83.

IToAMamAéc avagopéc oTov idlo ovy-
ypagéa 1| €pyo

! Kwvotavtvidng 1998, 1999- Jones
1983, 47-106+ Jones 1990, 306+ Frede
1998a, 1998B- Hammond 1972, 27
Hammond kau Griffith 1979, 78, miv. Ig.

‘Epya §vo ovyypagiwyv

! Sedley kot Long 1987, 104-105.

‘Epya nepiocdtepwy ovyypagéwv

! Matravers «.d. (eml.) 2001, 403.

[a y€g mov XpnotHomoLlovVTaAL V-
XV4 emTpémetal 1) Xpron KWy ov-
VTOUOYPAPLOV TIOL avalbovTal GTny
TPWTN VTOoNHelwon.

3. Levikr) Bifhioypagio

210 TENOG TNG HEAETNG TTapEXETAL ava-
ATikdg  PipAoypagkds  katdAoyog
OAwv TV épywv TOL avagépoviat
oto keipgevo. AkolovBei al@afnti-
KI| O€lpd Katd ovyypagéa (eAAnviko
& Aatvikd ah@dpnto) kat xpovolo-
YK oelpd yia ta €pya Tov/Tng idlov/
ag ovyypagéa. Ta apyaia kat peoat-
WVIKA Kelpeva kataywpilovtal oto
ovopa tov ekdOTN Tovg, OTav Kpive-
TaL OKOTILO.

Ot Piphoypagikég ocvvtopoypa-
@ieg akoAovBovv KdmolOV Ao TOVG
Sebvwg yvwotobvg mivakeg oe e1dikd
neplodika (m.x. Lannée philologique,
Archdologischer Anzeiger, Dumbarton
Oaks Papers, International Philosoph-
ical Bibliography k.Am.). Ot cvvtopo-
ypagieg eAAnvikwv TitAwv Sidovtat
ot EAANVIKAL
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BipAio pe éva
ovyypagéa

BipAio e dvo kat
avw ovyypageig

BipAio pe
empeAnTn

BipAio cuAloyiko
Xwpig cvyypagéa

BipAio
og oelpd

BipAio oe Sevtepn
K.ATL ékdoon

TToAvtopo épyo

Kegdato oe
OLANOYIKO TOpHO
(emy.)

ApBpo ot
TepLodikod

Afppa

(o€ \ekiko,
eykvkAomaidela,
KAL)

Anuooigvon oto
Stadiktvo

IHapadeiyuata

Morris, 1. 1997. Tagiké tedeTovpyikd éQipa ko kovwviky Soun
otny khaoiky] apyoauotyta, ptep. K. MavtéAn. Hpakheto:
IMavemotnpakés Exdooeig Kpritng.

Kazhdan, A. xau Constable, G. 1982. People and Power in Byzantium:
An Introduction to Modern Byzantine Studies. Washington,
DC.: Dumbarton Oaks.

Matravers, D., Pike, J. ko Warburton, N. (emy.) 2001. Reading
Political Philosophy: Machiavelli to Mill. AovSivo: Routledge.

Carden, R. (¢éx8.) 1974. The Papyrus Fragments of Sophocles: An
Edition with Prolegomena and Commentary (Texte und
Kommentare). Bepohivo/Néa Yopkn: de Gruyter.

Aoifsy: Eig uviunv Avépéa T. Kalokaupivod. HpdxAelo: Etarpia
Kpntikwv Iotopikdv Meketawv, 1994.

Ipaktikd 100 A’ Aebvovs Zvumociov, H kabnuepvi {wh oto
BulavTio: Topés kot ovvéxetes aTnv EAANVIOTIK Kol pwpaiK
nap&doon, ABva 15-17 XenrepPpiov 1988. Abrva: Kévtpo
Bulavtivwy Epevvwv/EIE, 1989.

Ianadomovrov-KaveAhomovov, X. 1997. Iepo T4 Nougne: Mela-
véuopgeg Lovtpogdpor (Anpoactevpata Tov ApXatoloyikov
AgXtiov, 60). ABrva: TATIA.

Van Inwagen, P. 22001. Metaphysics. Boulder, Conn.: Westview
Press.

Pedley, J.G. 1997. Greek Art and Archaeology. Ava®. éxSoon. Néa
Yopkn: Abrams.

Hammond, N.G.L. 1972. A History of Macedonia, 1. Historical
Geography and Prehistory. O€popdn: Clarendon.

Hammond, N.G.L. xat G.T. Griffith 1979. A History of Macedonia,
2.550-336 B.C. O§p06pdn: Clarendon.

Plamenatz, J. 1963. Man and Society. 2 topot. Aovdivo: Longman.

Carr, AW. 1995. Originality and the Icon. Zto: A.R. Littlewood
(emup.), Originality in Byzantine Literature, Art and Music.
O&popdn: Oxbow, 115-124.

Toobva-McKirahan, B. 1999. H apyaia eAAnvikr gthocogia kat To
TpOPANpa Twv AWV Vowv. Asvkadiwv 17: 67-84.

Boulnois, O. 2002. Analogie. Xto: C. Gauvard, A. de Libera kat M.
Zink (em.), Dictionnaire du Moyen Age. Tlapiot: PUE, 52-
54.

Wessel, K. 1970. Jonas. RbK, 3: 647-655.

Marchand, J. 1999. Feudalism and Knighthood, (<http://orb.rhodes.
edu/wemsk/feudknightwemsk html>, 29.10.2002).
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