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THE SOPHISTS, THEIR
CONTEMPORARIES, AND PUPILS
IN THE FIFTH AND FOURTH CENTURIES

‘T'HE Sophistic movement of the fifth century holds a unique position in
the history of the ancient world ; it never repeated itself, and, in a his-
torical sense, one should not speak of a ‘second Sophistic’ in Roman
times. The part it played in the early history (or prehistory) of classical
scholarship was an intermediary one. The Sophists were linked with the
past in so far as they developed their ideas out of hints in earlier litera-
ture; so we have always to look back to poetry as well as to philosophy
and history. On the other hand, they were the first to influence by their
theories not only prose writing, rhetoric, and dialectic above all, but also
contemporary and later poetry; so they force us to look ahead.

"The Sophists can be regarded, in a sense, as the heirs of the rhapsodes.
They also came from every part of the Hellenic world and wandered
through all the Greek-speaking lands; but in the age after the expulsion
of the tyrants and the defeat of the Persian invader their ways quite
naturally converged on Athens, the leading democratic city-state, where
they could gather their best pupils around them. The Sophists explained
epic and archaic poetry, combining their interpretations with linguistic
observations, definitions, and classifications on the lines laid down by
previous philosophers; but their interest in Homeric or lyric poetry as
well as in language always had a practical purpose, ‘to educate men’, as
Protagoras himself said in Plat. Prot. 317 B (= Vors. 80 A 5) : Spodoyd
ooduoris’ elvau kal mabedew dvfpdimovs. Their aim was not to interpret
poetry for its own sake or to find out grammatical rules in order to under-
stand the structure of language. They aimed at correctness of diction and
at the correct pronunciation of the right form of the right word; the
great writers of the past were to be the models from which one had to

¥ The word codroris (see Vors. 79) is not used here in the general sense of a skilled or wise

man (Aesch. Pr. 944. Hdt. 1 29, Iv 95) ; Protagoras apparently is claiming to be a member of
that modern professional group of teachers and educators called cogoral.
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learn. In that way they became the ancestors of the virtuosi in the
literary field. If scholarship were a mere artifice, they would indeed have
heen its pioneers ;! for they invented and taught a number of very useful
tricks and believed that such technical devices could do everything. But
for this very reason they do not deserve the name of ‘scholars’—they
would not even have liked it. Still less should they be termed ‘humanists’ ;2
Sophists concerned themselves not with the values that imbue man’s
conduct with ‘humanitas’, but with the usefulness of their doctrine or
technique for the individual man, especially in political life.

Some examples, drawn from individual aspects of their activity, will
he given later; we shall look at the Sophistic practice of interpretation,
analysis of language, literary criticism, antiquarian lore, and polymathy.

However, there is one of their services to future scholarship on which
we have to dwell a little longer; and for that reason we take it first.
'I'he very existence of scholarship depends on the book,? and books seem
(o have come into common use in the course of the fifth century, par-
ticularly as the medium for Sophistic writings. Early Greek literature had
to rely on oral tradition, it had to be recited and to be heard ; even in the
lifth and fourth centuries there was a strong reaction against the in-
evitable transition from the spoken to the written word ; only the civiliza-
tion of the third century can be called—and not without exaggeration—
i ‘hookish’ one.* '

'I'his may be the right moment for having a look at ‘the oriental
hinckground’ against which the whole of Greek culture had arisen, in so
far a it is relevant for Greek scholarship. While aware of this historical
process, I am, naturally enough, rather reluctant to speak of it as I have
not the slightest acquaintance with the languages concerned; so I am
lureed to rely on the reports and interpretations of specialists and to
lraw conclusions from them with due reserve.

Iixcavations in Mesopotamias revealed the early existence not only of

* 1", I, R. Forbes, ‘Greek Pioneers in Philology and Grammar’, CLR. 47 (1933) 105 ff.,
jilven n useful short survey of some achievements of the Sophists ; but they were not ‘pioneers’
1w holarship in the strict sense of the word, as it is used here.

* W, laeger, Paideia 1 (1934) 377, 380 f.

+ 'I'h elder Pliny went even further, when he said (%.z. X111 68) : ‘cum chartae usu maxime
Isinmnitng vitae constet, certe memoria’ ; hardly any Greek would have gone as far as that
(e holow, p. g2).

t Heo below, p. 102,

¢ Viluard Meyer, Geschichte des Altertums 1 25 (1926) 334 L. (§§312 ff.) (in particular pp. 335
441, 144 [.). A more recent survey with a new chronology and extensive bibliography is
wlven by A, Moortgat, ‘Geschichte Vorderasiens bis zum Hellenismus’, in A. Scharff und

v Muontgat, Aeypten und Vorderasien im Altertum (Miinchen 1950) 93-535, esp. 315 ff., 471 ff—
Huwlbuch dor Bibliothekswissenschaft?, hg. von G. Leyh, 11 1 (1955) 1-50; F. Milkau u. F.
liwwe, ‘Der alte Vorderorient’ on libraries in Egypt and in the Near East; on writing see

Hidian (o]
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archives with documents on clay tablets, but also of ‘libraries’ with
literary texts. From about 2800 B.c., so we are told, the Sumerian-
speaking inhabitants maintained record offices as well as libraries and
schools in connexion with the temples of their gods. The keepers of the
clay tablets who had to preserve the precious texts attached importance
to the exact wording of the originals and tried to correct mistakes of the
copyists ; for that reason they even compiled ‘glossaries’ of a sort. Towards
the end of the third millennium Semitic invaders from the north (the
Babylonians, as they were afterwards called) adopted the Sumerian
methods of preservation and also made lists containing the Sumerian
words and their Accadian equivalents. In the course of the second mil-
lennium the Hittites conquered large parts of Anatolia ; there are cunei-
form tablets found in their capital Bogask6y showing in three parallel
columns equivalent words in Hittite, Sumerian, and Accadian.? Similar
discoveries, dating from the second half of the second millennium, were
made during the excavations of Ugarit (Ras-Shamra) in northern Syria.
In the seventh century B.c. much of the earlier, especially the ‘Baby-
lonian’, tradition was copied for the palace-library of the great Assyrian
king Assurbanipal, who was no less proud of his writing abilities than of
his conquests; there are more than 20,000 tablets and fragments in the
British Museum.

His learned scribes had inherited a truly refined technique and they
developed it further in the descriptive notes at the end of each tablet.?
Without romantic exaggeration we can say that these scribes felt a
‘religious’ responsibility for the correct preservation of the texts, because
all of them had to be regarded as sacred in a certain sense.3 Their com-
plicated method of ‘cataloguing’ was invented for the particular writing
material, the clay tablets, and the lists of words from different languages
were a product of the singular historical conditions of Mesopotamia and
the surrounding countries. But no ‘scholarship’ emerged from those
descriptive notes and parallel glossaries, which served only the practical
needs of the archives, libraries, and schools of temples. We find much the
same in other fields: the extensive oriental ‘annals’ did not lead to

also vol. 12 (1952) 1-105. For the use of writing in Mesopotamia see Kenyon Books and
Readers 6 f—On the early stimulating influence of Mesopotamian writing on Egypt see H.
Frankfort, The Birth of Civilisation in the Near East (London 1951) 106 f.

T For recent excavations of clay tablets with important texts in Accadian and translation
into Hittite see K. Bittel, ‘Ausgrabungen in Bogazkdy’ (1952—7) in Neue deutsche Ausgrabungen
im Mittelmeergebiet und im vorderen Orient (Berlin 1959) 108.

2 Full details are given by C. Wendel, ‘Buchbeschreibung’, 2 ff.

3 Cf. E. Meyer, loc. cit. 462 f., 583 ff., 597 f. (religion and literature) ; G. Wendel 11 (but
the kings were not gods as in Egypt).
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a methodical writing of history. George Sarton! in his History of Science
rightly emphasizes the importance of a controlled language for the rise of
‘Babylonian science’, which needed ‘linguistic tools of sufficient exacti-
tude’. But it seems to be rather misleading to speak of ‘the birth of
philology’? at about g000 B.C. Sarton, however, did not try to trace a line
of descent from this oriental ‘philology’ (by which he apparently meant
some sort of linguistic studies) to early Greece. On the other hand C.
Wendel, in considering how technical devices for writing and for pre-
serving the written tradition may have reached the Ionians in Asia
Minor, argues convincingly that they had come from the east, not from
ligypt;3 but, in the present state of knowledge, one can do no more than
hint at possibilities of contact. It is not unlikely that the Greek inhabitants
ol the west coast of Asia Minor and of the islands had been writing on
animal skins before they used the Egyptian papyrus and continued to do
4o occasionally. Although there was literary evidence for the use of
leather-rolls by oriental, especially Aramaic, scribes not only in Persia,
but also in Mesopotamia, Phoenicia, and Palestine,* actual specimens
were very rare, until the Aramaic parchments of the fifth century s.c.
(now in the Bodleian library) were published in 1954.5 The statement of
Ierodotus (v 58) in his much-discussed ‘excursus’ (regarded sometimes
¢ven as an ‘interpolation’) is thus fully confirmed in so far asit implied that
leather-rolls had been in common use in ‘barbarian’ countries; conse-
(juently we are not entitled to doubt the other part of his remark about the
lonians (v 58. 8): kai 7as BYPlovs dipbépas raréovor dmé Tod madatod of
"lwves, 611 koré &v omdn BIPBAwy éxpéwrTo SipbBépyar alyénoi Te kal oiénor
{11 8¢ kal 70 kat’ ué moddol Tév BapPdpwr® és TowavTas Sipbépas ypddovat.
In the famous paragraph which precedes, Herodotus speaks about the
' (. Sarton, 4 History of Science (1952) 1. Ancient science through the golden age of Greece
1/, with numerous references to texts and modern books on Mesopotamic excavations; see
wlio 5. N. Kramer, From the Tablets of Sumer (Indian Hills, Colorado 1956), ch. 24, describing
+ 'library catalogue’ (about 50,000 Sumerian tablets in the museum in Philadelphia).
* W. von Soden, ‘Leistung und Grenze sumerischer und babylonischer Wissenschaft’,
IWelt als Geschichte 2 (1936) 411 fF., 509 ff., stresses the limits of that Sumerian and Accadian
Lintenphilologie® in a very learned article ; but in conformity with the fashion of the thirties
li can see ‘true scholarship’ inaugurated only by ‘the nordic race’; cf. Sitz. Ber. d. Osterr.
ki, 235 (1960) 1.
' (!, Wendel, loc. cit. 85 f.—Kenyon 44 f.
' Bee below, p. 20, n. 4.
Abridged and revised edition by G. R. Driver, Aramaic Documents (1957) 1 ff.; cf. C. H.
1taherts, “IT'he Codex’, Proc. Brit. Acad. 40 (1954) 172, n. 1, 182.
" I, Ciesias, 688 FGrHist 5 (vol. 111 ¢, 450. 17 Jacoby, 1958) éx 7édv Bacihikdv didlepiv, év
who ol Hépoar Tas madaas mpdées . . . elxov ovvrerayuévas; however little credit Ctesias of
nidow may deserve as a writer of Persian history, his reference to the 3:$8épar can no longer

I (linregarded ; see also Driver, loc. cit. and H. Hunger in Geschichte der Textiiberlieferung 1
(11h1) 30 (and 34 on the preparation of parchment, cf. below, pp. 235 f.).
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‘alphabet’ which the Ionians received from the Phoenicians and adapted
to the Greek language (v 58. 1, 2): oi 8¢ Polvikes obror oi ovv KdSuw
dmukdpevor . . . orfyayov . . . kal ypduuaTa, ovk éévra mpiv “EXAnot ds éuol
doréew . . . "Iwves, ol mapadafdvres Sidayf mapa 7dv Powikwy Ta ypdu-
pora, perappvbuloavrés opewv SAlya éypéwvro, xpeduevor 8¢ édricav,
domep kal 76 dikarov Epepe éoayaydvrwy Powikwy és T ‘EMdSa, Powkiiia
rexdfjofor. Greeks, therefore, were ‘illiterate’ in earlier times, as it seemed
to Herodotus. But he must have known another tradition from one of his
main sources, Hecataeus! of Miletus, with whom two other Milesian
writers, Anaximander? and Dionysius,® agreed: namely that ‘before
Cadmus, Danaus brought letters over’ #pé KdSpov davadv peraxoploa
adrd (ra. orotyela). Danaus had sailed from Egypt (not from Phoenicia)
to the Argolid : the rivalry between Egypt and the Near East in this field is
apparent from the beginning and persistent up to today.# Since hundreds
of clay tablets, covered with writing in the so-called Linear B Script
(which had been known before only from Knossos) were found near
Pylos by C. W. Blegen (1939) and in other places of the Greek mainland
(Mycenae, 1950, by Alan J. B. Wace), it has been obvious that Herodotus
was wrong when he expressed his opinion, although very cautiously (&s
éuot doréew), that Greece was illiterate before the introduction of the
Phoenician alphabet. The tablets are said to have been written between
the fifteenth and the twelfth centuries B.c., in the late Helladic or, as
Furtwéngler had termed it, the Mycenaean epoch (the fullest records for
Pylos are from the thirteenth century).’ We may call it the ‘Heroic age’,
supposing that it was the world of the heroes whose stories we read in the
Homeric poems. The surviving examples of that Mycenaean writing (at
the moment more than 1,000 tablets) do not go beyond ‘lists of com-
modities and personnel’; there are no names of scribes, no check or
alterations by a corrector as on the Accadian or Ugarit tablets we men-
tioned. The contents as well as the method are very primitive compared

1 FGrHist 203 see also Jacoby’s notes 11-13 to the commentary on 489 FGrHist (1955).

2 g9 FGrHist 3.

3 687 FGrHist 1 ; the testimony of these three historians was put together by Apollodorus
244 FGrHist 165.

4 See above, p. 19, and about Egypt Siegfried Schott, ‘Hieroglyphen, Untersuchungen
zum Ursprung der Schrift’, Akademie der Wissenschafien und der Literatur in Mainz, Abhandlungen
der geistes- und sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse, 1950, Nr. 24, pp. 63, 86, on the probable relation
between hieroglyphs, Semitic scripts, and Greek alphabet; cf. p. 9.

5 T have not much confidence in the later dating of the Knossos Tablets by L. R. Palmer,
Mycenaeans and Minoans (London 1961) and ‘The Find-Places of the Knossos Tablets’ in the
book On the Knossos Tablets (Oxford 1963) ; my doubts are strengthened by the convincing
arguments put forward by J. Boardman in his part of the same book ‘The Date of the
Knossos Tablets’, where he maintains against Palmer the correctness of the earlier dating by
Evans (about 250 years). :

£ g o v AN L \ i = =
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with those of the earlier and the contemporary oriental ‘libraries’. If
Michael Ventris’s ingenious theory of the decipherment of this syllabic
script is correct,® we are confronted with a strange and primitive pre-
Homeric ‘Greek’ language in a script that entails countless ambiguities.
It is hardly conceivable that this clumsy script could have been used for
a literary text.? However that may turn out, we know now that there is
some truth in the statement of Herodotus’ Milesian predecessors that
Danaus anticipated Cadmus. Local writers of Kpyrucd? voiced the claim
of the island of Crete (against Cadmus) as the place where letters had
been most anciently invented, and antiquarian authors wept ebpyudrwvt
registered other claimants; but all these various stories point in one
direction : they dispute the priority of the ‘Phoenician’ alphabet and hint
at another earlier Greek script; and in this respect they are only now sur-
prisingly confirmed.

'I'he Phoenician origin of the ‘alphabet’, however, as it was used in
historical Greek times, has never been seriously called in question.
IHerodotus is by no means the earliest authority for this;5 some of the
Milesian writers already quoted are half a century earlier, the oldest
mscription of Teos (6s av . . . Powikijia éxrdiper) was written soon after
Mycale (479 B.c.),® and even Sophocles’ IToiuéves can now be dated with
probability to the sixties of the fifth century (463 B.C.?):7 ‘@Powtkiois
ypdppace’ B The truth of this literary tradition, which was, as we see, not
limited to Herodotus, but quite common in the first half of the fifth

' JHS 73 (1953) 84-103, ‘Evidence for Greek Dialect in the Mycenaean archives’.

' liven John Chadwick, Ventris’s faithful collaborator, was rather reserved (Zhe Decipher-
ment of Linear B [Cambridge 1959] 130) in contrast to Alan Wace’s overwhelming optimism
(wee Documents in Mycenaean Greek [Cambridge 1956], Foreword xxix).

! Dosiades, 458 FGrHist 6 and Diod. v 74. 1 = 468 FGrHist 1 (111 B 411. 13 ff.).

! Scamon of Mytilene (probably early fourth century) 476 FGrHist 3. Fuller testimonia are
jiven by H. Erbse, Attizistische Lexica (1950) 218, 28 ; cf. Andron of Halicarnassus, 10 FGrHist
14 liphorus 70 FGrHist 105 and 106 called Cadmus the actual inventor, not merely the
importer as Herodotus v 58, Aristotle fr. 501 R. or Zenon of Rhodes 523 FGrHist 1 vol.
i n p. 498. 20 ff. (= Diod. v 58. 3).

" As Pearson says in his note to Soph. fr. 514.

% S1G3 38. 38 (W. Ruge, RE v A [1934] 545. 60 fL.).

