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1.
NOBOD!’ S RhI

The short article in the last issue od Pegasus (i) on a possible
reference to a passage from Ovid’s rsAnatoria in Shakespeare’s Hamlet
reminded me of a phrase in the bard’s Hthe Fourth Part Two) •7hlCh
caught my eye several years ago. The scene is the Boar’s Head Tavern in
Eastcheap, favourite drinking-place of Sir John Falstaff who has not yet
arrived. Francis has just ordered a eilow (unnamed) drawer to cover up
some apple-johns (withered apples) from the sight of the approaching Falstaff
who is known not to like them. Then francis reveals to a third drawer that
Henry, Prince of ,ales, and Poins will soon be arriving and eust wear the dis
guise of jerkins and aprons so that they may not be recognised ‘by Falstaff.
Then the third drawer utters the lines which I intend to study

By the mass, here will be old utis;
it will be an excellent stratagem.

2 Henry IV, 2, iv.

The word in which I am most interested is, of course, ‘ntis’. Dictionaries
and glossaries agree in taking the word to be etis (or *utas) from the early
French ‘utaves’ which was derived from the plural ‘oitauves’ a corruption of
the Latn’octava’. The meaning of *utis is generally taken to be ‘The
octave or eight days of a feast’; hence ‘merriment, festivity’. hat, then,
is the point of using ‘ntis’ here? Obviously the apple-johns are viewed as
representin the feast to bring merriment. But surely the last topic was
the plan to hide Prince Henry and Poins from Falstaff? And anyway surely the
covering over of the apple-johns could not ‘cc milled a ‘stratagem’ in the
next line? That there are problems in the traditional interpretation of
‘utis’ presents a justification in suggesting a fresh answer which has a place
in a classical magazine.

The effect of these two lines is to summarise the longer statement of
Francis so that the audience fully understands what is happening. And what
is happening is that Prince Henry and Poin are going to assume a disguise to
deceive PeLletaff. but can ‘utis’ mean a ‘disguise’? Not according to the
dictionary. But surely !djsgujs and ‘utIs’, even if unconnected in meaning
by etymolor, do strike a note of compatibility to anyone aho has read the
Ods s ey?

In the ninth book Odysseus tells of his voyage from Troy and how he came
to the land of the Cyclopes. ith a band of his men Odysseus went ashore
and found the Cyclcp Polyphemus in a cave. floviever, Polyphemus succeeded
in trapping Odysseus and his men in the cave by pushing a huge stone, which no
mortal could move, acrosa the entranca, thus rendering useless any attempt to
kill the monster while the stone remained in place. Polyphemus asked Odysseus
his name, but the latter would not reply until the monster had taken an excess
of wine, and then he revealed that his name was ‘Q’yç ‘ — ‘Nobody’. Then
Odysseus and such of his men as had not been devoured by the monster plunged
a stake into Polycher2us’ lone eye. In his panic and anger Polyhemus threw
open the entrance and called on his brother Cyclopes to come to his aid.
But they ignored him thinking that ho was mad when he replied to their cues
tioning that he uas being done to death by ‘Nobody’s treachery’. hereupon
Polyphemus took up his position by the entrance and stretched out both arms
in the hope of catching Odysseus and his men as they tried to slip out among
the sheep which were kept in the cave. In such a situation Odysseus lived
up to his epithet of ‘many—wiled’ and hit uon the plan of lashing his men

(i) M. J. Handscomb, An Ovid reminiscence in Shakespeare, Pegasus X, p.3.
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beneath the sheep and himself clinging beneath a ran. Polyphemus stroked
the back of every sheep s it went out to pasture, but omitted to feel
underneath the creatures and thus Odysseus and his men escaped.

Such vies the stratagem which Odysseus employed consisting of a disguise
in the form of sheeps wool which could be referred to in the same breath as
the drawer’s exclamation on the deception to be practised upon Falstaff.
Indeed although even the OLD (1933) records the form ‘utis’, every exa:plc
on which it draws has the form ‘utas’. The only instance of ‘utis’ itself
is in the writings of Porson who lived a couple of centuries later and who
was using the orcestcrshiro dialect form ‘utis’ meaning ‘noise, confusion,
din’ (1) which would obviously be an unsuitable meaning here. I do not
intend to enter a vast digression upon whether 3hakcspearc’s ‘small Latin and
less Greek’ would include a knowledge of ‘Oii-ç - the fact that elsewhere
the bard makes classical references of an abstruse kind shows the futility
of any such pursuit. Certainly George Chapman, who made the first trans
lation of the Odysscy into Lnglish in 1612, does not keep the Greek form,
but prefers ‘Do-man’, so that the argument that Shakespeare sa-: a rough
draft of a translation of Plutarch when ho wrote Antony and Cleopatra
cannot be applied here although it is quite possible that ho discussed the
matter with the translator himself. Certainly Chapman uses the word
stratage only two pages after the first appearance of ‘no—man’. Of
course none of this is conclusive evidence that the traditional interpreta
tion of ‘utis’ is incorrect — but is there any more evidence to accept ‘utis’
as meaning ‘merriment’ in the first place? If not, then does not the use
of ‘stratagem’ after ‘utis’ suggest that the reference is to Homer and not
the pointless one to an eight-day festival of merriment?

T. J. HUNT

(1) as in Joseph right’s English Dialect Dictionary, l39
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IT COULDN?T HERE

An Lxriment

In December 1956, a Charter of Incorporation was issued by the Ouesn,
establishing ‘in Our City and County of the City of Exeter’ a University by
the name and style of “The University of Exeter’. The Charter has since been
reprinted in every issue of the University of Exeter Calendar and, is thus easily
available ‘to most of ray readers. Section 3 deals with the objects of the
University, and its first paragraph (a) readsg

To provide to the full extent which its resources from time to
time permit for research and instruction in the humanities and
sciences and other spheres of learning and knowledge of a standard
and thoroughness required and expected of a University of the
highest standing and to secure the advancement of knowledge the
diffusion End extension of Arts, Sciences and Learning and the
provision oP a Liberal and Professional Education.

The present writer has alE:ays maintained that, as far as this section of the
Charter is concerned, and in its special application to the Arts subject kiiowii
as the Classics on which alone he is qualified to pronounce any judgernent, the
‘full extent to which its resources from time to time permit’ has been far
from fully used. Exeter conditions of research - twelve years after the
issuing of the iLoyal Charter and forty-six years after the foundation of the
University Collede of the south—West, still hardly permit its Classical scho
lars and research students to reach, by the use of local resources alone2
‘a standard of thoroubhness required and expected of a University of the
highest standing’. by using local resources only, the Classical stu.aer’it in
Zxeter could not, with the best will and the greatest talents in the world,
‘secure the advancement of knowledge’ and ‘the diffusion and extension of Arts,
Science and Learning’ (all three nouns applicable to one or other aspects of
Classical stuiies). The reason is simple: most of the advances mode in his
subjects, especially those made by scholars of former generations or by foreigu
scholars, never reach him in Exeter. This, one hardly needs to say, is not due
to difficulties in transport. In order to follow up the advancements made in
his subject, the Classical student nowadays has no nad to go to international
book fairs and to correspond widely with colleagues in other countries ,:ho
could tell him of work done by their local friends and colleagues. The aca
demic book trade is well organised no’.’r, and anything missed in the catalogues
can be found, two or three years later, in the Anne Philologique, that annual
bibliographical publication which lists almost anything printed in any depart
ment of Classical studies anywhere in the ‘.rorld, year by year. All that the
Classical scholar needs nowadays is a library which obtains, to the full extent
which its resources permit, all these new publications in the various fields of
his ever—expanding subject. I-b is a cormon fallacy to assume that only the
scientist caruict risk being out of date. Of course, much in the Classics does
not get outdated as soon as some scientific publications, and some Classical
books never become completely outdatei,.. but this means that, whereas a
scientist, founding a new department, or institution, or university, has only
to rroviee himself with the most important recent publications, the Classical
scholar has to be provided with much of the fruits of Classical scholarship of
the last four centuries, as ‘‘all as the more recant publications texts, com
mentaries, handbooks, ne-a works of interpretation, epigraphical and papyrological
publications, ne,: dictionaries — to name hut a few classes of materials published
every year. Phat is, the Classical section of any library which claims oven
to ap:)rcach ‘a standard and. thoroughness required and expected of a University
of the highest standing’ should be acquiring thousands and thousands of books
and. periodical publications a year, just to keep up :!ith new developments.
If, as in our present case, the library has only bean there for a few decades,
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it should, in addition to it, try to fill as many gaps as it can in waits of
scholarship published before its time - especially those of the nineteenth
century. That this is not happening in ‘a University of the highest
standing’ like Exeter is no secret, and I believe that I could not be sued
under any Official Secrets Act if I disclosed the simple fact that most of
our science departments are given far, far greater grants for books and
periodicals, apart from the vast amounts of money they receive for soientifio
tools and equipment for research purposes.

.4
In an article published in FEGaSUS 7 (p.27), I wrotes ‘A scientist in

Exeter (or so I am told by some of my soientifio colleagues), can start and
finish most of his experiments, even in some advanced parts of his subject,
in Exeter, and with.the facilities available in Exeter itself. For the
Classicist- and the Byzantinist - the instrunents available for iis ‘experi-
ments’ are books and periodicals. At present he has to go to better places 4

to finish off his experiments — if he is a Classicist — or to start them — if
he is a Byzantinist’. The very few ad.vanoements made since in library condi
tions in Exeter have not changed this general picture, and the following little
experiment was made in order to show this.

It is an experiment that oould, for a change, be taken in Exeter, since
its subject was the possibility of oertain research undertakings in Classics
under present ]!bceter conditions. In other words, it was an experiment on
experiments, and suoh a sophisticated undertaking should be possible in a
University of the highest standintj. The way it was conducted was as simple
as it could be, and would not take more than a Low minutes in the Library.
Like most deoent scientific experiments, it can e repeated with other
materials. The results, I should think, will always be vsry much the same.

I took two books in two different departments of Classical studies, both
written by an export in a University with more decent resources than Exeter,
and both incorporating, to a greater or lesser degree, some of the work done
by predeoessors in the field. I was oareful not to choose for my experiment
books which are too technical or on a very rare and reoherohé subjeot, or
books whioh are only intended for the very few experts. A work with a title
like ‘The Greek Uanusoripts of Plato in the Libraries of Venice’ can obviously
be tritten only by an expert who has resided in Venice for years • Books on

4‘The Spelling of Latin Literary .orks in the Late Republio’ would have a some-
what limited aupeal, and can only be written in a major library well equipped
with the latest epigraphical cvidenoe. .ahat I had in mind vera Classical books
of a more ordinary type, those constantly used by scholars and undergrduates
whatever their more specialized interests • In short I looked for books in
fairly large demand, of the sort that is being constantly written and revised
to make room for recent advances .in the subject; books which many on ordinary
Classical scholar in an ordinary university would be expected to turn out from
time to time. The idea was to see how much of this type of books oould be
written by a Classioal scholar residing. porasnontly in Exeter, without the con
stant need to escape to decent libraries for as long as his professional and
private commitments allow.

