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■ INTRODUCTION.

In en tering  upon a consideration of the p lo ts of ex tan t 

Greek plays i t  is  impossible to  pass over w ithout examination 

the various theories which have been brought forward ooncem- 

ing the o rig in  of tragedy. In every department of l i te r a tu r e  

o rig ins must of necessity  have a considerable e f fe c t on the 

fin ished  form, and c r itic ism  is  ju s t i f ie d  in expecting th a t 

any s a tis fa c to ry  theory of the o rig ins of Greek tragedy sh a ll  

shed l ig h t  upon the problems of in te rp re ta tio n  ra th e r than 

crea te  new d i f f i c u l t i e s .

I t  w ill  therefore be the ob ject of the present d iscussion 

to  show, in the f i r s t  p lace, th a t  theo ries lik e  those of 

Ridgeway, Murray and Miss Harrison, whatever th e ir  value from 

mythological and anthropological points of view, give u s . l i t t l e  

help in the understanding of the plays as we have them; fo r 

such w rite rs , in order to  e s ta b lish  th e ir  own th eo rie s , invent 

hypotheses which ra ise  problems fa r  more serious than any th a t 
o rig in a lly  ex is ted . Secondly, i t  w ill be necessary to con

s id e r the ra tio n a liz in g  system of Dr. Verra11 and h is  fo llow er, 

Professor Norwood, who put forward an in te rp re ta tio n  of c e r ta in  

plays in f in i te ly  more d i f f i c u l t  of oomprehenal on than the 

m atter tha t they propose to  e lu c id a te ; f in a l ly ,  an explanation



of oertaiQ points of d if f ic u l ty  w ill be attempted upon an

e n tire ly  d if fe re n t  b a s is , wbiob appears to have been as ye t
1 •

unduly neglected , — the deep and far-reach ing  d ifferences

of thought and fee lin g  between the people of f if th -c e n tu ry

Athens and the present day (upon which we cannot too strongly
2 .i n s i s t ) ,  and the conditions of dramatic production in  the 

two ages.

1. See, however. Miss G lover's paper on "% e Appréciation 
and In te rp re ta tio n  of Greek Drama", in Proceedings of the 
C lassica l Association fo r  1928.

»
2. For these see F liok inger, Ihe Greek Ibea ter and i t s  

Drama. 1918.
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CHAPTER I .  '

'  ' ;,!ïÆ
%e theories of orig in  have already been many times

discussed end c r i t ic is e d ,  and each, no doubt, has i t s  firm

adherents s t i l l ;  but fo r want of adequate ex ternal evidence,

and because of the debatable q u a lity  of in te rn a l evidence,

i t  appears th a t  in  r e a l i ty  the question s t i l l  remains open,

and th a t the undeniable elem œ ts of reascn tha t a re  to be

found in each of these theo ries are y e t to  be combined in  a

new and more adequate so lu tion  of the problem.

The two theo ries which have most bearing on the p lots

of the plays are the hero-worship idea of Dr. Ridgeway and
2 .

the Eniautos-Daimon Miss Harrison and Professor Murray.

Both these theories are founded to  a g rea t ex ten t on intxim al 

evidence and depend, e spec ia lly  the l a t t e r ,  on the trac ing  

of minute d e ta i ls  and stereotyped fo m s .

Dr. Ridgeway's view is  as follows : th a t tragedy o r i 

ginated in choral perfoxmiances in honour of deed heroes, 

held a t  th e ir  tombs, and th a t the c u l t  of Dionysus was la te r  

superimposed upon th is  ancien t hero-worship, which f a c t  ex

plains the Dionysiaa elements in  tragedy. He sees in the

thymele a su rv ival of the o rig in a l tomb.

1. Origin of Tragedy, 1910.

2 . Themis, 1912, with Excursus by G ilbert Murray on 
"R itual Forms preserved In Greek Tragedy".



This theory has been admirably trea ted  by A.W. Pickard-
1.

Cambridge, both in h is  review of the work and in h is  own
2.

book "Dithyramb, %agedy and Comedy". The only sound 

pieoe of ex ternal evidence on which i t  re s ts  is  the tra n s

ference of the r i te s  a t  Sicyon from the hero Adrastus to
3.Dimysus ; no other suoh transference is known, in Greece a t  

le a s t ,  and p a ra lle ls  adduced frtm non-Hellenic races are 

always of doubtful value, being frequen tly  capable of some 

other explanation. Moreover, there is  no evidence th a t 

the laments fo r  Adrastus were of a dramatic form. The muoh- 

quoted proverb Aio'î oa-c,̂  ra th e r
suggests a transference from Dionysiao to  non-Dionysiao sub

je c ts  than the reverse ; and th is  is  a considerable stumbling- 

block to  Ridgeway's theory.

S a tisfac to ry  external evidence on such points has 

proved extremely d i f f i c u l t  to  ob tain ; i f ,  however, the plays 

themselves could be b e tte r  understood and appreciated through 

the acceptance of th is  view of the orig in  of tragedy in a 

h e ro -cu lt, th a t would in i t s e l f  be a strong argument in i t s  

favour.

1. Class Rev. 1012, p. 52.

2. Oxf ord, 1027.

s. V. 67. a a iA - ^



5

In Chapter IV of hie "Origin of Tragedy", Dr. Ridgeway 

points out what he oonslders to  be surv ivals of the primi

tiv e  type in the ex tan t plays. The action  of the Persae 

cen tres round the tomb of D arius, of the Choephorol round 

th a t of Agamemnon. The Supplices, one of the e a r l ie s t  

p lays, c e n tre s , according to  Dr. Ridgeway, around a mound 

with images of the gods. This mound was "probably once 

sacred only to  the dead th a t lay w ith in , but la te r  shared

by the gods who preside over c o n te s ts" , i . e . ,  Zeus, Apollo,1.
Poseidon, Hermes; th is  i s  taken as a reminiscence of the 

funeral games w ith which the dead were honoured. Of Sophocles 

he admits there  is  no extant play in which a tomb ac tu a lly  

appears on the s tage , but b u ria l r i te s  and the g rea t value 

attached to  the hones of heroes form a leading fea tu re  in  

a t  le a s t  th ree , -  Ajax, Antigone and Oedipus Coloneus. A 

c e n tra l fea tu re  of the Helena of Euripides is  the sanctuary 

afforded to  Helen by the tomb of Proteus, while in  the Hecuba 

"the in te re s t ,  though not the action" cen tres round the tomb 

of A chilles a t  Sigeum. Where there is  no tomb, there is  

frequently  a or lamentation fo r  the dead, fo r

example, in  the Suppliants, Andrmnache, Pboenissae, A lo e s tis , 

Hyppolytj(s, Troades and Iphigenia in T auris. C ertain plays 

he regards as sp ec ia lly  su ited  fo r  performance a t  the f e s t i 

vals of heroes — the Bippolytus and the Rhesus — while in

1. Op.c i t . . p. 128.
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the Persae, Eumenldes and Reouha ghosts of departed heroes, 

and o thers, play a prominent p e r t.

For lam entations, a t  le a s t ,  no r i tu a l  explanation is  

necessary, considering th a t suoh scenes a re  inev itab le  In 

tragedy.

The action  of the Persae does undoubtedly cen tre  round 

the tomb of D arius, as i t  n a tu ra lly  would i f  his ghost was 

la te r  to  appear from thenoe; the action  of the Choephorol 

does cen tre  round the tomb of Agameamcn, but i t  would seem 

to  be more n a tu ra l to  a t t r ib u te  th is  to  a f irs t-h a n d  re 

f le c tio n  of the veneration commonly paid to  the dead In 

Greece in the time of Aeschylus, and to  h is own desire  to  

keep tragedy on a s l ig h t ly  supernatural b as is , and to  i l l u s 

tra te  the workings of powers beyond human c o n tro l, than to  

a su rv ival of some r i tu a l  o r ig in . So fa r  Dr. Ridgeway's 

fa c ts  a t  any ra te  have been c o rre c t , though h is e p p lic a tim  

of them may seem a l i t t l e  forced. But he seems to  have no 

ju s t if ic a t io n  whatever fo r s ta tin g  th a t  the c e n tra l object 

of the Supplices was a mound sacred to the dead.

With regard to the Ajax of Sophocles, there  c e r ta in ly  

seems a t  f i r s t  to be ra th e r  more in Dr. Ridgeway's theory. 

A fter the death of Ajax, i . e . ,  from v . 866 to  the end of the 

p lay, the action  is  e n tire ly  engaged by a d iscussion  as to  

h is r ic ^ t  to  b u r ia l . This lengthy ow troversy  cemes



somewhat es an anticlim ax. However, i t  i s  no t s u f f io io i t

fo r  a theory to  be borne out by one play alone; and i t  w il l ,

moreover, be shown la te r  th a t  th is  d if f io u lty  admits of

anoWier explanation which seems more in hansony with the1.
s p i r i t  of Greek l i te r a r y  a r t .  The b u ria l in the Antigme 

is  the whole point of the legend; and to  the importance 

attached to the bones of Oedipus the same argument applies 

as was brought forward in  dealing with the Choephorol, namely 

th a t g reat veneration fo r  the dead was oustomary in Greece.

To trace  a su rv ival of h e ro -cu lt in a tomb which is  no t in 

the play, but merely included in  the in te re s t ,  is  su rely  to 

s tre tc h  the evidence of the Hecuba to f i t  a preconceived 

idea. As to the question of oertAin plays being pecu liarly  

su itab le  fo r performance a t  the fe s tiv a ls  of heroes, th is  

suggestion seems to  be based on the ae tio lo g io a l explanations 

of various r i te s  contained in the plays themselves. But 

th is  ae tio lo g io a l tendency is  common to  many w rite rs  in  the 

time of E uripides, end i f  Dr. Ridgeway were to follow suoh mn 

argument to i t s  lo g ica l conclusion, he would find him self 

oonstrained to include the I lia d  and the Odyssey among works 

o rig inating  in a h e ro -cu lt. The reasoning from the appear

ance of ghosts of departed heroes and others seems s u f f i 

c ie n tly  refuted  by the weakness of the other arguments.

1. See Chap. IV.
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I t  appears, then, th a t  although the worship of the dead 

was an undisputed f a c t  in f if th -c e n tu ry  Greece, l i t t l e  or no 

l ig h t  is  shed m  the d i f f ic u l t ie s  of the ex tan t plays hy the 

assumption of an orig in  of tragedy in  any h e ro -cu lt.

Another theory which is akin to  th a t of Dr. Ridgeway 

is  the theory th a t  tragedy orig inated  in  a r i t u a l  play d ea l

ing with the pathos of Dionysus as an"gniautos-Daimon", a 

kind of v e g e ta tio n -sp ir it , w ith traces of an ces tra l ghost 

and venerated hero. This theory of the Eniautos-Daimon is  

s e t  fo r th  in Miss H arrison 's "Themis", and i t s  p a r tic u la r

app lica tion  to  Greek tragedy is  worked out in an excursus1.
by Professor G ilbert Murray. The w rite r  sums up his view

2 .
of the o rig in  of tragedy In these words : "The following 

note . . .  assumes th a t tragedy Is in  o rig in  a R itual Dance, 

a Saoer Ludus, represen ting  normally the A ition , or supposed

h is to r ic a l  cause, or some cu rren t r i tu a l  p ra c tic e ........

Further, i t  assumes, in accord w ith the overwhelming weight 

of ancien t tra d it io n , th a t the Dance in  question is  o rig in a lly  

or c e n tra lly  th a t of Dionysus ; and i t  regards Dionysus, in 

th is  connection, as the s p i r i t  of the Dithyramb or Spring 

Drdmenon, an 'Eniautos-Daimon' ,  who represents the cyclic  

death and re b ir th  of the world, including the r e b ir th  of the 

tr ib e  by the re tu rn  of the heroes or dead an ces to rs" . He

1. Themis, pp. 341-365. "On the R itual Forms Preserved 
in Greek Tragedy".

2. Ib id . .  p. 341.
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goes on to s e t  fo r th  in  d e ta i l  the separate elements of the 

r i tu a l  play whloh are  to  be looked fo r in tragedy, deriv ing  

them traa "the kind of myth shioh seems to  underly the 

various 'Eniautos* o e leb ra tio n s" . These are as follow s:

1. Agon or Contest; 2 . Pathos of Year Daimon; 3 . Mes

senger; 4 . Threnos; 3. Anagnorisis of the s la in  Daimon, 

followed by 6. h is Theophany.

Mow i t  would be n a tu ra l to expect tha t such a com

p le te  and d e f in ite  system of r i t u a l  forms should be most 

e a s ily  traceab le  in the e a r l ie s t  known examples of Greek 

tragedy, while the form was s t i l l  undeveloped and n ea rest 

to  i t s  o r ig in s . Professor Murray, however, remarks "Euri

pides being the c le a re s t and most d e f in ite  in  his r i tu a l1 .
forms, we w il l  take him f i r s t ” . Surely the f a c t  th a t  i t  

is  in  E uripides, ra th e r  than in  Aeschylus, th a t  the fozms 

are  most c le a r ly  seen is  in i t s e l f  strong evidence aga inst 

the theory.

There is one element which Professor Murray admits 

is  never found in tragedy i t s e l f ,  though i t  is  an in te g ra l 

p a rt of the Sacer Ludus. This is  the joyoiw re tu rn  of the 

re liv in g  Daimon and h is  rou t of a ttendan t daimons; fo r  

though tragedy frequently  ends on a note of calm and comfort 

i t s  c lo se  could no t by any means be considered an "outburst

1. Themis. p. 554.
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of joy". The so lu tion  brought forward fo r  th is  d if f io u lty  

is  th a t  the missing element was supplied by the sa ty r-p lay , 

which followed the group of three tra g ed ie s . This theory 

cannot be estab lished  by reference to the plays at Aeschylus, 

and there is  no evidence fo r  the production of t4^tralogics 

before h is time. Moreover, the sa ty r-p lay  is  said to  have 

orig inated  la te r  than tragedy proper, being the invention 

of P ra tinas, and is  no t therefo re  as c lo se ly  connected with 

the preceding plays as th is  hypothesis req u ires .

The r i tu a l  sequence is  worked out in considerable 

d e ta i l  In the extant p lays. A few quotations w ill i l l u s 

tra te  the manner in which the order of the various parts  has 

to  be a lte red  end th e ir  meaning extended to  f i t  them in to  

the p lo ts in  any sa tis fa c to ry  m atnsr:- Medea. " there cannot 

be a Threnos because th a t is  d e f in ite ly  forbidden by Medea,

TO 1378 f f . " . ( I f  there ought to  be a threnos why make 

Medea forbid i t ? )  Hecuba ; "The messenger comes early  in 

the p lay, hence we cannot have a theophany immediately 

following i t .  In compensation a ghost appears a t  the 

beginning". Pboenissae. " . . .  the b u ria l arrangements of 

E te o d e s  and Polynslces and the expulsim  of Oedipus to  Mt. 

Eithaeron -  perhaps a faded theophany." H eracles. "Instead

1. Prof. Murray in h is Excursus (p. 544) notes th is  po in t, 
but does no t regard i t  as a serious objection to h is view, 
since in any case tragedy developed from "something akin to  
the s a ty r s " . But th is  is  surely  a very d if fe re n t  m atter 
from supposing th a t a group of tragedies was always followed 
by a sa ty r-p lay , to  produce the necessary note of re jo ic in g  
a t  the end.
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of a god, Theseus appears, ex maoblna as I t  were." B lee tra . 

"The messenger is  om itted." Persae. "A p erfec tly  ty p ica l 

sequence, except th a t  the Agon seems to be absen t."  (This 

is  supplied hy the Agon between Europe and Asia in  A tossa 's 

dreamt) Prometheus. "As su b s titu te  fo r  the theoiAany, a 

supernatural earthquake involving the cleaving of Earth and 

the revealing of H ell." / such a system obviously crea tes 

f a r  more d i f f ic u l t ie s  than i t  removes. I t  is  s ig n if ic a n t 

th a t  in  none of the three plays quoted as ty p ic a l, ( i . e . ,  

Bacehae, Bippolytus and Androoache), nor indeed in any of 

the ex tan t plays, is  the person or god in the epiphany the 

same as the ac tu a l one who has been s la in .  In the Baochae, 

Pentheus is  s la in  end Dionysus appears : Professor Murray 

explains the discrepancy by the suggestiw  th a t  Pentheus is  

in r e a l i ty  only another form of Dionysus h im self. S im ilarly , 

in  the Bippolytus, Bippolytus is  s la in ,  while Artemis appears 

in the theophany; th is  does not admit of a s im ila r explana

tio n . In the Andromache, again, Neoptolemua is  s la in ,  

while Thetis appears ex machina a t  the end of the play : 

here there is  less  connection than ever, fo r  Artemis was a t  

le a s t  H ip id io y tu sp a tro n e ss . When we consider how extremely 

d i f f i c u l t  i t  is  to  find the required elements in any read ily  

recognisable form even in  the e a r l ie r  drama, -  fo r  among 

Aeschylus' plays the Supplices, Septem, Prometheus and 

Agamemntm have not even a theophany, ca« of the most
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e sse n tia l points aocording to Murray's theory, -  and th a t i t  

is  p ra c tic a lly  impossible to  trace  them in the la te r  p lays, 

except perhaps in the Baochae, an exceptional work, i t  seema 

evident th a t we must dismiss th is  theory too , with Dr. 

Ridgeway's, as unhelpful from the po in t of view of in te r 

p re ta tio n  .

After a l l ,  there can be no p lo t th a t does not contain 

an "agon", or contest of some d esc rip tio n , messenger's 

speeches are in ev itab le , and what is  more n a tu ra l to  tragedy 

than the death of a hero or lamentations for h is m isfortunes? 

To attempt to trace in a l l  these normal elements a surv ival 

of r i tu a l  form is  more lik e ly  to lead to  fu rth e r  d i f f ic u l 

t ie s  in the understanding of the p lo ts  than to  enlightenm ent.

I t  i s ,  of course, highly probable, and indeed almost 

ce rta in  th a t both the worship of the dead and some type of 

vegetation r i t e s  had a considerable influence on the form 

of tragedy in i t s  e a r l ie s t  s tag es, but i t  is  not lik e ly  th a t 

the actual r i tu a l  forms remained unaltered , in se rted , as i t  

were, in to  the fab ric  of tragedy, and cramping the p o e t's  

imagination and constructive s k i l l  fo r many years a f te r  he 

began to  have the mastery over h is  work. The same

objection applies to a l l  r i t u a l  theories of o rig in , — to
1.