' P.Oxp. xx (1952) 2256, fr. 3. 4, hypothesis of Aeschylus’ Supplices; Sophocles had been
weond, and amongst the rather confused series of titles ITot]uéow is fairly certain.

" Hesych. v. ‘@owuxiots ypdupact’. ZodoxAijs Iowpéow (fr. 514 P.). émel Soxei Kddpos
uihrd dc Powlkns (év golvixos cod.) kexopirévar. From the same source (Diogenian) Ael.
IHonys. (fr. 318 Schw. = p. 148. 8 Erbse) in Eust. p. 1757. 58 Powlkio. ypdupara, émel paot
el Kddpos dmd Powlikys adrd roploar; although the names of poet and play are omitted,
ihe passage should be quoted in the apparatus to the Sophocles-Fragment. Mythical chrono-
Iy puts Cadmus goo years before the Trojan war; the subject of the play was events
mihsequent to the landing of the Greeks on the coast of the Troad. The inhabitants as well as
ihe invaders could well have been acquainted with Phoenician letters according to that
thronology (it is remarkable that epic heroes in tragedy use writing or at least speak about it).
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century, can be established by a &)mparison of Greek inscriptions of the
late eighth century B.c. with Semitic writing of this and the preceding
century: similarities of letter forms show that the Phoenician model
had been followed and was modified about that time.! From the same
regions of the Near East the Ionians seem to have learned to prepare
skins for writing material, and, as the Egyptian papyrus was called
BYBlos in Greek,? after the city of Byblos, we may assume that it was first
imported from the Phoenicians, before the foundation of Naukratis
established direct contact between Egypt and Greece in the seventh
century. So everything leads up to the conclusion—in the present state
of our knowledge—that the introduction of letters and of papyrus dates
from the early eighth or the late ninth century;? the route* may have
been along the south coast of Asia Minor to Rhodes.5

At the very end of antiquity, Nonnus was loud in his praise of Cad-

mus’ gifts (4. 259 f1.): 6 wdon | ‘EMAS: dwrmievra kai éudpova Odpa
kouilewv | yAdoons 8pyava Tedéev Sudbpoa, ovuduéos 8¢ | dpuovins oToixndov
és dlvya (vowels) ovlvya (consonants) petfas | ypamtov dovysiroto Timov
Topvdboaro avyfis. But this so-called ‘gift’ deserves the gratitude not only
of the ancient world but of a great part of mankind in all ages. The
Phoenician script was neither cuneiform nor strictly syllabic ; it consisted
of single characters, but only for the consonants. When the Greeks

adopted those letter forms they took the decisive step of using them for all

I G. R. Driver, Semitic Writing (1948) 178; J. Forsdyke, Greece before Homer (1956) 20f.;
T. J. Dunbabin, ‘The Greeks and their Eastern Neighbours’, Society for the Promotion of Hellen.
Studies, Suppl. Paper No. 8 (1957) 59 ff.; Dorothea Gray in John L. Myres, Homer and his
Critics (1958) 266 ff.; A. G. Woodhead, The Study of Greek Inscriptions (1959) 13 f. “Criterion
of close approach’ between early Greek and Phoenician letter forms; G. Klaffenbach,
Griechische Epigraphik (Gottingen 1957) 34 f. The complete evidence up to 1960 is presented
by L. H. Jeffery, “The Local Scripts of Archaic Greece. A Study of the Origin of the Greek
Alphabet and its Development from the Eighth to the Fifth Centuries B.c.”, Oxford Mono-
graphs on Classical Archaeology (1961) 12 fE., date of introduction of the alphabet, and Addenda,
P- 374-

2 Hdt. v 58. g (above, p. 19), cf. Aesch. Suppl. 946 £., see below, p. 26, n. 4.

3 Wilamowitz in 1884 put the introduction of the new alphabet ‘spitestens in das 10.
Jahrhundert’ (Homerische Untersuchungen 287) and he never changed his mind, see Geschichte
der griechischen Sprache (1928) 9; A. Rehm, Handbuch der Archiologie 1 (1939) 197, says even
‘the eleventh century cannot be excluded’; cf. Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik 1 (1939)
141.

4 Historians, archaeologists, and epigraphists are inclined to accept this hypothesis, see
especially Miss Jeffery pp. 5 ff. (place of introduction), and Addenda p. 374. Perhaps the
formidable God ‘Kumarbi’ of a Hurrian epic came the same way to influence Hesiod’s
Kronos story: see U. Holscher, Hermes 81 (1953) 405 f. ; Dunbabin 56 f.

5 One should not overlook the ancient local tradition in ‘Podtaxd that Cadmus sailed from
Phoenicia via the island of Rhodes to Greece : Zenon of Rhodes 523 FGrHist 1 (= Diod. v 58.
2, 3) KdSuos 6 Ayijvopos . . . karémhevoey els Ty ‘Podlav . . . kal Ty Awdlay Afqvav éripnoey
dvabijpaow, év ols fv yalxods AéBys . . . odros 8’ elyev émypadiy Powikukols ypdppaow, d paow
wpdrov ék Powlkns els Ty ‘EMdda kopobivar; cf. Polyzelus of Rhodes 521 FGrHist 1.

Phoenician Script and Greek Alphabet 23

the ‘elements’ of their language, which they called oroiyeia,’ vowels as
well as consonants. Now for the first time the quantity of the syllables and
cspecially the structure of the quantitive verse could be displayed. A true
alphabet? had come into being. It was one of the great creations of the
Greek genius ; as it can now be dated to the ninth or eighth century B.c.,
it belongs to the epic age. For these two centuries the epic poems were
representative ; the liad and the Odyssey still reveal to us how the Greek
genius became conscious of itself and found its own nature in that
particular moment of its history. A new aspect of the world arose, the
true Greek aspect. I used to emphasize in my lectures on Homer the
important fact that the adaptation of the Phoenician characters and
the final form of the great epic poems belong to the same age. That
the alphabet ‘might have been invented as a notation for Greek verse’ is
a rather attractive idea,® and one wishes it could be proved ; our earliest
alphabetic inscriptions of the eighth century which are zof all in verse,*
can hardly help. But no doubt there was a new beginning, not a simple
continuity from the heroic to the epic age. It is paradoxical to use a
historical evaluation of the recently discovered Mycenaean writing as
i basis for conclusions about a gradual inner development of Greek
civilization from the thirteenth to the ninth century.’ For, on the con-
(rary, a comparison of that syllabic script on the tablets with the earliest
alphabetic writing illustrates more than anything else a ‘revolutionary’
change, a completely new start. From this new start 76 7édos, the goal of

' . Diels, Elementum (Leipzig 1899) ; ibid. p. 58. 3, the prophetic note that we shall
lind one day the ‘old system’ of writing. A. Evans had made the first announcement of its dis-
covery in Oxford 1894.—On the term o7ouyeia see below, p. 60 and Excursus.

* Plat. Crat. 431 E 76 Te dApa xal 76 Bijra xal éxaarov 7év arouyelwv ; cf. Diels, loc. cit. 18 fF.,
WAL 5 Suet. Div. Iul. 56. 6 quarta elementorum littera “the fourth letter of the alphabet’.

' Wade-Gery, The Poet of the Iliad (1952) 11-14; a different view on the date of a ‘written
copy’ in D. L. Page, History and the Homeric Iliad (Berkeley 1959) 260.

4+ Ipigrammata, Greek Inscriptions in Verse from the Beginnings to the Persian War, by P. Fried-
linder and H. B. Hoffleit (Berkeley 1948) p. 7. Two important verse inscriptions of about
/00 B.C. were published later: fragmentary hexameters painted on an oinochoe in Ithake,

1154 43 (1948) 8o ff., pl. 34, Jeffery pp. 230, 233, pl. 45. 1. 2; the unique verse graffito, three
lines written in the Phoenician retrograde style, found in Ischia, Rend. Linc. 1955, 215 ff.,
pl. 1—4, Jeffery pp. 45, 235 £, 239, pl. 47. 1.

* Alan J. B. Wace, Documents in Mycenaecan Greek xxvii fI., strongly pleads for a slow evolu-
tion and speaks with scorn of the opposite ‘classicistic’ prejudice.—I totally disagree with the
picture given by M. P. Nilsson, Homer and Mycenae (London 1933) 206-11, who believes in
the origin of Greek epics in the ‘glorious Mycenaean age’ and a renascence of epics in Ionic
limes.—The new tablets, so far, do not contain any literary text or any hint at poetry;
nevertheless, they have provoked Professor T. B. L. Webster (with whom I agree in some
iletails), into writing From Mycenae to Homer (London 1958), in which he tries—unsuccessfully,
bt with immense erudition and bold imagination—to reconstruct songs of Mycenaean
pnlaces. On the other hand, J. A. Notopoulos, ‘Homer, Hesiod and the Achaean Heritage of
ornl Poetry’, Hesperia 29 (1960) 1477 ff., argues for the existence of an ‘Achaean’ oral epic
jroctry which survived in the mainland (‘Hesiod’, etc.) as well as in Ionia (‘Homer’, etc.).
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a definitive alphabetic system, must have been reached in a fai{ly short
time. There were minor alterations and slight improvements, but there
was no ‘pro-gress’ any more either in Greek or in post-Greek times.*
The alphabet was ‘perfect’, it had found its own nature, éoye v éovrod
$vow, in the epic age. The same happened in other provinces of Greek
civilization, in literature and art. |

A new instrument had been created, which was, on the' one hand,
important for the expression of exact nuances of language in poetry and
philosophy and, on the other hand, indispensable for scholarly interpreta-
tion and analysis. In this sense the adapted Phoenician characters were
called ‘helpers towards the Adyos’ by Critias in the second half of the
fifth century in an elegiac poem about various inventions of peoples and
cities: @olvikes 8 ebpov ypdupar’ dAeEldoya? (Vors. 88 B 2. 10), ‘the
Phoenicians invented letters which help men to think and to speak’
(BoyBodvra eis Adyov Eust. p. 1771. 44). In the archaic period which fol-
lowed the epic age the Greeks’ first aim was at beauty of script; for
evidence we have only to look at the early inscriptions on stone still pre-
served. This tendency towards harmony and even ‘geometric’ norms was
observed by later writers: ITvfaydpas odrdv (sc. Tdv ypappdTwy) Tod
kdMovs émepeliln, éx Tis katd yewperplav ypappds pvbuloas . . . ad7a
ywvias kol mwepupepelats kal edfelous’ (Schol. Dionys. Thr. Gr. Gr. 111
183. 32). Archaic Greece took a pride in writing as a work of art, there
is a striving for 7 kaddv, as inscriptions show, and it can hardly be
doubted that literacy was fairly widespread ; but the important questions
are how far first poetry and then philosophy were written down and at
what time some form of commercial publication finally came into being.

The pattern of development in prehistoric Greece becomes visible
only against the oriental background ; so we were forced to go out of our
way for a little while. Now in Greece we find no guild of scribes, no caste
of priests to which knowledge of writing was restricted, no sacred books* of
which the transmission was their special privilege. The Greek alphabetic

t The best expert on ‘grammatology’ I. J. Gelb, 4 Study of Writing (London 1952) 239
(cf. 184) made the statement: ‘In spite of the tremendous achievements of the Western
civilization in so many fields of human endeavour, writing has not progressed at all since the
Greek period. . . . The complex causes for this conservative attitude may very well be beyond
our capacity to comprehend.’ But under the aspect of rélos and $ors we may well be able
to comprehend it (see below, p. 68).

2 This éra¢ Aeydpevov is not only attested and explained by Eustathius, who gives a choice
of three different meanings, but already quoted in the Jvvaywys Aéfewv xpnoipwy p. 74. 7
Bachm. and in Phot. Berol. p. 73. 3 Reitzenstein; L—S should not list it as ‘“dubious’.

3 A. Rehm, ‘Inschriften als Kunstwerke’, Handbuch 216. 3 ; Jeffery, photographs of archaic
inscriptions on 72 plates.

4 Except perhaps for small sects of mystics,
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script was accessible to everyone, and in the course of time it became
the comx%lon heritage of all citizens who were able to use a pen (or
a brush) zi;ld to read ; the availability of writing materials in early times
has been mentioned already, and especially the import of papyrus from
I'gypt, where it had been used as far back as the third millennium in the
lorm of smiller or larger rolls for ritual and literary purposes. So all the
necessary conditions for producing Greek books were in existence from
the eighth 0\17 seventh century onwards, it seems. If we try to answer the
(wo questions in the last paragraph, we are led to distinguish four
periods. There probably was first a time of merely oral composition and
oral tradition of poetry. The second stage, we assume without further
proof, began with the introduction of alphabetic writing. Epic poets,
heirs of an ancient oral tradition, began to put down their great com-
positions in this new script :* we still possess as the product of that creative
cpic age the two ‘Homeric’ poems. The transmission remained oral: the
pocts themselves and the rhapsodes that followed them recited their
works to an audience; and this oral tradition was secured by the script
which must have been to a certain degree under proper control. There
is, so far, no evidence for book production on a large scale, for the circula-
tion of copies, or for a reading public in the lyric age. The power of
memory was unchallenged, and the tradition of poetry and early philo-
sophy remained oral. From the history of script and book we get no
support either for the legend of the Peisistratean recension of the Homeric
pocms or for the belief that Peisistratus and Polycrates were book col-
lectors and founders of public libraries.

No further change is noticeable until the fifth century,? when the third
period began, one in which not only oral composition, but also oral
(radition, began to lose its importance. The first sign of this is the sudden
appearance of frequent references to writing and reading in poetry and
art from the seventies of the fifth century onwards; the image of scribe

' 'The opposite view is taken by E. R. Dodds in the very lucid chapter ‘Homer as Oral |
P'octry’ in Fifty Years of Classical Scholarship (Oxford 1954) 13-17; he has been completely
¢onvinced by Milman Parry’s collection of formulaic material. But this only proves that Greek
¢pic poems were the result of a long oral tradition and were destined for further oral trans-
inission ; there is no decisive argument against the composition of Iliad and Odyssey in writing.
I'arry’s so-called ‘negative check’ is entirely misleading: Apollonius Rhodius followed the
Icllenistic theory of variation and consciously avoided formulae, repetitions, and the like.
\n important part of M. Parry’s priceless collection of Serbocroatian Songs has been published
(1953-4) ; but I wonder what help they may be for Homer, however contemptuously A. B.
Lord, “The Singer of Tales’, Harvard Studies in Comparative Literature 24 (1960), may dismiss
ihose Homeric scholars who do not yet give full credit to Parry’s revelations.

* L. G. Turner, Athenian Books in the Fifth and Fourth Centuries B.C. (Inaugural Lecture,
London 1952).
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and reader had apparently caught poetic imagination as wz[l as the
imagination of the vase painters for the first time. It can hardly be by
chance that all the great poets began to use the new symbol of the
written word for the mental activity of ‘recollection’, of pwijyn; this is
particularly remarkable, if we remember the part which physi Al memory
had played in the past. In Aeschylus’ Prometheus 460 f. the god who took
a pride in having invented ypapudrwv Te owvbéoels | pvijuqy dndvrwv,
povoourjrop’ épydvmy told Io: wAdvyy dpdow [ fv e"yypd(ﬁov,“‘az‘) pwmijpoow
8é\rois ppevav (ibid. 788 £.) ;T Sophocles expressly repeated this image in
his earliest play Triptolemus (about 466 B.c. ?).2 Aeschylus was bold enough
to attribute even to a god like Hades a Sedroypddos ¢pijv, Eum. 27735
péyas yop Adns éoriv ebbuvos Bpotdv . . ., Sedtoypddw 8¢ mdvr émwmd
¢pevi. We find in Aeschylus not only this conception of divine ‘tablets of
the mind’, but also the idea of Zeus’ tablets on which men’s crimes have
been noted. This image reminds one of the great deities of oriental
religions writing their sacred books, but Aeschylus followed the Hesiodic
tradition that made 4ixkn a ndpedpos of Zeus, and entrusted her with the
office of his dedroypddos, as we have learned quite recently: (diky) . . .
[ypd¢ovaa] T&ﬂ)\akﬁyar’ év 86’/\1’({) Auds (Aesch. Aitnai [p] about 470 B.C.) .
About half a century later Euripides also referred to those records:
Taduciipar’ . . . kdmer év Aios 8édtov mruyais [ ypddew T’ adrd (Melanippe,
probably % co¢ij, fr. 506 N.2). The traditional expression for writing
material in tragedy remained 8é\ros,* even when one might suppose that
the poet was actually speaking about literary texts written on papyrus-
rolls.s

r Cf. Aesch. Suppl. 179 alvd dvddéar Tdp’ émn dedrovpévas (sc. filias). Pind. O. x. 2 (about
474) dvdyvwre . . . w0 Ppevds éuds yéypamrar. |

z Soph. fr. 597 P. 005 8° év (Pf.: 038’ ad A, 0é &’ év V) ¢pevds déAroior Tovs éuods Adyous (fod
8’ &v 8érrowau, cf. Call. fr. 75. 66 évefijaro 8éArois) ; cf. Aesch. Cho. 450, Soph. Phil. 1325;
Eur. Tro. 663 dvantifw ¢péva ‘unroll my mind’ (like a book).

3 P.Oxy. xx (1952) 2256, fr. 9a 21 ed. E. Lobel = Aesch. fr. 530 Mette ; recognized by E.
Fraenkel, Eranos 52 (1954) 64 ff., as a fragment of the festival play for Hieron’s foundation of
the city Aetna; cf. F. Solmsen, The Tablets of Zeus, Cl. Qu. 38 (1944) 2'7-30.