The obvious kind of books answering to this description would naturally
include oommentaries on some of the more central Greek and Latin texts, and
handbooks on some of the more central topics in Greek and latin literature
and history. Connent:ries tend to get some::hat antiquated as more and more
research on the respective author and text is being produoed. Madvig’s oom
mentary on the De Finibus is still a great masterpiece, and a decent scholar
should make its aoquqintanoe sooner or later. But much has been done on various
topics related to that book since Madvig published his second edition in 1872,
and for the modern reader, a new oommontary would be necessary. The same
applies to handbooks on various subjects, and many of them arc constantly being
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revised nd re.7ritten to incorporate recent research. Thus we are made
quite fear1iliar with commentaries like Jahn—Kroll on some Ciceronian writings,
and. revised editions like George Thomson’s now Oresteia — or with handbooks
like Kühner-Gcrth, Christ-Bchmid-bt!hlein end Leum:nn-Hofmann—Szantyr.
For my present oxoeriment, I have chosen Profeosor E. R. Dodds’ Commontary
on the Bacchao of Luripides, Second Edition, Oxford 1960, and M. L. . Laist
ncr’s The Greater human Historians, California 1947. Both are ?ordinnry

in the sense that they are intended for the widest C1saica1 audience.
Both are constantly used in Exeter. Docids is on the list of books to be
used for studenbs reading Euripides as a $et Author in their first or second
year, and for the Literary Form course in the third year. Laistner is in
cluded in the reading list for Latin Literature in Part I, and is constantly
being mentioned to students writing essays on anything connected with Roman
historiogrephy.

To assess hoe: much of these books could be written under Exeter condi
tions is not a task -hich can be fulfilled to peri’cction. :.Iany factors
which lie behind the composition of such books cannot be measured in detail.
These include, for example, the amount of enera1 wide reading on the subject
done by the author which is not mentioned in detail in the took the oppor
tunity to enjoy the company of other experts whom one ‘can a1aays consult and
the intelligent student audience whom the author meets year after year in his
teaching hours, and arho help him to feel hoe; he ought to ‘set the tone’ of the
book. But there is one thing that can be measured: the books and articles
actually quoted in the course of the work concerned. Since my experiment
is mainly negative: to show what cannot be done hero, this might give one
enough of an indication.

It would he tedious to go through a whole book, listing every simple
reference, and then, and only then, checkine; them all. Tedious and unscien
tific. For eke scientist tends to investigate a sample and, provided it is
a fairly random eamole, he can then draw conclusions for the whole. In the
same manner, I have chosen tore samples: Dodds commentary on the first 61
lmnns of the Bacchae, pp. 61—71 o’ his 1960 edition, and the books and
articles mentiOned in L;istncr’s notes to Chootar I of his book, PP. 165—6.
I have omitted from my list two categories of books. First, texts in their
various editions, wince most texts arc available in some editions in most
libraries, and since VIC are concerned with work on the interpretati_onof the
texts. (But I hasten to add that, had I made the same experiment on the
various editions of the various texts used by Dodds, the result as to the
availability 01 most of there in Exeter -.iould not be enou;h to cheer up most
of my readers). The second category contains modern non—Classical publications,
used mainly by Lnistner to illustrate some general points. One could write
a book of Roman historiography without Cariyle’s Frederick the Groat or an
1864 issue of the Jaturcoy Review. hith this reservation, we proceed to our
lis

.Dowds__Coremant on Bercchuel-61:

(a) gooks:

1. A. B. Cook, Zeus
2. Kretschmer, us der Anemia.
3. Colder, Monu.mcnta Asiae inoris Antiqua.
4. Jeanmaire, Dionysos.
5. Kitto, Greek Tragedy,
0. Klihner-Gerth.
7. Zielinski, Tragodoureena.
B. Geodwin, Hoods and Tenses.
9. . C. Crawlc, Dress, brin’: and Dr’mas.

10. Frickenhaus, Lcnenvasen.
11. Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. XIII.
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Aveilabilitin Exeterg Numbers 2, 3, 4, 7, 9 and 10 on this list
are not available in Exeter University Hlbrary (No.11 hns on1y been
acquircd six months ago). That is 6 out of 11 books not available.

(b) Periodical Artcg

1. Usener in Rheinisches Museum xxix.
2. Mesk in Vianer Studien lv, 1937.
3. Prato in :::aia ix, 1957.
4. Kjtto in The Classical Review lx, 1946.
5. Campbell uui The Classical Q’iarterly xlix, 1956.
6. Longo in Antiquitas I, 1946.
7s. Platnau.er is. The Classical Review lvi, 1942.
7b. Harrison in the same vol. of same periodical (and. therefore

counts as the same from the point of view of availability).
8. Deichgr!ber in Hermes lxx.
9. Kamerbeel: in Ibiemosyne 1948.

10. Dalmeyda in Revue des Etudes Grecq.uos xxviii, 1915.
11. Lawler in Memoirs of the American Academy of Rome, vi, 1927.

Avai1abil Of these 11 articles, only three vole. are available
in Exetea nos. 4, 5 and 7 (a and b, since both are in the same
volume).

B. Laistner, Notes to Chater I of
The &reatcr Roman Tlistorians.

(a) .Books:

1. G. L. Barber, The Historian Ephorus.
2. A. Aymari, Lcs premiers rapports de Rome et de la Conf6d6ration

achaienne.
3. Paul Scheller, Be hellenistica historiae coascribendae arte.
4. E. Burck, Die Erzhlungskunst des T. Livius.
5. R. von Scala, Die Studien des Polybius.
6. K. Reiniaardt, Koseos und iyiapathie.
7. Graf Uxkull-Gjlleband, Gricchisoho Kultur-Entstehungen.

Availabilit1: None.

(b) irticles in Periodicals

1. Rostovtzeff in Klio 16, 1920.
2. C. 2. Edson in Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 46, 1935.
3. B. L. Ullmann in TAPA 73, 1942.
4. Hirzel in Abhand1.d.schs. Gcsellscaht der ‘iiss. 1900

Availabij None.

e can now try to come to some conclusions. In the case of the Bacchac,
six out of eleven books and eight out of ele.en volumes of periodicals were not
available in Exeter. That is, about 55,u cf the books and 72,u of the articles
used by Dodds for this small section of his commentary would. not have been
available to him in E:ceter library conditions. In the case of Laistner, the
lack of books and periodicals is total. I am prared not to draw any conclu
sions from Laistner, and to assume (though God. only knows why I should cLo so)
that perhaps one should not expect every ‘University of the highest standing’
to provide materials for a disquisition upon such a remote and ineffectual topic
as Hellenisi-ic Historiography. Euripides’ Baochae, however, is a much more
central topic’ for all students of ancient literature, religion and. philosophy.
The whole play contains 1392 lines, which is about 23 times the number of lines
in my sample section. Assuming that some of the books and articles listed
above would naturally recur in other parts of the commentary, I shall multiply
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the nu::ber of missing items by, say, 15 rather than 23. This will still
mean that, for a Classical scholar trying to wriLe a commentary of this sort
in Exeter, 90 bocks and 120 volumes of periodicals will be missing. This, I
can now remind my reanors, does not include a large number of old cditions —

and of course it does not include work on some of the actual manuscripts,
seread over many European libraries, some of which has to be done on the spot.
Those acquainted with inter-library arrangements will realise that it would be
impossible to obtain all 210 missing volumes for the use of one person, and
even more impossible to keep them together i’or constant reference over the
years as one writes and rewrites the vrious porti as of one’s commentary. It
took Professor Dod*s some years to write his commentary on the Bacchao. Under
Exeter conditions, he could only work on most of it while away in the greater
libraries during his vacations. Assume now tht it actually took Dodds five
years to write his hod:. issunae that he had been living in Exeter9 in the
best material conditions, .;ith private means and no family commitments, so that
he could go to Oxford and work on his commentary every minute of his vacations.
The vacations in Exeter, put together, amount to about 4C of the year. That
is, what our commentator could do in Oxford in five years would, the best
case, take him ten ycmas in Exeter — or rati:cr, on the occasions when he ceald
get away from Exetr. The fact that some of the materials are ava labia here
could be overlooked. It is easily counterbalanced by the foot that most
lecturers cannot afford to spend their whole vacations ea;ay, and by the con
sideration that, for many a fresh point, one needs to refer agoin to books and
articles used before. In a library which contains less than half the items
needed for reference, the eriting of a commentary of this sort woulu become a
torture.

Sut it has taken Mr. Barrett, in Oxford, fifteen years to write his Com
mentary on the dipsolytus? So it did - and Parrot t’ s commentary is done on a
much more ambitious scale than Dod&s’ . lut, aparG from army other considerations,
one could simply say that it would, in that case, have taken Earrctt about 37
years to write the same book in Exeter.

I can only think of one other objection: classical scholars in
practice, written and published while in Exetcu. hhat about the late
h. P. Jackson Knight and nis many books?

The answer is simple. Roman Vergil vies the only book .:ritten lay
Jackson: Knight while in Exeter, which claimed to advance original views, sum
un former results, and make a new contribution to the subject. uch of this
book incorporates materials already published lay hr. Knight while he was a
teacher in Bloxhem, wi-thin easy reach of Oxford and its librrics and I have
it on the authors em evidence that, before he wrooe the final vrion of the
book In the early 1940’ s, he spent a whole summer in the Bodloi.an Library
working at the rosen contributions to Virgilian studies, checking references,
looking s.t old editi and discussing matters with colleagues. It is
sagnificent that, oefom me came to nxeter, ier. i’nignt has. alreaay puolished
three books. Since then, he published one long book, pertly incorporating
his earlier studao, and confined himself o publishing articles. On his
death, he left the first version of two other hooks in typescript. Both of
them acre not published in his lifetime for various reasons. But I suspect
that one of them was, that he had no conditions for checking references and
reading more recent liacraturo, to make these books look more like Roman Vergil.
Mr. hnight’s colleagucs in Exeter, over the last twenty years or so, have most
of thc.i published a fair amount. Put most of it is confined to articles.
The reason is sim:lo: it is feasible for an Exeter sian, by using inter—library
loans and going away for long perious to deal satisfactorily with a more narrow
subject and complete an article, oven a fairly long one, on it. But the pros
pect of undertaning a major project like writin a. commentary on a text or a
handbook, or any other large—scale work, is so deunting, that no Classical
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book ha been written in Exeter University since the publication of Roman
Vergil.

I have preached long enough in the first part of this essay. Let me
just conclude by saying that the above experiment has shown how much, in my
own subject, an institution which is supposed to be ‘a University of the
highest standing’ has done ‘to secure the advancement of knowledge’ and
‘the diffusion and extension of Arts, Science and Learning’.

J. GLUCK

APIECE CONCUIING PROFESSOR F • W. CIXTHOF THE DEPARTTf OF
CL3SIC S PUBLISr ED_BY SrIE. COICIDCE OFCOUu SE - DURIJG T1I

YEAR’S LEVEO AESTCE,

- in which the poet bewails the absence of the Professor from
Exeter.

new version of KallimakhoiiEaifeiffer)

They told me, Liverpudius, they told me you were Fred;
They brought me bitter news to hear and bitter tears to shed.
I wept, as I reinember’d, how of-ben you and I
Had tired the sun with talking and sent him down the sky.

But now that thou art taking, my dear old King’s Coil guest,
Though using thy grey matter, a well-deservd rest,
Still are thy pleasant planets, thy nights and gales awake,
For Leave, it taketh all away, but them he cannot take.

[The translator wishes to remain anonymous; what a hope He is
indeLted for felicitous touches to I,ir. D. J. **t’-*5 and to
Dr. *. N. B*k*r. lIe hopes that this rendering will falsify the
remark at the end of the note on this epigram in The Oxford Look
of Greek Verse in Translation, p.748.]