R ostrup 's in i t ia t io n  theory, P a rn e ll 's  r i tu a l  duel between
2 .

Xanthus axxl Me Ian thus, W.A. Cook's oonnectim  of

1. A ttic  Trmmedy in the Light of T heatrical H istory.
Ch. i n ,  pp. w f .--------------^ ---------------------------------

2 . Cults of the Greek S ta te s . Vol.7, ch. V, a d .f in .
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u  1.
tragedy with Qie ^enaea and the r ite #  of Dionyaiae Zagreue;

a l l  these th e o ris ts  seek to  find in  tragedy a d e ta iled

preservation of some p a rtio u la r  form of r i t u a l  or fo lk -p lay ,

pu tting  upon the p lo ts fo r  th is  purpose an in te rp re ta tio n

which they w ill  not s tand , and often drawing important

inferences from analogies w i^  savage tr ib e s  in  a very

d if fe re n t s tage  of c iv i l is a t io n  from th a t  which prevailed

in  Greece in the s ix th  and ea rly  f i f t h  cen tu ries before

C h r is t .

1. Zaus, Vol. I f  pp. 665*680
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Additional note to Chapter I .

I t  has been daoons trated th a t the attempt to e s tab lish  
the theory of the survival of prim itive r i tu a l  fozmts in the 
works of the three g rea t f if th -cen tu ry  tragedians involves 

considerable d is to r tio n , both of the required r i tu a l  elements 
end of the plays themselves. I t  is  s ig n ifIcen t, however, 

th a t a sim ilar theory has been worked out with much greater 
success in connection with comedy by P.M. Comford, in h is 
book e n tit le d , "The Origin of A ttic  Comedy" (1914).

I t  is  natu ral tha t r i tu a l  motives should be more easy

to make out in comedy than in tragedy, s ince , as he himself

points out, "the type of drama which is the more careless
of form and s tru c tu re , end in terested  ra th e r in character
than in p lo t, n a tu ra lly  has less  reason to  o b lite ra te  i t s1.
prim itive o u tlin es" . Comedy was not bound to  legendary 
characters or mythological p lo ts , as tragedy for the most 
p a rt was, and i t  was therefore free  to develop on lin es  
more c losely  re la ted  to the o rig inal r i tu a l  from which Murray 

and Comford suppose both to  have sprung.
The very fa c t th a t such a theory can be w ork out so 

convincingly with regard to  comedy seoos in i t s e l f  a strong 
point in favour of a sim ilar o rig in  of tragedy. I t  is  no t, 
however, the elm of th is  discussion to  examine the question 
of the orig in  of tragedy as such, but to consider i t  only 

in  i t s  bearing on the appreciation and in te rp re ta tio n  of the 

plays.

1. Op . c i t . .  p .  190
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CHAPTER I I .

Turning from the general origins of tragedy to the 
ac tu a l plays, i t  « i l l  he well to  consider next yet another 

type of theory, by which supposed d if f ic u l t ie s  in  the p lo ts 
have been explained, -  the ra tim a lix in g  system of Dr.
Verra 11. Dr. Verra 11 has applied his theory in the main 

to the plots of Euripides, in h is two books "Euripides the 
R ationalist"  and "4 Plays of Euripides". The general 
arguments apclied to  the p lo ts of the Andromache, Helen, 

Heracles and Orestes in th is l a t t e r  book are as follow s:

1. Andromache. The play is  a sequel, and without the 

supposition of a previous play is  incomprehensible. A fter 
the f i r s t  play had been lo s t ,  an ab s trac t of i t  was made 
by one Démocrates (or Timocrates), and appended to the ex
tan t play. This arguant a lso  is now lo s t .  2 . Helena. 
This play was in the f i r s t  place performed p riva te ly  a t the 
house of a lady on the island of Hakris in connection w ith 
a fe s t iv a l  of the Thesmophoria. Euripides makes the occa

sion an opportunity fo r a humorous apology to women in 

general, in answer to  the charge th a t he never portrayed 
one in a good l ig h t .  The play is  a "cento of parodies", 
ch iefly  of Euripides' own work, and especially  of the
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Taurica.
Andromaohe and lidaigenlay. 3. Heraoles. Haraolea was 

merely an ordinary man, who bad done many remarkable deed# 
in more or leas unknown parts of the world, hy reason of 
which he was credited  with divine parentage and superhuman 

powers. He was also  subject to recu rren t periods of mad
ness, during which he supported the rumours of h is own 

wonderful achievements, though in h is sane moments he knew 
than to be fa ls e . The appearance of I r is  and Lyssa is  a 
dream of the chorus, who do not remember i t  afterw ards. 

Heracles' madness, therefore , was not sent by the gods, but 
was already la te n t in him. 4. O restes. The Orestes, lik e  

the Helen, was o rig in a lly  w ritten  fo r private  perfonaanoe, 
and had to be extensively recast to  admit of the introduction 
of a chorus. The plot o rig in a lly  ended with the death of 
O restes, E lec tra , Pylades, Henaione and Helen, the ending 
being a lte red  and the theophany grafted  on la te r  to s a tis fy  
the requirements of the Dionysiac fe s t iv a l .  The play 

en tire ly  ignores the sanoticn of the oracle fo r  Orestes' 
deed, and the general a ttitu d e  is  th a t of the f i f th  century 

ra th e r than th a t of the legendary an tiqu ity  in which 

Aeschylus se ts  the sto ry  of O restes' fo rtu n es .
The companion book, "Euripides the R atio n a lis t" , 

tre a ts  the plots of the A loestis . Ion and Iphigenia in Tauris 

on the same l in e s .
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The main foundation of th is ra tio n a lis t ic  method of 
in te rp re ta tio n  is  the idea tha t Euripides is  continually  
figh ting  against and exposing the  gods of tra d itio n a l 
mythology, and a large part of the argument turns on the 

supposition th a t whatever is  spoken "ex machine" is  ipso 

fac to  of doubtful verac ity .
I t  is ce rta in  that these two books of Dr. Verra11 have 

done a great deal to  renew our in te re s t  in  Euripides* work, 
but i t  seems unlikely tha t many people a re  prepared to 
accept suoh a system of in te rp re ta tio n  without reserve. 
There are too many fundamental points th a t we are asked 
to assume, without the s l ig h te s t  trace of any convincing 

evidence being produced.

We have to  believe, for instance, in  an extensive 
reading public, which rejo iced in discussing and examining 

the plays over and over again, ever finding new su b tle tie s . 
We have to  believe that Euripides wrote fo r th is  reading 
public ra th e r than fo r the stage, and th a t nevertheless 

he gained permission to  produce these incomprehensible 
p lays, and even succeeded in ce rta in  cases in surpassing 
his fellow -com petitors, who s t i l l  wrote in the old s tra ig h t
forward s ty le , that the ten judges, chosen more or le ss  a t 
random, and fo r no specia l l i te ra ry  powers, rea lised  in a 

f la sh  a l l  the su b tle tie s  which Dr. Verra11 took such pains
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to  discover, and th a t the audience, th a t vast body co n s is t

ing of the whole free  population of Athens, with a consider

able leavening of fo re igners, was equipped with the keen 
insigh t and almost superhuman memory necessary fo r the un
ravelling  of those in tric ac ie s  which Dr. Verra11 se ts  fo rth , 

and which our slower minds are unable to  comprehend without 
many backward references in the printed te x t. Then again, 
we have to believe th a t i t  was the regular thing in  f i f t h  
century Athens fo r plays to  be performed in private houses 
before a s e le c t ooapany of personal frien d s , and la te r  re 

ca s t and often en tire ly  transformed fo r produet im  a t  the 
City D fm ysla, with great detrim ent to  th e ir  in te rn a l 
s truc tu re  — which, however, presumably passed unnoticed 
by the archon — though not a word of any such performance 

has cone down to  us. There a re , no doubt, many common 

practices of the ancient Greeks of which l i t t l e  no tice has 
survived, but we are not ju s tif ie d  in taking as the founda

tion-stone of a theory a practice which is  so purely hypo
th e tic a l as th is  of private  performances.

So much fo r the general objections to  Dr. V erra ll 's  
treatment of Euripides. I t  would be beyond the scope of 
th is discussion to deal with each of the plays contained in 

his two volumes in d e ta i ls ,  though the study is w e of very 
great in te re s t;  an examination of two of them, the Andromache
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from "Pour Plays of Buripldas", and the Aloestie from
2 .

"Euripides the R a tio n a lis t" , s i l l  perhaps show on how ex
tremely 0ontroversial a footing the theory r e s ts ,  and how 

l i t t l e  help i t  gives to the understanding of the plays .
The position which Dr. V errall supposes known to  the 

audience before the opening of the Andranache is  as follows: 
After the death of Achilles the only hope of the Greeks lay 

in the help of Neoptolemus. To obtain th is ,  Uenelaus had 
prmnised him his daughter, already betrothed to  Orestes. 

After tbs murder of Clytaemnestra both claimed the premise, 

and Orestes, owing to  h is g u il t  of homicide, was re jec ted .
He tried  to persuade Hermione to  go away with him, but 
fa ile d . Later Neoptolemus became involved in enmity with 
the powers a t  Delphi (by demanding from Apollo s a t is f a c t iw  

fo r his fa th e r 's  dea th ), and a lso  took Andromache in to  h is  
house, thereby rousing the jealousy of Hermione. Menelaus 
now thought f i t  to help Orestes against Neoptolemus, and 
therefo re , having s tir re d  on Hermione to  a ttack  Andromache 
he deserted her a t  the c r i t i c a l  moment, thus leaving her 
ready to accept O restes' o ffer of assis tance . Orestes 
undertook the removal of Neoptolemus, by the aid of the 
Delphians, w ith whom he had formed a formed a close con

nection during h is stay there a f te r  Agamemnon's death.

1. Pp. 1-42.

2. Pp. 1—128.
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All th is  valuable Information la  supposed to have 
been oontalned In a lo s t  play which served as a preface 
to the Andromache, though i t  was not performed in Immediate 
conjunction with i t .  Before the ex istence, then, of the 

prologue of Démocrates, the audience must be presumed to 
have rea lised  th a t the position  a t  the outset is  the same 
as th a t disclosed in the previous play. When two p lays, 
however, are based on the same legend, they do not always 
represent the s itu a tio n  in the same way, except, of course, 
in a te tra logy , so th a t th is  assumption would not be auto-

The evidence fo r the existence of some such play is  
drawn from three sources, the Scholiast on Andr. 445, a - 
supposed mistake in Sohol. Andr. 964, and the second argu
ment to the play.

(1') Sohol. Andr. 445 says -r^s
c û ’t i  , o c T e -

Prom th is  are drawn two conclusions; f i r s t l y ,  th a t the 
in te rn a l chronology is  hard to  grasp, secondly, th a t 

Démocrates wrote a prologue containing the essence of 
the information given in the lo s t  f i r s t  play. With regard 

to  the f i r s t  po in t, i t  seems much more sa tisfac to ry  to
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take —oJs- ee "the date"; the p lu ra l is  hardly
1 *

unusual, and -r=Y would be ambiguous {• the ex
ten t of time covered by the p lay). This is  a more 
n a tu ra l in te rp re ta tio n  than "the in te rn a l chronology", and 
is  strengthened by the following ou iPoS/<Pc.k-r̂ i y_^

2 .
(which Or. V errall carefu lly  omits in h is quotation). The 

poin t i s ,  of course, the date of production cannot be ex

ac tly  ascertained because the play was not produced a t  

Athens, and is  therefore not noted in the theatre  records 
of the City Dionysia. "The name of Démocrates is  a t the 
head of the play"; can th is  be taken to mean that he wrote 

a prologue of which we have no tra ce , summing up a former 
play which is  equally lo s t?  I t  might surely  ra ther mean 

th a t the play was produced e ith e r under Démocrates' name, 

or perhaps in his term of o ff ic e , a t some place other than 
Athens : Dr. V e rra ll 's  in te rp re ta tio n  gives the words a
s tra ined , and almost impossible sense. Moreover, th is  is  
only what "Callimachus says"; i t  is  not even firs t-h an d  
information from the w riter of the note.

(2) Dr. V errall takes / .  694, tr2y j^èv oZ
(fV.<rToA*r . . .  as " I have comlag, disregarding 

your l e t t e r  (which bade me not come). This presupposes 
some previous re fu sa l of Hermiwe to en te rta in  O restes'

1. Cf. Aeschines  ̂ oi*" -Thî
Kfi'iTt-us B the appointed date for the t r i a l  has

a rriv ed .
2 . Pour plays of Euripides, p. 24, note 1.
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offer of help. The Sohollaet, however, e^qplaine the line  
as "1 have cerne not because I received any le t te r  from you, 
but . . . ” , a much more natu ral sense fo r the words.

(3) The words in the second argument to  the play,
TO J’e are ce rta in ly  obscure, but

the common in te rp re ta tio n  "the play is  one of the second- 

ra te  plays" seems more lik e ly  than "the play is  one of the 
second plays", i . e . ,  a sequel. I f  th is  meaning were cor
re c t  we should have to suppose th a t the system of play and 
sequel was commonly known, an hypothesis which surely 
makes too great a demtsid on our c redu lity .

There are three main points in the play i t s e l f  
which Dr. V errall presses as indicating the need of pre
vious information, (1) the conduct of Uenelaus, who sudden
ly  goes o ff , for no apparent reason, and without informing 
Hermione of his departure, on meeting w ith very s l ig h t  
(^position from Peleus; (2) the fa c t th a t the scene between 
Orestes and Hermione^loses much of i t s  force i f  it is  not 
rea lised  th a t Neoptolemua is already dead; (3), the a r r iv a l 

of Orestes, which to anyone without previous knowledge of 

the circumstances must appear fo rtu ito u s .

(1) Uenelaus was in  a somewhat awkward position , being 
in Neoptolemus* land, in te rfe rin g  with h is a f fa ir s ,  and

1. w .  881-1047.
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when confronted with Peleua, whom he must have been le a s t 
anxious to meet, was no doubt glad to escape as soon as 
he more or less gracefully  could. I t  i s ,  moreover, possible 
that he had been brought there by Hermione, to  lend weight 
to her position ; fo r she did firm ly intend to k i l l  Andro

maohe, or a t  le a s t she says so, though Dr. V errall re -
2 .

gards th is  as an empty th re a t.
(2) The a rr iv a l of Orestes and h is interview with 

Hermione does seen ra th er po in tless without previous know
ledge of the murder, but no d ire c t  mention of i t  could be 
made in th is  scene, since i t  was Impossible fo r  him to 

t e l l  her th a t he had k ille d  Neoptolemus u n ti l  be had tested  
her fee lings on the sub jec t, by putting  i t  to her as a 

suggestion for the fu tu re . She makes no objection to 
th is  p ro jec t, and i t  is  nowhere suggested th a t she has any 
great love for Neoptolemus; her fears  are more fo r  her own 
position than tbs loss of h is affec tions.

V .  1004, k Uf/
might be taken as an intim ation, to the audience a t  le a s t 

(and th is  could be made very effec tive  in a c tio n ), thmt 
Neoptolemus was already dead, without the assumption th a t 
they knew i t  already from a previous play.

1. Andr. 161. <r

6 (Aoy T*
Ou crv iT C- ICX.T .

2 . Pour Plays of E w ip ldes. p . 29. "Nor does she re a lly  
intend or d e lib e ra te ly  desire  . . .  th a t even Andrmache 
sh a ll be put to death."
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(3) Ore#tern knew, a# be eaye, th a t Henalone we# In 
trouble, ( <ruŷ u<r,.̂  ), and though ignorant of

the fa c t  th a t things had ac tu a lly  oome to  a o r ie ia , might 
well have taken the opportunity to  try  his fortune once 
again.

There is  yet another point which might have given 
the audience an inkling of the death of Meoptolemus, 
though to press th is  is to amulate Dr. V errall in su b tle ty , 
and the scene would no doubt be su ff ic ie n tly  c lear without 
i t .  I t  was a generally accepted tra d itio n  that the 

chorus should not make any interventitm  lik e ly  to change 

the course of the aotion, (whether th is  was due to d i f f i 
cu ltie s  caused by a raised stage or to  any other causes), 
yet in th is  scene the chorus does so intervene, revealing

/o t'
to Peleus the whole-part*of Orestes to  k i l l  Neoptolemus, 
and even specifying the proposed scene of the murder 
(v. 1053 f o i l . ) ,  a step which would v i ta l ly  change the 
action i f  there was the s l ig h te s t  chance of tha t in te r 
vention having any r e s u l t .  Might not th is  possibly 
suggest to the audience th a t no warning to Neoptolemus 
can a v a il, because the murder is  already accomplished;

I t  seems then th a t  the objections raised by Dr. 
V errall to the p lo t as i t  stands can be overruled. I t  
is  highly improbable tha t both a previous play and an ex

planatory prologue should have completely disappeared.
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without any d e fin ite  reference being made to  e ith e r; and 
i f  Euripides had f e l t  th a t his audience needed some pre
paratory information i t  would have been perfec tly  easy for 
him to embody th is  in the prologue, where he does not 

scruple to give extensive information in other cases.