4 The only exception, so far, seems to be Aesch. Suppl. 946 f. Tadr’ od wlvafiv éorww éy-
yeypappéva. [ 098° év arvyais BiBAwv kateadpayiouéva, a folded papyrus sheet of a sealed con-
tract. For 8é\ros see the references and notes above ; see also Soph. T7. 683, fr. 144 P., Eur.
IT 760, [14] 112. Batrachomyomachia 1. 3 is rot our earliest evidence, but one of the many late
additions, see Herm. 63 (1928) 319 ( = Ausgewdhlte Schriften, 113). Gods were supposed to
continue using the old 8éAroi, dupBépar, dopaxa, see Babr. 127 and the many proverbs col-
lected by O. Crusius, De Babrii aetate (1876) 219; cf. F. Marx, Ind. lect. Greifswald (1892/3) vi.
No conclusions about the actual use of writing material at certain times can be drawn from
such passages.

5 Eur. Erechth. fr. 369. 6 f. N.2 3éArwv dvantiooowus yijpuv, &v godoi kAéovrar; one may com-
pare Socrates unrolling the treasures of the sages of old time in Xenoph. Mem. 1 6, 14: Tods
Onoavpods 7@ wdAar goddv avdpdv . . . dveMirTwy; see below, p. 28, n. 2.
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If we turn from the literary field to the Attic vase painters, we do not
lind any pictures of ‘books’ on black-figured vases; scenes of the simple
life of the Bdvavaor were their favourite subjects. Scenes of the cultivated
life, in which representations of inscribed rolls find a place, appear first
in the red-figured style, the work of the contemporaries of the tragic
pocts, from about 490 to 425 B.c. At least three of these paintings seem
to be slightly earlier than the dated plays of Aeschylus.! On half a dozen
vases, letters or words of epic or lyric poems, written across the open
papyrus roll, can still be deciphered.? We see youths and schoolmasters
reading the text; in the second half of the fifth century famous names like
those of Sappho, Linos, Musaios are added to these figures. On a Carneol-
Scarabaeus even a Sphinx is represented as reciting the famous riddle
from an open book in her paws (about 460 B.c.).> We are justified,
I believe, in taking the coincidence of the literary passages and the vase-
paintings as evidence of a change in the common use of books ; no doubt
it was a slow change, leading gradually to the fourth and final period,
when a conscious method of wapddoats, of literary tradition by books,
hecame established.

We are not able to follow out the development in this period of transi-
tion step by step. There seems to be no new evidence, only a few casual
allusions in Old Comedy and in Platonic dialogues, which are well
known but need to be carefully reconsidered. Eupolis, Aristophanes’ con-
(emporary, mentioned, probably in the twenties of the fifth century, the
place o 7o, BBAL dvia, ‘where the books are on sale’.* Socrates was able
to get hold of the books of Anaxagoras very quickly, when he had heard
someone reading an interesting passage from one of his writings, though
he was much disappointed by them.5 When Plato represented him in
the Apology® as referring to Avalaydpov BifAia o5 Klalopeviov, Socrates
mentioned the very cheap price of a drachma, at which copies could be
hought by anyone in the market-place,” with irony, if not with contempt.

' I'. Winter, ‘Schulunterricht auf griechischen Vasenbildern’, Bonner Fahrbiicher 123
(1916) 275-85, esp. 281 f.

* J. D. Beazley, ‘Hymn to Hermes’, 474 52 (1948) 336 fI., discusses in detail an unpub-
lished vase in the manner of Duris and eight other representations of inscribed rolls; the
varlicst one, the schoolmaster of the Panaitios-Painter, is confidently dated about 490 B.c.
I'liree items of Beazley’s list are fully treated again by Turner, Athenian Books (1952) 13—16,
who further discusses an Athenian pyxis (no. 1241). Against the assumption of E. Péhlmann,
riechische Musikfragmente (Niirnberg 1960) 83 f., that some of the signs on the open scrolls
were noted melodies, see R. P. Winnington-Ingram, Gromon 33 (1961) 693, who correctly
tnkes them for poetic texts and gives three more references in note 2 (cf. ibid. 1962, 112).

' R. Lullies, ‘Die lesende Sphinx’, Festschrift f. B. Schweitzer (Stuttgart 1954) 140 ff.

* I'r. 304 K., but see the exact wording of the whole passage. On BifAwofijrar, Poll. 1x 47.

* Plat. Phaed. 97 B (= Vors. 59 A 47). 6 Plat. Apol. 26 p (= Vors. 59 A 35).

Q v

7 Loc. cit. & éeorw énidre, el wdvv modod, Spayudis éx Tis dpxfeTpas mpiapévois (-ovs Diels—
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Therefore the figure should not be taken too seriously ; but the fact that
books of Anaxagoras were available to the general public in Athens? is
fairly certain. There is no certainty, on the other hand, about the tradi-
tion, reported by Clement of Alexandria in his lists of “first inventors’,
and often repeated, that Anaxagoras was ‘the first to publish a written
book’.? The plague of bad BiBAia in Aristophanes’ Cloud-cuckoo-town#
is a satiric counterpart to conditions in Athens towards the end of the
century ; at about 400 B.c. books were even exported to countries on the
Black Sea.’ Something must have happened to stimulate book produc-
tion to such a degree; the influence of the Ionian Anaxagoras, even
though settled in Athens before the Peloponnesian war and enjoying
Pericles’ friendship, can hardly have been sufficient.

In the course of the fifth century the tragic poets, the historians, and
the Sophists became the predominant figures in the literary life of Athens.
Tragedies were composed for performance in the theatre of Dionysus, but
were also available as ‘books’ afterwards. The only unmistakable
evidence, however, is Dionysus’ confession in Aristophanes’ Frogs 52 f.
(produced in January 405 B.C.): émi ijs veds dvayuyvdorovri pov | T
AvSpouédav mpos éuavrdv ‘when I was reading (Euripides’) Andromeda
(produced in 413 B.c.) to myself on board’.

We may reasonably assume that the Athenians could not have taken
the point of parody in the many paratragedic passages of Attic Comedy
unless they had read the tragedies, as we find the god of the theatre read-
ing the Andromeda. In the fourth century Aristotle even distinguished

Kranz) «7A. ; dpxrjorpa does not refer to the theatre of Dionysus, but to a part of the dyopd, see
W. Judeich, Topographie von Athen? (1931) 342. 2; A. W. Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic
Festivals of Athens (1953) 36. 4.

I As Anaxagoras had been dead for nearly thirty years, the copies may have been ‘second
hand’. N. Lewis, L’Indusirie du papyrus (Thése Paris 1914) 62f., and Turner, Athenian Books
21, were puzzled when they compared the real cost of papyrus and of copying at that time
with Socrates’ statement.

2 Athenian Biflom@Aar mentioned in old comedy: Aristomenes fr. g K., Theopomp. fr.
77 K., Nicoph. fr. 19. 4 K.; see also above, p. 26, n. 5.

3 Clem. Al. Stromat. 1 78 (11 pp. 50 f. St.) = Vors. 59 A 36 val iy dé mote eis "Edpas 4
T@v Abywv mapiMe Sidackalia Te kal ypadd] . . . of 8¢ Avataydpav . . . wpdrov 8id ypadis
éxdodvar Biflov {oropodow. Clement seems to have understood ypadd as ‘writing’, but the
sense may have been ‘drawing’, if one compares Vors. 11 6. 23 and 11 11. 2 {uera) Saypadis
Diels ; the fact of the édoots is emphasized by Th. Birt, Die Buchrolle in der Kunst (1907) 213,
and by Stéhlinin Vors. loc. cit. ; cf. E. Derenne, ‘Les procés d’impiété’ (below, p. 31,n. 5) 25. 3.

4 Aristoph. 4v. 974 fI., 1024 ff., 1288.

5 Xenoph. Anab. Vi1 5. 14, in the cargoes of vessels wrecked near Salmydessos gipiorovro . . .
moMal BiBAow yeypapuévar.

6 Cf. Aristoph. Ran. 1114 BiBAov 7° &wv Ekaaros pavBdver Ta Sefid. From the whole con-
text of the often discussed lines 1109-18 it is obvious to me that Aristophanes meant to say
there is no danger of duabia, of inexperience, or ignorance on the side of the Athenian
audience; the theatre-goers are military servicemen and enlightened (oodot) ‘readers of
books, able to understand the right points’.
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certain plays, which were particularly suitable for reading, from those
with a purely dywviorue] and dmokpiricy) Aééis, and described their poets
a8 avayvworucol. But it is a mistake to think that there were poets who
wrote their plays only for reading.! There have never been such writers ;
plays were always composed for acting in the first place. Euripides’
hook-knowledge is ridiculed by Aristophanes,? and he is said to have been
the owner of a whole library.? Wilamowitz4 once tried to demonstrate
that the texts of the tragedies were the first proper Greek ‘books’, BifAla ;
lor carlier writings he used the term Smoumjuara. But sméuvnua never
meant an independent finished writing ; it may refer to notes reminding
one of facts heard or seen in the past, or to notes jotted down and col-
lected as a rough copy for a future book, or to explanatory notes to some
other writing, that is, a commentary.s It is quite arbitrary to call the early
lonic prose-writings, such as those of Heraclitus and Hecataeus, ‘re-
minders’; they were more or less finished works, copied by pupils and
fricnds, or deposited in a temple, as in the case of Heraclitus.® We
should not underrate the influence of tragedy on the development of the
hook ; but so far it is not proved that the tragedians were the first writers
to have their works made available as fiBAa to a wider public.

Herodotus seems to have lectured publicly, reciting here and there
A single Adyos,” an dydwvioua és 76 mapaypijua drodew in Thucydides’
phrase, and he certainly was open to Sophistic ideas and stylistic de-
vices.® His ‘history’ as a whole, the first great work of Greek prose
literature, was finally written down in Italy about 430 B.c. and published
only posthumously. It can hardly have had any influence on the growth
of the book. But when in the following generation Thucydides hoped that
his historical £vyypads) would be a krfjpa és def (I 22. 4), he was already
thinking of his future readers. So great an increase in the spreading
abroad of the written word had apparently taken place between the two
penerations. It is no surprise to find that in the last decade of the fifth
century the local Attic tradition also, which had hitherto been oral, was
fixed for the first time in a book, the Ar7uy) &vyypagsj (Thuc. 1 g7. 2) of

' The correct interpretation of Aristot. Rhetf. 11 12 p. 1413b 12 is given by O. Crusius,
Vestschrift fiir Th. Gomperz (19o2) 381 ff., but the wrong interpretation is repeated every-
where. 2 Aristoph. Ran. 943, 1409. : 3 Athen. 13A.

4+ Einleitung in die Tragidie (1889) 121 ff.

* References in the article of F. Bémer, ‘Der Commentarius’, Herm. 81 (1953) 215 ff., but
he did not mention Wilamowitz’s theory.

® I fully agree in this point with Turner, Athenian Books 1.

" Marcellin. Vita Thuc. 54; Paroemlogr cod. Coisl. 157 = Append. 11 35, ed. Gottmg,
\ nl 1 400 eis T ‘Hpoddrov axudv. This late tradition, often rejected, was rightly accepted by

. Jacoby, RE, Suppl. 11 330, and John L. Myres, Herodotus, Father of sttazy (1953) 5.°
" ¥. Jacoby, RE, Suppl. 11 500 f. 3
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Hellanicus of Lesbos;! his connexion with contemporary Sophists is
clearly perceptible.

It is a notable coincidence that under the archonship of Euclides (403/2
B.c.) the Ionic alphabet was officially adopted for public documents in
Athens instead of the local Attic script.? If the written tradition started
in Ionia, as we assumed, it is natural that Ionic characters were pre-
dominantly in use for literary purposes in other parts of Greece as well.3
In Athens their increased popularity in the second half of the fifth century
may have been brought about by the itinerant Sophists who mostly
came from Ionic cities; the letters described in Euripides’ Theseus (fr.
382 N.2, produced before 422 B.C.) are apparently Ionic. Occasional
transcriptions of texts were necessary (and, no doubt, some mistakes
were made in the process) ; but no general perayaparrnpiopés* of earlier
literature took place. Quite naturally, the Tonic script became, in the
course of time, the universally accepted hand both for literary textss and
for documents.

There remains the question whether the Sophists® can really claim
to have played the decisive part in this change. One of the leading
Sophists, Prodicus himself, is put on a par with a ‘book’ by Aristophanes,
Tagenistas (fr. 490 K.) ‘either a book or Prodicus has ruined the man’,
rodrov Tov dwdp” 7 PifAlov Siéplopev | 7 ITpéduros. The alternative at least
shows that pure. literariness was regarded as characteristic of a Sophist;
at the same time it points to the danger of Sophistic books, perhaps of
books in general. From Plato’s Symposium (117 B), of which the whole
scene is staged in 416 B.C., one can infer? that Prodicus’ Horai were in
circulation as a ‘book’ at that time; later on from a copy of this book
Xenophon took the famous parable of Hercules at the crossroads (Mem.

1 F. Jacoby, Atthis (Oxford 1949) 216 f., Index p. 431 oral tradition and RE v (1913)
107, 111, 138, Hellanicus and the Sophists.

2 Theopomp. 115 FGrHist 155.

3 Cf. Schol. Dionys. Thr., Gr. Gr. u1 p. 183. 20 ff. Hilg.

4 The theory of a universal and systematical transliteration is maintained by R. Herzog,
“Die Umschrift der slteren griechischen Literatur in das jonische Alphabet’, Programm zur
Rektoratsfeier der Universitit Basel (1912), but he is not able to prove his point either by the
valuable collection of so-called evidence or by his arguments. J. Irigoin, L’histoire du texte de
Pindare (1952) 22-28 still tried to maintain the theory of peraypappaTiopds.

s Qur earliest specimen seems to have been written in the third quarter of the fourth
century B.C. See below, p. 102; cf. C. H. Roberts, Greek Literary Hands g50 B.C.—A.D. 400
(1955) 1.

6 E. Curtius, Wort und Schrift (1859; reprinted in ‘Alterthum und Gegenwart’ 1, 1875)
262 ‘Sophistik . . . da begann in Athen die Lese- und Biicherwut’. R. Harder, ‘Bemerkungen
zur griechischen Schriftlichkeit’, Antike 19 (1943) 107 = Kleine Schriften (1960) 79 ‘Thx.xkydides
und die Sophisten fiihren das Schreibwesen zum endgtiltigen Sieg’; Turner, Athenian Books
16—23.

7 K. v. Fritz, RE xx111 86 (rightly against H. Diels’s note to Vors. 84 B 1).
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11 1. 21-34 = Vors. 84 B 2). Xenophon also records an interview of
Socrates with a certain Euthydemus, called 6 xads (Mem. 1v 2. 1 L),
who had a remarkable collection of books of poets as well as of ‘Sophists’
(mounT@V Te Kal codLoTdY TAY eddoriuwTdTwr).! As professional teachers,
the Sophists had to give book texts of the great poets (Plat. Profag. 325 E)
to their pupils, but they started also to distribute copies of their own
writings as wapadelypara, models,? and to write practical textbooks.?
Oral instruction, though still most important,* was no longer sufficient
for their special purpose (Plat. Phaedr. 228 A). If there is any truth in the
(radition’ that Protagoras’ books were collected from their owners and
burned on the agora when he was accused of atheism (about 416/15
B.C. ?), an established trade and distribution of books among the Athenian
public at that time must be assumed. This may still have been on a small
scale ; the discussions about the problem, even about the danger, of this
new habit were mainly concerned with Sophistic writings. We find an
cxample of this in Aristophanes’ sneer at Prodicus ; his point of view was
merely ethical. A more general philosophical opposition arose from the
side of Socrates® and Plato; it is voiced again and again from the early
dialogue Protagoras to the late Phaedrus.” Two points in these much dis-
cussed passages® are relevant to our purpose. In the first place the im-
mediate target for the attacks was the Sophists, their exaggerated respect

 Cf. Isocr. 2 (ad Nicocl)) 13 wijre T@v momrdv 16y eddoxiypodvrwy pijre TGV coduordy
1devds olov Seiv dmelpws Exew ; both Xenophon and Isocrates refer to contemporary writers,
not to the gogof of old.

2 Cf. Marrou 54. For references to such sample speeches put into writing see W. Steidle,
‘Redekunst und Bildung bei Isokrates’, Herm. 80 (1952) 271. 5. On the preference for the
written word by Isocrates in the line of the Sophists, ibid. 279, 292, 296.

3 Plat. Phaedr. 266 D xal pdda wov auyvd . . . Td y” & 7Tols Bifliows Tols mepl Adywv Téxvns
yeypappévors; cf. M. Fuhrmann, Das systematische Lehrbuch (1960) 123 f.; see also below,
p. 76, n. 5.

4+ Protagoras and Prodicus used to read manuscripts to their pupils (Diog. L. 1x 50, cf. 54 =
Vors. 8o A 1). Hippias repeatedly read his Tpwiwds to the Spartans and Athenians (Plat.
I1ipp. mai. 286 Bc = Vors. 86 A 9). See also Diels, N7b 25 (1910) 11: ‘Da die Sophistik . . .
den miindlichen Unterricht durch eine Unzahl praktischer Handbiicher und Broschiiren
cindringlicher und nachhaltiger gestaltete’ (italics are mine) ; this may be a little exaggerated.