+++

STOP PRESS

Ur. Enoch Powell (writes our political correspondent) aishes to

issue a formal denial of the rumour that he intends to return to

classical scholarship. The story originated when he houtht at a

well—known London bookseller’s what he took to 1DC a book on

immigration, entitled “Hot Racer’. On discovering that the

volume contained only Latin poetry, ho returned it. He also

wishes to deny that he has cancelled his account at glacknell’ s, and

states that he cannot imagine how such an extraordinary rumour could.

have gained credence.
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LETT FROM ODYSSEUS TO PMJELOPE

ion sine laetitia, coniunx carissirna, legi
cripta tua cara garrula ±acta manu.

Non sine laetitia disco te, rata, valere
Attamen in verbis — heu mihi — luctus adest

Voce fera scribis. Dicis me velle manere
Coniugis et credis posse perire fidem.

veni” scribis, “nol- rescribere Quicquarn”,
Hoc superi cedant: ipse venire volo.

Nam moror invitus. palor trans aeQuora semper
Fataque regressus nunc inimica vetant.

:.: voluit Circe, voluit retinere Calypso
Usque tarnen dulcis vincis utramue dearn.

Quid. ref eram falsas sirenes monctraue ponti?
Quid referam dun lurida reia dei?

Dma tuli. Sed adhuc servat me splendida Pallas
Te servet Pallas - sit tibi firma fides.

Iamqua vale coniunx me spectatura. Secumdent
LaertesQue senex Telernachusque puer.

RICRR MORRIS.
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GODS, GRAVES ND SCgOLRS

1

In “The allite Goddess” Robert Graves develops the theory of ‘annlptic
thought’, which he broadly defines as “the intuitive recovery of forgotten
facts by means of a deliberate suspension of time”, differing from a dream or
trance in that the rational mind continues its critical processes throughout.

similar suspension of temooral criteria (technically “pro1psis’), he suggests
to be the true source both of artistic activity and of scientific discoveries
of genius. Graves instances the case of the Irish mathematician, billiam
Reran Hamilton (1505—65), to whom, while crossing Phoenix Park, Dublin, occurred
the mathematical theory of “cpaaternions” in the system of linear algebra, the
validity of which was only being affirmed by cnvcntional means a century later.
From his own experiences, he illusrntes his intuitive solving of tao riddles
from the Celtic “hones Taliesin” poem which occasioned “The hite Goddess.
H solves the “Unspeakable Name” of the hebrew God, written for security
reasons “Jdl3EH”; and the enigma of the beast whose number is 666, fro:. the
hovelation of St. John; also the mystery of the emperor Cl:udius’ death, his
sugeotion bein that he was poisoned by the same specics of gourd us is used.
in II :iis 4, 33—41. Intuitive thought can easily be confused with mare
guessing from inadcdual-e evidence, and for this reason it is to be doubted
whether results thus reached will achieve even consideration at the hands of
orthodox scholars.

9

Inductive reasoning falls notoriously wide of the mark when it is applied
to the study of culture, ancient or modern, precisely because culture is a
living organism, and as such is constantly being created: and when the
sociological unit ceases to exist, either tile culture is assimilated into a
surviving trolition, insofar as it is capable, or it ce-.ses to exist. It is
the function of -the analytical critic to describe and systematiso to attain
this end he roust isolate one lonely moment from the culture’s continua], evolu
tion and regard this us unchanging and. immutable; the result thus obtained is
only true icr unot ineinitesimal moment ana is superseded the next. Graves’
theory of intuitive thought involves a suspension of all temporal criteria -

the “now” of existence becomes meaningless, and. the sea of culture ceases
heaving the becomes apprehensible as a unity. It is only through this sense,
the intuitive, that the unity of culture nay be grasped as unity, end not as
an isolated fragment.

3
Graves explains, in an essay entitled “bhat food. the centaurs ate’, a

a new theory of Dionysiac inspiration: wino and ivy beer were, indeed,urunk
by the followers of Dionysus, but not for the ourpose of intoxicaion, rather
to wsh down the fiery taste of the mushroom “amunite. muscaria”. The effects
of this drug are hallucinations, erotic energy, immense muscular strength, and
often the illusion of having travelled thousands of miles — all this pbreneticactivity is followed by a period of cemplcte inertia. Later, this mushroom
became the secret food of the leusinian mystery cult. “Ananita nusc:.ria’
(fly amanito) a scarlet—capped, whine—spotted mushroom g-rowing in coniforous
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or birch woods, appears throughout urope its ritual use is recorded in
the orgies of the Norjak tribe of Siberia another hallucinogenic mashroom,
“psilocybe”, has traditionally been taken in devotion to Tialoc, their mush
room god, by the Liasatec indians of Oaxacs. province, liexico.

Graves lists the following as evidences in many parts of modern urope
there is a demonstrable aversion from eating the many types of edible mushroom
other than the coi:on “agaric campestris” this would suggest that there
once was a taboo upon mushroom eating, possibly in origin springing fraic
their ritual use n the Elcusinian aysteries such a taboo would also account
for their being no mention of them in Pro—Hellenistic Greek literature.
Since mushrooms proverbially were the food of the gods (according to Nero, at
least, in a cruel jest about Claudius’ mode of derarture), and cc was
“ambrosia”, we arc asked to consider the following lists of ingredients of
“ambrosia” and “nectar”, from the “Greek Grammarians’ (unspecified):—

•‘3sooCc j1XL vX’C.O iX
U Ur

u6wo
xapm5c ‘ poc

XeLoc

‘cp6c

the initial letter of each word (reading downwards) spells out, in both cases,
a word reminiscent of the Greek iic (mushroom) - an example of the ogham
devide of spelling a secret word by using the initials of ordinary word:
Graves suggests that these formulae were in some way connected with the
initiatory catechism of the mystery cult at Eleusis. There are possibly
three representations of hallucinogenic mushrooms in classical art (a) a bas
relief of the Fifth century .s.C. found in Pharsalus in Thessaly, exhibited in
the Louvre, Paris (no. 701) displaying Persephone and Demeter about to eat
“amanita muscaria” mushrooms — publishing, according to Graves’ argument, a
closely concealed ritual secret. (b) a vase painting (circa 630 B.c.) of
ITessus being killed by Heracles, showing the slender, upright, mildly
hallucinatory mushroom “panaeolus papilionaceus”. (c) the reverse of an
archaistic Etruscan mirror (4th or 3rd century B.C.) showing the torture of
Ixion bound to a fire-wheel, with t’iining ivy around the perimeter, between
Ixion’s feet is an “ainanits. muscaria”. The fire-wheel, to which was tied a
hissing wryneck, was used in antiauity as a love charm the mushroom symbolises
coition. Ixon ‘as a notorious sexual delinquent, and it is possible that he
was being tortured for the same crime as that of Tantalus, that of sharing the
“food of the gods” with mortals.

4.

The evidence is open to criticism at very many points, and yet the
complete rejection of all the evidence does not necessarily destroy the
validity of the theory. ihat is needed now is more evidence.

:. . C0PP

Sources:

1. “The Vhite Goddess a historical graama.r of poetic myth” — Robert Graves,
Faber & Faber.

2. ‘Ghat fooc the centaurs ate” an essay from “steps” — Robert Graves,
Cassell 1958

3a. Foreword to the “Greek myths” Vol. 1, 2nd edition — Robert Graves,
Penguin 1960

3b. plate 3, “Attic Vase Painting’ - C. T. Seltnmn, Harvard 1933
3°. facing p.2O4, “Zeus” Vol. 1, - A. B. Cook, Cambridge 1914.
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GR ZCH?T101S:

The Sceptics, in common with the post—Aristotelian schools, looked to the
Presocratics for support for their views, and made use of the recognition of
the limits of hwa&.r knowledge found in the majority of them. A favourite
quotation was from Xenoehanes: ‘There never was, nor will be, a man who us-s
certain knowledge about the gods, and about all of which I speak even if one
should chance to say the complete truth, yet one knows it net, but Opinion is-
over all.’ The sceptics interpreted this in a comparison of the search for
truth to taking a shot in the dark, where even if the target were hit one
would hot know ic. Parmenides saw helplessness guiding the ;andering thought
of men, so that they are carried along deaf, blind anddazed. Similarly
apedoc1es: ‘After observing a brief span of life in their lifetime, subject
to a swift death men are borne up and aft away like smoke; as they are
driven in all directions each is convinced only of that of which he has ex
perience, yet boasts that he has fcund the whole.’ And Democritus, more drily:
‘Actually we apprehend nothing exactly, but only as it changes according to the
condition of the body, and of what impinges on the body.’

However, for the Presocratics the deception of experionce was oalr part,
the negative part, of their theses, and cleared the ground for the construc
give argument or theory put for-es-rd in each case. It was Socrates who, for
his method and attitude in general, was hailed as the great predecessor of
scepticism. His practice, as shown especially in the early Platonic diiogues,
of tasting series of definitions or opinions, only to find them all defective

with an admission of ignorance as the result, was the pattern of sceptical pro
cedure. His questioning became it was claimed, their senrchingI, his colElfes—
sion of ignorance their epoch, or ‘suspension of judgment’, and is fearlessness
their tranquillity. ‘I enquire with you, Critics’, Socrates says in the
Charmids-, ‘into whatever is proposed, just because I do not myself know.’
i1so, in the Aooloy, he suggests that the oracle hailed him as the wisest of
men because he knew that he knew nothing; ‘Is not tlis the most culpable
ignorance, which pretends to know ‘That it does not?’ he is not convinced
even of the conclusions of his strangest arguments, as when he says in the
C-or4as: ‘These things became so evident in our previous discussion that they
are held fast and bound by ‘arbuments of iron and adamant ... but as for me, my
position is al’ays the acme, I have no knowledge whether they are true or riot •‘

nad this position of oocrates first seems to have been pushed to its extreme by
::etrogois of Chios, who der:ied. even that we knc.: whether we know anything or

whether we kno: nothing.

The sceptics also sari precedents for their attitude among the sophists,
expecially in the sofhistio claim to be able to debate with equal force for and
against any given motion. There are too the arguments of Gorgias in support of
the thesis that: ‘hcthing exists, if anything did exist it would be incompre
hensible, and if comprehensible incommunicable.’ And the two famous çuotations
Iron Protagoras: ‘A to the gods, I have no means of knowing either that they
exist or that they do not exiet. For many awe the obstacles that impede know
ledge — both the obscurity of the question, s-nd the shortness of human life.’

And: ‘Of all things man is the measure, of the things that arc, that they are,
and of the things that are not, that they are not.’ But of this more later.

**--*

The controjersies among the schools o’ philosophy in the fourth century
P.C. were stubborn s-nd bitter. Peripatetios were set against Academics,
Cynics against Cyrenaics, Stoics against Epicureans. One side would claim
dogmatically to have the right ans’:er, and the other side ‘:ould say the oppo
site, equally convinced it alone was correct. Inevitably there was a reaction



14.

against the seemingly futile -aranglings, and. the pretentious assunptions of
knowledge. As expressed by Timon, the sarcastic mouthpiece of early scopticism

,iho sent this strife of tongues that t’rist and lie?
The talking sikness comes, and many die.’