The explanation of the Aloes t ie ,  given in "Euripides 
1 .

the R ationalist" is  even more fa n ta s tic . Dr. V errall 
argues tha t A lcestis was never re a lly  dead, but that she 
was buried in a trance, Admetus hastening the b u ria l to 
avoid the shame of pub lic ity ; an in te rp re ta tio n  which he 
regards as necessitated by certa in  outstanding incongrui

tie s  in the play, as i t  is  generally understood. This 
idea is not even founded, as the chapter on "Andromache" 
was, on anything in the nature of ex ternal evidence, how
ever con troversial. The theory is  based en tire ly  on the 
hypothesis th a t certa in  featu res in the play are incw pre- 
henslble u n ti l  i t  Is rea lised  tha t they have th e ir  point 

in a r a t io n a lis t ic  treatment of the s to ry  of lA lcestisx 
these are the Phares-Admetus scene and the "drunkenness" 
of Heracles, the unseemly rap id ity  of the funeral and the 

anxiety of Admetus to keep Heracles in his own house.
The scene between Pheres and Admetus is  supposed to 

bring out the force of Admetus' scheming to  avoid a public

1. Pp. 1-128.
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funeral. Both fa ther and son fee l a certa in  g u il t  a t  
not having prevented Aloes tie* e e lf -s a c r if  icep and defend 
themselves with the g reater acrimony because both know 
they are in the wrong. Moreover# Admetus* taunts to Pheres 
reco il on h is own head, and the whole scene shows the atti-» 
tude tha t he himself is  lik e ly  to  meet with in the c itizens 
of Pherae. The funeral unquestionably does take place 
with considerable speed. The chorus, v . 77ff«, oome pre
pared to take p a rt in the ceremony the in s tan t th a t 
A lcestis is  dead. The reason for th is  haste , according 
to Dr. V erra ll, is th a t i t  makes i t  possible for A lcestis 
to have been s t i l l  merely unconscious when Heracles found 

her. When Heracles brings her back, having wrested her 
soul from death by main force, he makes no mention whatever 
of the c o n flic t. This Dr. V errall takes as an intim ation 
th a t there was no co n flic t. The theory of the trance is 
fu rther supported by the behaviour of A lcestis h e rse lf  in 
the scene before her supposed death. ^Hot only is her 
appearance unaltered, but she is able without assistance 
to perambulate a palace and to go through a prolonged

1 .
series  of fatiguing devotions and harrowing farew ells

The method of b u ria l in a mortuary k iln , or tomb where
2 .the body was la te r  consumed by f i r e ,  lends i t s e l f  admirably

1. * * P • 24.
2. See A lcestis , v. 608, ^  

and V. 740, wy pÜk
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to the euppoeltlon th a t  she might have been burled In a 
trance and la te r  awakened. Such are the evidences upon 
which the In te rp re ta tion  re s ts .

The Impression which I t  gives has been expressed 

by J.R . Mosley In the following words:- "In works of Ima

gination one must not always be thinking whether the thing 
represented Is perfec tly  ju s t  or n a tu ra l" , and again " I t  
Is the law yer's, not the p o e t's  ^ I n t  of view". ' I t  must 
be remembered, too, tha t th is  was one of Euripides' e a r lie s t 
p lay s . Even supposing Euripides was such a thorough
going ra t io n a lis t  as Dr. V errall supposes him to be, the 

audience cannot be expected to have known enough of his 
method, so early  In h is career, to accept or understand 
so complicated a piece of rationalism  as th is .  They would 
have to be prepared from the ou tset fo r the portrayal of a 
character with which they were already fam ilia r. In a com
p le te ly  umfamlllar way.

The Pheres-Admetus scene Is ce rta in ly  a problem, 
and I t  w ill have to be considered la te r  how far the f e e l 
ing of a Greek audience on the subject would d iffe r  from

2 .our own. Suffice I t  to  say here that the A lcestis was 
exhibited in place of a sa ty r-p lay , and may therefore be 
expected to  have some lig h te r  elements, of which th is

1. Class. Rev. 1895, pp. 407-13.
2. In Chap. IV.
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a lte rca tio n  may be one; th a t the Athenian penchant for 
l i t ig a t io n  Is generally admitted (though n o t. In th is  case, 
by Dr. V erra ll) , to have had considerable Influence on the 
drama. In the Introduction of scenes p resen ting’two sides 
of the same question, and th a t the scene, whatever I ts  

f a u l ts ,  does help to shed a certa in  l ig h t on the character 
of Admetus.

The "drunkenness" of Heracles Is very mudi exag
gerated by Dr. V errall. The slave was not aware that 
Admetus had concealed h is bereavement, and consequently 
took a much more severe view of Heracles' conduct than the 
audience would, who knew the fa c ts . This Is c lea r from 
the s lav e 's  words, v. 753 C-/4 .0 - 0

ToL irfo<rruyoVT.i ir̂

and also  v. 807 t<' jcciv-; oZ> KJ.Tb,f6̂  cfoMoiy
Nevertheless the scene serves a very useful purpose In 
giving greater point to  Heracles' d is tre ss  when he learns 
the rea l s itu a tio n , and to his determination to do what 

he can to  make up fo r his conduct.
As fo r the speedy buria l of A lcestis , both her death 

and her recovery by Heracles had to oome In to  the play, 
and Euripides may be excused for compressing the less 
Important features a l i t t l e . Again, If  we shrink from 

making so bold a concession to the p rac tic a l exigencies
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of dramatic ocmpoaltlon, we may y e t hold tha t b u ria l was 
always more speedy In Greece, or th a t the victim  had to 

be en tire ly  given over to the power of hades on the 
appointed day, a process which was not regarded as com

p le te  u n til  a f te r  b u ria l, for which view there Is some 
foundation In v « 14, cPi

The mistaken sense of h o sp ita lity  which caused 
Admetus to keep Heracles In Ignorance of the true fa c ts '
Is quite In keeping with the whole tenor of h is character.

A

He f e l t ,  no doubt, th a t he bad already Incurred su ff ic ie n t 
condemnation from the o ltlsens In accepting his w ife 's  

s a c r if ic e , and thought to redeem himself somewhat by his 
treatment of Heracles. Besides, had he told him the 

whole sto ry  he might have met with the same adverse c r i 
tic ism  from his friend  as from the general public^ and 
Admetus Is by no means noted fo r  h is moral courage.

The end of the play Is , lik e  the endings of most 

of the plays of Euripides, ra th e r restra ined  and cmven- 
t lm a l .  Heracles, being a half-d iv ine personage, gives 
the scene a general e f fe c t which corresponds very much 

to the formal theophany with which Euripides ends so many 
of his p lays. Iteraoles never, In Euripides' representa
tio n , speaks much of his own achievements. This Is mani
f e s t  In the Hercules Purens (though Dr. V erra ll, according
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to h is usual method of argument from sllenoe, takes th is  
to shoe that he rea lly  had no aohlevements); and th is  was 

In any ease no place for a long discourse on the co n flic t 

with death. A lcestis had to  be restored  to her husband.
I t  does not matter to us how she got back. The great point 
Is  th a t she Is here, and Heracles, the servant of man, 
subsides Into the background, making way fo r the keen 
observer of human natu re , who makes the f in a l  te s t  of his 
friend  to see if  he Is now worthy of the wife who has been 
restored  to him, - and perhaps to convince her of I t ,  too. 

The silence of A lcestis a t  the end of the play Is more 

impressive than any amount of rapturous exclamations on 
her p a rt would be.

Dr. V errall makes much of the lack of ordinary 
symptoms of I lln ess  In A lcestis , and uses th is  to  prove 
tha t there was nothing re a lly  the m atter with her except 
a s ta te  of coma, brought on by "extreme exhaustion and 

mental suggestion". One would ra th e r suppose, however, 
th a t the te r ro r  caused by the imminence of death. I f  I t  
was to end In such complete p ro stra tio n , would long before 
have prevented her from "perambulating the palace" and so 
fo r th . No normal symptoms were reasonably to  be expected 
In so eminently abnormal a death.
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Dr. V e rra ll>8 r a t io n a lis t ic  method of In terp reting  
Euripides, like  each of the other methods which have been 
discussed, evidently ra ise s  as many d if f ic u l t ie s  as I t  
solves. He explains the plays by a lte r in g  them c(xnpletely. 
He requires extraordinary acuteness In h is  audience; Indeed 
even a kind of "second sight" must have been necessary fo r 

the pr'bper appreciation of any one of the Ingenious p lo ts  
which he se ts  fo rth , unless we accept the existence of h is  
hypothetical large reading pub lic . Books were not turned 
out In thousands In those days as they are now,' they had 
to  be laboriously copied by hand, and were probably not 
very easy to  obtain.

Another c r i t i c .  Professor Norwood, follows Dr.
V errall very closely  In the main outldhies of h is  reasoning, 
b u t Is ra th er more cautious in h is  statem ents. He appre
c ia tes the "astonishing b r illia n c e  and the well-nigh mira
culous Ingenuity with which Dr. V errall has advanced and1.
supported bis views", but Is not prepared to go quite so

2 .
far him self. For Instance, In h is  remarks on the A lcestis , 
he agrees In the main with Verrall*s exposition , but admits 
th a t I t  Is a tenable view th a t Euripides Intended to  tre a t  

the legend in an orthodox manner, but only p a rtly  succeeded

1. "Riddle of the Baochae", p. 142.
2. "Greek Tragedy", pp. 186-192.
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in a tta in in g  the b rillian ce  of bis la te r  compositions. 
Dr. V errall would never have admitted the p o ss ib ility  ofI
even p a r t ia l  fa ilu re  In Euripides.
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CHAPTER 111.

' In order to dieones «hat the poet In each ease re a lly  
meant by his work. I t  Is e ssen tia l to have a c lear Idea of 
the nature of the audience for which h is plays were w ritten , 
and of the allowancesthat must be made fo r th e a tr ic a l con
vention . When the plays are studied long and carefu lly  In 

the printed te x t. I t  Is almost Inev itab le , I f  one loses 
sigh t of these conditions, th a t  one should become Involved 
In questions of extreme sub tle ty  such as Dr. V errall ra ise s , 
which, however In te resting  and In struc tive  they may be from 
the scho lar's  point of view, do not help us to form any Idea 
of the Impression which the plays must have made up<m the 
people before whom they were f i r s t  produced.

I t  Is  doubtful whether more than a very small pro

portion of a modern audience would fu lly  appreciate any of

the plays of Euripides which Dr. V errall has studied If  they1.
were produced according to his In te rp re ta tio n ; and a modern 
audience Is of a very d iffe re n t nature and composition from 
the audience a t  the City Dlonysla in fIfth -cen tu ry  Athens.
In the f i r s t  p lace, the plays a t  the City Dlonysla were

1. I t  would be extremely d i f f ic u l t  to make Dr. V e rra ll 's  
In te rp re ta tion  clear In production, as most of *̂ iis argu
ments turn on small points of wording, but by a carefu l 
study of expression la  speech, and by the admission of 
asides, i t  might be done.
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p art of a re lig ious fe s tiv a l aW were only performed In
1.

Athens on th a t  one occasion. In the f i f t h  century a t  le a s t.  
The whole of the people attended as a matter of course; 
there was no question of looking through a l i s t  of adver
tised  performances and seeing what seemed most a ttra c tiv e  
or congenial to the Individual theatre-goer, nor of study
ing critiques of the play beforehand. They knew they were 
to see plays based on the tra d itio n a l mythology, though 
the d e ta ils  of course were unknown, and the only oppor
tun ity  of seeing them was at th is  f i r s t  and, generally

2 ,

speaking, only performance.
The audience a t  the City Dlonysla consisted of sane

3 e20,000 persons. Including the g rea t m ajority of the c itizen  
body, and a lso  large numbers of s tran g ers, ambassadors from 
foreign countries, represen tatives of a l l ie d  s ta te s  who came 
to pay tr ib u te , and private Individuals a ttra c ted  to Athens 
by the fame of the f e s t iv a l . The plays must have been 
easily  In te ll ig ib le  to  these foreign v is i to r s ,  or the

granted to them In the theatre  would have 

been a very doubtful honour. But they can hardly have been 

expected to be conversant with anything but the broad out
lines of the tra d itio n a l myths, or to understand deep or

1. They might be repeated a t  country fe s t iv a ls ,  e .g . ,  
a t  the Piraeus.

2 . Chless anyone v is ite d  the performances in other 
p laces, which was probably not a common p rac tice .

3. flee Balgh A ttic Theatre. Ch. VII.
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subtle  a llusions to oontemporary a f fa irs  In Athens. Indeed, 
i f  we may aooept the authority  of A ris to tle , a large p art 

of the Athenian section  of the audience was I ts e l f  unfami
l i a r  with the ordinary d e ta ils  of mythology, -  -rJi
ĵvA(>*̂oL oAiy t̂y A c-fTrii/  ̂ 6-o ir

This g rea t audience, drawn from a l l  c lasses of the 
people, must have contained a large proportion of ignorant 
and uncultured c itiz e n s , and though the keen and rapid 

in te l le c t  of the Athenian people is  undoubtedly a fa c t ,  
i t  seems to  have been smnewhat exaggerated by those who 
wished to  uphold a complicated theory of In te rp re ta tio n . 
Approval and disapproval were strongly expressed; i f  the 
audience wished they could h iss a play o ff th e  stage and 
go on to the r e s t ,  and the judges were no doubt guided to 

some extent by the preferences shown by the people, espe
c ia l ly  as they might la te r  be tr ie d  by the people fo r 
giving an un fa ir judgment. We may take I t  then that the 
positions gained by the plays represent more or less the 
general Impression which they made a t  the time of th e ir  

production, and I f  a play Is characterised as "one of the 

second-rate plays" (pace Dr. V erra ll) , we need no t look 
In I t  fo r any wonderful elaboration of p lo t or subtle 
significance of language such as he found in the Andromache.

We must Imagine, then, a mixed audience, keenly 
in te res ted  In the plays which passed before them, ready to

1. Poetics 1461 b.26.
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express v io len t disapproval of any sentiments «hioh offended 
them and, in the main, extremely orthodox with regard to 
the n a tim a l re lig io n , as Is shown by the Impeaohment of 

Aeschylus fo r revealing the Mysteries, such an audience 
was lik e ly  to take the poet a t  his word, and I f  he said 
A lcestis was dead, to believe th a t she was dead, especially  

as the very mention of A lcestis must have brought th is  idea 
f i r s t  before th e ir  minds.

Moreover, such an audience would be to le ran t of many 
Incongruities caused by the d if f ic u lty  of production which 
the more spoiled modem audience would no t endure. I f
Shakespeare's audience were prepared to  have the dead bodies 
a t  the end of Hamlet, for Instance, get up and walk o ff , 
and I f  even we are not s a tis f ie d  u n ti l  we see the s la in  
v i l la in  take his c a ll  before the curtain  with the surv ivors, 
why should we not concede a t  le a s t  a sim ilar tolerance to 
the audiences of the City Dlonysla?

There was no curtain  In the fIfth -cen tu ry  thea tre ; 
any characters who ware on the stage a t  the opening of the 

play had to take up th e ir  position in f u l l  view of the 

audience, presumably even O restes, who had been lying i l l  

on his couch fo r five days. Then, again, everything had 
to  happen In broad day ligh t, even though the play required 

I t  to be dark. Por Instance, the whole action of the
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Rhesus takes place in the n igh t, and a g reat deal of the 
Cyclops a lso , but no attempt was made to  represent th is  
In the th ea tre , simply because In an open a i r  theatre  i t  
was impossible. I f  one of the characters apostrophised 
the heavenly bodies, the audience would not be d is s a t is 
fied  because they could not see them. I f  i t  were necessary 
for the ghost of Darius to  appear both In f u l l  daylight 
and before th irteen  people. I t  did so , even though I t

thereby v io lated  "two provisions in the standard code of
1.

ghostly e tiq u e tte " .

I t  Is fundamentally unnatural fo r the whole action 
of a play to take place out of doors, (the ecoyclema 
cannot properly be regarded as an In te rio r  scene), espe
c ia lly  r l£ ^ t in fro n t of the palace or other building 
wherein I t  should have passed, but I t  Is essen tia l to the 

production of a play in the Greek thea tre  and Is therefore 
accepted without question. Sim ilarly i t  is  unreasonable 
fo r two people to go out and come in through the same door 
within a few seconds without meeting one another, but they, 
undoubtedly do so in Greek tragedy. Por example. In the 

A loestls , Heracles goes out to the grave ju s t as Admetus 
re tu rn s , but they have evidently not met, and the audience 

accepts the fa c t .  After a l l .  I t  Is very easy to Ignore

1. P lloklnger, Greek Theatre, p. 226.
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im probabilities when they are  not d e f in ite ly  represented 

on the s tage . I f  Heracles and Admetus passed on the 
stage without seeing one another the audience would, no 
doubt, fee l i t  too g rea t a demand on th e ir  c redu lity ; but 
once they are behind the baok-scene we are no longer con
cerned with th e ir  doings, except such as they choose to 
announce on th e ir  re tu rn . A ris to tle  lays down In his

Poetics the ru le  tha t If  there Is any Improbability or1.
inconsistency i t  should be outside the p lay , and the same 

holds good of the minor Im probabilities of production — 
i f  they are outside the Immediate action they pass un
noticed.

There are many examples In the extant plays of In
congruities of tim e. One of these, th a t  a t  the beginning 
of the Agamemnon, Dr. V errall takes as the basis of a com

plicated theory about the p lo t, which sh a ll be considered 
la te r ,  but there are other Inconsistencies ju s t  as f lag ran t 
which have not been sim ilarly  explained, and which do not 
admit of such an explanation. Por instance. In ^ e  
Eumenldes the change from Delphi to the Acropolis of Athens 
requires a lapse of time su ff ic ie n t fo r a journey of eighty 

miles or so , but the action Is a l l  but continuous; In the

1. POeJtlCj#, 1460 a . 27. 'J~xr Aoyouj. IPtyyJ
ykC-pwK XXXx /~é-y C-f
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Supplices of Euripides am army marches from Eleusis to 
Thebes and fig h ts  a b a t t le ,  news of which Is brought back

1 .
within the space of th lr ty -s lx  lines a f te r  th e ir  departure; 

and In the Trachlnlae the news of the e f fe c t of the poisoned 
robe CMses a t  ▼. 734, while Heracles himself a rrives a t  
V .  970. I t  Is evident from these examples th a t i f  two 
events na tu ra lly  separated by a considerable lapse of time 
had to be brought Into one p lay, they were introduced by 
the poet without apology, and tha t the intervening period, 
being outside the actual represen tation , was Ignored. In 

the present day we Indicate these lapses of time on a 
prin ted  programme, but I f  we write "Scene I I  -  6  mem the 
la te r " ,  the six months have no more elapsed than If  we put 
in a choral ode and l e f t  them to  the Imagination, though 
I t  Is undoubtedly useful to be told the exact period. I t  
Is unnecessary, therefo re , and detrim ental to  the under- 
stending of the plays to attempt to explain away every 

l i t t l e  discrepancy, e ith e r  of time or of any other nature, 
by seeing behind i t  some deep design on the p a rt of the 
poet, which could never have been appreciated by an audience 
such as tha t which attended the Athenian performances In 

the f i f th  century B.C.
The d if f ic u l t ie s  and complications of any such under

taking may be I llu s tra te d  by an examlnatlcm of the various

1. Supp. 598 -  634.
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th eo ries  which have been put forward to  explain the pldk 

of the Agamemnon, and e sp ec ia lly  th a t of Dr. V e rra ll.