5 Vors. 80 A 1 7d PufMa adrod karékavoav év ff dyopd Do Kijpure dvadefduevor map’ éxdaTov
r@v xextyuévar, ibid. A 8, 4, 23 ; cf. E. Derenne, ‘Les Procés d’impiété’, Bibliothéque de la Fac.
de Philos. et des Lettres, Univ. de Liége, 45 (1930) 55 ; against J. Burnet, Greek Philosophy 1 (1924)
112, and his followers see E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley 1951) 189 and
n. 66, p. 201, who gives a correct interpretation of Plat. Men. 91 E about Protagoras and the
whole background for ‘prosecutions of intellectuals on religious grounds’.

6 Cf. Xenoph. Mem. 1v 2. 9.

7 Plat. Prot. 329 A, esp. Phaedr. 274 B ff. ; cf. Epist. 1 314 c, viI 341 B ff.

8 On the attitude to books and on the problem of the spoken and the written word there is
o lucid chapter in P. Friedlinder, Platon, 1> (1954) 114 ff. with bibliography p. 334 (English
iranslation, New York 1958, bibliography pp. 356 f.) ; 112 (1g60) 220f. on the passage in
Phaedr. with n. 33, p. 469. See also the general remarks by E. R. Curtius, Europdische Kultur
und lateinisches Mittelalter (Bern 1048) 304 fX., esp. 306 f. ‘Das Buch als Symbol’.
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for the written word, and their own preference for the use of books. Such
an attitude, it was argued, propagated by influential teachers, was bound
to weaken or even to destroy physical memory (uwjun), on which the
oral tradition of the past was based, and in the end would be a threat to
true philosophy, which needs the personal intercourse of the dialectician
to plant the living word in the soul of the listener. The second point may
have been still more important for the future. The Socratic and Platonic
arguments are the expression of a general, deeply rooted Greek aversion
against the written word ; they strengthened this instinctive mistrust in
later ‘literary’ ages also and thus helped to promote sober ‘criticism’.
The Greek spirit never became inclined to accept a tradition simply,
because it was written down in books. The question was asked whether it
was genuine or false, and the desire remained alive to restore the original
‘spoken’ word of the ancient author when it was obscured or corrupted by
a long literary transmission. If books were a danger to the human mind,
the threat was at least diminished by Plato’s struggle against them; no
real ‘tyranny’ of the book? ever established itself among the Greeks, as it
did in the oriental or in the medieval world.

It remains true that their contribution to the development of the book
was one general service the Sophists did for Greek civilization as a whole
and for future scholarship in particular. We now turn to their individual
achievements in the field of learning, and discuss a few representative
specimens. For our purpose, the most important part of their activity
was the ‘interpretation’ of early poetry. But was this really a true éppreia
r@v mowrdv? The only substantial specimen which still survives is the
explanation of a2 monostrophic lyric poem of Simonides by Protagoras in
Plato’s dialogue (Prot. 339 A ff. = Vors. 80 A 25).2 There can hardly be
any doubt that the choice of this particular poem to Scopas on the idea
of the dwjp dyafids® was intentional, and it is often said that there existed

* When Turner, Athenian Books 23, finishes his excellent lecture with the flourish: ‘By the
first thirty years of the fourth century books have established themselves, and their fyranny
lies ahead’, I part company with him. E. Curtius was right when he stated in his festival
speech Wort und Schrift (1859) (= Alterthum und Gegenwart 1 255) ‘immer blieb . . . eine Stimmung
zuriick, welche sich gegen die Herrschaft des Buchstabens straubte’. The custom of reciting
poetry and artistic prose remained alive up to the end of antiquity, see E. Rohde, Der
griechische Roman® (1914) 327 ff. ; see also Wilamowitz, Die hellenistische Dichtung 1 (1924) 98.
118, about ‘Buchpoesie’, and ‘Rezitationspoesie’.

2z Cf. Themist. or. 23, p. 350. 20 Dind. ITpwraydpas . . . 7é Zipwvidov Te kol E\wv movjpara
éfnyodpevos; a reference to this passage of Themistius (which Schneidewin, Simonidis Cei
fragmenta (1835) 16, rightly regards as derived from Plato’s dialogue) is missing in Vors. 80 &
and in M. Untersteiner, Sofisti, Testimonianze e Frammenti 1 (1949) 2 A.

3 We are concerned only with Protagoras’ way of expounding the Simonidean text, not
with the problems of this text itself; E. Diehl, Anth. lyr. Gr. m2 (1942) 77 ff. Simonid. fr. 4
(= fr. 5 Bergk) with bibliography; D. L. Page, Poetae Melici Graeci (Oxford 1962) 282f.,
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a sort of spiritual relationship between Simonides and the early Sophists.
I was rather sceptical about this conception of Simonides as a ‘proto-
Sophist’, as this fragment seemed to be unique; but there is now a close
parallel to the Scopas poem in a recently published Simonidean frag-
ment dealing with xaldv, aloypdv, dperd, éofAds.® The whole Platonic
passage would be of little or no value, if it contained a mere caricature?
of the Sophist’s teaching. As a matter of fact, there is no lack of the usual
Socratic irony, but at the same time Plato, who always felt a genuine
respect for Protagoras, draws an essentially adequate picture of his pro-
cedure. Protagoras is scrutinizing a well-known work of probably the
most famous poet of his generation (Simonides died in about 468 B.c.,
Protagoras was born in about 490 B.c.) ; how clever to discover just there
an obvious contradiction (339 B évavria Aéyer adros adrd O mouyTils).
'This kind of critical examination of the poet’s single words and their
proper meaning (for example éuuevar and yevéofar) is in the Sophist’s
view the most important mental training ; it is necessary for a young man
to be trained in this way because it helps him to become himself mepi
endy Setwdy.

In a similar way Protagoras discovered an incorrect use of the form of
the command (ufjrev dee, fed) instead of the wish in the first line of the
Iliad (Vors. 8o A 29 ; also 80 A 30 on Homer @ 240) ;3 the straightforward
quotation of this by Aristotle (Poet. 19. 1456 b 15) confirms in a way the
assumption that Plato in the passage about the Simonidean poem does
not ridicule Protagoras as long as the great Sophist himself is speaking.
On the other hand, when Socrates in his extensive refutation of Pro- .
tagoras’ arguments gives a series of interpretations in detail and an ex-
planation of the whole (341 E Siavoeiofar, 344 B 76v Tmov adrob Tov SAov
xai v BovAnow), Plato indulges in a sort of sparkling parody of the

Simonid. fr. 37 (an improved text). Further discussions are referred to by P. Friedlinder,
Platon 122 (1957) 18—21; 279, n. 18. The only paper which concentrates on the inferpretation of
the poem in the Platonic dialogue by Protagoras and Socrates is that of H. Gundert, ‘Die
Simonides-Interpretation in Platons Protagoras’, Festschrift O. Regenbogen (Heidelberg 1952)
71-93 ; and only Gundert came to the astonishing conclusion that Plato seems to have been
unable to grasp the ‘archaic’ style of the poem, and to have been unaware of the mistakes he
made in its interpretation (p. 92. 34 ‘Die zentralen MiBverstindnisse blieben ihm selbst
verborgen’, cf. p. 82).

! Simonid. fr. 36 Page (= P.Oxy. 2432). I am tempted to conjecture that the lost subject
to L. 1 76 7]e kalov kplver 76 7° aioxpdv was kawpds; katpds very often occurs in discussions of
such ethical notions in Sophistic writing and in later tragedy ; see Fr. trag. adesp. 26, p. 844
N.2 in dwoool Adyor (Vors. go. 2. 19) and Wilamowitz, Sappho und Simonides (1913) 178. 13 M.
Untersteiner, The Sophists (1954) 367, Index v. katpds. }

2 This expression is still used by J. W. H. Atkins, Literary criticism in Antiquity 1 (1952) 4.2.

3 On Homeric studies in the fifth century B.c. see the useful collection of evidence in H.
Sengebusch, Dissertatio Homerica, first printed in Homeri carmina, ed. Dindorf (1855/6) 111 ff.
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Sophistic ‘method’. Socrates (Prot: 340 A ff.) is represented as borrowing
from another prominent member of that circle, Prodicus, who was
a fellow countryman of the Cean poet Simonides and the first authority
on ‘synonyms’ ; Prodicus is appealed to for a sharp distinction between
the senses of Zupevar and yevéofor which Protagoras had denied, and for
the absurd identity of yademdy and kaxdv (341 A). In order to save a wise
man like Simonides from sinning against reason, Socrates finally has
recourse to the most violent transpositions of an adverb (SmepBardv dei
Ocivar év 76 dopar 76 dAabéws, 343 E) and of an adjective (¢kdv, 345 E,
346 E) ; later grammarians and rhetoricians derived the name of the
figure ‘hyperbaton’ from this passage.

It will hardly be possible to discern the real image of Sophistic inter-
pretation through these malicious and amusing Socratic distortions; but
if we catch a likeness of the ‘historic’ Protagoras at the beginning of his
own discussion (339 A ff.), that passage is quite sufficient to show that he
was not aiming at the true reading and meaning of the Simonidean text;
the criticism of wording and sense in which he displays his own superiority
is regarded as useful for the discipline of the mind of his pupils. It is this
educational value which the Platonic Socrates most emphatically denies
at the end (347 ¢ ff.). One cannot question the ancient poet himself and
discuss his poems with him (cf. also Hipp. min. 365 D), but only talk about
a given literary text; such attempts do not lead to the truth, but result in
arbitrary opinions. Behind this sceptical attitude to the Sophistic inter-
preters of the written word, there is in this early dialogue the first
sign of Plato’s distrust of poetry itself as a source of true wisdom of which
we shall hear more later on.!

It is very likely that Protagoras’ contemporaries and followers in the
next generation practised a similar kind of interpretation;? there are
hints in Plato’s Protagoras as regards Prodicus and Hippias,® but no clear
evidence. When Callicles (Plat. Gorg. 484 B)* in his speech about ‘the
law of nature’ (véuov . . . Tov Tijs Pioews 483 E) refers to a passage of
a Pindaric poem (fr. 169 Sn.) he is by no means interested in explaining
the text. On the contrary, he quotes the saying about the vépos Bam)\etfé

I See below, pp. 58f.

2 Basilios Tsirimbas, Die Stellung der Sophistik zur Poesie im V. und IV. JFahrhundert bis zu
Isokrates (Diss. Miinchen 1936) 53 ff.

3 Cf. Vors. 86 B dub. about ‘prosody’ in B 15, ¥ 328.

4 See E. R. Dodds, Plato: Gorgias (Oxford 1959) 270 ff.—P.0Oxy. 2450 (published 1961) fr.
1, col. 11 starts with 1. 6 of the Platonic quotation, but it may still be of some help; the
numerous references to Pindar’s lines are given in extenso by A. Turyn, Pindari Carm. (1948)
fr. 187.

s M. Gigante, Nouos Bacileds (1956) 146 ff. Ippia e Callicle, interpreti di Pindaro’.
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to show that Pindar’s vduos is the same ‘right of the stronger’ which he,
Callicles himself, championed in his long gfois; and whatever Pindar’s
view was, he could never have agreed with Callicles. Hippias (Plat.
Protag. 337 D), in a short reference to Pindar’s line, apparently took
véuos in a quite different way as ‘convention’.! Critias (Plat. Charm.
163 B) used a half-line of Hesiod Op. 311 éyov 8’ 0ddév dvedos to support
his argument, when he wanted to work out the difference between
épyalecbar, mpdrrew, and moieiv in the manner of Prodicus.?

One might suspect that in expﬁtining Homer the Sophists, as educa-
tionalists, would have been inclined to follow the ‘allegorical’ line, which
began with Theagenes in the later sixth century. But there seems to have
been only one philosopher in the middle of the fifth century whom we
may label with confidence an allegorist, a pupil of Anaxagoras,® not
a Sophist, Metrodorus of Lampsacus (Vors. 61). He extended ‘physical’
cxplanation from the gods to the heroes Ayauéuvova . . . ailépa, AxAéa
iAoy . . . “Extopa aedjvny krA. (61 A 4,* cf. 2 and § wdvra els aAAyyopiav
perdywy) ; there is also one reference to a grammatical question (61 A 5
70 ‘mdeiov’ 8o onuaivew ¢not), exactly as in the case of Theagenes. In
Plato’s Jor 530 ¢ Metrodorus i associated with Stesimbrotus of Thasos
and a certain Glaucon, otherwise not known ; the ‘rhapsode’ Ion claims
‘to speak so beautifully about Homer, as neither Metrodorus nor Stesim-
brotus nor Glaucon nor anyone else could do’ (FGrHist 107 T 3). As
nothing is said about allegory, we must not infer from this passage that
Stesimbrotus used the same method as Metrodorus ;5 in the fragments of
his book on Homer (F 21—25) there is not the slightest trace of allegorical
interpretation. He is quoted in our Scholia to the Iliad about Nestor’s
cup and about the division of the universe between the three sons of
Kronos; furthermore, he is mentioned as one who wrote, later than
'I'heagenes and before Antimachus of Colophon, who is attested to have

¢ See also Hdt. 111 38.

2 Vors. 84 A 18, registered under the name of Prodicus ; it should be said that Critias is the
upeaker. Cf. Charm. 163 » ; Xenoph. Mem. 1 2. 56.

% Diog. L. 11 11 (Vors. 59A 1 and 61 A 2). Even if we could trust Favorinus’ statement
nbout Anaxagoras (Soxei 8¢ mpditos v ‘Opjpov molnow dmodrjvacfar elvar wepl dperfs kal
Hicaroovys), it would not mean that he explained Homeric poetry as moral allegory (as many
people seem to believe including Sandys, Hist. 13 30), but that he first made known its ethical
u-mlcni_y; in that respect he would have been a predecessor of Aristophanes, see below,
Pp. 47t

* On new combinations and readings of Pap. Herculan. 1081 and 1676 see J. Heidmann,
Der Pap. 16476 der Herculan. Bibliothek (Diss. Bonn 1937) 6 f. and F. Sbordone, ‘Un nuovo libro
ella Poetica di Filodemo®, Atti dell’ Accad. Pontaniana, N.s. 1x (1960) 252 f.

5 This traditional mistake is particularly stressed by W. Schmid, Geschichte der griechischen
Literatur 12 (1934) 678, and worked out by F. Buffiére, Les Mythes d*Homére et la pensée grecque
(Paris 1956) 1326 ‘L’exégése allégorique avant les Stoiciens’.
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been his pupil, not only on Homer’s poetry but also on his life and date.
If this is correct, Stesimbrotus leads us to a very remarkable figure in the
history of poetry and learning, of whom we shall hear later on, Anti-
machus of Colophon.*

At the moment, however, we have to look back to the Sophists. If it
were true that Antisthenes had taken over the allegorical interpretation
of Homer from Metrodorus,? we should at last have found a Sophistic
allegorist. Antisthenes? was a pupil of Gorgias and influenced also by
Prodicus, before he joined the circle of Socrates. We have a long list of
titles of books by him on Homeric subjects (Diog. L. v1 17. 18), especially
on the Odyssey, of which some quotations are preserved in our Scholia;
there seems to have been even one book ITept ‘Ourjpov éénynrav.4 So he
was apparently much concerned with Homer and hisinterpretation ; if we
can trust Dio Chrysostom (or. 53. 5 Ilept ‘Opsjpov), Antisthenes was the
first to make the distinction between ‘seeming’ and ‘truth’ in the Homeric
poems (87 76, puév 88y, Ta 8’ ddnbelq etpyrar 7@ momprf)) which was later
so often employed to explain contradictions. Such an explanation was
necessary, because Homer was to Antisthenes an authority for moral
doctrines; he paid no attention either to hidden meaningss or to the

t See below, pp. 93 f. Antimach. ed. B. Wyss (1936) test. g and fr. 129; cf. Callim. fr. 452.
F. Jacoby in his commentary on Stesimbrotus, II D p. 343. 22, rightly accepts Suidas’ testi-
mony about Antimachus (rejected by Wiyss, loc. cit., p. iv), and says about Stesimbrotus:
‘Von Beruf Rhapsode und im Sinne der Zeit auch Homerphilologe’ and p. 349. 17 ‘verwen-
det alle Mittel der damaligen Philologie’. We had better avoid the term ‘Philologie’ for this
period.

2 'W. Schmid Geschichte d. griech. Lit. 1 1 (1929) 131, 1 2 (1934) 6793 Konrad Miiller, ‘Al-
legorische Dichtererkldrung’, RE, Suppl. 1v (1924) 17; J. Geflcken, ‘Entwicklung und
Wesen des griechischen Kommentars’, Herm. 67 (1932) 399 ‘unerfreuliche Allegoristik’; he
even attributes to Antisthenes ‘the first real commentary on a writer’, namely on Heraclitus,
but the Antisthenes who commented on Heraclitus (Diog. L. 1x 15 = Vors. 22 A 1. 15) has
been identified long ago as one of the other three Avrioféveis mentioned by Diog. L. v1 19,
the ‘Hpaxlelreios: Wissowa, RE 1 2537. 36; cf. F. Diimmler, Antisthenica (1882) 16 ff.; his
acute observations in Ch. 2, ‘De Homeri sapientia’, are partly misleading, esp. p. 24. The
right line was taken by D. B. Monro, Homer’s Odyssey Xii—xx1v (1901) 412 in his survey of
ancient Homeric criticism ; J. Tate in two articles on allegorism (see above, p. 10, n. 5) and
finally in his vigorous polemics against R. Héistadt corroborated the statement that “Anti-
sthenes was not an allegorist’ Eranos 51 (1953) 14—22 with detailed arguments. So F. Buffiére
(1956) did not repeat the old mistake, as he did in the case of Stesimbrotus (above, p. 35,
n. 5).