Pyrrho of Elis, apparently the first to adot a sceptical attitude Es a way of life,
tried to find a cure for this ‘talking—sickness’. He set himself three questions,
as of basic importance: (i) hat is the nature oP things? (2) hat should be our
attitude towards them? and (3) •hat benefit will this attitude bring? His answer
to the first, ‘.hat is the nature of things?’ was that there is no ay of knowing
whether our impressions and opinions corresaonc. to the things themselves or not,
and, in aaditiori, against every statement about things the opposite may he advanced.
:ith equal justice, so that their ultimate naturb is unknowable. ‘..hat then
should be our attitude?’ ‘el1’, said Pyrrho, ‘since we can neither believe nor
assert anything regarding the nature of things we must not put forward any opinion
dogmatically, but suspend judgment.’ ‘The resulting benefit v;ill he tranquillity.’
Pyrrho, in disclaiming pretension and controversy, had found the secret of the
quiet and. happy life, and. it vas said that he alone appeared to be a god among
men. He was compared to the artist npelles viiio once found difficulty il reprodu
cing the foam round. a horse’s mouth, and in despair threw his sponge at the painting
he got the right effect by chance. So Pyrrho, in giving up the search for happiness,
found it. Ataraxia, -tranquillity, follows epoch, suspension of judgment, as
surely a his shadow follows a man.

How was the answer to the first question, -that the nature of things is un—
knowable, reached? In attempting to show this I shall draw from the common stock
of sceptical arguments up to tile first century P.C. Neither Pyrrho nor Carneades
‘irote anything the substance of their aork sceem to have been rooroduced oy their
folloaers, and. then summarised by later compilers, and it is often difficalt to see
how far back a particular line of thought extends. There is little doubt however
that Carneades was the sharpest and most intelligent of the sceptics, mmd west of
the best work originated vith him.

It has been shown that in an obvious ;ay it was long recognised that erie must
be careful about being dogmatic: the facts arc obscure, the senses limited, the
mind feeble and life short. Truth is in an abyss, all things are wrapped in dark
ness, and so on. Hut the sceptics were more precise, and more telling, than this.
Noa it is said that we may elajm the right to be sure that somethin.” is the case
(i) if its truth is directly warranted by experience, (2) if it is self-evident, or
() if it is a conclusion validly derivable from a set of statements of which mc
can be sure. The sceptics roundly denounced all three candidates. Let us look
first at what thy had to say against (1), in concluding that no truth is warranted
by experience.

The sceptics set out to show that human experience does not transcend
i.e., how things appear to us, tnat appearances are deceptive, and tnet therefore
there is no justification for making statements about physical objects on the basis
of how they appcar one camnot move from ‘this seems so’ tO ‘this is so’. To this
effect the sceptics argued as follows (a) some presentations arc true and. some
false, i.e., deceptive; (b) false presentations do not give certain knowledge,
() a true presentaticn is always of such a kind that there can be a false presen
tation of the same kind., and (cl) that there is no my of distinguishing a true
presentation from a false of the mmae kina. (a) and (b) — that scam presentations
are deceptive and nen this is tao case me cannot be said. to know — were, on tao
ahole, uridisputed (c) and (d) taken ogeti1cr were the trouble. If for every true
presentation there can be a ialsc, set against it, .,rith no means of aistinguishing
them, then there is no guarantee of truth. Granted that some, even the majority,
of impressions are true it can never be known that any torticulor one is so.

The Epicureans the difficulty: KiJ 24 ha tais — ‘If yea reject any
single sensation, you mill confound all other sensations as well — so that you
will reject every standard of judgment.’ One deception wouJd be sufficient,
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and so Epicnru.s said. outright that every sensation is true, and available as a
basis for further investigation. The Dtoics took another line, in their
theory of antasia katal.ptk. T:is was defined as an irresistible presen
tation, caused by an existing object, and imaged and impressed. on the subject in
accordance with that object, of such a kind that it could not come from te non-
existing. That is, there are some presentations which force assent, and compel
us to regard them not as probable but as true, and corresponding to the actual
nature of thinps, so that we are completely convinced that what we see really is
as we see it.

The sceptice called this wishful thinking, and met it with a flat contradic
tion. They maintained that no presentation contains in itself characteristics
by virtue of which its truth may be inferred with certainty. A deceptive im
pression can be just as convincing as a true one, ‘and the fact that they are
found equally self-evident and striking is a token of their indistinguishability’
says Sextus, quoting Carneades, ‘while the fact that corresponding actions are
linked to them is a token oi their being equally striking and self-evident.’
An example given was that of Hercules, who slew his children, supposing them to
be those of the enemy. He had. two presentations, one of his bow as a bow,
and one of his children as being Lurystheus’ children, both equally convincing,
received by him in he same condition, similarly affecting him, and compelling
him to action. He sa. the bow as a bow, and followed it up with the cor.ces—
ponding action of shooting with it, he saw his children as his enemy’s children,
and followed this up with the corresponding action of killing them. His state
of madness is not relevant here if the 3toics argue solely that a true impression
is ‘more self-evident and striking’ than a false, foe in such a case the true
and the false are equally ‘self-evident and sriking’.

The sceptics then made a further move. A false impression can seem as
irresistible as a true one, but it cri also be indistinguishable from it. There
are two ways by which they set out to show this. The Stoic will receive a
false presentation, although it is ‘impressed by a real object and. according to
that object’, if the presentation he gets is of Castor as if it were of his
identical twin Polydeuces, or when he is unable to distinguish between two eggs,
or snakes in a pit. If the Stoic in desperation produces an example of a farmer
in .Jelos who could tell which eggs came from which hens, he has not answered th
unierlying objection, that infallible conviction turns out to be erroneous in
cases of mistaken identity, which in turn queries the possibility of infallible
conviction. Dr again the sceptics make trouble over the slight gradations which
lead from the tie to the false. If 50 is few and 1,000 many, what about 51,
which is indistinguishable from 50 as a presentation of ‘few’, and so on. It
is impossible to dra:r the line; aid similarly with grains in a heap, and black
ink poured drop by drop into water - when does the ‘ater become dark? nd in
general how can we distinguish between opposites, if we do not know at what
point along the scale in the addition and subtraction to give a definite answer?
Chrysippus replied that a rest should be taken in the inquiry - but the questioningcan still continue after an interval; or that tie Stoic v:ill pull up in time,
but then, when to pull up? when the answer is clear? But will the answer not
be equally clear at the next step?

A parting shot by the sceptics at the Dtoic theory of iiantasiakateloptikewas that in any case it is circular. An apprehensible presentation is such as
is imparted. by a real object, and a real object is such as excites am apprehensible presentation. ine sceptic rather will say: ‘Having taken on one side
something false but like the truth, and on the other a like thing apprehended byiantasia katalrtik, and balanced them, I can accept neither the first nor tilesecond, no more the one tnan tne other. I canuot tell of anything wnat it is,but only that it is of such a sort. I shall say this appears to me to be so, butnot that it is so.’
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The material for attackind the toic nt atik was drain from

a whole arsenal of sceptical demonstrations of the csjs in ahich perception can

be deceptive but this again was only half of the account. In their destruc

tive analysis of the instruments of kno’:;ledge, the sceptics set a dilemna if

anything is to be kno-ai, it must be either self—evident, i.e. kno..rn through

itself, or derivable by proof, i.e. kno.ec through something else. Aainst the

first, that anything is self-evident, they brought up the careful and comorahan

sive arguments vrhich are summarised in the ten modes of Aenesidemus, to show

that no imoression can he accepted as truly renresentina an object. And because

.:e cannot know things as they arc, but only as they appear, .e must suspend

judgment. The sceptics maintained that presentations change not only with the

different species of living things, not oniy with different men according to

their customs and their whole development, but even in the case of the me

individual at different times, depending on bodily conditions and the different

relations in which the individual finds himself with respect to the oiject.

There are also differences in the states of the object, so that one canot kno.

things directly, and in the face of a multiplicity of conflicting impressions

cannot distinguish the true impression from the f1se and there is 110 criterion

to which to apucal.

The moacs which indicate suspension of judgment are briefly these.

The first slio.:s that the same impressions are not rrr’duccd by the same nhjccts

owing to the differences between livinu creatures. The hawk has keener

eyesight, the dog a sharper sense of smell, the dolphin better hearing, antennae

are more sensitive than fingcrs might not animals then receive more accurate

impressions than men? hnu may they nnt retain them better, as Odysseuc’ dog

was the first to recognise him, and was less deceived than the men by changed

appearances? In fact there are many ways of showing that a dog has as cuch

right to be claimed as a candidate for the true philosopher as any human.

In the second mouc are the differences between men. One man’s meat is

another’s poison there is a wide discrepancy on what it is thought best to

choose and avoid. iho then are we to believe? All men? But this is impos

sible, and would involve contmnnictions; most man? yet this is childish —

how can we find out the majority via7 of the human race on any subject? Some

men? But who? The dogmatists prefer themselves, but improperly so, as they

are a party to the dispute. The only course is to suspend judgment.

Thirdly thure arc the differences between the senses. A painting is

thrae-ciimcnsioral to the eye but not to the touch. Perfuan is agrocahie to

smell and bitter to taste, so how are re to say that it is really pleasant or

harmful? Similarly, fourthly, there are differences in circumstances.

Conditions and changes in general must be taken into account. Health and

sickness, youth and age, love and hate, heat and cold affect the impressions

received. Nor in there an escape route in saying that the healthy condition is

the natural one and the norm - healthy men arc in a state natural for the healthy,

mmatural for the sick, the sick in a state naural for the sick, unnatural for

the healthy. Is ego more contrary to nature than youth? Hate to love? heat

to cold? Everynne must be in some kind, of condition, and if he judges in that

condition, he is not then impartial. The disagreement of impressions is thcr—

fozuincapable of settlement.

Fifthly there arc differences of position, distance and. locati on. Distance

makes the large small, the rough snooth iLl a certain position the colourless

dove’s neck appears coloured; a lamp is bright in the dark end dim in the sun.

It is however inrossible to observe things out of any place or position which

affects the impression they give, end so their rca1. nature in unknorablo. The

same holds for the sixth mode, the difference of combinations; nothing can

appear pure in and by itself, but only in conjunction with something else, and
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even if ve can state hc nature of the resultant mixture, either in the external
object or in the scnc organ, we could not say cilnat is the exact nature of the
thig in itself. Ti is, in particular, a di at the htic theory of krThis,
universal mixture. How is individual id,ntity to be maintained in face of ouch
a theory? Seventhl, the quantity and constitution of the object affects the
impression. Silver filings are bLck by themselves and white in quantity a
measure of wine gives a man strength, too much makes him weak; a dose of
medicine is beneficial, an overdose harmful. vcrything however is observed in
some quantity, and the quantity makes for daccption the right attitede is
therefore epoch, suspension of judgment.

The eighth mode, that of relativity, is the most comprehensive, and is in
effect a summary of those preceding. The’ mode is twofold, implying relation to
the judgu, and to the circumstances of the object. To ouotc; ‘ith respect
to the Judge it is in relation to some one particular animal or man or souse
that each object apsears, and in relation to certain conditions and aith res
pect to the object each appears in relation to some particuler aumixture or inannr
or comosition or quantity or uosition.’ And further arguments were brought in
to query the independent, as opposed. to the relative, existence of anything.

was also added, nintnly, the significance of frequency and rarity of
occurrence. The sun is seen every day and arouses no comment, a cornet is
rare, and is regarded as a portent, but it is perhaps only its rarity which makes
it seem amazing. The human body, if seen rarel.’, appears bcautifulq but if
frequently, less so? gold, if common aould be ignored. If, then, the value of
anything is decreased by frequency and increased br rarity of occurrence, it
becomes impossible to know what is valuable or not of itself.