I f  one s t a r t s  with the assumption th a t the  p lo t 

must be in  every respec t o<mslstent and within the bounds 

of p o s s ib i l i ty ,  the Agamemnon presen ts very considerable 

d i f f i c u l t i e s .  In the f i r s t  p lace , the  a r r iv a l  of Agamem

non immediately a f te r  the re c e ip t  of the beaocsi message 

appears a p ra c tic a l  im p o ss ib ility , indeed, the  whole beacon 

s to ry , to ld  w ith such circum stance, i s  highly improbable, 

since a t  le a s t  one of the stages is  about a hxmdred miles 

long. Secondly, A egistheus, a t  the end of the p lay , 

a rriv in g  a f te r  everything i s  done and having had no obvious

p a r t  in  the murder, boasts th a t he devised the whole con-1.
sp iraey .

J’ciccCLOf - r c r ^ ^ c -

y. I.] (T

Dr. V e rra ll, unable to accept any incongruity  so serious 

as these attem pts to solve the problem by introducing a 

p o l i t i c a l  conspiracy In the A rgolid, and assigning c e r ta in  

l in e s , which are generally  given to  the chorus or older 

persons, to  a rep resen ta tiv e  of the d isa ffec ted  body, whom 

he names "co n sp ira to r" . Aegistheus is  supposed to have 

s t i r r e d  up th is  conspiracy ag a in s t Agamemnon during the

1. w .  1604, 1608-9.
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l a t t e r '« absence, and, on perceiving h is  approach, to have 
lighted  the beacon on Mt. Arachnaeus to earn Clytaemnestra 
and give her time to prepare for her husband's a r r iv a l.
The watchman, stationed on the roof for the past year, th a t 
i s ,  since the cm splracy became estab lished , had been to ld , 
in order to avert suspicion, th a t  the ligh ting  of the beacon 
would indicate the f a l l  of Troy, a sto ry  which Clytaemnestra, 
of course, supports in the conversation with the chorus.
The conspirators help her out in her deception by in te r 
posing favourable comments a t su itab le  po in ts. For in 
stance, the lines

L̂S' ŷ î oLlK/ /'loi .

1.
are taken as a comment of the hypothetical conspirator.

The evidœoe on which the in sertion  of a fourth  speaker 
in a small p a r t , which th is  theory n ecessita te s , is  based 
^  a note of Pollux,
Xiv2 &̂pĉ~rtAj>v etTTG-û «̂-v- t o ^  ôtXĉ roLi -7-0

Wf ly ^Aŷ ĉ-juycyi Thls noto doss a t f i r s t  seem
to afford a certa in  support to Dr. V erra ll 's  theory; never
the less  the speaker of lines such as those quoted above 
oould net be said elrê xy d-y w/y . There i s ,  more

over, a p o ss ib ility  tha t the w riter was not re fe rrin g  to

1. These lines are generally assigned e ith e r  to the ohorus 
or to Clytaemnestra h e rse lf . The la t t e r  arrangement seems 
the most sa tis fso to ry , the lines being thus a half-exouse 
fo r her former words.

2. quoted by V errall in Class Rev. 1890, p. 3.
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the Agememnon alone, but to the whole of the tr ilo g y , and
1 .

was thinking of the small p a rt of Pylades in the Choephorol;
though Pylades, in the present arrangement of the parts la
a mute oharaoter. Possibly a t  some e a r l ie r  date some of
the lines in the long a t  the tomb of Agamemnon were
assigned to Pylades Instead of to the chorus. In any case,

the evidence given by th is  note is  a t  best very slender, as
no passage from the play in question oan be Iden tified  which
f i t s  the descrip tion  &v-

In a l l  the other plays of Aeschylus even the th ird
aotor is  very sparingly used, and i t  does not seem lik e ly
that he should have brought in a fourth  person to speak

what is a quite d is t in c t  and, i f  V e rra ll 's  hypothesis were
co rrec t, important p a r t , though he might possibly require
an extra speaker on rare  occasions, - i f ,  for instance, a t
any point two sides of the t r i ta g c n is t  clashed.

Another elaborate theory has been brought forward by
2 .

B.3. Hoemle to explain why Agamemnon arrived on the morn

ing a f te r  the beacons were seen. He takes the view that 
Agamemnon d e lib era te ly  delayed his message u n ti l  himself 

was on the point of re tu rn ing , suspecting the existence cf 

some p lo t against him, or hearing of i t  from some of the 
more loyal of his subjects, and th a t the storm, which

1. A r i s t o p h a n e s 1124-8, quotes the opening lines of 
the Choephorol as the beginning of the Oreste ia ; the names 
of the trilo g y  and of i t s  component plays were evidently 
interchangeable.

2. The Problmn of the Agamemnon, 1921.
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hindered I ts  transmission s t i l l  fu rth e r, hastened his ship 

on. Aegistheus had planned the murder, and would have 
executed i t  himself had not Agamemnon's premature a r r iv a l 

and the provocation of Cassandra's presence determined 
Clytaemnestra to take Immediate ao tion . To th is  argument 
Dr. V errall makes the reasonable objection th a t i t  would 
be impossible for Agamemnon to  delay such news fo r any con
siderab le  length of tim e.

Both V e rra ll 's  and Hoernle's th eo ries , however, ask 

too much of the audience. Plots of th is  kind are completely 

a lien  to the s p i r i t  of Aeschylus, who kept always to broad 
and general ou tlines. I t  is  inconceivable th a t  he should 
have made the f i r s t  play of a tr ilo g y  so obscure as the 
Agamemnon, as these c r i t ic s  imagine i t ,  must inevitably  be.
I t  i s ,  in f a c t ,  extremely probable th a t discrepancies of 
time such as are involved in the a r r iv a l  of Agamemnon, or 

im probabilities like the message of the beacons, would 
pass as unnoticed by an Athenian avklience as they undoubtedly 
do in the performances a t  Bradfield College to-day, a t  le a s t 
by those who have not previously studied the question. The 

beacon passage is  too fine  in i t s e l f  fo r the lis ten e rs  to 
count up the miles as i t  goes on; the general d irec tion  is  
p erfec tly  co rrec t, there were no accurate maps of the

1. Vide. Chap. V., fo r discussion of the Dhities in 
A risto tle .
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Mediterranean a t  that time, and, i t  must once more be urged, 
the play# were w ritten  for performance and not fo r d iseec- 
ti<m.

A very in te restin g  attempt has, however, been made to 
ju s t i fy  the beacon passage by emendation; and th is  is  worthy 

of mention even though any ju s tif ic a tio n  beyond the undeni
able beauty of the passage and i t s  general verisim ilitude  
may be thought unnecessary. I t  is  se t fo rth  in an a r t ic le  
e n titled  "The Geography of the Beacon Passage", by W.M. 
Calder, which appears in Class. Rev. 1982, p. 166. The 
general outlines are as fo llow s:- The route described lie s  
throughout in te r r i to ry  controlled by the Athenian navy, 
and is  p recise ly  the line  th a t would be ohosm fo r such a 

se rie s  of signalling  s ta t iw s .  The beacon chain is  there
fore an anachronisn, in the legendary an tiqu ity  of the 
Oresteian sto ry , but credible to a f ifth -cen tu ry  audience,
since Herodotus and Thucydides prove th a t  the Greeks of

1.
th is  period knew the a r t  of f ire -s ig n a ls ;  also  a sim ilar

system of f i r e - 8 ignaIs was known in the Byzantine period,
2 .with in tervals of from 45 to 60 m iles. According to th is  

evidence a l l  the stages in the Aeschylean beacon-ohain are 
feasib le  except th a t from Athos to Euboea, and a t  th is  
point there i s ,  by almost universal consent, s break in

1. Cf. Herod. VII, 182, IX, 3; Thus. I I ,  94, I I I ,  22, 80.
2. See Calder, C.R. 22, p. 167. "The evidence for th is 

beacon route w ill be found in Ramsay's 'H is to rica l Geography 
of Asia M inor', pp. 362, 187, 20 (in  th is  o rder)."
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the conetructloQ, and probably a laouna in the te x t. Tbe 

supplied line  muet "reintroduce the lo s t s ta tio n , provide 

tpxyp with a verb which carries  the signal to  the lo s t  
s ta tio n , furn ish  with a p rincipal verb to
which i t  stands in the ordinary temporal re la tio n , and 
Ju s tify  the a r t ic le  before The lin e  sug
gested by Mr. Calder is  crv.,f~J.jc-ra,

With th is  addition the passage runs as fo llow s:-

/? -   ''  ̂ / / OV6 e- TTc<.̂ 0̂ <~k: T'̂ J'T'y.p
 ̂ Ov' oc'( 7TO5* j  0̂  c- <Pĉ  ̂oCAT-c.

^ I  ̂  ̂ e>t   'i/TTt-f TG-n ~T~̂ -TTCV-V'T-CS'V' Locrirc- W- coy-i ij-oU ̂
? \ — I   i rb   ^CCp<̂ '-'p -77-0 ̂  C-^é Ci ^  il ^G»j>

^ ’'1 Ky> o-y o p̂ yi'j-c-̂ r̂  >
TT6- uK -r° <r̂  f ^ y c - s  w}. -rif p

(TC—XoLf -TTy-(’y-y y e-t \  a~<r̂ Ma<.>z iO-r-o-̂  o-.ro Tra.,}

i . e . ,  "sped joyously to lous, whence the pine-glare soared 

to heaven, but not u n t i l  i t  had passed on i t s  beam of 
rad ian t gold to Kakisto s ' watch" (Calder).

lous meets the geographical requirements of the 
passage quite s a tis fa c to r i ly , being one of the group of 
islands off the coast of Magnesia in Thessaly, near Pepa- 
re thus. The correction i s ,  of course, e n tire ly  cm jec tu ra l, 

but gives an instance of the kind of way in which the 

passage might be resto red .
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The incredulity  of the chorus does not help Dr. Verrall's 
theory th a t  the beacon-ohain was not au thentic: w .  318-9,

i ' o Z k - -pyAeSc-
Ac-Aoiy '̂ JXy wV Xe f̂^is 'TtsCÂy,

re fe r  to the message i t s e l f ,  not the means of i t s  tran s
m ission. After the ten weary years of the Trojan war they
were not lik e ly  to tru s t  too rashly to  a rumour of the end: 
the watchman could only have seen a gleam in the sky, fo r 

which he had watched throughout a whole year, and might 
perhaps be mistaken, they thought; perhaps the f i r e  was due 
to some accident or other cause.

There remains only tiie strange boast of Aegis theus1.
th a t he had framed the en tire  p lo t. The whole story of the 
house of Atreus which Aegistheus te l l s  a t  th is  point is in 

keeping with Aeschylus' basic idea of an ancestra l curse 
descending from generation to generation. Aegistheus was 
in r e a l i ty  the cause of Agamemnon's death; i t  was through
him th a t re trib u tio n  descended, though not by his own hand,

fo r i t  was undoubtedly his influence th a t  turned Clytaem
nestra  against her husband in the f i r s t  p lace. As he him

s e lf  observes,

TTcZd-oL/ I .

1. w . 1608-9.
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"and I have sa t my hand to  th is  man, though fa r a say; I 

linked together a l l  th is  ohain of treachery". Surely th is 
expresses the s p i r i t  of Aeschylus more nearly than any 
in te rp re ta tio n  which makes Aegistheus the centre of a p o li
t ic a l  conspiracy. Thus when tbs chorus ask

Tt tToV ycoUnî y
OiJK pL KATES' pLXÀol <r*J*' __.

a question which he has already su ffio ien tly  answered in 
W  . 1636-7, ( -TO cfo A yu wq.fkoj'

Gryw â ô'-rroTTrof ^  t yer̂v'ĉj'̂  )
««

be despaira of making them underatand hia true position , 
bu t proceeds a t  le a s t  to'vindicate hia courage by a general 
challenge.

The outraged motherhood of Clytaemnestra makes her 
a su itab le  channel for the vengeance, o

Atri©ur
that cornea by way of Aegistheue upon the house of Athen*.

1 . w .  1643 , 4 .
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CHAPTER IV.

" I t  la  a fundamental law in the o ritie ism  of Greek
Tragedy . . . .  th a t we must ponder it u n ti l  we find acme
cen tra l thought which account# fo r the whole action , and1.
for the perspective in which the d e ta ils  are placed.”

I t  would be hard to  find a more apt motto fo r those 
th eo ris ts  who, in  the attempt to substan tia te  th e ir  own 
views, mar the appreciation of the plays by introducing 
in to  them su b tle tie s  th a t are u tte r ly  incompatible with 
the conditions under which they were o rig in a lly  performed, 
and which are  su itab le  ra th e r fo r a reading public than 
fo r a dramatic exhib ition . We have seen to  what re su lts  
such "ponderings” lead in the case of Dr. V erra ll. I t  
now remains to  consider the m atter in another aspect.

In the endeavour to  appreciate any plays belonging 
to 8 0  remote a period as the A ttic tragedies, imagination 
is  undoubtedly necessary; not th a t imagination which is 
exorcised in working out some precmceived idea, often a t  
the cost of great s tra in in g  of the te x t, but the imagination 
which enables us to re a lis e  what e f fe c t  the plays themselves 
must have presented to the audience before whom they were

1. G. Norwood, "Greek Tragedy", p. 155.
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o rig ina lly  produced. Without d e fin ite  evidence to the 

contrary we have,It,seem s, no a lte rn a tiv e  but to suppose 
that the plays mean what they appear to  mean; that Is to 

say, what they would, to a f lfth -cen tu ry  audience, have 

appeared to  mean. This does not necessarily  correspond 
with the Impression they would make on a modem audience, 
fo r many things which seem strange to us would In a l l  
p robab ility  have been p erfec tly  natu ral to them.

We cannot draw any certa in  Inferences from frag 
mentary passages of lo s t plays which may have survived, 
fo r the apparent meaning of a fragment Is often completely 
d iffe re n t from th a t which I t  presents when seen In I ts  
cm tex t. A ll concluslœ s drawn from the fragments must 
therefore remain under suspicion u n ti l  more Is known of 
the circumstances peculiar to  each. Parody must be viewed 
with equal caution, for one of I ts  main a r ts  l ie s  In r e 

moving words and phrases from th e ir  context In order to 
a ttr ib u te  p a rticu la r sentiments to  the poet.

The theories of origin have been s e t  aside as giving 
no help In the general appreciation of the p lays, and the 
ra tio n a lis t ic  system of explanation has also been abandoned 
on account ot I ts  excessive su b tle ty . I t  now remains to 
turn to the plays themselves and consider how fa r some 
points which have been regarded as d i f f ic u l t  of understanding
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may be explained by a recognition of certa in  outstanding 
differences of thought and feeling  between the people of 
the f i f t h  century B.C. and the present day, and of the 

e ffec t the plays must have presented to  those before whom 
they were f i r s t  performed.

Evidence Is not lacking fo r such d iffe rences. The 
two most outstanding points on which they occur the 
Importance of due b u ria l r i t e s ,  and family re la tio n s . A 
proper appreciation of these points Is  of üie utmost Im
portance, since by a lack of I t  the reader te led Into con

demnation of certa in  scenes and a fee ling  of bewilderment 
about o thers, which were a l l  no doubt highly sa tis fac to ry  
to the people fo r  whom they were w ritten , while the due 
recognition of such d ifferences makes I t  possible to  explain 
many points of d if f ic u lty .

The great s tre s s  la id  on the proper performance of 
the customary b u ria l r i t e s ,  -rJ: , was probably

In the f i r s t  place due to the feeling  th a t without them 
the soul was debarred from entering Hades, and remained 

In an Intermediate s ta te  as a ghost. In Homer we find In 
one passage^‘d e fin ite  reference to th is  b e lie f . I t  was 
considered the g rea te s t Injury osx9 man could do another 
to  refuse him buria l a f te r  death. This feeling  Is  I llu s tra ted

1. I lia d  4. 71. BJ-'Tîrc' /<.c- om  - r iT(rpî <s-u
K . r - X -
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In various passages in the A ttic  o ra to rs , the branch of 
l i te ra tu re  which, with the drama, re f le c ts  most c lea rly  

the s p i r i t  of the times. For example, Isoe. Panath^169^-
fefeÎTO -7-01 cr̂ -r<=r̂ j y /Wl, Jc-

7TSlA oC{0 \ /  K c Ll  7r=KT /̂c> t/ koi'T'^A»^ v   ̂ 'TTa^syTKsr’̂

/  I —  ^(̂ \ŜÔTTC>f kOf ÔL oLTC-A G'i.Kj' O W/' ot p Ô t̂ TTl j'
/ / / uVo ~»po<rTorou-/̂ er\ŷ  </Ioî otŷ e-.->5 .

I t  was considered a "sacred and Imperative duty to
g.

cover with earth  a human corpse", see Pausanlas 1, 3 g, 5, 
which was no t refused even to  enemies — j ^ .  Ix , 52, 9 ^— 
and th is  duty would be expected even of s tran g ers, should 

tlM proper celebrants be unavailable. Isocra tes, Plataeans, 
4416, shows bow te r r ib le  I t  was thought to  deprive anyone
or to be deprived, of b u ria l —

0(
e -trr- i

Tof r c S v ^ P r ^ r  &i'ey^a-l9oLc fcdJ  - r ^ T

Tht-Tçi'j^o^ J^To(rrc-f>c-Pa-ûou fc o u  tCô '̂  iiVtc-»'' o i i r o L u -rX.

yUtv- W)TC-p()V TC  ̂ içujA ôcr̂ S\v i-j ~roiy -̂T cr\> iT̂ ̂  ^

Sim ilarly P lato , HIpp.Maj. 291, refera  to the desire  
generally f e l t  for a su itab le  funeral — -ro.vov
K ta l  -n-oc>/ri'  ̂ \cd^> koLJ\A ^vcPpl TrA <o^ro^< 'T ,

o’tTD UÔ-nrô ycccAPs ^G-ydJ\o-icp^rrS^

'Tô  \/oLi .

1. Cf. a lso  Lysias S p it. 47 , and Aeschines kocr. Tiy.. 414.
8 ,  lJj' -Tt.*Vr~f 0 0 - 1 0 ^  J .v B p A -7 T O o  y 'O K p O v -  .