3 There is no recent collection of testimonia and fragmenta: Antisthenis Fragmenta, ed.
Aug. Guil. Winckelmann, Ziirich 1842, reprinted in Mullach’s F. Philos. Gr. 11 (1881), 261 {F.;
rhetorical fragments in Art. script. ed. L. Radermacher (1951) B X1x ; see also H. Sengebusch,
Diss. Hom. (1855/6) 115 ff. about his Homeric studies. See Addenda.

4 Schol. a 1, € 211 = 7 257, ¢ 106, 525 (critical text in Schrader, Porphyr. Quaest. Hom. in
0d. 1890) ; Diog. L. VI 17 wepl éénynrdv, mept ‘Opajpov codd., corr. Krische, see Schrader,
Porphyr. Quaest. Hom. ad Il. (1880) Proleg. p. 386.

- 5 The ironical remark about dmwdvorar in the conversation of Antisthenes, Niceratus, and
Socrates (Xenoph. Symp. 111 6) is not made by Antisthenes, but by Socrates when he com-
ments on the ignorance and folly of the rhapsodes who do not know the ‘undersenses’.:
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literal sense. When he discussed moAdrpomos (a 1)* at some length, he was
not attempting to understand the proem of the Odyssey but to define the
general ethical meaning of the compound by which the figure of Odysseus
is characterized ; Odysseus’ experience in all manner (rpdmoi) of words is
to him much superior to the brutal strength of Ajax (see also his fictitious
orations Aias and *Odvooeds).? The main point, however, is this: ‘the
investigation of words is the beginning of education’, dpyn madeloews 1)
T&v dvopdrwy émiorefuis.3 As far as we know the leading Sophists and their
immediate descendants like Antisthenes, none of them may be counted as
an allegorist. This is significant for the whole movement and not un-
important for the future. Furthermore, the answer to our question at the
beginning of this section must be in the negative: no true éppnreia 7dv
nourdv did exist. The Sophistic explanations of poetry foreshadow the
srowth of a special field of inquiry, the analysis of language; the final
object is rhetorical or educational, not literary.

No wonder, therefore, that the Sophists became more efficient in this
sphere than in any other one. Protagoras seems to have led the way with
his concept of Spfoémeia ;* he possibly dealt with ‘correctness of diction’ in
his famous book called AMjfeie “Truth’. Homer was criticized for com-
manding the Muse instead of praying to her, as we have seen in the
remarks about ‘interpretation’. For Protagoras had established the rule
that four classes of sentences are to be distinguished : ‘Wish (prayer),
(uestion, answer, command’, Sieidé Te Tov Adyov mpdTos eis TérTapa’
chywiy, épdyrow, dmdkpiow, évtokjy . . . ols kai mubuévas elme Adywv,
‘which he called also bases (‘fundamental principles’ L—S) of speeches’.s

I See above, p. 4; cf. Hippias in Plat. Hipp. min. 364. c, 365 B?

2 Art. script. BX1x 11. 12 Raderm. Antisthenes followed the vulgate version of the epic
cycle (Bethe, Homer 11 pp. 165 f. and 170 f.) that Ajax carried the body of Achilles. But there
neems to have been another early version, preserved by Ov. met. x111 284 ff. and Schol. € 310,
in which Odysseus carried the body ; this is not an ‘error’ of the scholiast, pace Bethe who
omitted Ovid’s testimony. The existence of a different version is confirmed by a fragment of
carly epic hexameters P.Oxp. xxx ed. E. Lobel (1964) 2510. 13 and 21 in which Odysseus
docs the carrying of the corpse.

3 Art. script. 8 X1x 6 cf. C. J. Classen, ‘Sprachliche Deutung’ Jefemata 22 (1959) 1736, on
Antisthenes’ interpretation of dvduara (with bibliography 173. 6); see also F. Mehmel,

Intike und Abendland v (1954) 34.£.

+ See Excursus.

% Diog. L. 1x 53 f. = Vors. 80 A 1 = Art. script. B 111 10. 11. This division into four ‘bases’ is
confirmed by Quintil. inst. 111 4. 10: Protagoran . . . qui interrogandi, respondendi, mandandi,
precandi . . . partes solas putat (= Art. script. B 111 12 ; not in Vors.). of 8¢ els énrd in our text of

Diog. L. 1x 54 (Vors. 115 p. 254, 14 f.) does not mean that others said that Protagoras made -

i division into seven classes; it means that others made an alternative division, and we know
from the passage in Quintilian just quoted that Anaximenes did so (Art. seript. B 111 12 and
wxxvr g). It is a rather disturbing ‘Parenthesis’ in the text of Diog. L.—Alcidamas (see
helow, pp. 50 f.) divided sentences into four classes, using other names (B xx11 8 and g).
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When a poet is thinking of a prayér to the Muse, he ought to employ the
appropriate expression, and not the expression for' the command : Mavw
dede, Oed. In the proem of the Iliad the poet is guilty also of an incorrect
use of gender. The sense of words like ufjiis ‘wrath’ or mjAné ‘helmet’ is
clearly masculine ; Mivw . . . oddopévnp, instead of odAduevov, therefore
was regarded by Protagoras as an incorrectness of construction ;' he was
apparently the first to divide 7a yévm 7@v dvoudrwy into Males, Females,
and Things, dppeva kai Ofdea kal oxevn,? and to demand a strict ob-
servance of this division in the use of gender and ending of words. The
comic poets readily made fun of such a novel doctrine of the correctness
of gender. There is no doubt that Socrates in Aristophanes’ Clouds (658
ff.)3 reproduces the essence of Protagoras’ teaching, when he starts with
the characteristic words: 8ei oe . . . povfdvew . . .
peva. The perplexed pupil is instructed not to use dAexrpvdw for the ‘hen’,
but dAekrpiava (666), because this would be the correct feminine form
for a female animal, and not to say v kdpdomov, but iy kapddmmy (678),
as a word cannot have a masculine termination, if it is feminine. AAex-
rpdawa. as well as kapdémy are inventions of the comic poet (cf. also
Clouds 681 ff. and 847 ff.), but there are important new observations and
discussions behind these playful lines.

We cannot go any further. The assumption that Protagoras was also
the first to draw a distinction between the tenses of the verb is a rather
unfortunate one ; we have no special reference or quotation as we had in
all the previous cases, beyond the short remark in Diog. L. 1x 52 «ai
mp@dros pépy xpdvovt Sudpioe kal kawpod dvvauw é€éfero, ‘he first dis-
tinguished and defined(?) parts of time and set forth the importance of
ratpds’. Whatever these mysterious words mean, they do not speak either
of the ‘verb’ (never mentioned in the tradition about Protagoras) or the
‘tenses’. Even in Plato xpdvos never means ‘tense’, but always ‘time’.’
The context in which the remark appears is more or less concerned with
rhetoric,5 and katpds seems to point in the same direction. But another
possibility is suggested by a few passages in later philosophical and

14 > k) \ 3 ~ 14
arr’ éotiv opOds dp-

T Aristot. Soph. El. 14 p. 173 b 17 codoukiauds (= Vors. 8o A 28 = Art. seript. B 111 7).

2 Aristot. Rhet. 111 5 p. 1407 b 6 (= Vors. 80 A 27 = Art. script. B 6).

3 Vors. 80 ¢ g = Art. script. B 111 8 with Radermacher’s notes.—Aristoph. Nub. 658 ff. are
delightfully explained in every detail by J. Wackernagel, Verlesungen iiber Syntax 11 (1924) 1-5.

4 Vors. 80 A 1. M. Untersteiner, I sofisti 1 (1949) 19 ‘tempi del verbo’ ; W. Schmid, Gr. Lit.
Gesch. 1 3 (1040), 23. 11 “Tempora’, etc.; C. P. Gunning, De Sophistis Graeciae praeceptoribus
(Diss. Utrecht 1915) 112. 3, gives more bibliographical references; he himself proposes
a rather trivial interpretation (a fixed time-table for his lectures) which is, strangely enough,
mentioned by Diels—Kranz in their note ad loc.

5 See below, p. 77.

6 See Radermacher’s note to Art. seript. B 111 24..
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grammatical literature, such as Sextus Empiricus, P.H. 111 144 (1, p. 173.
2 Mutschmann—Mau) & Te xpdvos Aéyerar Tpiueprns elvar, ‘time is said
to be divided into three parts’, past, present, future.! If Protagoras?
actually reflected on such a division of ypdvos in general, this might have
led to the later distinction of the (seven) so-called tenses, just as he pos-
sibly paved the way for the later doctrine of four moods by his four
species of sentences.

From the few incoherent fragments,® some of them perhaps not even
genuine, no plausible reconstruction of a true ‘theory’ of dpfoémeia is
possible. We had better look back to Plato, Prot. 339 A, from which we
started ; there we are told the real aim of all these endeavours which are
comprehensively termed edémeia. If one has learned to distinguish which
words and sentences are correctly (6pfds) formed and which not, one
will be able to acquire eloquence, which is the chief part of education
(mrowdevoews péytaTov uépos).

Nearly all the better-known Sophists after Protagoras made their own
contributions in the linguistic field. The representative figure became
Prodicus of Ceos ; he was the coeval of Socrates (born 469 B.c.) and about
twenty years younger than Protagoras.# Apparently using the formula of
his great predecessor, Prodicus declared mp&drov ydp, ds ¢mor IIpddikos,
mepl ovopdTwy opfsTyros pabeiv dei (Plat. Euthyd. 277 E),5 and Socrates
said wapa ITpodikov eldévar Ty dMjfeiov mepl dvoudrwy dpfdryros (Crat.
384.B) ; it was for this declamation on ‘the correctness of words’ that he
charged his listeners the unusual fee of fifty drachmai (3 mevryrovrd-
dpayuos émideifis).b The same rare expression pféys is used only once and

! Cf. the passage about 7a ypovikd émppripara Ap. Dysc. de adv. p. 123. 21 Schn. 7a pévro
ot droptlovra Tov xpdvov, Kowiy 8¢ mapdraow dnlodvra Tob wavTds xpdvov (sc. vbv, 407) ; Schol.
Dionys. Thr., Gr. Gr. 111 59 and g7 Hilg. (to § 19 Uhlig), esp. 97. 12 ff. 7d xpovira émpprijpara
i) rafodixdv xpdvov dnhot 4 pepkdy . . . 19f. 7d Kaipod mapasraTikd, TovréoTL T4 DmoTOMAW
xpovov dnlodvra (orjuepov, xBés, adipiov).

* Diog. L. very liberally credited Protagoras with ‘first inventions’ ; he or his source clearly
changed Plato’s Euthydem. 286 c, of dudi Ilpwraydpav . . . kal of € maladrepor, into odros
npédros dieldexras. So we should not take mpdros Sidipioe too seriously.

3 It is of no use to apply a much later term (see below, p. 202) to his efforts and call him
nn ‘analogist’ or to say that, in the universal dispute between ¢vois and vdpos, language was
to Protagoras a product of human convention (Burnet), or of nature (Gunning) ; the clear
antithesis does not seem to have been fixed before Hippias (below, pp. 53, 63) in the next
peneration (see also Excursus to p. 37).—There is a charmingly written paper by G. Murray,
1 he Beginnings of Grammar (1931), repr. in Greek Studies (1946) 171—91, but not quite reliable
in all its details.

+ K. v. Fritz, ‘Prodikos’, RE xxin1 (1957) 85 ff. The beautiful and enthusiastic paper of
I'. G. Welcker, ‘Prodikos von Keos, Vorgéanger von Sokrates’, first published in Rh.M. 1832
nnd 1836, reprinted with Addenda in Kleine Schriften 11 (1845) 393541 is still worth reading;
on Prodicus’ study of language see esp. 452 fI.

% Vors. 84 A 16 = Art. script. B vitr 10 with Radermacher’s note.

® Vors. 84 A 11 (cf. 12) = Art, seript. B Vit 6 cf. below, p. 62.
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with some emphasis by Aristophanes, when the language of Euripides’
prologues is being tested 7@v odv mpoAdywv Tiis dpfdrnTos T@v éndv (Ran.
1181). In the two lines of the prologue of Euripides’ Anfigone (fr. 157
sq. N.2) two words are rejected by Aeschylus in the Frogs (1182 ff.) as
not properly describing Oedipus’ fate fjv . . . edruyrs? and efr’ éyévero
dbNudraros, on the ground that he was unfortunate from the very begin-
ning. The criticism here is not of the form of words (as in the ‘Protagorean’
passage of the Clouds 658 fI.), but of their meaning. So itisvery likely that
we get a glimpse of Prodicus® in these lines of the Frogs; the remark
about fr-éyévero even reminds us of the heated debate about the dis-
tinction of efvar and yiyvecfor in Plato’s Protagoras (340 B ff.), where
Socrates finally appeals to Prodicus. He was the acknowledged authority
on the differentiation of kindred terms; all the direct references in Plato
and Aristotle (Vors. 84 A 13-19) are in complete harmony with Aristo-
phanes’ hint in the Frogs. Even if there is a slight ironical exaggeration in
Plato’s picture of Prodicus’ teaching, there can be no doubt that he in
particular liked to deal with two or three different words which seemed
to have the same sense (not called ‘synonyms’ before Aristotle, below,
p. 78); his aim was to show the error in this assumption. The precise
meaning of dudioByreiv and épilew, of edppaiveofar and jdeofar, of
BobAeofar and émbuueiv, of mowetv, mpdrrew, épydlecfar was by no means
the same to Prodicus; by a subtle discrimination between them, called
Sialpeais,* he instructed his pupils ‘about the correct use of the words’,
mepl Svoudrwv dpBdryros (which should not be confused with Protagoras’
purely ‘formal’ dpfoémera).

It has been said5 that Prodicus intentionally neglected etymological
arguments for his task of Siapeots. But in his book Iepi ¢doews avfpdmou,
quoted by Galen,® he objected to the use of ¢pAéypa for ‘mucus’ (phlegm)
in medical literature precisely from the etymological point of view ; as it is
derived from $Aéyw ‘burn, inflame’, it must mean ‘inflammation’ and the

I For metrical reasons he said éndv instead of dvopdrwy, which would hardly fit into the
iambic trimeter together with the decisive term dpfdrnros and with mpoAdywr.

2 Modern editors keep the wrong variant reading, es8afpwv, in spite of the protest of
Nauck, TGF (1889), Add. p. xxv, and Wilamowitz, Aischplos-Interpretationen (1914) 8I. 1.

3 L. Spengel, Zvvaywy rexvav (1828) 41, first compared Ran. 1181 with the references by
Plato to Prodicus ; but he confused the issue in so far as he identified the dpfdrys dvopdrawv
of Prodicus with Protagoras’ dpfoéreia and was followed by others.

+ Vors. 84 A 17-19; see also Plat. Prot. 358 A v 8¢ ITpodixov Todde diaipeow T@v dvopdray
mapaTodua, ibid. 341 ¢, and Radermacher’s notes on Art. script. B viut 10 and 11.—A com-
plete list of Prodicus’ synonyms is given by Hermann Mayer, Prodikos von Keos und die Anfinge
der Synonymik (Diss. Miinchen 1913) 22 ff.

5 W. Schmid, Gr. Lit. Gesch. 1 3 (1940), 46. 8.

6 Vors. 84 B 43 Galen himself wrote three books Iept dvopdrav p@dryros.
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like; for a humour (mucus, ‘phlegm’ still, in spite of Prodicus’ protest,
current in English) one should say fAéwa. Even if one finds such con-
siderations rather pedantic, one has to admit that they have no longer the
playful character of previous centuries; they are not philosophical’
speculations either, but sober and new reflections on problems of language.
By dwelling on precise distinctions of meaning, Prodicus was led to an
awareness of the different usage in different parts of the country; in the
course of the explanation of Simonides’ poem, he utters the curious
opinion that Pittacus was not able ra dvdpara . . . dp0ds Srarpeiv dre
AéoBros v kai év dwvi) BapPdpw Tebpappévos (Plat. Prot. 341 ¢, cf. 346 ),
‘as a Lesbian and grown up in a foreign idiom he could not correctly
differentiate the words’. In his Cratylus Plato seems to be reproducing
similar Sophistic discussions from a source of the fifth century about
{evika dvépara,? when he refers to Aeolic or Doric words as ‘alien’, that is,
different from the familiar Attic form.? Herodotus,* whether influenced
by his contemporaries like Prodicus or not, was able to observe acutely
subtle differences between the languages of four Ionic cities (1 142), and
(ravelling through so many foreign countries he made use of such
observations on language for his historical conclusions. But he aimed at
ioropin, not at formal knowledge and rhetorical practice, as the Sophists
did. It was their work, and especially that of Prodicus, which apparently
stimulated future studiess in the field of yA@ooar, as the first glossaries were
called in the third century. It is hardly surprising that in Aristophanes’
pibes it is Prodicus’ name that turns up as the alternative to a book: 4
PiPNov . . . 7 ITpédixos. He was an essentially literary man, even if we can
trust the tradition /about his political mission from his native island to
Athens; it was a lucky hit of Plutarch’s to combine this amiable Sophist
and the leading scholar-poet of about 300 B.c., Philitas, as typical
valetudinarians from their early years: ITpé8ucov Tov oodroriy 4 Pidivay
rov mommiy . . . véous uév, ioxvods 8¢ Kal vooddeis kal T4 WOANG

' There were also rather wild ‘etymological’ speculations current in the circle of the so-
called Heracliteans, see K. Reinhardt, Parmenides (1916) 241 f.