These first nine modes shor the impossibility of an impression being’ given
of an object accurate enough t tell us what it really is, the tenth rounds this
off by pointing out contradictory opinions resulting’ from this imnaossibility.
The mode is based on rules of conduct, customs, laws, legendary beliefs and
dogmatic opinio:s. Human sacrifice, polygamy, cannibalism are acceptable in
some co::ur1unitjes and wot in others; the Greeks honour the Olympian:, some
peoples powers of evil; Stoics believe in providence, Epicureans do not; the
examples are innumerable. Human opinions are relative to the cultures in ‘:hich
they have been produced. In face of such diversity agair one can only suspend
judgment.

****

In sum therefore, if nothing can be known diwcctly in itself by the senses,
because we have only appearances to work on, con one take the other side of the
dilemma and say that kno’.iledge is attainable indiructly, through reasoning?
The anarer to this is summarised in three of the five modes of Agrippa. The
first one taird of the five, that of difference and relation, cover the previous
rork of onesidemus, and cast doubt on the immediate and accurate comprehension
of anything because of the differences end relaions involved in perception.
To this however is aided the imossibility of reaching knowledge by proof, for
proof involves an infini’e regress, or incimionstrable hypotheses, or circular
argument. ±h worn on trmis goes coon to Caumeades, and ecservas further con
sideration. sLuch o_ it though is technical and ;ill be omitted, but one or
two points may be :rado.

First, the sceptics attacked one of the fundL.mental principles of Stoic
logic, namely that every axi5ma, statement, is either true or false, by iDresen—
ting the problem 0f the Liar, first set by the Megarian hubulidos. ‘pimmnides
calls the Cretans liars, but he is himself a Cretan; does ho then lie or tell
the truth?’, or, in the simpler form: ‘A mLn says that he is lying. Is what he
says true or false?’ 0n this the .3toic: admitted defeat.
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Secondly, the scoptics mocked at definitions, being as usual usisynpathatic

to departures from the sim:lcut use of lanuae. Th quot ‘Isn’t it ri

diculous to say that definitions ore of any use for understanding, or lflstraC

tion, or elucidation of any kind., when they involve us in a fog of uncertainty?

For instance, suppose one wished to ask soeDre whether ho had iset a man

riding a horse and loading a dog, and questioned him like this - ‘0 rational

mortal animal, receptive of intelligence and. science, have you met with an

nima1 capable of laughter, with broad nails and receptive cL’ political science,

seated on a mortal animal capasle ci nolgiung, and leading a four—icoted animal

capable of barking? — ho: would one be otherwise than ridiculous, ir thus

reducing a man o seechlessness conceening objects so L’amiliar, because of

one’ s definitions?’

There are further difficulties. Definitions cannot he judged, because of

the vast number of particulars from which any judgment on them must proceed.

They are also unnecessary. If the definition is put together to fit the

object, then tize object is already comprehended, but if the object is not com

prehended it cannot he defined. ny definition involves a regress or is cir

cular, ann this can only be prevented by assuming that some objects do not

require definition; but if some objects can be understood without definition,

then all can be ii’ the same :ay. Further, one has got to understand the

object before understanding the definition, which makes the definition super
fluous in understanding the object. ‘n ani:iial cauable of neighing’ does not

help in the apprehension of or instruction about a horse, until one boa seen a

horse and heard it neigh. In ethics this will mean that it is unhelpful to

define the good us useful or choiceworthy or what have you until the good is
known, and then the definition is not needed.

Thirdly, to settle the controversies about what is true ann what is not,

obviously a criterion is needed, but it is imocusible to say whether oz’ie ecu be
found. or not. Either there is the regress of one criterion being judged by
another, or circular arguing. The circularity is that demonstration requires
a demonstrated criterion, and the criterion requires approved demonstration;
or, to put it another way, to decide the dispute about the criterion one ijust

have an accepted criterion, and to have an acccpted criterion requires that the
dispute about the criterion must first be necidod.

The Modes of cneoide:us have shown that the senses are inadquute judges
of the nature of things, but neither can the intellect be set as a criterion.
Since it is unable to discern itself accurately, its origin for exemple and
its place (whether in the heart, blood or head — an old dispute), it does not
have the oredentn1s to judge anything else. In any case different intellects
disagree about -.bat is true; and which intellect arc ire to follow when they
are all parties to the disagreement? hhat ‘.;ould be our grounds for cheoning
one intellect rather than another to give us the criterion. man’s age
cannot make his intclli5ence more acceptable, for the chief dogmatists ucro
more or less the some age when they claimed to have found their, ivcrging,
truths. Then too, in ordinary life, so perhaps in philosophy as nell, the
young are often shrewder than the old. ‘Nor indeed’ continues Sextus ‘by
reason of industry either; for all are equally industrious, and there is none
whose behaviour is sluggish once he hs entered the contest for truth and

claims to have found it. nd when equality in this respect is ascribed to all,
it is an injustice to incline toisras one only.’ hor docs it help to say
that a men has many supporters. There -acre much the same numbers in the dif
ferent schools; if one had a majority the combined opoosition would still be
larger; and quantity is no guarantee of quality. Not age then nor industry
nor having many to speak for one can bolster up the clain to knov. Even if we
did accept the judgment of a clever intellect, a cleverer might arise and con
tradict, and even if we could find the cleverest men of all, he would be able
to deceive everyone.
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So no universally agreed or trustworthy criterion can be found to umpire

the disputes in the investigation of the nature o’ things; can proof help?
Firstly ho, because as with definitions and criteria, if circular argmment is
avoided a redress is involved. If something true exists it cannot be believed
without proof because of the controversy. If proof is offered this will be
uncorLvincing, of course, if conceded to be false; but if true a further proof
is required, and so on ad infinitum; it is imossib1e to prove an infinite
series, and so it is impossible to get to know whether something true ewists,
and if so what it is; one should therefore suspend judgment on the question.

The only way to halt the regress is to have an unproved first assumatioji,
and there are three difficulties with this. An obstinate opponent can make the
opposite assumption and how can he be shown to be :;rong? If the assumtion is
claimed to be true, the claim is suspicious because the statement has been
assumed and not proved. And if the assumption conduces at all towards proof,
let the subject of inquiry itself be assumed, and not something else which is
merely a means to establishing the subject of the argument; but if it is
absurd to assume the subject of inquiry it .;ill also be absurd to assume what
goes beyond it.

Furthermore the oonclusions are either going to be pre—evident or non—
evident. In the stoic examples ‘if it is day tkmi it is light, it is day
therefore it is light’ and ‘if Dion walLs, Dio moves, Dion walks therefore
Dion moves’, the conclusion gives no extra information, and the proofs do not
therefore provide ncr bits of kncwledge. In other cases the prezis-s are non—
evident, so that the conclusions are also non—evieat. Examples of thir ares

motion exists, void exists, motion exists therefore void exists’, where
the first premise could he challenged ;;ith motion in a plenum. Or again ‘that
by the separation of which from the body men die is the soul; it is by the
separation of blood from the body that men die, therefore the blood is the soul’;
here the form of the argument is conceded. to be valid, but the pre.tisos are
disputed and the conclusion therefore non—evident, so our igeorance on the
nature of soul r::sains as before.

The modes ol’ grjpa were also used to attack aetiology. .hen the aitia,
the cause or explanation, is disputed, as it is when concerned with the non—
evident, then a redress of explanntions is started, if they arc not to he
circular. Ann if a halt is called the proposer will either say that the
explanation holds goad as ‘ar as the circumstances of the present discussion
require, thus istroducing the relative point of view, or else he will make
some unwarranted assumption, and be stopped on that score’. Explanations of
the non—evident are unsatisfactory on other counts too. Prejudice inclines the
investigator to work according to unjustified assumptions instead of by commonly
approved, methods, and often overlooks the possibility of several explanations,
or ignores any whior! conflict with the favoured one. Also there is no agreed
verification of explanations of this kind from appearances; it is assumed too
that the non—evident bcheves in the same way as the evident, ann mm cannot be sure
of this; and when difficulties in the subject matter are involved requiring
explanation, there will be oven more difficulties in an explanation bssed. on
such subject—matter.

Fusre is another roint. Tho sceptics asked if a dogmatic statement
about a non—eviecut object was mane before or after katalcesis, cpprchension
of it. If before, then the statement is iptos, not to be clieved, because
groundless; if after an immediate and clear impression, then it is not non—
evinent, but obvious to all. But there is endless controersy about what is
non—evident, end. therefore the dogmatist who makes a positive assertion about
a non—evident object cannot have done. so because it mace a direct caP. clear
impression. If he says it was the result of search, ho-:; could ha have started.
his search unless he hi en accurate arehcnsioii of the object of his search?
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So there is further circul rity: the aiprehension requires that there has ‘been
previous investigation, and investigation previous apprehension. Investiga
tion is only possible for those like the sceutics who confess ignorance of
the real nature of things, but it is inconsistent in those who ‘believe that
they have an exact knowledge of them. flosearch, scientific or otherwise, is
destroyed by dogmatism, but kept living and flourishing when the sceptical
attitude is adopted.

Finally, the sceptics set against dogmatism the saring: XO’’4
x’’oc — to every logos a logos is op.oscd. I.e., the sceptic says:
‘To every argument investigated, by me which establishes a point dogmatically,
it seems to me that there is opposed another argument establishing a point
dogmatically, which is equal to the first in respect of credibility and incre
dibility. This is not a point of dogmatism on my part, but a comment on what

appears to mc now to be the case. ivon if an o.)posin’ logos is not apperont to
me at the moment, I can say that, just as your theory, before you proposed it,
existed but was not discovered, so the opposite theory may exist but still un
discovered. I cannot therefore yield assent to this logos.’

****

Two objections wera brought aninst the sceptical position: (1) that it
is self-refutinb, and (2) that it makes life impossible. The sceptics, to

their credit, recognisee the iorce of tnese oo,’jec:ons, and set out to meet
theni. io take the first, the tro, or turning the tables. Now i’ is
self-refuting to say ‘I can offer you a proof that proof is impossible’ 2 and

the sceptics were careful to avoid this. To the dilemma: ‘If the sceptic
argument is weak it is inadequate, if strong, then it shows that reason is force
ful’ the sceptic replies with ‘Ti Xy’ ‘I are saying merely that I can
produce an argument as good as any other argurnent if any argument is valid,
then the opposing argument I balance a5ainst it is valid.’ An example: the
dtoics attacked the sceptics with this — ‘H proof exists, proof exists, if
proof does not exist proof exists, therefore proof exists.’ And the sceptics
countered with: ‘If proof does not exist proof does not exist, if proof exists
proof does not exist, therefore proof does not exist.’ The counter—argument
is just as good as the first, for what they are both worth.

Or aguin, their opponents wanted to know how the sceptics could attack the
criterion. If their argument uses a criterion, they are self-refuted, and if
not they will not be believed in asserting that there is no criterion, they
will adopt a criterion in order to confirm that assertion. The sceptics replied
that they ::ere not abolishing criterion, but pointing out that the existence of
criterion is not to be assumed, since it is possi’ole to put forward the opposite
vie; with equal credibility.