3 «<.A j tf* C- -fXy<f'aL o Ĉ-L tPi-̂ ' A* i Ao icXc-:^ kol I - - A

Tfrr^»c(iry'j> i-A r  -  -  '^ -p i-x^ -re ivÉ -w  -■ ■  to i-, a'(^  icru-- o-^iA=- ctTioBa.
f f -,

0 1̂ - y 7 '̂
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I t  is  evident that the subject was one of such para
mount importance to  the Greek mind th a t  ee need no t be su r
prised a t  the great s tre ss  la id  on i t  In many of the extant 
traged ies, even though the question of bu ria l Is given more 
lengthy treatment and su ffers more heated d iscussIw  than 
we fe e l Is Ju s tif iab le  In proportion to  the other events 
of the play. In some oases, such as the Supplices of 
Euripides, the whole adtlon Is based on the topic of b u ria l, 

but there are one or two plays In which certain  scenes have 
been frequently  condemned because of what seemed to the 
c r i t i c  the undue prominence given to  this question.

Sophocles' Ajax Is a c lea r example of the Influence 
which such an Idea may have upon the construction of a play. 
In the C lassical Review of 1911, Mr. A. P la t t  brought fo r
ward a theory to  explain why, a f te r  the death of the hero, 
the play s t i l l  goes on for over 500 l in e s . In the dispute 
about the b u r ia l . His explanation Is based on the assump

tion th a t  the l a s t  scene cannot be regarded as other than 
an anticlim ax. In most of Sophocles' p lays, he says, a 
more or less subordinate character appears in the e a r lie r  
and la te r  scenes, while absent from the cen tra l, to frame 

and act as a fo i l  to  the main character. The cool and 

sensible a tt i tu d e  of Odysseus brings out more c lea rly  the 
pride and foo lish  Impetuosity of Ajax, and fo r th is  reason 
he Is brought In again a t  the end of the play.

1 . Page 101.
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Non, la  the f i r s t  place. I t  Is extremely unlikely 
th a t Sophocles should have allowed an element of the play 

which ex isted  merely as a f o i l  to  the main action to en
croach to  such an extent on the space a llo tte d  to the whole; 
600 lines out of 1420, more than one-third of the whole play. 
Is an unwarranted propertlcm fo r such a scene. The re a l 
point I s , as Professor Jebb remarks, tha t "the true  climax 
of the play Is not the death of Ajax, but the decision th a t 
he sh a ll be burled". He, however, bases th is  view on the 
fa c t  th a t Ajax was a hero, with r i te s  and offerings of his 
own, and th a t  therefore he must appear a t  the end as a 
f i t t in g  rec ip ien t of the hooours generally paid to  him.
Ajax was Indeed a hero In a re lig io u s  sense, but had he 
not been so the f in a l scenes would have been equally appro

p r ia te . The whole question turns on the Importance of 
proper b u ria l as a»vindication of Ajax' honour; the very 
p o e s lb lllty  of his no t receiving I t  la su ff ic ie n t to keep 
up the trag ic  In te re s t to the end of the p lay, and I t  Is 

unnecessary to suppose any underlying motive fo r the scene 
such as Mr. P la t t  suggests. To a modem audience the 
"action", th a t  Is to  say tbs excitement, probably closes 
with the death of Ajax, but I t  Is  Inconceivable th a t th is  
should have been tbs case In the f i f th  century B.C., when 

the proper performance of buria l r i t e s  fa r  outweighed the

1. Ajax. I n t r . p. xxx ll.
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-the-other oiroumetanoes of death, and the g rea test possible 

Injury one man could do another was to  refuse him these 
funeral honours.

Theories such as Mr. P la t t 's  presuppose a v arie ty  
of "second sight" In the audience. I t  must be remembered 
th a t the play was In most cases performed once only, a t  
any ra te  In the c i ty ,  th a t  there Is l i t t l e  evidence for 

an extensive reading public a t  th a t  time, and th a t there

fore the play must have been c lear and In te ll ig ib le  as I t  
went along. Imagine an audience lis ten in g  to 500 lines 
of a play, and presumably waiting fo r the next event, before 
re a lis in g  tha t a l l  th is  was only meant to be a f o i l  to the 
character of the hero, whose fortunes were long ago con
cluded t Granted tha t the Athenian public were possessed 

of an extremely fine  aesthe tic  sense and g reat powers of 
appreciating l i te ra ry  beauty, s t i l l  there Is  nothing In 
these scenes su ffic ien tly  beau tifu l to  be I ts  own j u s t i f i 
cation . There seems to be no a lte rn a tiv e  but to admit 
e ith e r  th a t the end of the play Is lacking in a r t i s t i c  
m erit, or th a t the In te re s t remains a liv e  u n t i l  the close, 
through the peculiar a ttitu d e  of the Greek mind to the 

value of the customary forms of b u r ia l . The sch o lia s t
ta ins <ra atXyc -7-^^y y

but th is  Is not contemporary evidence. Halgh's objection^'

1. apaglo Drama of the Greeks, p. 188.
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to the sosne la "the excessive length of the concluding
dialogues". However, In a matter of v i ta l  In te re s t an
Athenian audience would have had no objection to  a l i t t l e
rh e to rica l d isp lay . In which, Indeed, they delighted . I t

seems, therefo re , th a t the d if f ic u lty  of the Ajax may be

solved by taking Into consideration one of the pred(minant
ch a rac te ris tic s  of contemporary Greek thought; and I t  w ill
be seen tha t others alao w ill admit of sim ilar treatm ent.

The Septem of Aeschylus has been suspected by many1.
c r i t i c s .  Including Wllamovlts-Moellendorf, of containing 
In terpolation  in i t s  la te r  scenes. The suspected portion 
Is tha t from v . 1004 onwards, up to th is  point there has 
been no suggestion th a t Polyneloes w ill not receive precisely  

the same honours as Eteocles, the defender of the c ity .
Then suddenly comes the decision of the people, and Anti
gone's resolve to bury her b ro ther, even ag a in s t th e ir  
w ill . This ending Wllamovlts-Koellendorf regards as
spurious - "der unechte Sohluss", "der Inhalt des Dramas

2 .
sc h lle s s t dlesen Akt aus". He fee ls  tha t the play should

f in is h  with the bu ria l of both, and th a t the l a s t  episode

Is therefore unnecessary. The suddenness of the decision,
in his opinion, te l l s  against the passage, "Seine Verwandten
sollen Ibm n lch t das l e t s te  O elelt geben. Wosu batte man

5.
Ihm dem e r s t  herelngebrach t'. ___________________________

1. A lschylos-Interpretatlonen, 1914.

2. P. 88.
3. P. 89.
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Tbs suggested explanation Is th a t this la s t  episode 
was Imitated from the Antigone of Sophocles.

The play «as the th ird  of a tr ilo g y , Lalus, Oedipus
and Septem, produced In 467 B.C., a t  le a s t twenty-five 
years before the Antigone of Sophocles. There Is no evi
dence of Interpolation In the language of the scene; more
over the story I ts e l f  Is d iffe ren t, the decree being passed 
by the -rpo/iooAo, in Aeschylus' play, not by a new

king. There Is nowhere any mention of Creon. I t  Is un
like ly  tha t anyone Imitating the Antigone of Sophocles 
should have been careful enough to s tr ik e  the democratic 
note^sultable to an Aeschylean play by th is  change. Assum
ing tbm that the evidence for Interpolation Is In su ffic ien t, 
the story of Antigone's resolve Is squeesed Into the play 
a t  the la s t  moment In a ra ther In a r tis tic  manner. Aeschylus
might have broken off a t v . 1004 with the burial of the
two brothers, though the play would then have been a l i t t l e

2 .short In comparison with his other works; but the sto ry  of 
Antigone was part of a well-known legend, and could hardly 
have been em itted, especially  In a trilo g y , which usually
CoTtrprise-s ,  ^ ^oont&ia e  « complété history  of sw e house, or a self~  
contained part of I t .

1. I t  i s  evident from other plays of Aeschylus th a t ha 
shared in the universal hatred of ty ran ts , c f . Persae 242. 
Suppl. 699, 898, 365 f f .  See Halgh, Tragic Drama of t ^  
Greeks, p. 55, where the Idea of Aeschylus' objection to 
popular forms of government Is refu ted .

2. Only the Kumenldes Is shorter, 999 l in e s . The other 
plays are as follow si- P.V.1114, Persae 1054, Supplices 
1056, Agam. 1661, ChoGph. 1065.
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The objection that the decision against Polynelces' 
bu ria l Is too sudden has l i t t l e  weight. There has been 
no opportunity in the play up to th is point for the sug
gestion th a t I t  might be refused, for up to v. 1004 we 
have only heard the opinions of the s is te r s ,  who na tu ra lly  
fe e l for both equally, and of the chorus, which expresses 
no opinion e ith er way. To the audience the decision would 

not be su rp rising , even supposing they were not previously 
acquainted with the s to ry , for I t  was not rea lly  lik e ly  
tha t the man who had attacked his native c ity  should re 
ceive the same honours as I ts  defender.

Once th is decree had been announced, as I t  In ev it
ably had to  be, the episode of Antlgcxte's resolve to bury 
Polynelces followed na tu ra lly . The curse of Oedipus bad 
declared th a t  the brothers should divide th e ir  inheritance 
with the sword so as to obtain equal shares. The Greek 
mind would not regard th is  prophecy as fu lf i l le d  unless 
each received equal bu ria l honours. I t  seems as though
there was rea lly  too much of the story  l e f t  to get Into

1.
the play, but by means of Antigone's confidence and the 
jo in t ex it of the two bands of mourners Aeschylus suggests 
su ffic ien tly  the subsequent accwipllshment of her aim.
Once more the importance In Greek eyes of proper buria l

1. I t  Is evident from A ris to tle 's  Injunction, Poetics 
1456 a . lOf f . , Xp*! "" -̂irôiroiiicèv
that people frequently did try  to put too much Into a 
tragedy.
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explains a generally reoognised d iff ic u lty  without recourse 
to theories of interpolatl«m , which are  generally based on 
shaky foundations, unless tiiere is some very obvious d if 
ference in language or metre.

A th ird  play in which the importance of bu ria l 
r i te s  stands out i s ,  of course, Sophocles' Antigone. Here, 
however, the s itua tion  is  complicated by the co n flic t 
between two other ruling factors of Greek thought, loyalty  
to the s ta te  and a strong feeling  of the tie s  of kinship, 
a co n flic t which also  appears a t  the end of the Septem. 
Loyalty to the s ta te  and to the family was equally Impera
tiv e , and the play is  one of the most powerful works of 
Sophocles th a t we have, simply because be brings Into con
f l i c t  these two aspects of duty In such a way as to show 
the natural tie s  of the family triumphing over the obliga
tions of o ltlsensh lp . The dilemma does not seem nearly 
so te r r ib le  to us now as I t  must have been to the o rig inal 
audience, because neither bond carries so much weight with 
u s. We can, however, re a lise  more or less the feelings 
of the heroine u n ti l  we come to her remarkable assertion  
In w .  905-7,

O i 3  y / p  ti ' o t ’  c t v j T ’ i<!v e - i  r e k v u u k  e - < p u v

O-U T  '  e -l T T o  f  I y  0 1  Kd.'rB oc ly t-i V XT G-TO
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Objection has been made to these lines on the ground th a t 

£-? c-<p.ov does not mean " I f  my children
had died", but In conjunction with the following lines 
th is  sense can surely be understood - " I f  I were In th is  
position as a mother or a wife".

Many scholars wish to  re je c t  th is  passage as an 
in terpo lation , some discarding more lin e s , some le s s , the
grea test cut being made by Dlndorf, who re jec ts  w .  900-

1
94)8 as an In terpo lation . Being unable to understand the 
sentiments expressed in these l in e s , which from the modem 
point of view are without doubt exceedingly strange, these 
c r i t ic s  found th e ir  theory of In terpolation on the sim ilar 
passage In Herodotus, 111, 119, from which they declare 
the words to  have been copied. This passage reads as 
follows :-  4 6' -p£>io-i'<Sc- - ’'a
cjV  Y C 'K 'i> (T o ,  C— c P e i U  ̂ K  olT" T C rk c  J!KX ot ^ C " *

fliXoi Sè vc.olV <=>ikeA-i yyc-a
^ ocXXcty o ~poTru. yc-yoii w * yin-tu-r̂

c~ yuj C-̂A < y~oio'Tot,

Curious p a ra lle ls  are quoted in the commentary by 
Howj^ Wells (1912), p . 294, from the Indian epic, the 
Ramayana, and a la te  Persian s to ry .

Some think tha t the passage was Inserted by Sophocles* 
son, lophon, but th is semss extremely unlikely . I f  the

1. E .g ., Jebb, 904-920; Sehneide^ln, 905-13; Weckleln 
and Nauek, 904-920; Kvicala, 905-912.
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sentiments expressed were su ffic ien tly  popular to Ju stify
the insertion  so soon a f te r  the play was erittem# why
should not aophocles have w ritten the words himself?

The passage certa in ly  stood thus in the tex t with
which A risto tle  was familiar# for he refers to i t  in Rhet.1 •

i i i .  16. 9. Moreover# Plutarch# De fra  te rn . amor. ^481£# 
repeats the same sentiment: a~/s- ^
  I/7 ric-fcnp oLAp'tx
rov  o f  ^ T 7  1ToL( ^  p  hzT,^ <rbL<T<0 « u  Su ^ \ T   ̂  ̂ Sc~X

\ \ ^ f \ ■Jf ~> ->\ /a o*- A A Op , lyo V (x-) V Ovĵc oLi% \y G^o / /"o

Evidently the idea was not eo strange to the Greek mind 
as we have bean led to  believe.

In the Clasaleal Review for 1918 (p. 141), Hr. J . J .  
Murphy proposed to solve the problem by emendation. Ite 
was not w illing to admit the Interpolation theory, but 
could not a l l  the same accept the sentiments as they stood. 
Be therefore suggested reading the le t te rs  o-jrciy. in v.904 
as I)" TiV (■ TTi Sv- rather than oJV jV  . The la t te r  

reading he supposes to be due to the In the follow
ing lin e , which led the ed ito r or rev iser to read the 
le t te r s  In th is  way. With th is  a lte ra tio n  the passage 
reads : "For never, no never, had I  been the mother of 
children - not If I t  were my husband that lay mouldering 
In death - would I have taken on myself th is  labour In 
defiance of the c lt is e n s ."  This, i f  we consider the

i  ̂  TTOt G-r 7T (I, f>c4 d'c-fy/-oi TO <£-k TM r k"? _
T hTf °f A ' o y  " koi ' TToiT-for lie-^yjkt/y-ooy
O Ch C-ITT * <̂C-X Oy T?y j3 X itf*TO,
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English version alone# gives a reasonable sense# - though 
the remark s trikes  one as a l i t t l e  unnecessary; but from 
the point of visw of syntax i t  is  unsatisfactory . The 
supposed f a l s i f ie r  of the tex t was quite r ig h t in looking 
for a preceding oo-rt* to balance tha t a t  the beginning of 
V .  906; for oV-r̂  here would natu ra lly  mean **nor” . Mr. 
Murphy's version would require yroV/p kc.T-. X.

Another suggestion is tha t of G. Kaibel in his 
tre a tis e  de Sophoclis Antigone (1897). He feels that the 
'^husband and children" passage was directed against Creon# 
whose son Haemon she was to  have married. But such a re 
mark as "I would not have done i t  for your son" would be
quite out of keeping with the dignified note of th is  speech

1.
as a whole. In a la te r  passage# however# the same w riter 
remarks "nemo aegre fe re t quod Sophocles de iu r is  g e n til io ii  
nature explioatius dioere n o lu it: neque decebat hoc poetam 
neque opus e ra t Graecis s c i l ic e t  audientibus# quibus Anti- 
gonae cogltandi ra tio  fam iliaris  e ra t" . This seems to  be 
the point on which the whole matter turns# and had Kaibel 
made fu l l  use of i t  his own hypothesis would have been 
superfluous.

The Antigone has often been regarded as an exposition 
of the co n flic t between the tie s  of kin and those of

1. Oj ĵjj3i .̂ # p. 20.
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oitisensh ip . Had Antigone been upholding the law of the 
gods# Teireaiaa ought to have supported her, " ita  quidem u t 
deorum vindex virgo iniusto supplicii^ lib e ra re tu r" , which 
he is fa r  from doing, though he deprecates to a certain  ex
ten t the harshness of Creon'a sentence.

On the assumption tha t the passage as i t  stands is  
correct and th a t i t  must be explicable in i t s e l f ,  we must 
turn once more to the essen tia l difference of outlook of 
the Athenian audience from ourselves. In the f i r s t  place 
refusa l of b u ria l, as we have seen before, was a most 
te rr ib le  wrong. Antigone was therefore bound a t le a s t 
formally to bury any corpse, and in particu lar th a t of her 
own brother. Moreover, the family must be upheld a t  a l l  
co s ts . Creon had usurped the position of her family, and 
must not be permitted to exercise ju risd ic tion  in a case 
where her own in s tin c t led her so c lea rly . In a pa triarchal 
community a brother is more closely re la ted  to a woman than 
a husband or children would be, since the la t te r  belong to 
a new stock. This feeling  is  a t  the back of Antigone's 
words. The passage gives the impression th a t i f  i t  were 
not for th is family bond she would regard herself ju s tif ie d  
in pleading the king 's commands as an excuse fo r neglecting 
the r i te s  ; the tragedy of her position is  th a t th is  is  the 
one re la tio n  for whom she roust disregard the ed ic t and make

1 . I b id .,  p . 21.
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the attempt. The ao-called harshness of Antigone's charac
te r is  probably to be explained by the fa c t that she is  
c learly  aware of the magnitude of her sa c rif ic e , and fee ls  
i t s  hardness.