4 In pre-Hellenistic times S:a)erricd means ‘dialectics’, not ‘dialect’ ; £evixd is the usual
term for non-Attic, see below, pp. 62, 79.

3 Cratyl. 401 ¢ Attic odalav, others éoolav, dofav; 409 A Doric dleov, Attic jiov; 434 ¢
ipneis pév daper ‘ordmpdrns’, *Eperpieis 8¢ ‘oxdnporip’. More examples are given by K.
Latte, ‘Glossographika’, Philol. 80 (1925) 158 ff., who thinks of an Ionic Heraclitean as
lato’s source.

+ On Herodotus and Hecataeus see H. Diels, ‘Die Anfénge der Philologie bei den Griechen’
N7b 25 (1910) 14 ff. ; cf. below, p. 45, n. I.

% On the immediate influence on Antisthenes’ concept of dvoudrwv énloxeyus see above,
i 36; cf. also Democritus’ yA@ooar and dvopacTikdy [sic] Vors. 68 B 26 (below, p. 42).—For
lnter writers wepl ovvawvduwy see Schmid-Stihlin, Gr. Lit. Gesch. 11 26 (1924) 1080.

% Fr. 490 K. and for his *Qpa: as a circulating ‘book’ see above, p. 30.
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khwomerels & dppworiov Svras (an seni 15, p. 791 E).I The picture of
Prodicus as a weakling seems to be taken over from Plato (Prot. 315 D),
but it might have been originally derived from a contemporary comic
poet, as it was certainly the new comedy that made fun of Philitas’
frailty.

One of the foremost Ionic philosophers in the second half of the fifth
century, Democritus, was a native of Abdera like Protagoras and a coeval
of Prodicus and Socrates (about 465-about 370 B.C.) ; a great traveller,
he said of himself: ‘I came to Athens—and no one recognized me.’”?
Plato never mentions Democritus, though he tells us so much about his
contemporaries. Amongst his writings, which covered nearly every field
of knowledge, there was a small section called Movoued in Thrasyllus’
catalogue,? after 70ikd, dvoucd, etc. Aristotle again and again refers to
Democritus’ views on physics or ethics, but never to this literary section.
Its title and those of the individual works, ITepi pvBudv Kol dpuovins,
Iepi movforos, xr)., are derived from the ITivaxes* of the Alexandrian
library and preserved only in Diogenes Laertius; none of the few later
writers who quoted a Democritean saying on poetry, language, or criti-
cism attributed it to one of these books ; the attributions of the respective
fragments in our modern collections are made according to the subjects
of the sayings and are therefore quite arbitrary. We cannot even be
certain that genuine Democritean expressions were used for the head-
ings. Democritus’ knowledge of the ‘philosophy’ of his fellow townsman
Protagoras is attested by his polemics against it (68 A 114, B 1 56) ; so we
should very much like to know if Democritus borrowed from him the
important term dpfoémera:S Ilept ‘Ouripov 7 JOpboemelns Kal yAwooéwv
(68 A 33, X1 1 = B 20 a). The wording of this title suggests a distinction
between a ‘straight’ epic diction and the obsolete words needing explana-
tion ; this would be no startling novelty, as the correctness of Homer’s use
of the Greek language and the difficulty of his rare vocables were dis-
cussed at least from the sixth century on.6 In his admiration of Homer’s
divine genius and inspired poetry he is on the side of Theagenes and the
rhapsodes against Xenophanes and Heraclitus; but in conformity with
his Sophistic contemporaries he seems to have abstained from allegorical

I Not mentioned in Vors. or in Art. script.; cf. Philetae Coi reliquiae, ed. G. Kuchenmiiller
(Diss. Berlin 1927) test. 14, cf. test. 15a-b, 16 and p. 22; see below, p. 91.

2 Vors. 68 B 116; Demetr. Phal. fr. 93, Wehrli, Die Schule des Aristoteles 4 (1949) 64, on
Democritus and Athens.

3 Vors. 68 A 33, x and x1; B 15 c—26 a. (‘Philologische Schriften.”)

4 O. Regenbogen, v. IIiva, RE xx (1950) 1441 f.

5 See above, p. 37, and Excursus on dpfoémeia,
6 See above, pp. 111,
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1)
cxplanations.! Democritus was an ingenious innovator? of philosophical
language himself; he must have had an intimate knowledge of earlier
poctry and prose and an open mind also for general questions of language.
l'o judge from our scanty evidence, he hardly went beyond the steps made
Iy the great Sophists, and I am inclined to suspect that in this field the
impulse came from their side. But while the Sophists used to concentrate
on individual problems,® Democritus’ universal spirit apparently con-
sidered all of them* in turn. He was not really concerned with either the
interpretation of Homer or rhetorical training in the service of education,
Ihut with his own philosophical doctrines. So he was pleased to detect an
c¢pic line in which his own identification of vods and vy was anticipated,
as Aristotle reported (68 A 101) ; his general linguistics theory (68 B 26,
i badly corrupted passage of Proclus) may well have been connected
with his concept of the origin and development of civilization as expressed
in his principal work on Physics, the Muxpds Sidkoopos.® Surely there is no
reason to say that Democritus foreshadowed Alexandrian scholarship or
¢ven to proclaim him as the ‘Altmeister unserer Wissenschaft’, as his
most fervent admirer did.?

When we now turn to questions of literary criticism, we should expect
(o discover in the Sophists a new attitude to epic poetry. In the sixth
century the activity of the rhapsodes was very lively, and it continued into
the fifth century.® It looks as if all or most of the narrative epics were
regarded as the works of one poet, called Homer. The earliest writer of
clegiacs that we know, Callinus of Ephesus, in the first half of the seventh
century ascribed to him even the epics on the Theban wars;? in the
popular story-books of the sixth century about the life of Homer and
about his contest with Hesiod he is the maker of a remarkable number of
poems, mainly on the Trojan war, but also on The Afterborn, the *Eniyovo
in the Theban wars, and on the Taking of Oechalia. At the same time

' In this point I agree with R. Philippson, Democritea I. ‘D. als Homerausleger’, Herm. 64
(1929) 166 ff.

3 8I)( V. g‘ritz, Philosophie und sprachlicher Ausdruck bei Demokrit, Plato und Aristoteles (New York
1)30) 24 11,

' On Pr?tagoras see above, p. 42, on Prodicus p. 41, n. 5, on Hippias p. 53, n. 5.

* Cf. Aristot. de gen. et corr. 315 a 34 &owke . . . wepl drdvrav dpovricar (68 A 35).

8 (}f. below, p. 59, n. 2 (Plat. Crat.) and p. 79, n. 2 (Aristotle).

® 68 B 4 c ff. ; Diels should not have followed K. Reinhardt in printing the whole of Diod.
1 7 and 1 8 as excerpts from Democritus; but we cannot go into the details of the endless
ilispute. On the objections to Reinhardt, ‘Hekataios von Abdera und Demokritos’, Herm. 47
(191 .z) 492 ff. = Vermdchinis der Antike (1960) 114 ff,, see G. Pfligersdorffer, ‘Studien zu
I'oscidonios’, Sitz. Ber. Osterr. Akad., Phil.-hist. K1. 232 (1959) 5. Abh., 100 fF.

7 H. Diels, first in the year 1880, repeated in 1899 and 1910, see N7b 25 (1910) g.

¥ See above, pp. 11 ff. and 35.

¢ Callin. fr. 6 B.# (= Paus, 1x 9. 5), see E. Bethe, Thebanische Heldenlieder (1891) 147.
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Theagenes wrote about Homer’s life and poetry,! but we do not know
how far he connected all these epics with him. In the great competitions
at the Panathenaic festival not only our two preserved epic poems were
recited, but many others in proper order. Similarly, in the fifth century
Aeschylus’ famous saying that his tragedies are ‘slices from the great
banquets of Homer’? refers to the mass of epic narrative poems, and the
same is meant by the writer who described?® Sophocles, the ¢ulduzpos, as
‘delighting in the epic cycle’, from which he derived most of his plots, as
Euripides did after him. Who finally started to examine that enormously
rich epic production and to differentiate between the single poems and
their respective poets?

If we consult Wilamowitz, who made the most penetrating inquiries
into this problem as a whole,* we meet a number of highflown concepts:
‘Das fiinfte Jahrhundert beschrankt wesentlich aus kinstlerischem Urteil
(the italics are mine) seinen [Homer’s] Nachlass auf Ilias, Odyssee und
Margites.” But, in fact, there is no evidence to be found of the ‘higher
criticism’ to which he refers, or the ‘examination of poetical value’, or the
‘essentially artistic judgement’.s The only author whose critical observa-
tions we can still read is Herodotus, who simply noticed (11 116) the dis-
crepancy between the account of Paris’ and Helen’s route from Sparta
to Troy in the Cypria (fr. 12 Allen = fr. 10 Bethe) and that in the Jliad
(Z 289 ff.) and consequently denied Homer’s authorship of the Cypria;
speaking of the Hyperboreans in Homer’s Epigonoi (1v 32) he cautiously
added ‘if HomerS really made this epic poem’ (Epig. fr. 3 Allen). The
historian asks if the tradition of epic poetry is trustworthy; a strictly
logical discussion of Helen’s story (11 113—20) discovers contradictions and
leads to the conclusion that the Iliadic tale about Helen in Troy was
wrong and that the Egyptians knew better. There is no comparison of
the literary qualities of different epics in order to separate the best poems

1 See above, p. II.

2 Athen. vt 847 E = test. 47, Aesch. ed. Wilamowitz 1914, p. 16 Tepdyn T@v ‘Opjpov
peydav detmvwv.

3 Athen. vir 277 & = test. ad 1. 94 Vitae, Soph. El. ed. Iahn-Michaelis? (1882) 20 éxarpe. . .
7 émkd kdde. The term kdrdos was obviously still being applied to the complete cycle of
epic, that is Homeric, poems by the ‘Eristics’ whom Aristotle refuted (see below, p. 73).

4+ U. v. Wilamowitz, Homerische Untersuchungen (1884), ch. 11 4, pp. 328 ff. ‘Der epische
Cyclus’, esp. pp. 352 f., 366 f. Cf. E. Schwartz, Die Odyssee (1924) 154, and T. W. Allen,
Homer, Origins and Transmission (1924) 51, 75.

5 Die Ilias und Homer (1916) 365 ; cf. Platon 1 (1919) 71 (about the fifth century) : ‘Auch die
héhere Kritik, die Prifing der Gedichte auf ihren Wert [italics are mine] und ihr Alter wagt
sich hervor und hat den Erfolg, daB dem Homer alle heroischen Epen auBer Ilias und Odyssee
abgesprochen werden.” Cf. H. Diels, N7b 1910, 13.

6 Cf. Certamen Homeri et Hesiodi 15 p. 43. 1 Wil. Vitae Hom. = Allen, Hom. v p. 235, 1. 260
*Emydvous . . . daol ydp Twes kal Tabra ‘Opifpov elvou.
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from the rest.” In vain we look round for more. Wilamowitz’s reference?
(o Stesimbrotus and Hippias of Thasos, not repeated in this connexion
in his later books, does not help. We had occasion to mention the frag-
ments of Stesimbrotus’ book on Homer when we spoke of allegorism ;
he did not deal with ‘formal offences’ in different epic poems, but only
with the contents of some passages of the Jliad. Hippias® proposed two
readings in B 15 and in ¥ 328 as solutions (Aoeis) of rather odd textual
problems quoted only by Aristotle ;* there is no reason why he should be
assigned to the fifth century, and he obviously did not concern himself
with relations of epic poems to each other.

At first it may be unexpected and somehow disappointing that in the
age of the Sophists no distinct traces can be found of that xplows moinud-
reov, which was to be regarded as ‘the finest flower of scholarship’s in the
best Hellenistic times. On second thoughts, however, we may find this
result in harmony with the general line we took that the Sophists should
not be regarded as ‘pioneers of scholarship’. The study of epic poetry
only subserved their rhetorical and educational aspirations.

"The foremost stylist was the Sicilian Gorgias from Leontini, and he
had also an inclination to theorize on stylistic problems.® Born at the
heginning of the fifth century and thus coeval of Protagoras, he is said to
have reached the age of 105 or even 109 years ; but his first visit to Athens
was paid only in 427 B.c., after Protagoras and Prodicus had started their
activity there. The final object of their teaching was, as we have pointed
out, to educate (madedew) each pupil by making him mepl éndv Sewdy
(Prot. 338 D) ; if Gorgias shifted the whole emphasis on to the rhetorical
(raining, according to Plato’s statement (Meno 95 ¢ Sewods Myew, Gorg.

! H. Diels, :N]b."25 (1910) 13, considerably over-estimated the merits of Herodotus (‘der
sucrst o . . mit Glut?k den echten und den unechten Homer abzugrenzen suchte . . . die
hiichste Stufe der philologischen Kritik . . . im V. Jahrhundert’, etc.).

2 Hom.. U.ntersuch..366; afte{' mentioning Herodotus’ passage on the disagreement of Iliad
"."(] Qy[ma in a point of subject-matter he continues: ‘Formelle AnstéBe muB selbst die
kindliche Philologie der Thasier Stesimbrotus und Hippias genommen haben.” On Stesim-
hrotus see above, p. 35.

. 3 I". A. Wo!f, Prolegomena ad Homerum (1795) cLxvin. “Hippias, acumine artibus Loyolae
ligno’ owes his modern fame to the whole page which F. A. Wolf dedicated to him in his
#mall volume.

4 Aristot. Poet. 25 p. 146.1 a 22 and Soph. El. 4 p. 166 b 1 ff.; on the details of these two
m:'.sag_es see the commentaries on the Poetics ; on Moeis and Avruxol see below, pp. 69 ff.

) Dionys. Thr. 1 p. 6. 2 Uhl kplois mougudrav, 8 8) kdd\ordy éom mdvrwv Tdv & T
rexvm. |

¢ Vots. 82 AB; A.rt.'m‘ipt. B VIL One would not expect to find a book of his entitled *Ovo-
uroTiey, tho"ugh it is ascribed to Iopyle 7@ coduor§ by Poll. 1x praef. and quoted 1 145
(émBolos =‘€p.ﬁo)\os peg’, not in LS under émiBodos) ; cf. C. Wendel, RE xviu (1939)
107. There is no reference to this *Ovopacrikéy by Diels—-Kranz or Radermacher; it should
h;lv? Peca'n men.tloned under Dubia or Falsa. Gorgias the Athenian FGrHist 351 who wrote
IHepl éraipeyw might be the author; see below, p. 208, n. 6. )
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459 c ff.), and did not expressly claim to be an educationali§t,.we may
still regard him as belonging to the wider circle of the Sophistic move-
ment.”

The two rhetorical malyna of Gorgias preserved to us, the Praise of
Helen (Vors. 82 B 11 = Art. seript. BVII 39) and the Defence of Palamedes
(B 11a = BVII44), reveal his eagerness to create a new prose.-st.}rle,
rivalling the poetry of the past, and thus show himself a worthy disciple
of his fellow countryman, the poet Empedocles.? The Homeric Scholia
contain at least one example showing how he took over one antithesis
from a line of the Jliad and amplified it by a second one : 4 450 éfa &’ ap’
olpwyr e Kal edywhy médev avdpdv; Schol. T Iopylas+ dvepioyovro 8¢
Nirais dmedat kot edyais oluwyal (B 27 = B VII 43), quoted perhaps from
one of his lost model-speeches.* Somewhere he referred to Homer as
a descendant of Musaeus (B 25), not of Orpheus. The themes of his
declamations, originally epic subjects, had been recently treated by all
the Attic tragedians, and Gorgias® artistic prose is much more indebted
to them than to earlier poetry. But beyond stylistic devices Gorgias seems
to have had a quite new and personal interest in the tragic drama. No
pronouncements either of the other Sophists or of Herodotus or Demo-
critus are extant about the great contemporary Attic poetry; only
Gorgias, speaking about Aeschylus, called one of his plays, the Seven
against Thebes ‘full of Ares’, peorov Apews (B 24).5 The same phrase
occurs in Aristophanes’ Frogs 1021 8pdua moujoas Apews peoTév.—moiov ;
—rods “Ent’ émi @Bas, where it is spoken by Aeschylus himself to
Dionysus. Chronologically, it is just possible that Gorgias, who survived
the end of the fifth century by about ten years, took the words out of the
comedy, produced in 405 But apparently in Plutarch’s Peripatetic
source of the fourth century Gorgias was said to have coined the felicitous
phrase ; if we accept this tradition (as we are bound to do in. such c.ases),
Aristophanes must have borrowed the expression from Gorgias. It is also
much more plausible that the Aristophanic Aeschylus used'a famous
phrase favourable to himself than that Gorgias quoted Aristophanes
verbatim. It is quite legitimate to raise the further question whether
Aristophanes owes anything else in his literary statements or judgements

I On this question and the position of Gorgias see E. R. D_odds, Plz'zto: Gorgia..s: 6-10.