The anti—sceptical position was summarised forcefully by Lucretius in the
following lines from ‘cook 4 of the we_kerumJotura ‘If anyone thinks the t
nothing can be knowii, he does not kno,e whether oven this can be knoem, since he
admits that he knows nothing. Against such an adversary therefore who
deliberately stands on his head I will not trouble to argue my case. And yet,
if I were to grant that he possessed thisk1oilodge, I might ask several per
tinent questions. gince he has had. no experience of the truth, hc.m does he
know the difference between knowledge and ignorance? hat L:s originated the
concept of truth and falsity? daere is his proof that doubt is not the same
as certainty?’

Let’s go back a bit. Protagoros’ interorettion of ou mfllon, no more this
than that, Seems to have been a positive one — both is this end. not this the
wind is aarui for A and cool for B anu in coca case we must accept the individual’ s
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Opinion on how it is for him. In general man, any man, is the measure, of the
thinps that are that they are, and of the things that are not that they are not.
In the Theeetetus Plato turns this aainst Protagoras himself. In the dialogue
Socrates says: Protagoras, admitting as he does that everybody’s opinion is
true, must acknowledge the truth of his opponents’ belief about his own belief,
where they think he is wrong. — Certainly. — i.e., he could acknowledge his
own belief to be false, if he admits that the belief of those who think him wrong
is true? — Necessarily. — But the others, on their side, do not admit to
themselves that they are wrong. — No. — V/heroes Protagoras, according to
v:hat he has written, admits that this ooinion of theirs is as true as any other.
Evidently. — On all hands than, Protagoras included, his opinion will be dis
puted, or rather Protagoras will join in the general consent, :hen ho admits to
an opponent the truth of his contrary opinion. Isn’t that so? — Yes. - Then,
since it is disputed by everyone, the Truth of Protagoras is true to nobody, to
himself no more than to anyone else.

.iiemocritus took the negative view of oum1lon: no more this than that means
neither this nor that. The honey which seems sweet to the healthy man end
sharp to the sick9 is, really, neither. bota tdi, and Protagomns’ view, meet
with trouble from Aristotle. In sietephysics K nristotle comments in general on
those who say ‘thi is so’ is no more true than ‘this is not so’. To quote:
‘As, when the statements are separated, the affirmation is no more true than the
negation, in the SC1C way (the combined and complex statement being like a single
affirmation) the whole taken as an affirmation will be no more true than the
negation. Further, ii it is not possible to affiim anything truly, this itsclf
will be false — the assertion tjw.t there is no true affirmation. But i. there
is true affirmation, this appears to refute what is snia by those rho raise such
objections and utterly destroy mational discourse.’ I.e. if an affirmation is
no more true than its negation then the affirmation ‘an affirmation is no more
true than its noatjon’ is itself no more true than its negation. as
a universal principle is therefore untennole.

The sceptics seem to have been well aware of all this, and took various
ways out. One was to bring in all the senses of ou ml1on and refuse to decide
between them. That is, the sceptic says of each theory that it no more is
than is not, or both is and is not, or neither is nor is not. This was us ad
then in the truncated form; ‘no more this way then that ray than neither way.’

lso the sceptic could take up the extreme position, and agree with
hetrodorus, that vie know nothing, not even chat vie know nothing. Dr, as Timon
puts it: why yes, why no, and v:hy the very question why?’ Cicero reports
Carneades as saying that when one reports that nothing can be pcrccivea, no
exception at all is made, so that the very impossibility of perceiving anything
is not to be perceived. duspension of judgment should be the attitude not only to
‘eomethingcan be known’ but also to ‘nothing can be known’ . Carneades is willing
to grant that ou_rnallDn refutes itself along with everything else. The sceptic
then cannot be accused of iogrnatising. As extus says: ‘If, while the dogma—
tiser posits the laster of his dogma as the truth, the sceptic puts forward his
formulae so that they are virtually cancelled b themselves, he shoeld not be
said to dogmatise in utting them forward.’ Tha vosition is compared to that
of the creature called the polypus, which eats itself, or to a laxative which
removes itself along with the harmful fluids of the body. The medical metaphor
appears constantly. Pailosophy can be dispensed with once it has done its work
of curing us of the follies of dogmatism; it washes itself away along with. what
it works on.

nnother escape from the trap was to keep out of the dispute the
sceptic phrases like ‘nothing is to be uctermined’, ‘to every logos a iogos con
be opposed’, and ‘no more this then that’, and to give them special status. To
take again oumEllon, ‘no more this than that’ . The sooptics say that though
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this shors the charactcr of a form of assent or denial, they do not employ it
in this way, but take it in a loose and inexact sense, eithor in plctoo of a
question, thy moni this than that?’, or in place of the phrases ‘I knotr not
to which of these I• outfit to assent, and to whioh flO • ‘For our aim is to
indicate what ap.ears to us; ;hilo as to the expression by which tic indicate this
we arc iudiffcrc.nt •‘

t.e may then pcrhaps suppose the sccptio, c.ncohronistically, ans:,crin
Luorutius, and any one else who tries to turn the t€bles or him, .as follosa:
‘I want to mcko it clear first that none of tho fortule.e I use is put for.ard
2s an assertion which I claim to be truç. I’m quite prejx:r&4 to admit to the
possibility that they can bc. used to cancel themselves; if onything this streng
thens w position. I’m not pretending that what I say gets us any nearer to
understanding the real nature of thin,s. I uae zi terms indifferently, and as
loosely as you like, so I’m not goinLj to enter into any dispute abovt words.
I don’t mind if you sr,y rq terms are relative, relative to mc, because that
again is to my advantage. Also, remember I’m not using them universally, but
only with respect to the non-evident uhich tile do:Ltists are constantly usecu
lating about. And anyway I am only passing a comment on ttt appears to me to
be the case at the moment • and if I put it in this ty, can you ar;ae ag.iinst
me without playing into r.y hands?’

The second nain objection raised against scepticism was that it made life
impoasible. If nothing is determined how do t-e distinguish food from fodder,
how avoid precipices? No one can go throuzh life in a pcrt’inent state of
epoch; the slihteet preference destroys the balance of ‘no more this thsin
that’.

According to Dicgznos Pyrrho just did not bother about prcijices, carts
and dogs, and was cml; saved from dssastcr by the vigilc:tce of his £r1ents.
They must have had a busy tinc, or perhaps he as act conpltely sincero, as he
lived to be nearly ninety.

Carneades, typically, met the objection her.d on. While :;ithholding assent
oonccrning the poasibility of ‘mything being true, he recognised that some
stimulus and grcund::ork for action was needed. In every impression two relntaons
are involved, that of the impression to the object zhich makes it trio or false,
and that to the subject which makes it seen so. Thc first is beyond our under
standing, but the second, has impressions apioar to us, is within the shore of
opinion. ..e cnn attact to the imprcsions as thcy ap;er to us sufficient
weight to allow them to guide our conduct, but we must be on our juard against
consit.erings then to be really known or true • ascent should be given to no
notion in the sense of its being true, but can be to many in the realm of
uhaincaienn, in the senze that these can be considero:i probable.

Carncades’ theory of 9rob1bility is a subtle one, and the details nsed not
be entered into here. In the L3in it is based on. a series of verifications, which
can proviac a security sufficient for prcticcl ones • He set out thrco xain
heads cf probability. (1) the izediately2robablo, give’i by the firat impression,
which is sufficient in trivial matters, or used, •á•, when there is no time for
further investigation; (2) the prob&ble and uncontradictod, ztcre the arst
checks show no incompatibilities; aad (3) the probable and uncontr:icted and
tested, where as many precautions as possible are taken; this is tate .nost con
vincing, and from prcbtbi1ities of this third kind a system ci connected results
can be formed, and used as a guide to conduct. Comparisons were made to a doc
tor who diaetoses .troz a ‘ultiplicity of symptoms, or to a wigistrate rho
questions a lrrte numbor of witnesses; and the more important the issue involved,
the greater the degrce of verification requiret. The tested probabilitios link
up, so that the sceptic is tiilling to infer, e.;•, fire frem smoke, a wound from
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a scar, future death from an injury to the heart. If he goes on a short
journey by sea ‘:ith a good shio and crew and in fine weather he expects to reach
his destination. He a-orbs on asscdations based on degrees of probability of
impressions, ohservir.g and reaenkerirg their coobinations and orderings.

The sceptic here mode a distinction between reflective and indicative signs.
Reflective sigus murk with what is only temoorarily obscure; it is one ‘ahich
has been associated in our observation with the thing siguified, and which by its
clearness at the time of perception reminds us of that which in our observation
has been associated cit:o it, and which is not now directly perceived’ . Eat the
indicative sign, whic- was claimed to take us from the evident to the non—evident,was rejected by the sceptic. As it anpearo to bin, the links in the system are
all within the sphere of phainomeria. ke sceptic is still not going beyond
tJeln to make any pronouncement on what is natcrally non—evident. He lives
‘keeping to appearances, in accordance with the normal rule of life, undoja—
tically’.

aince, in this s:ay, the guide for conduct is based on jç to soXu,
i.e. what is found to be the case for the most part, the sceptic also says:
‘we folio’,: a line of reasoning, which, in accordance ‘ith appearances, points
us to a life conformable to the customs of our country, and its laws and insti
tutions.’ nke sceptic was not inconsistent in leading the normal life of the
good citizen. And it atgeared that the observance of the reçuirmaents of life
was fourfold.: ‘It is by the guidance of nature that -‘c are capable of sensationend thought. It i.s b the compulsion of the feelings that hunger leads us to
food arid, thirst to drink. It is by virtue of the tradition of ia:s and customsthat in everyday life we accept piety as good and impiety as evil. And it is
by virtue of the insructiou of the arts that a arc not inactive in those arts•:hich me employ. All these statements hoaver we make without orejudice.’

jnd finally, to arc: the threads togetmer. ae Greek sceptics soorparied
long-exiating dorEts about the possibility of owes being aosolutely sure aboutsaythin. e are tied ithin the world of apsearances, and cannot go beyond it
either by means of the senses or by reason. Any statement about what is non-evident can be opposed with another eqyolly credible, end there is no umpirewith credentials adequate enough to help us come to a decision, and so -:e
should suspend 3ucLgneni. Yet the recognition that cert’.inty is beyond ourreach does not revent us from having standards for evalunting the reliability
and application of impressions as they are procented to us, so that a normallife is possibi, and, if tased on the sceptical attitude will be fruitful inresearch, and transuil. na in contrast to the arrogance of some of the contca—porury schools, and to the self—ccntredness of others, Greeb scepticism has :ouchto commend it, for -t p5ttc tcç eaE toç CE7ttLsO

— the scopticssay they aim at entle;sses.
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OVID AND ANLâRAT

Readers of most editions of Metamorphoses must have puzzled over
the occurrence of ararat at the end of a hexameter in Ovid’ s version f the
story of the Floodand recently one such reader, Mr. T. P. B. Ryder , has
discussed its possible explanation. He writes ‘there can ... be only two pos
sible alternative explanations: either that Ovid was aware of the play on words
and included ararat as a learned jr_d’es-Drit...; or that the poet was in some
way divinely inspiaed to include unwittingly a reference to the sacred version
of his story’. Even though I agree with Ryder that the possibility Ovid knew
the Hebrew verson of the Flood arid introduced ararat as a learned joke is so
unlikely as to need no consideration, there are tvro other possibilities.