With regard to the Aloestis of Euripides i t  is  d i f f i 
cu lt to speak with any certa in ty , because the fac t that i t  
was performed fourth in the se rie s , i . e . ,  in the place 
usually occupied by a satyr-p lay , removes i t  somewhat from 
the province of tragedy; but i t  seems a t le a s t possible 
that here too we have an instance of the influence of con
temporary ideas. Most c r i t ic s  agree with Halgh th a t the 
substitu tion  fo r a satyrio  drama accounts for the peculiar 
tone of the play; but th is  would hardly seem to Ju stify  
the Juxtaposition of pure tragedy and pure burlesque which 
the play appears to present, i f  we regard the Pheres-Admebus 
scene as wildly impossible and en tire ly  ludicrous. The only 
complete extant saty r-p lay , the Cyclops, presents no such
v io len t con trast. H. Weil, in his edition of the A lcestis, 1.
says "de là v ien t le  caractère mixte de cette  pièce, qui
occupe une place à part dans ce qui noua reste  du théâtre

2 .
grec". Later, however, he adds "d'un autre côte, l'homme 
e s t  le chef de la fam ille % sa vie é ta i t  regardée comme 
quelque chose d 'infinim ent plus précieux que la  vie de la 
femme". This, as fa r  as i t  goes, was evidently a fam iliar

1. Introduction, p. 2.

2♦ Ib id . ,  p . 4 .
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Idea to the Greek# of th a t  time, of. Iph. Aul. 1394,
/_________________ f fc  ly Y yc^C-‘ (T(rx-J V- Y I K: uo V c f c ^ v o t o ^

S l t t l  (Or. L it. I l l ,  p. 324), explains the s itua tion  
by the fac t tha t the Greeks set an exceptionally low value 
on the lives of women end old men. No one, however, seems 
to have observed that the very argument with which Weil 
seeks to Justify  Admetus " l 'homme est le chef de la famille" 
might be equally well cqpplieé in vindication of Pheres ' 
a tti tu d e . The sacrifice  would not normally be expected 
of him, as he himself remarks, v. 683:-

 ̂u Y ~rO\̂ ô c—c i ' ovx
-jTac! rr po Ĉr̂ Lt' TToL.~rX~̂Ap̂ cr̂ s ' V'̂KTOV' ,

He is ,  while he liv es , s t i l l  the head of the family, though 
Admetus is doubtless the head of h is own subsidiary family. 
Both, therefore, have a good claim to survive, and th is  
seems to be the point of the whole scene. The Athenian 
people loved a discussion of any kind, especially  one th a t 
had two good sides to I t .  The teaching of the sophists, 
and the exercises in the schools of rhetoric  fostered th is  
lik in g , which was a t i t s  height a t the time when Euripides 
wrote. The arguments on e ither side have su ffic ien t 
grounds, to the Athenian mind, if  not to ours, to keep the 
scene out of the realm of pure comedy, and to make i t  en
durable in the context. The deplorable feature is  no t so 
much the arguments used as the undignified way in which
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fa ther and son r a i l  a t each other;and even th is , a t euch a 
time, can be excused.

Various attempts have been made to explain th is play 
as a representation of a sun or year myth. Dr. Albin Lesky^ 
records the most important of these, but to a l l  the same 
objection applies % how could the audience, without being 
forewarned, rea lise  the meaning of such a story on the spot? 
No doubt many of the myths did have the ir foundations in 
some such system of personification , which is  natu ral to a 
very early  stage of in te lligence , but we must surely beware 
of imagining the people of the f i f th  century B.C. as con
scious of the ultim ate source of the s to ries  in which they 
delighted. Ho one in the present day, except perhaps a 
few who have studied such aspects of mythology, would re a lis e , 
or even desire  to re a lis e , the application to natural pheno
mena of the story of Balder the Beautiful.

In any case these theories have l i t t l e  bearing on the 
solving of the principal d iff ic u lty  in the play, since Pheres 
features in none of them. Taking into consideration not only 
th a t the Aloeatia waa parformed in place of a saty r-p lay , 
but alao th a t the Atheniana had a natural lik ing for rh e to ric 
a l  diaputa tiona, and held auoh views %a they did on the 
in fe rio r value of the lives of women and old people, i t  
appears th a t the scene would seem to them su ffic ien tly  

n a tu ra l.

1. A loeatia. derMythus und daa Drama. 1925.
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Such are some of the differences of a ttitu d e  between 
the Athenians and ourselves which we are apt to ignore: but 
there is another difference which we are equally inclined 
to exaggerate, namely the desire for a r ig id  adherence to 
the "u n ities" , and to actual p robability , which w ill be 
d ea lt with in the following chapter.  ̂ ^
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APPENDIX TO CHAPTER IV.

The Ion of Euripides and the Traehlniae of Sophocles 
present instances of the influence upon the drama of con
temporary ideas d iffering  from our own, which do not appear 
to have been previously noted in th is  connection. The Ion 
i l lu s tra te s  the great importance of the family in Greek 
ideas and the Trachiniae the peculiar conditions of married 
l i f e  a t tha t time.

In the f i r s t  mentioned play Creusa*s h o s til i ty  to 
Ion is  generally a ttrib u ted  to  her jealousy of Xuthus fo r 
having found a son, while she herse lf remains ch ild less.
This motive, however, is  not su ff ic ie n t, because she had 
had a son p rio r to her marriage to Xuthus, and might s t i l l  
hope to discover him. The arguments th a t influenced her 
to plan Ion's death were founded ra ther upon the in trusion 
of an alien  into the family. i t  is th is motive tha t is  
stressed during the scene between Creusa and the paedagogu^s, 
though i t  is  possible that the other feeling was also  pre
sent to some extent. Creusa was a descendant of the 
autochthonous Erechtheids, and as such belonged to me of 
the oldest and most important fam ilies in the land.
Naturally the paedagogus would seek for the argument most
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lik e ly  to eway her, and I t  is  th is  point that he s tre s se s :-  
Xuthus' intention to bring into the ancient Sreohtheid house 
a stranger, from a d iffe ren t c lass, who should eventually 
in h e rit th e ir property and power, of. 837.

(7k <PoL\y\̂ p T'woj'
<Tûv' SCybxydL cPcr(mc>Tîip

also /•  810:  ̂ r'
P K fbdAXXoY* y- cQ  oi ,

I t  seems clear tha t we have here an Instance of the way in 
which the ideas of the f i f th  century were reflec ted  in the 
representation of legendary an tiqu ity . Adoption was quite 
regular in the f i f th  century B.C., as we see from the 
speeches of Isaeus, but the person adopted seems to have 
been most frequently a nephew or a grandson, a person of 
sim ilar social sta tus to th a t of h is adoptive family. Hence 
the h o s ti l i ty  of Creusa. Xuthus, of course, has no objec
tion to  the reception of Ion into the family, because he 
believes him to be his own son. He has no p articu la r 
in te re s t in preserving the indiv iduality  of the Sreohtheid 
lin e , being himself o rig inally  an alien  in tru d er.

The a ttitu d e  of Deianeira to Idle in the Traohlniae is 
generally cited  as an instance of the extreme submissive
ness of the former and a mark of weakness, or even of v irtue  
in her character, but i t  seems lik e ly  th a t i t  is  ra ther an 
example of the e ffec t of contemporary ideas on the writings 
of the poet. The position of married woman in those times
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«M very d iffe ren t from what i t  ia to-day, and th e ir  oduca 
tion waa ao in fe rio r th a t they were never regarded as much 
more than a kind of housekeeper, while the men regularly  
sought for more sa tisfy ing  ocaopan ionship among the 
D eianeira's words, M , 552-5,

T, \ ) -, "k r ' "3 ? /tocnrtr-̂  1 k:oc> ov-
^    ̂tyuî oCl̂ oi (ToLtx .

seem to re f le c t  the common a ttitu d e  of the time, ra ther 
than any pecu liarity  of her nature. She only fee ls  i t  too 
much to endure when she rea lises  th a t she is  expected to  
live beneath the same roof with her young r iv a l;  and even 
then she shows no anger, e ith e r against her or against 
Heracles.

When passages such as these occur in the l i te ra tu re  
of any period, p articu larly  in the drama, which is  the 
tru e s t mirror of the times, they point clearly  to  v i ta l  
differences in the general trend of ideas and customs.

There is  a second point in the Trachiniae which 
s trik es  us as ra ther strange, the harshness of Heracles' 
treatment of D eianeira. He never once shows any affection  
or p i ^  for her, even a f te r  her innocence is  established. 
This, Prof. Jebb fe e ls , would have been as revolting to a 
contemporary audience as i t  is to us, and deprecates any 
over-hasty assumption "that such a feeling  is  peculiar to 
the modern mind” . I t  is curious, however, i f  th is  be so,
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tha t aoenaa of th is nature are so frequent in the extant 
tragedies, and especially so in the dramas of Sophocles, 
th a t "most tender of poets".

An instance very sim ilar to  th a t ju s t  mentioned is 
the scene between Ajax and Teemessa. Prof. Jebb thinks 
tha t Ajax' farew ell words to his son Eurysaoes incidentally  
reveal his affection  for his wife; but there is  no mention 
nor suggestion of her in the speech, except when Ajax bids 
the child "nurse thy tender l i f e  fo r th is thy mother's joy". 
This seems rather slender evidence on which to  base a 
statement so u tte r ly  contradictory to the general impression 
given by the preceding scenes, which afforded p len tifu l 
opportunity for the display of any such feelings as ex isted . 
Marriage was evidently very much an a f fa ir  of business in 
those days, and any feelings of affection  tha t might a rise  
were purely inciden tal.

Scenes of what seems to  us unnecessary harshness
do no t, however, occur only between husband and wife in

twoSophocles' p lays, but, in -the-strik ing ly  p a ra lle l instances, 
between s is te r s .  The a ttitu d e  of Antigone to lamene, and 
of S lectra to Chryaothemis s trik es  us as in to le ran t and 
even b ru ta l. Yet i t  does not seem lik e ly  that the poet 
would repeat such an episode i f  i t  had met witji severe 
disapproval; in fa c t , the coincidence ra ther suggests th a t
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he was pa rticu la rly  fond of that s itu a tio n , and found i t  
pleasing to his audience. I f  we forget the b ru ta lity  
for the moment, and look a t  the scene as an expression of 
a natural contmnpt of indignant strength  for hesita ting  
weakness, the point of view which would, i t  seems, appeal 
most strongly to a people who could expose weakly children 
a t  b ir th  for the sake of <Aie general efficiency  of the 
s ta te ,  i t  does not appear too improbable th a t here again 
our appreciation is  hampered by a certa in  incom patibility 
of sentiment."
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This qudstitm of the un ities  is  one tha t has 
arisen through a series  of misunderstandings. A ris to tle , 
in his Poeties. lays down certain  general rules about the 
structu re  of a good play, which re a lly  amount to not much 
more than a statement of actual p rac tice . These s ta te 
ments were converted by Horace, in the Are Poetioa, or 
ra ther by h is Alexandrian a u th o ritie s , in to  fixed maxims, 
and from him they passed to the French w riters on the 
subject, t i l l  in Boileau's "Art Poétique" they became hard 
and fa s t  ru le s , the re su lt of which is  seen in the s t i f f  
and fr ig id  forms of the French c lassica l drama.

I t  w ill be well to see what A ris to tle , who wrote on 
contemporary and recent usage, actually  says on the sub
je c t .  In the Poetics. 1449 b. 12 f f . ,  we read SA tÇ

Y oVl (TTJ~ -[fïn f> X-n<l

lyXtCOO ^  VoLt ^  .G-AA ^  (fc' ^

0|0( <rre>j- t P  iCcLf T O o-rY  tco li'-ro i

æV Tacrp T~poLî  iPifoLtf -jXrZ-ro G-rroicrO^ Icot'i Cr't- -rt>KŸ .

Evidently the p lo ts of the early  dramas were unrestric ted  

with regard to time.
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The lim itation  to a single day, as nearly as possible,
is  a natural re su lt of the oontinuous presence of the
chorus in the orchestra, and was merely a matter of ex
pediency, due to the conditions of production; but from 
th is  passage arose the idea of a "Ifaity of Time", which
must on no account be broken.

Consequently attempts are made to  explain any appa
ren t infringement of th is  ru le , where no explanation is 
re a lly  necessary. Aescl^lus* Persae, Agamemnon and 
Eumenides a l l  contain obvious breaches of the Ikiity of 
Time, being more closely  akin to the early dramas before 
mentioned, but the people of th a t time had not even 
A ris to tle 's  vague pronouncement to d isturb  th e ir  enjoy
ment of the plays. I t  seems inconceivable that the o r i
g inal audience should have been a t a l l  d istressed  by the 
amazing rap id ity  of the journeys in the Trachiniae of 
Sophocles and the Sdpplices of Euripides. They had no 
accurate knowledge of topography or d istances, and were 
no doubt quite prepared to  believe tha t a certain  character 
had been to  the place from which.they saw him retu rn .

Again in Poetics 1469 b.23, A risto tle  menticms as 

an advantage of epic over tragedy tha t i t  had more d iversity  
of in te re s t through being able to s h if t  a t  w ill from one 

scene to another:-
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<2-V̂ TTpoi TTÔC—»̂<a< "n-oA-'ùdtl y*̂ C— yCt OC4 oi\Xd.

' T o  <=-777 " r y  f  K o t J '  T ~ o '  c5~7ro  / T < J V -  y u ^ V - 0 \ x

cP<?- ^^TT-o 7TO l l  0». cP>. aL ^ ro  cf^c U| y ^  ^V < L 4  < ^îm  7 r o \ J k  Ot' y u t  C - p f )

A"®* G~n̂ P< \ \/' oyU,<S-\-̂oi

Henoot pre»umably, the "Unity of Place"- Surely no special 
ju stifica ticm  is needed for a change of scene such as that 
in the Ajax from the ten t to the shore, or that in the 
Eumenides from Delphi to Athens, «here the action is con
tinuous, and «here the sole objection is th a t the chorus 
can be seen rea lly  in the same place a l l  the time. These 
changes the audience might have regarded as ra ther bold, 
but they would no doubt have accepted them as an essen tia l 
p a rt of the play, instead of regarding them as a d efec t- 

I f  we believe tha t in the Shakespearian drama the 
scene could be changed as often as desired merely by the 
a lte ra tio n  of a lab e l, there is no reason to fe e l tha t 
such changes proved too great a c a ll on the imagination of 

the Athenian audience.
On the th ird , the "Dhity of Action", A risto tle  does 

undoubtedly in s is t .  Poetics 1461 a .60 , oJV - - -

Uroi-i" 7 -OU- U (9o \^   ̂ C ^ n r ^  - 7 r p < > < ^ J ' p  C-<J-rn

e-tî oci TwL-o-n̂ p S'A^P---- - . O* V -Tjyooo-o*-
TTOtê  <=̂r< c/̂y <5-v>(Tc-u ToO oAoo c-crTiw.
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The unity  of aotion la OYldently, and na tu ra lly , the moat 
Important. Thla unity  doea not, however, cmialat In 
having a aIngle hero, as A risto tle  blmaelf remarks, -

M  O B o y  ^  6-CTTlk t y  o i o v r ^ i  G-tAj. 7 r C ~ ( > i

é'v̂  P • -iroKX-i vyoip yzoLt onTG-tpci. ~riÿ> ^ _ G-̂
iXv 0 0-(T=7-ll̂  6-̂  1*

I t  appears then that attempts to a ttr ib u te  a single hero 
or heroine to  plays like the Hecuba or Phoenlaaae, which 
seem to be essen tia lly  a series of p ic tu res , with l i t t l e  
re a l unity In the sense In which A risto tle  takes i t ,  are 
bound to be u n fru itfu l. Even If a single hero be found, 
the events connected with him are none the less dlsoon- 
neoted. There Is , I t  seems, a certain  class of play to 
which the A risto telian  unity  cf action cannot be applied. 
A risto tle  himself probably thought them very bad plays, 
and so they may be, but one can well imagine an Athenian 
audience taking a great deligh t In them. I t  does not 
follow that a play Is good because I t  Is Greek, any more 
than I t  follows th a t a play Is unsuccessful because I t  is , 
according to certain  theories of composition, a bad play. 
One has always to reckon with the audience.

Now the Athenian audience, tha t Is to  say, the 
Athenian people, for the terms are In th is case coincident,

1 . 1451 a . 16.
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had always a great lik ing  for processions and pageantry of
a l l  kinds,which no doubt became even greater by the time
of Euripides, when they were perhaps, i f  one dare suggest
i t ,  growing a l i t t l e  tired  of the stereotyped perfection

1.
of the regular drama. There are two plays a t le a s t of 
Euripides, the Troades and the Hecuba, which seem to belong 
to a d is tin c t c la ss , episodic in nature, without a par
tic u la r  hero or heroine, but giving a vivid series of 
p ictures of the horrors of war, su ffic ien tly  connected by 
some. general idea.

The Troades is generally recognised and accepted as 
an episodic play, but attempts have been made to bring the 
Hecuba under the regular type.

The d iff ic u lty  of regarding th is  play as episodic, 
like the Troades, seems to be mainly in the name, which 
certa in ly  leads us to  expect one central character. Had 
the play been given some comprehensive name, such as

should have found no d if f ic u lty  in per
ceiving a kind of composite hero in "the conquered people". 
In s tru c tu re , i ts  resemblance to the Troades is s trik in g , 
as w ill probably be demonstrated.

We have no ground for supposing that the only kind 
of Greek play was the closely-woven type which appealed

1. Even A risto tle  himself says <  ̂ „
Poetics, 1449b, though he does not altogether approve of 

'rp , 14w0b.
'TbiiqTiicî p .
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to A ria to tle : Indeed, hie frequent e trlc tu ree  on episodic 
plots Indicate tha t they must have been fa ir ly  common, 
though the best tragedies, no doubt, had eell-deflned and 
coherent p lo ts .

Miss Matthael, In her book "Studies in Greek Tragedy", 
brings forward an In teresting  theory to explain the Hecuba 
as one consistent whole. The play appears to be divided 
Into two sections, the f i r s t  of which deals with Polyxena, 
the second with Hecuba. Pflujfk proposed to unite the two 
halves by understanding a ctaimon theme of the "Sorrows of 
Heouba". Hermann re jec ts  th is view, denying the unity 
of the play. Miss Matthael seeks to trace a common theme 
of ju s tic e , conventional In the f i r s t  h a lf  of the play, 
natural In the second — the eternal contrast of vtS^^ 
and . Hecuba stands for the rights of the Indi
vidual against the comnunlty. The claim of Achilles was 
binding on the community to which, though dead, he s t i l l  
belonged, so th a t conventional ju s tic e , combined with 
power, was ranged against the natural righ ts of Hecuba. 
According to Miss Matthael, the period of apparent peace 
In the middle of the play makes the contrast between the 
rig h ts  of the community, as exemplified in the f i r s t  part 
of the play, and those of the Individual shown In the 
second even more effec tive . She regards the f i r s t  part
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as dramatically necessary to the second and t±ia second to 
the f i r s t .