2 Cf. Gorgiae Helena, recogn. et interpretatus est O. Immisch (Kleine Texte fiir Vorlesungen
und Ubungen 158 [1927]), with a very useful commentary.

3 Vors. 31 A 1 § 58; see also above, p. 14.

4p17=Bvimigand B14 =BVIII.

5 See Excursus.

6 This view was vigorously championed by O. Immisch, 29 f.; but see Radermacher’s
review, Philol. Wochenschrift 1928, 5 ff.
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to Gorgias or to other contemporary Sophists. But the result of learned
investigations' and clever combinations does not amount to more than
the probability that the words and ideas in the gigantic contest between
Aceschylus and Euripides are not entirely Aristophanes’ own inventions.
We have noticed one point of contact with Gorgias in Frogs 1021. Apart
from this characterization of a single tragedy, some casual statements of
(Gorgias on tragic art and on poetic art in general and its relation to
artistic prose are preserved, but they have no manifest parallels in
Aristophanes’ comedies. In Plutarch (de glor. Ath. 5, p. 348 c, cf. de aud.
poet. p. 15 D) Gorgias is quoted as saying : 1) Tpaywdia . . . mapacyodca Tois
piloes rai Tois mdbeow dmdryy, s Iopylas (Vors. 82 B 23) ¢notv, jv (v
15D: 9 348 €) 8 7° amarijoas Sucardrepos Tod pa) dmarijoavros (cf. dwsool
Adyou 3. 10, Vors. 9o, 1L, p. 411. 1) kal 6 dmarybels coddirepos 0D R
amarnfévros, ‘tragedy . . . by (the display of) myths and passions has
caused a deceit such that he who deceives is juster than he who does not
and the deceived is wiser than the one who is not deceived’. This may be
A serious, not an ironical, remark on art producing ‘illusions’. When
liuripides charges Aeschylus, os A ddalaw kal pévag olois e Tods Oeards [
{Enmdra (Aristoph. Ran. 9og), he simply means that his adversary is an
impostor and liar who cheats his audience ; such a reproach (of ye58os) is
characteristic of literary polemics and parodies from early times, not
i comic distortion of a supposed Sophistic ‘doctrine’ of illusionism. In
this case, there is no relation between Gorgias and Aristophanes.

We have observed that poetry itself paved the way to its understanding,
and poets naturally were the competent critics of poetry; this particu-
larly applies to dramatic criticism.? It is one of the important topics of
Old Comedy from its beginning,? and Aristophanes is to be regarded as
the greatest heir of this tradition. We have been able to use some single
lines of Aristophanes in order to find out with their help how the Sophists
utarted to interpret early poetry or to reflect on language; it is likely that

' M. Pohlenz, ‘Die Anfinge der griechischen Poetik’, NGG 1920, Phil.-hist. Klasse,
14278 = Kleine Schriften 11 (1965) 436 ff., tried to prove that Aristophanes used a theoretical
hook of Gorgias, which contained a syncrisis of Aeschylus and Euripides. Even if this con-
¢lusion cannot be accepted, the article offers a valuable collection of relevant passages from
(he fourth and fifth centuries and started a very lively discussion. Wilamowitz, Radermacher,
W. Kranz, M. Untersteiner (The Sophists, Engl. transl. 1954, with a useful bibliography
192 I.), W. Schadewaldt, E. Fraenkel, and others took part in it; Pohlenz, Herm. 84 (1956)
/4 L. = Kl. Schr. 11 585 f., quite amiably retracted a good deal of his own overstatements.

* Regarding the judges who made the decision in dramatic contests, A. Pickard-
Cambridge, The Dramatic Festivals of Athens (1953) 98, dryly remarks: ‘That there was any
ilemand for critical capacity seems unlikely.” So these xpiral do not concern us.

" A. E. Roggwiller, Dichter und Dichtung in der attischen Komédie (Diss. Zirich 1926), col-
lrcted the material rather inadequately (see E. Wiist, Philol. Wochenschr. 1927, 1137 ff.) ; W.
“wehmid, Gesch. d. griech. Lit. 1 4 (1946) 11, 13, 21, 209, etc.
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Aristophanes adopted more topics from contemporary discussions than
the single phrase of Gorgias on Aeschylus, but we should not take the risk
of transferring his literary judgements by mere conjecture back to one or
other of the Sophists. He had hisownideasand his own creative language;
and it is just in this aesthetic field that expressions apparently coined by
Aristophanes were taken up by the poets of the third century.! Funda-
mentally, his attitude to poetry was opposed to that of the Sophists; he
regarded the earlier poetry as the most important part of the dpyaia
nadela. Greek poetry was quite naturally ‘ethical’ from epic times
onwards; it was only in the great crisis towards the end of the fifth
century that a consciousness arose of this innate ethical tendency as
a problem.? The documentary evidence for the new reflection on it is
given by Aristophanes, especially in the Frogs, where the great poets of
the past, represented by Aeschylus, are approved as the moral leaders of
their people, while contemporary poets, represented by Euripides, or
‘philosophers’, like Socrates and the Sophists, are condemned as de-
stroyers of morals.

In the course of his declamation on Helen Gorgias stresses again the
importance of the dwdm, the ‘deception’, which every Adyos (speech),
whether in verse or prose, is able to produce (Hel. 8. 10 and probably
11). Then he calls poetry in general a ‘speech in verse’, Ty moinow
dmacay kal voullw ral dvoudlw Aéyov Exovra uérpov (Hel. 9), which sounds
like depreciating it in the interest of rhetoric; but, on the other hand, he
goes on to describe the extremely powerful effect of this ‘metrical com-
position’ on the listeners, 7s 7ovs drovovras elofiMe kal dpixn mepigofos
xai eos moNSSarpus kai wéfos uromevbifs krA., ‘shuddering in great fear
and tearful wailing and yearning for grief’. One is, of course, inclined to
confine these words to tragedy, as Aristotle did in the Poetics,? but Gorgias
certainly meant to include epic and lyric poetry as well, if we can trust
the text of our two manuscripts. I am not sure that it is not even implied
for the first time that oratory, the pure and simple word without music
or metre, can be equally effective. For Gorgias started this part of his

I See below, pp. 137 f.

2 Cf. DLZ 1935, 2134 and my whole review of W. Jaeger, Paideia 1 (1934) ; see also Die
griechische Dichtung und die griechische Kultur (1932) 18.

3 See Pohlenz, loc. cit. 167 ff.,, and especially W. Schadewaldt, ‘Furcht und Mitleid?’
Herm. 83 (1955) 129 ., 144, 158, 165 = Hellas und Hesperien (1960) 346 ff., who provides the
most detailed and convincing interpretation of the relevant terms ¢éfos (¢pixy) and &ieos; cf.
also H. Flashar, ‘Die Lehre von der Wirkung der Dichtung in der griechischen Poetik’,
Herm. 84 (1956) 18 ff.: he scrutinized the Corpus Hippocraticum in order to show that
$éBos and &eos with all the somatic symptoms mentioned by Gorgias have their origin in the
literature on medical science. On Aristotle see below, p. 75.
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declamation with the solemn proposition (Hel. 8) Adyos Swwdors! péyas
éariv, ‘logos is a mighty ruler . . . it has the power to stop fear and to
remove grief and to effect joy and to increase lamenting’, Sdvarar yép Kal
$poPov waboar kal My dpeleiv kal xapav évepydoacfar kal ENeov éravéfaat.
"This sounds like a hymn in prose? on a divine power ; indeed the logos is
said to ‘accomplish works most divine’, feidrara &oya dmorelei. Such
sentences are a true specimen of Gorgias’ style, but they can hardly be
regarded as traces of a doctrine on poetics. Single striking formulae, like
that of ¢pikn and é\eos, were adapted to later theories, as Aristophanes
selected that on the Seven. It was Gorgias’ main ambition to teach his
pupils the technical devices of his grand new style; but the formal per-
fection ought to have the emotional effects on the hearers which he
described. Gorgias’ efforts have often been subjected to ridicule in
ancient® and modern* times; this is easier than to try to reach a balanced
judgement on them. The artificialities and empty phrases of the virtuoso
may be boring or even repellent, particularly to the philosophic mind;
but we still feel a genuine $ulla, a love for the Adyos, as the moving power
behind them. This seems to have ‘enchanted’ his contemporaries and to
have exerted a lasting influence.5 Such a stimulus cannot be entirely
disregarded in a history of ¢ulodoyia.

Of Gorgias’ many pupils the most distinguished were Isocrates and
Alcidamas, two different, even contrasting figures. Like his master,
Isocrates® (436-338 B.c.) has not been a favourite either with philosophers
or scholars; but nobody can deny him his true love and mastery of
language. He brought his own oratorical skill to perfection and succeeded
in teaching the following generations of the fourth century; as a peda-
gogical genius he may be compared with Melanchthon. In spite of his
polemical speech ‘against the Sophists’, kard. 7év codiordv (or. 13), in
which he attacks the false claims of his rivals, he represents the ‘literari-
ness’ of the whole movement at its height. Following Gorgias, he too
wrote a ‘hymn’ to the Adyos.” In contrast to Gorgias, however, his Adyos

! Pohlenz, loc. cit. 174 ff., M. Untersteiner, The Sophists (1
| 2 cit. 17, M. 2 954), PP 107, 114. J. W. H.

Atkins, Literary Criticism in Antiquity 1 (1934, reprinted 1952) £8.54) BB By %g: o

2- A}mut 2,000 years later in 1444 Lorenzo Valla opened his Elegantiae Latini Sermonis with
a similar fervent hymn on the Latin language.

3 Auctor Hepi. difovs 3. 2 76 oidodv, pewpariddes, Yuxpdv, rKaxdlylov kTA.

4J.D. Denmstop, Gr{zek Prose Style (1952) 10 fI., ‘the influence was, I believe, wholly bad’.
. ¥ E. Norden, Die antike Kunstprosa 1 (1898) 6379, ‘Gorgias und seine Schule’; pp. 15 ff.
Die Begriindung der attischen Kunstprosa’.

S Art. script. B xx1v Radermacher (1951). Marrou 79-91 ; I have always found W. Jaeger’s

Jjudgement on Isocrates (Paideia 11 19g-225, esp. 222 f.) well balanced, and disagree with

Marrou on this point. W. Steidle, Herm. 80 (1952), 257 ff., esp. 274 ff., 296.

7 -Isocr. or. 3, Nicocl. 5-9 = Ari. script. B XX1v 41. 3, repeated almost verbatim in or. 15,
Antidos. 253-7. '
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did not aim at the emotional effects of dpliey and Eeos, of ‘shuddering
and wailing’, but at rational persuasion by sober arguments (mweifew,
mloras); he is said to have called rhetoric mebods Snuovpydv, ‘per-
suadendi opificem’ (Art. script. BXXIV 18, cf. 19 émorfuay meods). Some
Sophists unfortunately confused this creative reasoning, the Ayos, with
sterile learning, ypdupata, as Isocrates complained (or. 13 . cod. 10 ff.)
for his part no doubt, he highly valued the comprehensive knowledge of
literature, poetry as well as artistic prose (or. 2 in Nicocl. 13, etc.), but
only in so far as it led to the final ideal, to e Aéyew ‘good speaking’.! This
is not meant in a purely formal sense. “I'o use the Adyos well’, Adye
ko\@s yphobar, is the best guarantee of waidevois, of ‘culture’ (or. 4,
Panegyr. 49) ; and ‘those are called Greeks rather who share in our [i.e.
Athenian] culture than those who share in our common race’ kai pEMov
“EA\qras kadeiofou Tods Tijs radedoews Ths Tjperépas 7 Tovs Tis Kowfjs
Poews peréxovras (ibid. 50, cf. 15. 293)- For the first time the cultural
unity of the ‘Greeks’ is quite consciously proclaimed in this most famous
sentence of Isocrates; it points far into the future.? For these general
reasons he deserves his place in the history of scholarship.

Alcidamas,? perhaps slightly older than Isocrates, was in favour of the
improvisation of speeches in practice and theory. He regarded the epic
rhapsodes as improvisators and himself as continuing the rhapsodic
tradition in oratory ; it may have been in the same tradition that he took
up and retold the old popular story of the ‘Contest of Homer and Hesiod’
in adrooyedidlew, ‘improvising’, of which we found the first traces in the
sixth century.* This treatise of Alcidamas’ was probably a part of a larger
book with the title Movoeiov (which originally means ‘shrine of the
Muses’) ; it is tempting to attribute to the same book the other fragments
of Alcidamas dealing with poetry.® Epic poetry is mainly represented by

1 Cf. Marrou 81.

2 See ‘Humanitas Erasmiana’, Studien der Bibl. Warburg 22 (1931) 2, n. 2.

3 Art. script. B xx11; other fragments in Orat. Att. rec. Baiter-Sauppe I (1850) 154-6; see
above, p. 37, 0. 5.

4 See above, pp. 1T and 43 f.; F. Nietzsche, ‘Der Florentinische Traktat iiber Homer und
Hesiod, ihr Geschlecht und ihren Wettkampf’, Rh.M. 25 (1870) 528 ff. and 28 (1873) 211 ff.
— Philologica 1 (1910) 215—76; he was only wrong in the assumption that the ‘Contest’ was an
“invention’ of Alcidamas; otherwise his reconstruction of Alcidamas’ Museum was con-
firmed by two recent papyri, see the following note.

5 On the Michigan Papyrus (first publ. 1925) and the Flinders Petrie Pap. (first publ.
1891) see E. Vogt, ‘Die Schrift vom Wettkampf Homers und Hesiods’, Rh.M. 102 (1959)
193 ff., Gnom. 33 (1961) 697, with bibliographical additions, and Antike und Abendland X1
(1962) 103 ff. (The Flind. Petr. Pap. is now P. Lit. Lond. 191, revised by H. J. M. Milne,
Catal. of the Lit. Pap. of the Brit. Mus. (1927) 157.) On the subscriptio ITepl ‘Opijpov in the
Michigan Pap. see E. R. Dodds, Cl. Qu. 46 (1952) 188.

6 F. Solmsen, “Drei Rekonstruktionen zur antiken Rhetorik und Poetik’, Herm. 67 (1 932)

133 fi.
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n;eferences to the Odyssey; he called it a “fair mirror of human life’ kadov
uv‘ﬂpwmfziov Biov kdromrpov, at that time a startling metaphor, which met
with Aristotle’s sharp disapproval (Rhet. 111 § p. 1406 b 12).1 ,Other short
sentences may point to his definition of tragic pathos, which perhaps
()w.ed something to that of his master Gorgias.? Alcidam:;s also mentionfd
lyric poets (Archilochus, Sappho) and philosophers (Pythagoras, Anax-
agoras) 'honoured by certain Greek cities.? So it is clear that his b:)ok was
a compilation of varied learned material, and this links him with the
group.of Sophists to whom we now finally come, those who mainly or
(:zicluswely collected and described ‘antiquities’. Zpyatodoyia wasythe
(:reek.tftrm for ‘antiquarian lore’ as distinguished from the great political
and military ‘history’ ; antiquitates, Varro’s Latin translation of dpyatodoyia
l)ccamf: the familiar expression for this branch ofindispensable kr}fowleé}l’ e’
(lcprecmtcd'or overestimated with equal injustice at later times 5
It was Hippias of Elis* as represented in Plato’s dialogue (Hzp[) mai
285 D = V(frs. 86 A 11) who used the word dpyawdoyia for the ﬁrs:c an(i
only time in pre-Hellenistic literature; ‘people like to hear about the
;‘cnealllogles of heroes and men, about the early foundations of cities, xal
ovANjB8ny mdoms Ths dpyatoloylas,’ and so he had ‘to learn and to t;:ach
:Lll'these things most carefully’. Plato represents him as boasting of his
nr_uversal knowledge as well as of his practical skill in everything (Hipp
. :368 B = Vors. 86 A 12). Malicious though this picture may be'
I l.}pp1as. deserves positive credit for investigating some special ‘antiquities’,
His register of Olympic winners, * Olvumovic@dv dvaypagnj (B 3) is rob:
:I.,l)ly the first attempt® at establishing a basis for Greek chronology I7)The
(lth? of a book on ’Efvév dvopacia (B 2) points to ethnogra. hical
antiquities for which the explanation of names was important'spfrom
another book simply called Zvvaywysj, ‘Collection’, (B 4) comes tI;e story

1
E. Fraenkel, Aesch. Ag. 11 385 f. On the great success of the metaphor (speculum vitae.

l‘f(‘..) in ancient and medieval Lati
B n literat i :
: . ( \' ) - 'aure see E. R. Curtlus, Eum[mzsche thﬂﬂtuf und

:« E Solmsen (above, p. 50, n. 6) 140 ff.
3 Art. script. B XX11 14,3 cf. g i
il e 14; cf. Radermacher’s note on 13. The title Museum was taken up by

+ Vors. 86; selection of fragments wi 3 1
dende) snd fcoige & xt gments with commentary FGrHist 6 (reprinted 1957 with Ad-

5

: gn l\i]'tc;rd(;{x,bx?lginostos Tht:’os ( {913) 372 f. dpyatodoyia in der dlteren Sophistik.