One is coiscidence. This Ryder tends to dismiss because the odds are
astronomically nigh against the form occurring in just this passage hut high
odds do not make a coincidence impossible. Although ararat is a rare abbre
viated form of a fairly rare tense, it has a euphonious sound that would appeal
to a poet like Ovid. but the s,aitax of the line is a little odd; the more
usual sequence of tenses would be present followed by imperfect. Other poets
might have chosen o emphasise the disaster of the transformation of the land
to a ride, watery expanse by using the unexpected pluperfect form to stress the
(apparent) finality of the change. But Ovid, even in his hexameter poetry9
always strove to achieve a smooth—flowing style, and is more likely to have
written arab-at than ararat.

This brings us to the other possibility, and this is that the text has been
altered. This Ryder admits, saying ‘if someone should think that the whole
problem might be the result of a careless monk who knew his Genesis so well that
he subconsciously changed arabat to ararat, the monk must.., have known it not
merely in Latin, but in Greek or Hebrew better...’ But it need not have been a
careless copyist who made the change it is just as likely an educated Christian
made an alteration, which then became p-art of the b3S tradition, to produce in
Ovid the appearance of divine inspiration so that he could read and interpret
allegorically Ovid’s aoetry without incurring the wrath of other Christians.
Nor in the early centuriec of the Christian cra it seems the reading of Ovid, in
particular the i.ietam9rphoses, was very restricted because it was oposed by

the priests and. monks . The first gliupse of a changed attitude occurs in
Theodolphes, a Bishop of Orleans, rho died in O2l. He says of Ovid and VergilS:

in quorum dicts quamquam surit frivola roulta,
plurima sub falsa togmine vora iacent.

In the same poem he names certain Cnristian Fathers whose writings he specially
liked, and among these is Dio Chrysostom (flavo orc. Ioarnea) who wrote in Grek.
The Bishop vies theeefore capable of reading the Greek version of the Old Testa
ment in which the namm of the mountain on which the Ark cnnc to rest is given
its Hebrew name transliterated into Greek litters (Genesis V1114), I do not
claim Theodolpbus changed the text but he is the sort of educated Christian,
alive before the tenth century from which oar :IsS of Ovid date, who cj have
made the change.

In textual matters the traditional procedure is the accumulation of parallels, and it so happens there is another examjle of a textual alteration to
accommodate a biblical allusion. In the following number of gecead_l-e
to that in which Ryer’s note apeears there is an article by Mr. J. T. Christie
on Bentley’s Horaco in which he mentions Odes III 18, 12. The text as usually
printed by post-Bentley editors is fcstu_tisvacat_otiosus_/ove
pas, but six of the best MbS have rdus for ggus and this vies the text somepro-Bentley editors printed. ‘n pardi ad agnos colendos et opus rusticunadhibentur?’ asks Bentley7. Pardus he explains es a monkish memory of
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Isaiah ii, 6 ‘The wolf shall d;ell with the lamb, and the leopard shall lie
down with the kid, and the calf and the lion and the fatling togethar...’
Recent editors accept Bentley’s conclusion6.

Here then we have an example of a textual variant in respectable M35 ex
plained by the assumption someone desired to introduce a biblical allusion.
As with iorace so in Ovid there is a I.’3S variant for some MS have arabat
(or arabant) not ararat9 a reading retained, by the Loeb editor who thus
denies the readers who become accjuaintcd with the Metamorphoses for the, first
time with that ed’tion of an interesting talking point. However I think he
is right fcr I believe the Horatian parallel and. stylistic consideration
make it likely Ovid wrote arabat rather than

J. H. CO,,ELL

FOOTHOTES

1. Met., I 253 — 437; line 294 reads et due cmos iflieubrararat
in the edition through which many will become acq,uainted with the passage
foi- the first time, that of A. 0. Lee, Pitt Press Series, CUP çl953).

2. ‘Ovid, the Flood, aid Ararat’, 0 & R 2nd ser. 14, 1967, pp. 126 - 9.
3. L. K. Born, ‘Ovid and. Allegory’, Speculum 9, 1934, pp. 362 — 3.

4. J. E. andys, AHistorolassical_SchoLarship, i3, CUP (1921), p. 479.

5. Carmina IV 1, 19 - 20 in Uigne, Patr. Lat., CV ccl. 331.

6. G & R 2nd ser. 15, 1966, p.25.

7. In . HoratiumFlaccum, Uotae atgue ErnenciationesRichardii Bentleii,
Cambridge (1711), p.132.

8. See, for example, Wickhain adloc.

9. See Ryder, p.l29 one modern editor, R. Ehuald in his Teubner edition
(1915), retains the imperfect.



27.

TEJ co:y, PRISTOPHAES KD EURIPIDES

The differences between the comedy of Aristophanes and the Ken Comedy of
:enander are more obvious than the resemblances. Aristophanes is both political
and topical; Menander rarely mentions current affairs and then only as back
ground to his characters. Private affairs have taken the place of matters of
public interest; “probable” plots involving scenes of everyday life replace
Aristophanean fantasy& caricature. The audience enjoy the plays as private
individuals whose ‘ives centre on domestic affairs of families, marriages and
money, not as members of the ôpoc interested - if not necessarily from pure
public spirit — in the affairs of the state. Democracy continued to function
in the fourth century but the people had. become more apathetic and the sense of
Athenian nationality less keen as Athens became an international centre for
philosophy and the population more cosmopolitan. The old Aristophanean comedy
was felt to be vulgar, the obscenity h:s disappeared by the time of enander.

.heroas in Old Comedy plays end. with symbolic marriages and fertility motifs,
Ne Comedy substitutes love stories with real marriages at the “ha9py ending”.
In Aristophanes Posthetaerus marries EOGLXELC , or aulos-girls are brought in —

in the hasps and. ihesmophoriazusae - for a riotous ending. The standard old
comedy ends with a xoc with plenty of wine, women and son. In fast the
Dyscolos ends exactly like this — only off-stage, and the characters are
generally better behaved. The sacrifice which began half way through the play
has been finished9 the wine is being poured, with jokes about drunken women
familiar to Aristophanes, and finally even Cnemon the Dad-tempered man i carried
off grumbling to join in. Plautus ‘Pseudolus’ also ends with a party at which
Pseudolus gets drunk and carries off his master to join in.

Intrigue and complicated plotting has mainly replaced the comparatively
straigbtfor.-ard. old ‘:y . Instead of, say, icaeopolis standing up and
arguing with the Acharnians or the sausage-seller with Paphiagon leading to
victory for one party and defeat, often ignominious, for the other, a clever
slave uses tricks - Plautus’ adaptation Pseudolus, or Sostratus i the Dyscolos
tries by amicable rather than hostile moans to persuade the farcically misan
thropic Cnemon to give him his daughter in marriage, praotising a little
deception in his preference to be a hard-working farmer.

The hero in Aristophanes - e.g. Dicacopolis, Paistheteerus, sausage-seller -

wins by his owa skill in debate and ingenuity he who was an old peasant becomes
superhuman. But it is luck or coincidence that gets cnander’s heroes out of
trouble — Cnemon falls down the well of his own accord end Sostratus succeeds
not by threats or rhetoric but by helping him. The Aristophanean hero is more
likely to approve the slave’s counsel of dropping a mill-stone on him.
Refomoation takes place in the ‘Knights’ but it is symbolic - of Demos - and
achieved by magic. In the New Comeaios of the Roman dramatists the hero is
usually helpless and a sla:e provides the brains. ‘Pseudolus’ is much closer
to Aristophanes than any of Menander’s characters; he has touches of the super—
riuraan in his ability to devise schemes to rn everything to his advantage.
Ballio is more of an Aristophanean villain — incorrigible and completely defeated
at the end. iothcr interesting parallel with Aristophanes in the Dyscolos
comas at the end; the two slaves see their chance to get their revenge on
Cnemon for his previous rudeness and attack on them and. take turns in knocking
at his door and pestering him in the true malicious Aristophanean spirit that
has no pity for the defeated party. But at the end the old man suffers nothing
worse than to be carted off to join the feast, this is painful to him in his
hatred of company but very different from the treatment Lamachus or Paphlagon
suffer. Beatings-up are still thought as funny by Menander as by Aristophanes:
erring or unfortunate slaves suffer as they nia. in the plays ci Aristophanes’
rivals, but free men usually escape in New Comedy
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Aristophanes claims — ‘vith varying derees of seriousness — to
his audience by offering good advice. His advice is politica Menander dis—
regards politics - Athens by then was under Macedonian rule - but he does put
forward ethical advice and. examples in the actual plot of his plegr for in
stance, it is made clear in the Dyscolos that ostratus wins his girl by his
excellent character and willingness to work (not characteristic of APistophanean
heroes); the girl iyrrhine is a sweet and virtuous maiden; Gorgias shows his
high principles by at first refusing the offer of Sostratus’ sister in marriage.
enander avoids real villains to be ejected from the happy culmination — he
reconciles his characters at the end. Cuenon for the first half of the play
is farcically ill—disposed; but later he is given some excuse in his claim
that he behaves as he does from hatred of evil influences and admits he goes
too far. It is thought that the miser in the Plautine Aulularia undergoes a
similar reformation. If Aristophanes introduces a villain or bad characters
in the episode they are simply defeated.9 or hostile forces are won over in the

Menander’s characters are mply misguide,d. Pplemon is naturally
deceived in thehEPELPOCfl , Charisius in the tvpEnOe-cec

. In old.
Comedy- the hero — and. his adherents — live hapaily ever afterwards, in iicnander
everyone does. The Old. ending is more primitive, the New more civilized. and
peaceful. The nearest Aristophanes comes to this universal narmony is in the
Lysistiata when all Greek states are to be reconciled and all their men with

women — the “defeated” are happy.

Menander’s comedy depends on the interplay of characters, variants on stock

types, Aristophanes’ on ideas. The comic characters have long historg with

their beginnings in Epicharmus of Sicily in the early 5th century. Type
characters appear in Aristophanes mostly in the episodic; the poet, the sooth

sayer, the informer, and. are usually mercenary charlatans. A favourite charac

ter of New Comedy, however, the Boosting .doldier, makes his first extant appea

rance as Lamachus in the ‘Acharnaians’. Father and son pairs appear in the
and the ‘.asps’, their relation was already a comic cliche for

Aristophanes has great fun reversing it in the ‘asps’ — the respectable son tries

to restrain his waaard father. Strepaicdes tries to play the stern father

without notable success. “I’ll disown you” he cries to Pheidippides. “Then

I’ll go to Uncle Megacles” says his son, “He won’t leave me without a horse”.