This view may have a certa in  p la u s ib ility  when the 
play can be viewed as a whole, but the impression i t  gives 
as (me reads i t  for the f i r s t  time, not knowing of the
change of heroine u n til  i t  comes is rather that of a series)
of vivid pictures il lu s tra tin g  the horrors of war. More
over, a detailed  comparison of th is  play with the Troades, 
which is generally recognised as such a series  of p ic to ria l 
episodes, appears to give complete ju s tif ic a tio n  for re 
garding both plays as belonging to  one type, and as a new 
departure from the cue tmnary form of tragedy.

Troades.

1-47. Poseidon discourses on the fortunes of Troy.
48-97. Athena proposes a combination to compass the

downfall of the Greeks fo r  sacrilege against 
her temples.

Threnos and Commos (Hecuba and chorus), on past 
155-^94; woes and future fa te .

235-307. Talthyblus announces re su lt of assignment of
captives. Cassandra to Agamemnon, Andromache 
to Veoptolemus, Hecuba to Ulysses, and 
Polyxena*s doom.

308. Cassandra prophesies the ruin she w ill bring on 
Agamemnon, and her own death; also th a t her 
mother w ill not go to Odysseus' h a lls : she 
fo re te lls  the wanderings of Odysseus.
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511-576.
577.

634-683.

709.
800-859.

860.

895.

1060-1122.
1123.

1156-1259.
1260.

Further lamentations from the chorus.

Andromache — commos to 607. News of Polyxena's 
death.

She speaks of her own v irtues and of the b less
ings of death. Heouba takes comfort in the 
thought that Andromache's stm s t i l l  survives.

Talthyblus announces the doom of the ch ild .
Chorus.
Menelaus discloses the plan of taking Helen 

to Greece and k illin g  her there: approved
by Hecuba.

Helen pleads for her l i f e .  914-965 defence. 
969-1032 Hecuba's answer.

Chorus.
j

Talthyblus brings back the body of the child .
Preparations for b u ria l.
Talthyblus orders departure for the sh ip s .

1332 play ends with coiasos on the burning 
of Troy.

Hecuba.

1-58. Shade of Polydorus explains the s itu a tio n .
59-99. Hecuba reveals dreams: followed by threnos.

100-155. Chorus. Fate of Polyxena disclosed.

155-176. Threnos -  Heouba.
177. Polyxena enters and Is told of the decision.
218. Discussion about the sac rif ic e . Hecuba speaks 

against it 261-295. Odysseus defends I t  
299-333. Polyxena declares herself w illing
to d ie . 341-378, farew ells, e tc .
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444-483. Chorus. Wonders as to i t s  fu ture.

484. Talthyblus sunmons Hecuba to bury Polyxena, 
and reoounts her death 517-582. 585-628
general re flec tions of Heouba.

620-656. Chorus, on the trouble caused by P aris .
657. Servant brings the corpse of Polydorus, found

while fetching water for the bu ria l of 
Polyxena.

726. Agamemnon comes to fe tch  Heouba. she begs 
him to avenge her upon the murderer of 
Polydorus. Be re fu ses . 864-97. She de
clares her Intention of taking revenge 
h e rse lf .

005-952. Chorus, on the la s t  n ight of Troy.
953. Polymestor en ters, with his children. In answer

to Hecuba's summons. Discussion, excuses, 
e tc . Polymestor Is blinded and the children 
k illed .

1109. Agamemnon undertakes to judge the matter.
Defence of Polymestor 1132-1182. Reply of 
Hecuba 1187-1237. Agamemnon declares 
Hecuba's revenge ju s tif ia b le . 1240-51, 
Polymestor fo re te lls  the metamorphosis 
of Hecuba and the death of Cassandra. 
Agamemnrai orders him to be despatched to
a desert Island. Play ends a t  v . 1295.

The s im ilarity  between these two plays Is s tr ik in g . 
In each case the prologue, se ttin g  fo rth  the s itu a tio n . Is 
followed by a threnos, a fte r  which an envoy enters from 
the Greeks. Cassandra's prophecies of her future corres
pond to Polyxena' s re flec tions on death. At a sim ilar 
point In each play (w . 709 and 657} comas the second
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catastrophe, the discovery of Polydorus* body and the 
doom of Astyanax. In each play th is Is followed by a 
co n flic t of arguments. In the Troades between Menelaus 
and Helen, and in the Heouba between Heouba and Polymestor. 
The scene between Helen and Hecuba; with I ts  balanced 
defence and accusation^corresponds to th a t between Heouba 
and Odysseus about the sac rifice  of Polyxena, though they 
do not occupy the same position In each play.

From th is  comparison I t  appears th a t the Hecuba, 
like  the Troades, Is a p icture of the afterumth of the 
Trojan war, centering round the family of Hecuba. The 
metamorphosis of Hecuba, of which sm e c r i t ic s .  Including 
Hiss H atàisl, make so much as an Indication of the con
tinuous development of her character throughout the play,
seems to be merely thrown In with a number of other pro-

\
phecles In Euripides'usual manner.

The modern tendency In c r itic is in g  Greek tragedy 
seems to be to seek for a consistent and well-proportioned 
p lo t In every play, regardless of whether'this method of 
In terpretation  Improves or harms the play, trom a purely 

dramatic point of view. The very fa c t tha t A risto tle  
makes frequent mention of episodic plays, even though I t  
be only to  express disapproval. Indicates beyond question 
th a t such plays were common. Of course, A risto tle  himself.
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with hl« great admiration for the wonderful p lo t of the
Oedipus Tyrannus, could not be expected to appreciate an
episodic play, but the whole audience did not necessarily
share his views. Ho doubt there were some, even as there

1.
are to-day, who preferred character-drawing to p lo t; there 
were probably others who oared for ne ither, but were s a t i s 
fied  with the " In a rtis tic "  spectacle. I t  Is only to be 
expected tha t a certain  number of these episodic plays 
should have survived among those which we now possess.
The Troades and Hecuba have been shown to belong to th is  
type. An analysis of the Phoenlssae and the Hercules 
Purens w ill demonstrate that these also have not a well- 
defined p lo t, but are of an episodic nature. This does 
no t mean that they are bad plays; they probably acted 
extremely w ell, but they do not and cannot be made to 
conform with the requirements of A ris to tle . Any attempt 
to bring them Into line with well-eonstrueted plays like 
the Oedipus Tyrannus s ta r ts  with the assumption that they 
are something which the poet never meant them to be, and 
Is therefore detrim ental to the ir proper appreciation.

The question of Interpolation In the Phoenlssae Is
for the present purpose Irre levan t. Various c r i t ic s  have

2 .wished to excise various portions, and the judgment

1. A risto tle  Indeed, depreciates "character", Poetics 
1450 passim, but he cannot be taken as the absolute c r i-  
terlon  of fifth -cen tu ry  ta s te .

2. The chief of these suspect passages are the  ̂
or review of the r iv a l camps, and the second enumeration 
of combatants In the messenger's speech, w .  1000-1199.
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between them must for lack of evidence remain a matter of 
opinion. However, the fact th a t m many d iffe ren t passages 
have been suspected of interpolation is in i t s e l f  suggestive. 
The play Is evidently one of very loose connection, far r e 
moved from the type which A risto tle  so admired - oJj.

(r(ST oLV oL ( 7~ toV  I T p o C y T  trTC- ^C-ToLl~t ̂

' f i V O f  ^ ^ c L i  6  V ^a .)  ix,K v^~~ f  OoLt ^

Suffice i t  to say here tha t the Tir̂ o/rAroTf̂  would make a 
fine spectacle, and that the motive for the second enumera
tion of combatants in the Messenger's speech may have been 
to avoid the unhappy subject of the duel: see Phoen. 1217.

o i i ’d S r  ' T \  yx,' o o k :  e ^ o L C T o L p  (X  ^  <?-Z> o C y  y < ^

^  1/u /ToC, Kcf̂KoL ■

An analysis of the play as i t  stands w ill be su ffic ien t to 
demonstrate tha t though i ts  p lo t is weak i t  contains some 
excellent situa tions and spectacular e ffec ts , such as would 
appeal to the Athenian audience ju st as much as they do a t 

the present day to  us.
The play opens with a prologue by Jocasta, who re 

counts the history  of the race. This is followed by the 
much discussed <rh: o'tti'ol , in which Antigone and the
paedagogus survey the r iv a l camps from the walls of Thebes, 
and discuss various champions as they come into view. This

1 . P o e t ic s , 1461 a. 30.
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is a very fin© descriptive scene, such es would without 
doubt hold the atten tion  of any audience. At line 261 
Folyneices en ters, having come at Jocasta 'a request to 
negotiate with his brother, a f te r  which the spectators 
were treated to one of the scenes of balanced argument 
which were so dear to the ir litig io u s  minds. The in te r 
view is f ru i t le s s ,  and a fte r  th is point the in te re s t flags 
fo r a while; Creon discusses method^of attack  and defence, 
and the chorus lament tha t Oedipus ever liv ed . Then a t  
V .  854 cornea another dramatic stroke; Teireslas  discloses 
the necessity for the sac rifice  of Creon's son Menoiceus. 
Creon firmly refuses to l is te n  to th is  warning, but on his 
departure Menoioeus, who has heard a l l ,  te l ls  the chorus 
of h is intention to sac rif ice  himself for the c ity , a 
s itu a tio n  of great dramatic power. Now once more the 
in te re s t f lag s , and we have the somewhat tedious messenger' 
speech, describing the arrangement of the champions a t the 
gates. As we have heard a l l  th is  once before, in the 
Tér̂ X̂iTHroir/oi (one or other of these scenes may of course 
be in terpolated , but i t  is  exceedingly d if f ic u l t  to judge 
between them), th is  speech must inevitably f a l l  a l i t t l e  
f l a t ,  but i t  is  soon redeemed by the s trik ing  announcement 
of the intended single combat between the brothers. Creon, 
returning to summon Jocasta to help in the burial of
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Menoioeus, hears of the duel whloh Is to save his oity 
from destruction, a fine dramatic touch. The second 
messenger's speech (v. 1335 f o i l ; ) cannot he charged with 
dulness, for i t  te l l s  of the contest, the death of the
two brothers in a single in s tan t, and the suicide of
Jocasta. The ending of the play, in which Creon ejects
Oedipus, who now appears for the f i r s t  time, from the oity
seems a l i t t l e  unnecessary, but the poet was probably
anxious to get in some reference to Antigone and her de
fiance dF the deoresx cwcerning Folyneices. I t  is 
curious, i f  th is  is so, that he should have depicted her 
as following Oedipus into ex ile , but the other story is  
also hinted a t  in the course of the scene.

Clearly there is no lack of dramatic s itua tion  or
s tir r in g  description and spectacle in th is play, though 
in construction i t  is  certa in ly  far from perfect, being 
d isjo in ted  and "episodic".

The "Hercules Purens" is another example of the 
episodic type of play, though i t s  connections are not quite 
8 0  loose as those of the Fhoenissae. At the opening of 
the play Amphitryo explains the s itu a tio n . Lycus has seised 
the land and made him and Heracles' wife and children cap
tive . On Lycus* entry (v. 140) he and Amphitryo enter 
into an ex traord inarily  frig id  debate as to the re la tive  
merits of the bow and spear for fighting . I t  seems as i f
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any kind of discussion was acceptable to the Athenians, 
brought up as they were in the atmosphere of the schools 
of rh e to ric . F inally , Lycus announces his intention to 
k i l l  Amphitryo, Megara and the children, who obtain leave 
to go into the palace and array themselves for death. 
Heracles, returning from his la s t  labour, and finding his 
wife and children in th is  sad p lig h t, a t  once determines 
to have his revenge upon the usurper. The scene in which 
Amphitryo comes out to lure Lycus into the house, follow
ing upon the previous events, i f  of great dramatic in te re s t 

The subsequent appearance of Ir is  and Lyssa above 
the house must have been extremely good from a spectacular 
point cf view. From th is  point the play moves apace. The 
messenger describes the madness of Heracles and the slaying 
of his wife and ch ildren , and when the audience is worked 
up to the fu l l  p itch of excitement the eccyolema reveals 
Heracles ly ing  in the midst of the havoc that his frenzy 
has wrought. The a rr iv a l of Theseus "ex machina", as Dr. 
V errall puts i t ,  does not serve to cut any knot or solve 
a problem, the supposed function of the "deus eÿ machina"; 
the s itu a tio n  is already irremediable, but the friendly  
sympathy of the hero brings the play to a close on the 

customary note of qu ie t.
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Clearly there la much in this play also tha t would 
be effective in production, ao much indeed th a t i t  la 
extremely doubtful whether the audience would ever notice 
that the action is divided, as i t  were, into two halves 
by the change of the main in te re s t from Megara and the 
children, in the f i r s t  half of the play, to Heracles, in 
the second p a rt.

Pour extant plays, a t  le a s t, are demonstrably of an 
episodic nature. This fa c t, combined with A ris to tle 's  
constant references, seems to point to great caution in 
undertaking any attempt to make a p lo t appear consistent 
by elaborate theories as to i t s  inner meaning. I t  is 
essen tia l to remember the p o ssib ility  of a play being 
episodic, and not intended to have a "good" plot in the 

A risto telian  sense.
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CHAPTER VI.

On one play, the Baoohae, there has been ao much die- 
cuea Ion that i t  merits separate consideration. Here again 
i t  is  essen tia l to keep in mind the e ffec t that the play 
must have presented to the original audience, and to enter 
as fa r  as possible into th e ir  ideas. They had grown accus
tomed to expect a certain  type of play from Euripides, who 
must have been a t that time the "ultra-modem" playwright^ 
The trad itio n a l gods met w ith l i t t l e  respect a t  his hands; 
he was probably too much of an id e a lis t to be able to en
dure the acts and characters generally a ttribu ted  to them. 
When, therefore , a play appeared, dealing en tire ly  with 
the re lig ion  of Dionysus, the audience would no doubt 
expect the same kind of treatment here as elsewhere. But 
here, i t  seems, they would have been aurpdised; Dionysus 
meets with much more sympathy from Euripides than any of 
the other gods. But even he is not wholly approved. There 
are two sides to his nature, and these are brought before 
the people in close connection, as though for comparison. 
The Bacchae would appear to be a study, not necessarily 
in ten tional, of the two sides of the Bacchic re lig ion , or

1. A rist. 1463 b. distinguishes Euripides from the 
older poets, — o' k.qu

~ 3 / A  ̂ /
f z r U  ( 3 |T T i  .
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ra ther of the Beoohlc re lig ion  and I te  la te r  and higher 
manifestation of Orphlsm; a juxtaposition of Dionysus 
Omophagos with Dionysus H elllchlos. This Is merely a 
statement of the e ffec t whloh the play presents; whether 
such an e ffe c t was Intended I t  seems Impossible to say, 
but the very apparent con flic t of the two aspects of the 
Dionysus re lig ion  as shown fo rth  In the play makes I t  
appear Incredible that such a work should have been a 
recantation of a l l  the poet's  former opinions.

Various attempts have been made to In terp re t the 
meaning of the play. Two c r i t ic s .  Professor Norwood 
and Dr. V errall, regard I t  as a fu rther example of Euri
p id es ' rationalism . Some fee l I t  to be en tire ly  opposed 
In nature to the re s t  of his work; others hold Intermediate 
views.

The play presents a number of d if f ic u l t ie s ,  which 
Prof. Norwood, In "The Riddle of the Bacchae" (1908), 
takes as the foundation for his proof that I t  Is not a 
recan tation . The three main points are as follows : (1)
The Palace Miracle; (2) The part played by Dionysus him

s e lf ;  (S) The character of Pentheus.
' The whole of the aotlon subsequent to the palace- 

mlraole forbids the reader or spectator, according to

1. Cf. P.M. Cornford, Qyeek Religious Thought, pp. 52 f f ,  
and Parnell, The Higher Aspects or Greek Religion, p. 139.
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Prof. Norwood, to imagine tha t the palace has rea lly  fa llen
Pentheua and Dionysus go In and out as If nothing had 

X •

happened; Thebans arriv ing  la te r  notice nothing, neither 
do Cadnus or Agave. The f a l l  of the palace could not, 
of course, have been represented on the stage, but one 
might regard thla as accepted by convention. If I t  were 
not fo r  the other objections. Another p o ssib ility  Is 
th a t the palace merely shakes, but th is Is excluded,

2 -thinks Prof a Norwood, by the phraee
Neither can we take i t  that only part of the palace is 
destroyed, since • In any case the
stab le  in which Dionysus had been confined could not be 
referred  to  as
Norwood's conclusion is that Euripides expressly shows 
the miracle not happening.

The second point against taking the Bacchae as a 
plea for the Bacchic relig ion  is the character of Dionysus 
himself. The death of Pentheus was a punishment for the 
in su lt offered to Dionysus, not by himself, but by his 
mother and her s is te r s .  Even Dionysus' own followers 
did not identify  him with the god, so tha t Pentheus, who 
had never seen him before, could hardly be expected to do 

so. In any case, even Agave and her s is te rs  could only

1. vv. 604, 642, 846, 861.

2. V• 635.
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bave said that Samele s | lover was not Zeus but a mortal; 
and according to the usual system, even I f  Zeus were the 
fa th e r, her son would only be a hero, not a god. Pentheus 
then Is only a pawn In the revenge upon Agave, and Dionysus 
Is shown up In an extremely bad l ig h t . Moreover, h is own 
prophecies are not fu lf i l le d , fo r though he says 'Ceay

ye-yu>r  ̂ Psnthsus nevertheless dies In complete
Ignorance of the s tran g er 's  Iden tity .