s reliability as a historical source see L. Ziehen, RE xvi1 (1937) 2527 ff. On simil
|n||7) ¥§t1§ns c;)f the lasif decades of the fifth century see F. Jacoby, Atthis (134,9) 5 o
ok f;c tl;lz fa:ﬁl:;;zlt ﬁ;;o;;::gg_of éh;: cl;;onologica(l system for co-ordinating th% traditions

o P : ized by Hecataeus (about 500 B.c.), but h
misled by the fictitious list i i cAscha e i
il sts of Spartan kings of which he actually tried to make use for that

% Cf. Hellanicus 4 FGrHist 677 and Damastes of Sigeion, 5 FGrHist.
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of a celebrated beauty who was married to fourteen men. There must
have been the utmost variety in subject-matter if we take into account all
the other surviving short references to mythology, geography, history,
and especially to early poets and philosophers. Hippias (8 8) observed
that the word rdpawvos was not introduced into the Greek language before
~ the time of Archilochus; Homer called even the worst despot Bacileds.
' Hippias made parallel excerpts from the poets of old (8 6), Orpheus,
Musaeus, Hesiod, Homer ; it is noteworthy that we find exactly the same
sequence in Aristophanes (Ran. 1030 ff.), in Plato (4pol. 41 A; without
Hesiod Ion 536 B), and even in Hermesianax (fr. 7. 16 ff. Powell). It is
quite likely that he added a similar collection of parallel passages from
the earliest philosophers, in which Thales' continued the line of the four
poets just mentioned. The *Olvpmovic@v dvaypagr was not a chronicle
but a list of names with only a few necessary remarks; so, I think, it is
hardly correct to call his literary collections the beginning of a ‘history’
of literature and philosophy.? Instead, the proper form of all the anti-
quarian writings of Hippias and his contemporaries seems to have been
the catalogue, the list, the w{vaé.3 The Sophist was in need of this know-
ledge as orator and teacher; as in other fields, it was not a scholarly
interest in the customs of life in former ages or even in the ‘history of
culture’, but the practical requirements of his calling, that inspired his
efforts.*

We have put the study of antiquities first, because it was particularly
characteristic of Hippias; but as a genuine polymath® he incorporated
into his educational programme not only all literary knowledge, but also
elementary scientific subjects. Independently, it seems, of any Pytha-
gorean tradition, he listed together astronomy, geometry, arithmetic, and
‘music’,5 a combination of sciences that had a long and varied history
until finally Boéthius? gave it the name quadrivium, nearly a thousand
years after Hippias.? Hippias’ own interests were by no means limited to

1 See B % and B. Snell, ‘Die Nachrichten iiber die Lehren des Thales und die Anfénge der
griechischen Philosophie- und Literaturgeschichte’, Philol. 96 (1944) 170 ff.; cf. F. Jacoby,
FGrHist 12 (1957) p. 542 Nachtrige zum Kommentar 6 ¥ 4 and G. B. Kerferd, ‘Plato and
Hippias®, Proceed. Class. Association 60 (1963) 35 f.

2 See above, n. I.

3 Q. Regenbogen, ITivaé RE xx (1950) 1412 f. 4 See above, pp. 17, 45.

5 Xenoph. Mem. v 4. 6 = Vors. 86 A 14 816 76 modvpadis efvar; Cic. de or. 111 127 (not in
Vors. 86). On the changing reputation of the molvpafis see below, p. 138, n. 1.

6 Plat. Hipp. mai. 285 Bc (= Vors. 864 11) and Prot. 318 & with reference to Hippias.
H. 1. Marrou, 371, n. 12, believes that povoun] means ‘acoustics’ in this passage.

7 Boéth. Instit. arithm. p. 5. 6 Friedlein.

8 P. Merlan, From Platonism to Neoplatonism (1953 ; 2nd ed. 1961) 78 ff. “The origin of the
Quadrivium’ ; see also A. Cornel. Celsus ed. F. Marx, Corp. Medic. Lat. 1 (1915), VIII-X11I, on
names, number, order of the arfes from the Sophists to Boéthius. Cf. below, p. 253.
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four or to seven subjects, and he was not the inventor of the seven
liberal arts. He was not a serious philosopher or political theorist, but as
he was always eager to startle his audience by some novelty, he managed
lo give a new turn to the contemporary discussion of ‘physis and nomos’ ;
at least, in Plato’s Profagoras® it was Hippias who first used the antithetic
lormula ¢doer—vdue in the sense ‘by nature’—‘by convention’, a formula
which became almost classical. In his studies of language he accepted,
like others, Protagoras’ concept of dpfoémeia; he took part in the lively
dcbates? on the epic poems (B 9), on Homeric Heroes (A 9, B 5), on the
life of the poet Homer (B 18). One field, so far avoided by other Sophists,
was entered by Hippias alone. Questions of rhythmics and metrics had
been the concern of the musicians, possibly of Lasus of Hermione?
towards the end of the sixth century, certainly of the Athenian Damon,*
the teacher of Pericles; Hippias seems to have been the first ‘literary’
man, not a musician, to treatlanguage together with music, distinguishing
‘the value of letters and syllables and rhythms and scales’ mep{ Te ypau-
paTwv duvdpews kol cvAafdv kai puludv kal dppoviév.’ From single
sounds he went on to several letters taken together, that is to syllables’
and their quantities, then to certain sequences of long and short syllables,
to rhythms, and finally to ‘harmonics’.” The traditional Greek unity of
word and ‘music’ was still maintained, but the emphasis may have been
shifted from ‘music’ to language ;® the end of this important development
came in the second half of the fourth century, when we find poetical
diction and metre? treated in complete isolation from rhythmics. The
part played by Hippias and perhaps other Sophists in the period of
transition is hardly noticed by modern scholars. A versatile Sophist like

' Plat. Prot. 337 ¢ (= Vors. 86 c 1), see above, pp. 35, 39; 1. 3-

* See above, pp. 36, 43 ff.

' W. Schmid, Geschichte der griechischen Literatur, 1 1 (1929) 544 ff. Lasus is said to have
caught Onomacritus at the court of the Pisistratides forging oracles of Musaeus (Hdt. vit
) v Vors. 2 B 20a).

* Vors. 37 esp. B 9; Aristoph. Nub. 638 ff.; Wilamowitz, Griechische Verskunst (1921) 59 fF.,
and Platon 1 (1919) 71 ; W. Schmid op. cit. 1 2 (1934) 731 ff.

Plat. Hipp. mai. 285 D = Vors. 86 A 11, cf. above, p. 52, n. 6. See also Plat. Hipp. min.
468 D = Vors. 86 A 12 xal mepl pulpdv ral dpponidv xal ypappdrey dpbéryros; Cratyl. 424 c,
Phileb. 18 B ff. Cf. Democr. above, pp. 42 f. ;

¢ Cf. Aesch. Sgpt. 468 ypappdrwv & fvAafats.

7 dppoviar usually means the different ‘tunings’ (Plat. Rep. 111 398 D ff., and on this passage
Inobel Henderson, ‘Ancient Greek Music’, New Oxford History of Music 1 (1957) 384.£.); I can
“ee no reason why it should be understood in the passage on Hippias as ‘melodic line’,
‘pitch-accents’ (as it apparently has to be taken in dwgool Adyor 5. 11 = Vors. I 413. 14, See
I, Gomperz, Sophistik und Rhetorik (1912) 71, 148).

" It was about the same time towards the end of the fifth century that Glaucus of Rhegium
wrote Iepl 7@v dpxaiwy momrdv kai povewdv (see F. Jacoby, RE vix 1417 fI.) without separat-
iy ‘musicians’ and ‘poets’ of old times, as it seems.

¢ See below, p. 76 (Aristotle).
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Hippias was almost bound to write verses of his own also : epics, tragedies,
dithyrambs (a 12) ; 2 lament in elegiacs on the drowned Messenian boy
choir (B 1 é\eyeia . . . émolnoer) may remind us of Archilochus’ elegy on
the drowned Parians.”

As Hippias claimed competence in so many fields, so do the Satyrs in
a play which Sophocles? apparently produced late in his life ; in the well-
preserved fragment® they recommend themselves to a king (Oineus?)
as suitors of his daughter because they have not only all the desirable
abilities in games and contests in poetry, music, and dancing,* but also
the most useful knowledge in various branches of science and scholar-
ship. It is a charming and humorous picture, not a malicious travesty, of
exactly that universalism which Sophists like Hippias used to display.

We find the same combination of antiquarian lore with poetry in
Critias (about 460403 B.C.),’ so that we may group him with Hippias. He
issaid to have been a pupil of Gorgias (Vors. 88 A 17) and certainly was for
some time an associate of Socrates (ibid. a 4) ; but when he finally tried
to put Sophistic ideas on the ‘right of the stronger’ into practice, he
met an early death as ‘tyrannorum dux’ at the battle of Munichia (a 12).
Strong aristocratic prejudices are patent in his writings on literature.
In an unknown work in prose (B 44) he utterly condemned the seli-
revelations of the lowborn Archilochus, but he celebrated in an epic poem
the ‘sweet’ Anacreon, once a friend of one of Critias’ own noble ancestors’
and a ‘weaver of songs’ for the pleasures of high society ; the ten hexa-
meters (B 1 = fr. 8 D.3) may be a part of a longer poem on the lives and
works of a number of poets, starting perhaps from Homer as the son of
a rivergod (B 50). So we rightly place Critias beside Alcidamas and

I Fr. 7 D.3 and P.Oxy. 2356.

2 T confidently attribute P.Oxp. 1083, fr. 1 (reprinted in D. L. Page, Greek Literary Papyri 1
[1942], no. 31 and in Satyrographorum Graec. fragmenta, ed. V. Steffen (2nd ed. 1952) 258) to
Sophocles. v. 13 éfevouéva occurs twice in Sophocles, O.R. 461 and fr. 577 P., but there is no
perfect passive either in Aeschylus or Euripides. This is the decisive passage. Furthermore, the
future éfepéd is found twelve times in Sophocles (nine times perfect and aorist) not in Aeschy-
lus, and only twice in Euripides, but in different phrases. The anaphora v. g ff. was noticed
as possibly Sophoclean by Hunt in P.Oxy. viir p. 61; cf. also P. Maas, Berlin. Philol. Wochen-
schrift 32 (1912) 1427-9. A number of new fragments, written by the same hand and pub-
lished in P.Oxy. xxviI (1962) as no. 2453 by E. G. Turner, strengthen the case for Sophocles.

3 The other more than thirty small fragments written by the same scribe may belong to
other plays (and even to other poets).

+ Cf. Soph. Amphiaraus fr. 121 P. satyrs dancing the letters.

5 Vors. 88; poetical fragments also in Anth. Lyr. Gr. ed. Diehl fasc. 13 (1049) 94 ff.; new
complete edition with commentary by A. Battegazzore in Sofisti, ed. M. Untersteiner v
(1962) 214-363.

6 See above p. 35.

7 See A. E. Taylor, 4 Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus (1928) 23 ff.
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Hippias. In his elegiacs he produced a catalogue of inventors (8 2 = fr.
1 D.2), Greek as well as foreign, from which we have already quoted! the
invention of the alphabet by the Phoenicians, an epoch-making event in
the history of mankind and particularly in the history of scholarship.
Other elegiacs deal with customs, inventions, or even constitutions in
different parts of Greece and show his open preference of Sparta as
a model (B 6 = fr. 4 D.%) His special interest in inventions and his taste
for collecting learned material are completely in the tradition of the
Sophists ; so is his educational aim (see also B g = fr. 7 D.3). As we know
his considerable poetical faculties from the fragments of his tragedies and
satyr-plays (B 10-29), we are not surprised that he was the only Sophist
who also put some of his learned material into verse, in order to make it
perhaps more attractive for the reader. Critias, as writer of ‘antiquarian’
clegiacs and ‘literary’ epics, holds an important position in the middle
between the poetae philosophi of the past and the poetae docti of the future,
being himself neither a philosopher nor a scholar. Some contemporary
writers, Euenus (Art. seript. Bxx), Licymnius (ibid. Bxvi), Agathon
(TGF p. 763 N.2), more familiar to us as poets of elegiacs, dithyrambs,
(ragedies, were in close relation to the Sophistic movement. What is
left to us of Greek literature confirms that it went through a time of
uncasiness and crisis at about 400 B.C.?

We said above (p. 16) that in a certain sense the Sophists can be
regarded as heirs of the early rhapsodes. Now the rhapsodes, still reciting
and interpreting? the traditional poetry at the end of the fifth century,
survived the crisis. They had quite naturally become pupils of the
Sophists. Socrates in Plato’s Jont complained that the clever, ‘divinely
inspired’ rhapsode had neither réyvn nor émorjun, neither ‘art’ nor
‘knowledge’ (536 ¢ od yap Téxvy 008° émoriiun mwepl Opijpov Nyeis &
Adyes, cf. ibid. 532 G). The same reproach was made against the Sophists
in general, although for a quite different reason. Their various activities
in the literary field were based only on observation and practical ex-
perience. There can be no doubt about their own efficiency and their
kindling of sparks in other minds. They made a decisive contribution to
the development of the book on which the rise and further existence of
. ,.I- Sce above, p. 24; cf. A. Kleingiinther, ITpéros Edperijs, Philol. Suppl. Bd. 26. 1 (1933)

1 Sce also the new relation of Adyos to movekr| above, p. 53.
) "l’lut. Ion 530 c (v yap pohwdov épunréa Sei 700 mougrod s Siavolas ylyveshar Tois
drotover) 5 see also above, p. 35.

* If I'say “Plato’s Jon’, I mean that the ideas and arguments of this much disputed dialogue

nre ;wnuinely Platonic; a critical review of the dispute is given by H. Flashar, Der Dialog
lon als Zeugnis platonischer Philosophie (Berlin 1958) 1-16.
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scholarship depended. They awakened and maintained a new interest
in early poetry, even if interpretation meant no more to them than
mental training. Rhetorical virtuosity was the immediate result of their
analysis of language and their ‘critical’ study of literature. Nevertheless,
their genuine love of language was not without stimulating influence
on generations who started more serious researches. Finally, if they had
to accumulate wide erudition for their own performances and the in-
struction of pupils, such collections turned out sometimes to be suggestive
for later studies. But all their endeavours, considerable as they were,
had a more or less casual and arbitrary character; even the mathematics
they taught apparently remained on an empirical level.

M1

THE MASTERS OF PHILOSOPHY IN ATHENS:
SOCRATES, PLATO, ARISTOTLE

‘I'ne Sophists did not proceed from the way of éumeipla to a conscious
method, to a 7éxvy, an ‘art’ which combined practical skill and theoreti-
cal knowledge. Scholarship, as we stated at the very beginning, is such
i 7éxvy. The failure of the Sophists to achieve this aroused the Socratic—
PPlatonic criticism and opposition.! But it was not the general polemics,
the various arguments against the Sophists, or minor readjustments by
Plato that were decisive; what did matter was the completely new
approach, namely the eager desire to acquire 7éywy, ‘art’, to gain ‘genuine
knowledge based on reason’ (émomjun), to try to reach the Truth (+4s
iAnleias . . . metpav Prot. 348 A, cf. Phaedr. 270 A f., Meno passim). This went
far beyond Protagoras’ vague doctrine of ‘correctness’, which was charac-
teristic of the Sophistic mind. The rigorous Platonic demand for full
mastery of the subject, for clear definitions and sober proofs, made it
possible for the first time to lay a truly scientific foundation in every field
of intellectual activity; it determined the whole future of scholarship as
well as of science. We do not have to deal with science, and, as in the strict
P’latonic sense émomjuy refers to exact sciences, especially mathematics,
and then to ethics (the knowledge of the dyafdv),? we confine ourselves to

' Plat. I.’haedr. 270 B p3) TpiBff povov kal éumeipla, GAAG 7éxvy, cf. Gorg. 463 B, 465 A. An exact
(lefinition is given by Aristot. Metaphys. A 1 p. 981 a 5 ylyverar 8¢ Téxwyn, Srav éx moAX@v Tis
dpnerplas éwonudre pla ko’ Sdov yémras mepl Tév Spolwy Smdkyius ‘Art arises when from
imany notions of experience there comes a single universal judgement’, W. D. Ross, Arist.
Mataph. 1 (1924) 114, translation. On the Platonic character of this chapter and its relation to
(he treatment in the Protrepticus see W. Jaeger, Aristoteles (1923) 68 ff. = Engl. translat. by
It. Robinson (2nd ed. 1948) 68 ff. (véxyny and émorfuy are not distinguished by Aristotle in
this chapter, but see Anal. post. 100 a g). 1. Diiring, Aristotle’s Protrepticus (1961) 242 agrees
with Jaeger and Ross. It cannot be proved and it is not likely that Plato used a sort of
formula’ coined in Hippocratic circles, see K. Deichgréber, Die griechische Empirikerschule
‘( f"-"”)_ 2%73. 1. This negative statement is confirmed by F. Heinimann, ‘Eine vorplatonische
I'heorie c_ler véxvy’, Mus. Helv. 18 (1961) 105 ff., who thoroughly scrutinized early Sophistic
und medical writings ; the novelty of the Socratic-Platonic differentiation between éumeipla
nnd réxvn becomes quite evident.

' K.y Fritz, ‘Der Beginn universalwissenschaftlicher Bestrebungen und der Primat der
Criechen’, Studium Generale xtv (1961) 618 f., on this particular problem ; on the meaning of
dmorjpn 610 fF.