The son at first scorns the ‘new Education’ while the father is impressed. by

it. The slave who is such a popular character in New ccmedy, does not have

much part in Aristophanes till the Middle play ‘Plutus’. Nicias and. Demosthenes

are slaves of Torsos as an allegory and disappear later in the play; Xanthus in

the ‘Frogs” - produced. in 405 - has a bigger part at the beginning and shows

that Aristophanes’ rivals at least used. the slave regularly as a comic character —

he retails all the corny jokes with relish. But there is n si of the creft

slave so popular later. The social standing particularly of the characters is

different; Aristphanes usually portrays a peasant or ordinary citizen, poor

but not absolutely impoverished.. New comedy uses well—to-do middle class and

their slaves and. hangers-ca; concern about money usually stems fom extrava

gance on someone’s part or greed over dowries. An old peasant is portrayed,

but he has changed. Cnomon is poor — or makes himself so — and he is fanati

cally suspicious arid. misanthropic. He is not of course intended to be an

average farmer, but other characters say that all peasants are rather like

that; Cnemon is not atypical, only exaggerated. Aristophanes portrays the

suspicious peasant too in the ‘Acharnians’ chorus and the ‘ asps’ , but he is

generally much more sr.pathetic to the poor farmer; the audience is expected

to identify with him at least to some extent. That is the basic difference

between his peasants and. Menander’s in the ‘Dyscolos’ where the :udience really

identifies with Sostratus and. his peopic. Cremon is not just a Bad-tempered Man;

he is a Bad—tempered Peasant. Th other side of the coin is shcim in Gorgias;

he is the Virtuous Poor Man. Aristophanes’ poor country men may bo saapathetic

but they arc certainly not such unlikely paragons. Gorgias is distrustful of
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Sostratus at first, but this is only natural for Sostratus too is a young
men of exceptionally good character. All Peer comcd.y characters are not so
virtuous if one can judge from Roman adaptations - Penander was probably
especially inclined. to sheer good characters or those with a good excuse for
their bchaviour - extreme youth being considered. one.

The chorus, uhich has a major part in Aristophenes has become mere inter
lude in Ponanror. The beginning of the trend. can oc scan in Aristouhanes’
Ecclcsiazusae and Plutus where the parabasis has gone and. choral interludes
arc marked in several places. By ::Ienander’s time the plays are entirely in
iambic trimtcrs with cnoral interludes though Plautus makes USC of other
metres in dialogue. Th style is colloquial with a tendency to the prosaic,
with none of Aristophanes’ delight in word-play and manufactured words.

picharaais of Sicily, the first comic playwright, directly foreshadows
Tcnandcr with his comedies of human character. There are few fragments, but in
one the iirst parasite aescribes his way of life. Cheating sootucayers are
also reentiored, and Epicharmus ‘ens said. to be tne first poet to represent drun
ken men on the stage. It is interesting that both Epicharmus and i:enander
were writing when ‘tyrants’ were supreme rulers over their respective states
arid the people IwO. their power and interest iii politics curtailed. Epichareus
also -;rote mythological burlesque, popular in Piddle comedy a little cailier
than :‘:enanucr, favourite characters being a hungry Heracles (a stock joke in
iristophanas’ time), comically characterized as stupid and greedy, and Odysseus,
who cleverness and caution could be turned into craftiness and coaardice.
These gods and heroes are perhaps the first stock charotcrs their traits are
known already and. it is left to the dramatists to exploit and contrast them.
Thc New comedy avoids the supernatural - gods appear oy as prologue.

Epicharmus was also famous foi his philosophical maxims, which were col
lected like those of Menander. lIe was said to be a pupil of Pythagoras, as
leenander of Theophrastus. The philosophy of Pythagoras and others appears in
his fragments but it was probably used mainly as burlesque or as an excuse by
some character. Philosophy aias a. popular target, as in Aristophanes’ Clouds
and. Piddle comedy. Menander introduces ideas of the day with varying degreesof seriousness; when disagreeable old Cnemon objects to the greed of sacrificing animals and. eating thee- yourself, whereas incense all goes to the gods, onehas a suspiclon tnat he objects to ,leasurc on principle, particularly when in
dulged in so near his home that he has to see people for once. The remark is
quite within character. The ±‘ae-ous maxim “Thoc she:: the gods love die young”which occurs Inc ply of Plutus adapted. from Menander, is spoken by a slavewho is being rude to an old man. The maxims which were collected from
work look serious out of context but may net have been so within tiac play.

The structura of New Comedy plots resembles that of tragedy more closelythan that of Old Comedy. The plot is supremely iPiortant Cfli based on intrigueand. the conflict of char:cicr, usually involving recognition of abandoned children. New comedy adopts the five-act structure, ;ith a Prologue, usually by agod or personified abstract quality, major climax in Act 4 and solution in Act 5,
- th acts rre divided by choral interludes. Euripides was the most popularof the tragedians in the feurth century and his plays were frcaucntly performed.In several respects his plays have characteristics found in Pw Comedy. A number of his plays --crc based on stories of the recognition of lost children.Ion is en extant example: others were the ntiogc, the Rypsipylo, Polanippethe use, MelaniPie Bound. a gOd (excluding Jason in 1-lypsipyle) zeruces amortal wosian :rho bears twins, exposes them and they arc rescued and reared..The children grow up, encounter their mother later in life and rescue her franidanger. The resemblances to Pear Comedy are easier to see in the extant Ion.There is a recognition by tokens exposed with the child, the further compli—cation of Mithue’ rage of a. girl at a Delphic festival (Pee comedy would :2ko him
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the father) and. the deception of Xuth’as by this belief. Euripides was not the

first to use recognition scenes — Electra recognises her mother by tokens in the

Choephoroe — but he uses the discovery of children or relatives thought to be

dead to a greater extent. The importance Aristotle attaches to recognitions may

be connected with the later popularity of this kind of tragedy. Thus Iphigeneia

is found in Taurica and escapes by the use of intrigue, another favourite theme

common to Euripides and comedy. Iphigeneia and Helen lie their nay out of a

foreign country, Hecuba plots the death of Polymester’s children, Electra that of

her mother (in Electra) and of Helen and Hermione (in Orestes). It is notable

that Euripides? plotters are women; both he and Aristophanes make a point of

their craftiness. A plotting but bene’icent woman appears in Jienander’s Habrotonon

in the ‘Epitrepontes’, — the slave girl works out a fool—proof scheme for identi-.

fying the baby’s parents .iithout hurting anyone and getting herself freed into the -

bargain. Otherwise his sympathetic women tend more towards Euripides other sort

of women, i.e. to perfectly virtuous, such as Iphigeneia at Aulis, Jacaria,

Hermicne of the ‘Orestes’. Menander produces :.:yrrhine, rho is hardly given a

character, Glycera and the forgiving Pamohile. The arch—plotters of New Comedy

are slaves rather than women; usually slave helps master to get the girl. The

‘romantic love’ element is comic, not tragic, but Euripides brought passion onto

the tragic stage, and outraged the more strait-laced members of his audience.

Menander is more cnnventional - his women are modest. Euripides liked marrying

off his characters at the end of a play, sometimes incongruously, to round off

the story: in Orestes, Electra, elanippe Bound, Andromache.

The idea of the Luripidean prologue is taken over completely by Menander
and the New comic writers; a god, hero or abstraction ar’ears and expla--is the
plot to the audience. This outside explanation was more necessary for the
complicated piot favoured by Euripides and Tew omedy as opposed to Old Comedy.
The comic prologue god is detached from the action completely as Euripides’ gods
are not, except possibly Hermes in ‘Ion’. Perhaps the trend was developed in
post-Euripidean tragedy before henander. But the other notorious hripidean
mechanism, the deus ax :achina is discarded. in the interest of realism and rule
of lucky coincidence or human ingenuity. There is no leendary hackground into
which the characters must be fitted.

The tendency of fourth century comedy towards realistic stories of private
life is paralleled by Euripides’ interest in the personal relationships of his
characters. Theophrastus defines comedy as ‘concerning “OEc” “househoJd
matterst’. Aristophanes represents Euripides as claiming to bring ‘OxLct ‘ into

tragedy, and giving speeches to all sorts of characters “My women talk, my slaves
no less; so does the master, the young girl, the old women” - like people of
New Comedy. Aristophanes is probably thinking especially of philosophical and
sophistic speeches; both free men and slaves use such arguments freely in Ne.v
Comedy. There is significance too in another ancient statement about Euripides
“He shows men as they are’. Comedy, according to Aristotle, shows men “worse
than they are” kenander, though Latin comedy has less of this tendency,
presents a mixture of characters, many of :hic1x are high-principletl or predomi
nantly so. As Euripides’ characterization lowered tragic standards so Menander
raised comic standards and produced ttrealistict? characters; he “holds the mirror
up to life.” Not that all uripides’ plays with these “worse” characters are
comic or semi-comic; he creates human tragedy by cuttinb the old heroes down
to size and debunking them; it is the immediate forenmners of Menander who
create comedy. The keynote to this tendency is characterization in lator
tragedy and comedy is ‘humanity’; Euripides’ other weak or unstable characters’
struggling under the eye of capricious gods, :enander’s ordinary peoclo living
their lives and extricated from their problems by lucky coincidence, not, like
Aristophanes heroes, by their own superhuman efforts. The gods have no part
in plays.

The most notable difference bet-.7een :.:enander and Euripides in IDoint of
characterization (taking into consideration the difference between tragedy and
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comedy) is that ienander, as far as we can see, does not introduce incorrigible
villains; everyone has something to say for himself and his wrongdoing is often
due to ‘isundorstanding. Cneraon produces the excuse that he’s afraid of evil in
fluences and admits he’s taken his love of solitude too far. Poleinon is enraged
with Glycera due to a mistake and we are carefully told that he is not normally
like that. As Menander shows there is good in all his characters and so leads
them to reconciliation, Euripides shows there is bad in most of his - embittered
women turn to violence in Hecuba, Electra, Heracleidae, and a grim ending results.
If someone shows unexpected better points — notably Eurysthe.üS - it is for the
purpose of showing un the violence of a “sympatheti&’ character.

The Hippolytus is a tragedy of misunderstanding on the human plane - Theseus
the father believes the v:rong person and is deceived. Menander, in the Lamia,
takes a similar situation as seen from the father’s point of view — son is believed
to have seduced wife — eliminates the tragic elements, and all ends happily.

The Alcestis, noted for its taking the position of a satyr-play9 has more
than one link with comedy. First there is the Greedy Heracles of mythological
burlesque, toned down to a rough but good-natured man, then a tragic version of
father at odds with son. And the teasing of dmetus at the end with its element
of folktale perhaps celongs to the same family as the pestering of Cne::on and the
reproving of ±aicrines.

Euripides’ Helen can hardly be classed as a tragedy. It has distinct conic
elements; enelaus, a soldier, washed up on the shore and worried about his ap
pearance; the vanquishing of the Sacker of Troy by a female doorkeeper, Menelaus’stupefaction in the prolonged recognition scene and his general obtuseness -

though this is necessary for the plot. The rivals for Helen could be compared
with Polemon and 1osohien in the Perikeiromene. Menelaus is not the comic stock
soldier but he has some of his traits in his quickness to violent — and useless—action, combined, with ignormee of cunning provided by Helen. Polemon is a
soldier but not a stock soldier either — his violence is limited to his earlyattack on Glycera. There is something of a love plot in the Helen Theodymenusis delighted to think Helen is persuaded to marry him, and he need no longer forceher; he at once starts worrying about her grief for Menelaus. He is a typical
young man, violent and impetuous but devoted to Helen.

The influence of Euripides can clearly be seen in Menander. He quotes him -lines from +he ‘Auge’ in the Epitrepontes - he uses recognition and intrigue plots,and they share a liking for philosophical speeches and an interest in the theoriesof the day. How much of this vies due to direct influence and how much to thetaste of an age and general tendency cannot be certain.

The comedy of Jcnender is perhaps closer to Euripides’ Helen in tone than toany other extant Greek drama. Even Plautine iTew Comedy goes in for broaderhumour; he tends more to divide characters into “good” and “bad” - for instancethe conically villainous Echo in ‘Pseudolus’. Menander’s comedy or light dramais designed for a fastidious audience who prefer unpleasantness to be avoided orswept away in a happy conclusion; to look on “good’ heroes and heroines and seethe triumph of the good.

CELIA JAlS
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