The character of Pentheus also te l ls  against the
suggestion that Euripides was In sympathy with Dionysus.

beenIf  th is  were so, Pentheus ought to have/a regular stage 
ty ran t, whereas he Is nothing of the so rt. His condemna
tion of the new r i te s  Is based on reports which he has no 
p a rticu la r reason to d isbelieve. He does not give any 
opinion a t  a l l  on the purely theological side of the 
question; h is only concern Is about the morality of the 
actual r i te s  which are In progress: and by the words 
TfA^G -rcnci  V .  218, ho glves the Impress Ion
th a t be does reoognlse some rea l Bacchic r i te s  and appre
c ia tes  the ir value. The messenger and Cadnus both show 
deep regret fo r his death, and u tte r  sincere tribu tes to 
his v ir tu e s , which by Implication a l l  te l ls  against 

Dionysus.
Various minor supposed d if f ic u ltie s  are mentioned: 

the In c red ib ility  of the miracles on Clthaeron, the



92

diaoonoertlng prominence given to  the Intrusive nature of 
the Dionysus worship throughout the play, and the suggestive 
fa c t tha t the appearance of Dionysus In bull-form, one of 
the main b e lie fs  of his v o ta rie s , Is put on the same level 
as Pentheus* vision of two suns, e tc . ,  - a common sign of 
Intoxication . This past point forms the mainstay of Dr. 
Verra11*s argument: be believes tha t Pentheus was drugged, 
whereas Norwood regards the Influence as hypnotic. The 
la t te r  does, however, suggest. In his passing reference to 
TTitfrov'"AfJ'.tv.v. 1157, as "death by a potion" ( I ) ,  the view 
la te r  taken up by V erra ll. “

Norwood »s own view of the play Is th a t the Lydian 
must not be Identified  with the god Dionysus. He Is In

sen t
r e a l ity  the son of Semele, (but not of Zeus), who had been/
away and brought up In the East. He was "the f i r s t  ad-2 .
herent of a new re lig ion  . . .  the worship of nature", md 
when he had discovered the properties of the grape, began 
to believe In Qie miraculous s to ries  of his own orig in , 
and^In his own d iv in ity . The miraculous side of the play 
Is to be explained by hypiotism. He does not, however, 
regard the curious readiness of Telreslas to accept the 
newcomer as a god to such hypnotic Influence, but to a

1. P. 74, note 3.

2. P. 90.
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provioufl intOFviow in .whloh Dionysus must havs won him 
over to his side by arguments and promises.

V erra ll's  theory^'agrees, in the main, with Nor
wood 's^ except th a t he does not believe there was any 
previous understanding between Dionysus and Teiresias, 
outside the play. I t  is  in teresting  to note, th is  point, 
because Norwood cited  in support of his view V erra ll's  
own sim ilar theory of the Andromache. This, however, 
assumed some previous play in which the necessary action 
took place, an hypothesis which even Dr. V errall does not 
regard as conceivable in the case of the Bacchae. He 
sees no need fo r such a supposition. One god more or 
less makes no difference to the professional seer, who 
explains the legend of Dionysus* b irth  by the most rations 
l i s  tic  of reasonings. V errall elaborates on Norwood's 
theory with regard to the palace-miraole, taking <s~oŷrxr-

to mean " i t  is  a l l  put together again". There 
is  no evidence for such a meaning, but i t  has the merit 
of avoiding a l l  d iff ic u lty  about,the ruins , since with 
th is in te rp re ta tion  there are no ruins.

An instance of Dr. V erra ll's  verbal ingenuity is 
seen in his attempt to remove the d if f ic u ltie s  which arise 
from the d iversity  of sentiments expressed by the chorus. 
He fee ls  that the desire to be wafted to the " is le  of

1. Bacchants of Euripides, 1910.
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Aphrodite, where dwell the Lovea that eharm the hearts of 
„1 .

men , la unsuitable, considering the type of charge th a t 
the Bacchants have to  re fu te . In the C lassical Review,
Vol. VIII, p. 86, he put forward the suggestion that these 
lines are meant as a scornful quotation of the other point

2 . 3
of view. In the "Bacchants of B urlpldes",‘he admits that 
th is  so lution Is a r t i f i c i a l  and unsatlafactoiy, and proposes 
an emendation to reconcile the sense with the other u tte r 
ances of the chorus. a.

For th is  purpose he would read

- r< T^y

- - -  o ̂  \ (T Tf-*-* oy*- 6^1/ ^ y. J-i- o 0x5

-  -

e  L (T ' j u '  lZ  .

This version of the passage is  more feasib le than the 
former from the point of view of sense, but the corruption 
implied is palaeographically unlikely, not to say impossible 

V erra ll<8 work was reviewed in the Berliner Philo- 
logieche Wochenschrift, 1912, by W. Nestle, whose personal 
opinion is tha t the poet was carried away by his subject,

1. Trori klJTT̂ov'
r ppo ePZ-ruj-

Tàn Gŷ ToT<rw VV. 402-406.
2. The passage being introduced by j-ryoïroL iĉ ,

WL/ (Tyt.oiy f-
3. P. 154.
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though his personal a ttitu d e  to the gods of the tra d itio n a l
mythology remained substan tia lly  the same as before.
Various other views have been held by d iffe re n t c r i t i c s ,

e .g . ,  E.W. S llber^ ‘suggests tha t Euripides wrote the play
as a p ro test against the a ttitu d e  of certa in  philosophers
who. In the consideration of deep and ab strac t questions,
run the r isk  of losing a l l  the value of th e ir  own l i f e  —'

"ne praesentem v itae  s ta turn Improbantes e t  vitupérantes
-  2 .

suae Ipsorum v itae  fructum am lttan t" . According to th is  
view the lines 373 f o i l .  To (To^V Jf'erZ ----

are the keynote of the play, which thus comes Into line
3.with Rhys Carpenter's theory that the poet's  whole work 

Inculcates the v irtue  of moderation In a l l  th in g s , a re -
4*flec tio n  of the old precept . E.C. Marchant

is also  in agreement with th is  view. The d if f ic u lt ie s
of the play be does not attempt to explain "as a construe-

6 •tor of a play Euripides Is not always good",-and he r e 
gards the Telreslas-Cadmus scene as In ten tionally  grotesque

1. De Burlpldle Bacchabus d is s e r ta t i p .
2. Ib id ..  p. 43.
3. The Ethics of Euripides.
4. College Lectures on the Exodus of the Bacchae of 

Euripides.
6 . . , p . 12.
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R. Nlhard, In "Les Bacchantes d'Euripide" abandons 
the attem pt a t finding any special meaning in the play, 

with the remark "En r e a l i té  les drames d 'Euripide ne sont 

plus que ceux des au tres poètes tragiques des pièces â 

thèse, mais avant tout des oeuvres poétiques". This 
a tti tu d e  appears to be eminently reasonable. I t  would, 
however, be wrong to Imagine th a t because we do not pre
suppose a purpose In the play we must re fra in  fr«n a l l  

speoulatlon as to the p o e t's  Ideas, as fa r as they are 
I llu s tra te d  therein .

I t  seems quite c lear from a general survey of 
Euripides' work th a t he was strongly opposed to  the t ra d i
tiona l Ideas of the gods, and th a t he bad a high Ideal of 
what a god ought to be; on the other band he bad to take
the tra d itio n a l s to rie s  as h is b as is , and I t  Is only to
bo expected tha t such a thinker should tre a t them In an 

unusual manner. Though we cannot go a l l  the way with Dr.

V erra ll, we can appreciate the value of his theo ries, Inas

much as they demonstrate th is  discrepancy of m aterial and 
genius. In the s to ry  of the death of Pentheus, where he 
was as usual bound to certa in  legendary d e ta i ls ,  Euripides 

found a new god, with whom he was more in sympathy. The 

play throughout lays emphasis on the Intrusion of Dionysus

1 . Q p .c lt . .  p . 29 .
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Into the c lro le  of the old gode. He waa d iffe re n t from 
them In essence, and yet he had acquired a certa in  amount 

of those legendary associations of the old type, which 
were so repugnant to Euripides. Inasmuch as h is worship 
was akin to the Orphic re lig ion  <he appealed to the p o s t's  
Imagination, and when he looks on him In th is  lig h t the 
most exquisite  mystical poetry re s u lts ;  but Dionysus had ' 
another side which was cruel and savage, more akin to 
the older gods of ancient legend, and when th is  side Is 

uppermost the v ia ls  of the poet's  soorn are poured upon 

him. The two threads are so Interwoven In the play tha t 
I t  Is quite possible to make out a case fo r  e ith e r view, 
fo r the ra tio n a lis t ic  theory, or the complete reverse, 
but I t  seems more sa tis fa c to ry  to keep In mind both sides 
of the question, and a ttr ib u te  the strange confusion of 
the play to the dual nature of the god, whom the poet 

cannot altogether condemn or unreservedly p rs is e .
While Euripides is o ftm  carried  away by the sheer 

beauty of his sub jec t, he does sometimes seam to p u ll 
himself up and point to the ev ils  of excess or of misunder
standing, even In so lo fty  a mysticism. Had he not had 
the tra d itio n a l legendary foundation to deal with, he might 

have w ritten  a very d iffe re n t play on the subject of 

Dionysus, to which no one could a ttr ib u te  as a motto the
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words whloh Meunier^‘applies to the Bacchae, "tantum 

r e l l lg io  potTut suadere malorum".

Prof. Norwood's remarks on the palace m iracle, i f  

they cannot be re fu ted , prove a grave objection to  the 
view of the play ju s t s ta ted . I f ,  as be seeks to  prove, 

the miracle Is expressly shown not happening,. In order 

to throw d isc re d it on the powers of Dionysus, then there 
is some ground for taking the play as a fu rther example 
of elaborate ra tio n a lis t ic  propaganda.

If  the whole chorus is supposed to  witness the f a l l  

of the palace, while the audience see i t  s t i l l  standing 
p la in ly  before thœi, e ith e r  there Is a manifest breach 

of dramatic p robab ility , even I f  the audience accept the 
miracle by th e a tr ic a l convention, since Prof. Norwood's 

arguments against the destructicm  of the building are un
a ssa ila b le , or we must assume the Influence of hypnotism 
or some sim ilar power. The person who must have exercised 

such power. I . e . ,  Dionysus, Is not present on the stage, 
so th a t there could have been no Indication of the reason 
fo r the cmsblned delusion fa llin g  on f if te en  people simul

taneously. I f  the chorus say they see the palace f a l l ,  
we must e ith e r  accept the hypnotism theory or assume that 
the palace ac tua lly  did v is ib ly  f a l l .  Enchantments and 

spe lls  of various kinds ce rta in ly  were known to the Greeks

1. Les Bacchantes, P a ris , 1923.
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Of this time, - Pentheus himself c a lls  Dionysus enujgô  -
but i t  seems very unlikely that the audience would re a lis e  
th a t such a charm was being exerted on Dionysus* own vo

ta r ie s .  Indeed^ th is  supposition seems quite  unnecessary: 
Pentheus alone need be deluded. I f  then the chorus say the 
palace f a l l s ,  we assume th a t i t  is  supposed to have done so. 

But do they say th is?  A deta iled  examination of the scene 
in question w ill throw some lig h t on the sub jec t.

In line 58^ the chorus cry

Toi. n cffdT/ .
VoL̂C-Tot\ TTt-Ô ôi (TiK,

"soon w ill the halls  of Pentheus be shaken to  th e ir  f a l l"  . 
This is merely an e g re ss io n  of th e ir  fe a r , produced by 
the shaking of the palace, to which also v . 591 re fe rs  -

c/Il.oL (Pf cL ToL iFc- ;
need not mean " fa llin g  to pieces". In a building 

composed of so lid  blocks placed upon each other without 
mortar, a thorough shaking ( ) might well

produce gaps in the masonry, between the blocks of the
trave

aroh itee tu re .

In V .  604, Dionysus comes out and remarks calmly,
C 9^ (̂ S  ̂ u)ÿ C-o kK Ù- ̂ 8

1 . V .  254.
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"You aeem to have noticed how Baochine shook Pentheus* 

bouse". He could not have said this i f  the palace was 
lying in ruins a t  th e ir  fe e t ,  nor is i t  lik e ly  th a t he 
would have said i t  i f  he had ju s t been forcing them to  
believe tha t the destruction  bad taken place. V. 623 
re fe rs  to shaking only.

In V .  628 Pentheus is  said to have darted in to  the house; 

a t  636 Dionysus, appears on the scene.
I t  is impossible to believe tha t the house was supposed 
to have been destroyed between these two po in ts, especia lly  
as in V. 638 someone is heard coming out of i t  - yoo..

è-‘<r̂ . Yet in V .  633 appears the ex tra 

ordinary statem ent
S '

W iiy o T o iT o  < P o y T i (feey-Y oC i^ - r ^ S '  .

is only used in th is  p lace, and our only 
indication  of i t s  meaning is  Hesyohius ' <n̂ ir̂ -irru.kC'. Dr. 

V e rra ll 's  transla tions " i t  is a l l  put together again", 
from f J r  and , a beam end, presupposes the
hypnotism theory, which has been discarded and moreover 
does not f i t  in with the following l in e , "so that he 

wishes he had never seen me in c a p tiv ity " . Whatever 
fuKTc-epZ/wTcii means, there is no doubt about
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"he broke down the house to the ground". But the whole 

scene, with i t s  recurrence of

which seems to imply tha t the palace remains in ta c t ,  

appears expressly fashioned to emphasise the fa c t  th a t he 

had done nothing of the s o r t .  This conclusion appears 

a t  f i r s t  s ig h t to  bring us back to  Professor Norwood's 

theory. But there is  a fu rth e r s tep  which obviates the 

need fo r  accepting e ith e r  the hypnotism or the deliberate  

d is c re d it  thrown on the miraculous powers of Dionysus 

which are the basis of h is so lu tion . In v . 628 we hear 
th a t o  ̂ H: cLT
and then in v. 632 come the words Sc- -roXeS'
J'A/U 6A>^ioj X̂ û.Cy<yrcn . . . .  Evidently

is  put on the same level w ith the previous de

lusion of Pentheus. Dionysus may perhaps be assumed to  

use a l i t t l e  rh e to ric a l exaggeration a t  th is  p o in t. I t  

is  an easy step  from "the palace was shaken" to è'peih''
* sbich need not mean th a t the whole building 

collapsed. Perhaps the r e s t  of the sentence, ffuy-rc-dpdYon-Y-t 
S' means "and everything is  in confusion, so th a t

he wishes he had never seen me in cap tiv ity . The singular 

following must, i t  seems, have a general

sense, such as the suggested tra n s la tio n  gives.
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Assuming then th a t the palace did not f a l l ,  and th a t 

no one but Pentheus was ever intended to think i t  d id , — 

and even he forgets a l l  about i t  immediately afterwards — 

we have in th is  scene only an instance of the supernatural 
atmosphere which pervades the p lay. Dionysus shook the 

palace and kindled a flame on b is m other's tomb. In the 

mind of Pentheus the flame was exaggerated in to  a con

f la g ra tio n , why not therefore the shaking into the to ta l  

ru in  of Qie house ? Even the chorus ware so stricken  with 

fear th a t they thought the palace was coming down upon 

them. Of course the earthquake could not have been re 

presented on the stage, but there would surely  be l i t t l e  

d if f ic u l ty  in imagining i t .

The m iracles on Cithaeron which P rof. Norwood uses

as a fu rth e r point in support of h is view, are even more
1.

remarkable, but they are outside the play i t s e l f ,  and as 

such are not bound so strongly by the requirements of 

p ro b a b ility . In any case we can, i f  necessary, discount 

a ce rta in  number of the marvels by regarding them as em

broidered by the messenger's im agination, though in such 

a play as the Bacchae they do no t s tr ik e  the reader or, 

presumably, the sp ec ta to r, as out of p lace.

1 . C f. A r i s t o t le ,  P o e t ic s , 1460 a .2 7 . -rouj- -re i^^sè
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Taking th ia  view of the palaoe-miraole the play can 

then be explained on the lines previously s e t  fo r th , as a 

p ic tu re  of both aides of Idie Dionyslac worship, a strange 

mixture of sympathy and c ritic ism , en tire ly  in keeping 

with the poet*s e a r l ie r  thought and work. I t  must more

over have been a wonderful spectacle and one can well

believe tha t i t  was one of the moat popular plays of 
1 .

an tiq u ity .

-

1. Cf. Haigh, Tragic Drama at ttm  Oraaka. p. 511 and 
n . 6.
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THE CONFUSION BETWEEN MORAL ANL AESTHETIC IDEAS IN GREEK LITERARY

CRITICISM AND PHILOSOPHY.

A t e r  a  b r i e f  i n t r o d u c t i o n  on t h e  n a t u r e  o f  * a e s t h e t i c » .

a n d  ’m o r a l i s t i c *  c r i t i c i s m ,  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  G re ek  l i t e r a r y

c r i t i c i s m  h a s  b e e n  t r a c e d  f r o m  i t s  e a r l i e s t  b e g i n n i n g s  i n  t h e

i n v e c t i v e  o f  Xe no pha ne s  and  H e r a c l i t u s  a s  f a r  a s  t h e  age  o f  L

P l o t i n u s .  The a t t e m p t  h a s  b e e n  made t o  show how p h i l o s o p h e r s ,

g r a m m a r i a n s  an d  p o e t s  a l l  made t h e i r  i n d i v i d u a l  c o n t r i b u t i o n s

t o w a r d s  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  t h e  s c i e n c e  o f  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  
w o r l d

a s  t h e  mode rn  knows i t ,  a n d  t h e  p r o g r e s s  h a s  b e e n  v i e w e d  i n  t h e  

l i g h t  o f  t h e  g r a d u a l  w e a k e n i n g  o f  t h e  h o l d  o f  t h e  m o r a l i s t i c  

a t t i t u d e  w h i c h  i n f o r m e d  t h e  c r i t i c i s m  o f  t h e  e a r l y  p h i l o s o p h e r s .

Af t e  t h e  c r i t i c i s m  o f  t h e  e a r l y  p h i l o s o p h i c  s c h o o l s ,  

t h e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  o f  t h e  S o p h i s t s  t o w a r d s  l i t e r a r y  s t u d i e s  an d  

t h e  c r i t i c i s m  o f  A r i s t o p h a n e s  and  t h e  O ld  Co. iedy h a v e  b e e n  b r i e f l y  

r e v i e w e d .  The n e x t  s e c t i o n s  a r e  d e v o t e d  t o  t h e  a e s t h e t i c

t h e o r i e s  o f  P l a t o  and  A r i s t o t l e  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  and  t h e  l a s t  d e a l s  

b r i e f l y  w i t h  t h e  l a t e r ’ P e r i p a t e t i c s , t h e  A l e x a n d r i a n  s c h o l a r s ,  

t n e  S t o i c s  a n d  E p i c u r e a n s ,  L o n g i n u s ,  aud  f i n a l l y  t h e  N e o - P l a t o n i s t s

/


