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PAT JE OTAL] CBETA:
[IOJINTUKA PATA, UMIIEPUWJE U1
CJIOBOLAE VY NEMOKPATCKOJ ATHUHU

ATICTPAKT: O Atunu V Beka aaHac pa3MHUILLbLAMO Kao O ,,3JJaTHOM
n00y*, 100y Benmu4MHE y MOy KYJITYype U XyMaHH3Ma, KOje KapaKTepHITy
[Maptenon, ®uaujune ckynnrype, Codokxiose Tpareauje, ApuctopaHoBe Ko-
menuje, Tykuaunosa Hcuiopuja n nHactanak CokpaTtose uaocoduje. AHTHY-
KM M3BOPH Cyrepuury, MehyTum, a cy caBpeMeHHIH, 3a BpeMe [lepukiioBor
nmo0a U Tmocie \era, ,,BeIHYUHY  Je(UHUCAIH Kpo3 3aauBibyjyhe mobene y
paty, umnepujanny moh 6e3 npecesana, 1 HEZOCTHXKHY €000y — CBE TO 3a-
xBaJpyjyhu rpahanmma moxmjemHako mocBeheHnM, mon yTuiajeM MohHe rpa-
harcke maeonoruje, HEMPEKUIHO] BOJHOj W TOTUTHIKO] TOMHHAIH]H HIXOBE
3ajeqHuIle. ATHHA je pBa IpuKa Ap)KaBa Koja je n3rpajania NoMOPCKO HapCTBO
W JIOBeJIa MPUHIIMII IEMOKpaTHje 10 Kpajibux rpanuna. [lapcrBo u nemoxpa-
THja cy ouinu MeljycoOHo moBe3zany; Tpal)anu cy yKuBasiu cTerneH yderrha y mo-
JUTHIU, MOhM M OJITOBOPHOCTH KoMe ce Hehe Hahu paBHOT TOKOM BHIIIE OJf 1Ba
MHWJICHHjyMa. A WIaK, CBera JABaJieceT U MeT ropuHa nocie Ilepukiose cMpTH,
W3MIIaHeNa U HCUpIJbeHa ATHHA je m3ryOmita [leonoHeckn paT U HaILIa ce
Ha UBHIIM YHUILITEHA. Y OBOM €cejy pa3MaTpajy ce TeH3Uje U IPOTHBPEYHOCTH,
TaKO MyHa 3Ha4eH-a 3a Halle 100a, cajpkaHe y aTHHCKO] MOJIMTHIIM U HJIC0JI0-
rujama para, UMIIepHje U ciio0oje, Kao U BHXOBa HEIoCcpeIHa TOBE3aHOCT ca
JIEMOKPATHjOM.

ITPOJIOI

Jenau o paHHX TPUKUX dbunocoda, Xepakiut, Kaxe: ,,Par je orar
CBEra M CBera KpaJb, jeIHE je T0Ka3a0 Kao 00rose Jpyre Kao Jbyze, _]CI[HG
je yauHHuO poboBHMa a ipyre ciobomauma’.! Par je y Jbyckoj ucropuju,

I Xepaxmut (mo3uu VI Bek m.H.e.), dp. 53 Diels-Kranz (mpes. M. Cuponwuh); 6p. 212 y
Kirk et al. 1983, 193-194; enr. npes. Freeman 1948, 28. 3axBabyjem [pylITBY 32 aHTHYKE



OMIIO0 IMPEKTHO OHIIO MOCPEIHO, CTHMYJINCA0 HEKE OJf HajBelHX TEXHO-
JIOIIKUX U KYJITYpPHUX MoMaka. Tako je 6uio u 'y antuukoj I'pukoj: 6e3
pata He 6u O6uno Hnujade, ne 6u 6mio [laprenona, autu Hciuopuja Xe-
ponota wnu Tykuauaa, ¥ cTora MoXKJa HU IHCamka 0 UCTOPUJU KaKBO
MU 1103HajeMO.? be3 pata u paToM CTeYeHHX LapcTaBa He 61 Ouilo, Bre-
hemo, Hi leMOKpaTHje HUTH KpajibiX Mocieauia crodoze. JoBedaHcTso
je IpenyHo 3aroHEeTKH. 3a OBy MHUCIIUM J1a j€ Kpajibe MHTEPEeCaHTHA.

JezHo o1 Kby YHHX PaTHHX MCKYCTaBa y NPOILIOCTH 6urtn cy Ilep-
CH]CKH PaTOBH: MOKYIIajH Ja ce ocBoju I'puka Koje Cy mpeyseny Biaja-
pu Ilepcujckor mapcTBa Koje ce 'y To Bpeme npotesano o Cpenosemiba
na cee 10 Muauje. Kpass Jlapuje je nperpneo Heycnex Ha MapaToHy
490. m.u.e., Kcepkc kon Canamune u [1nateje 480/479. [lajem nurar u3
npezacrase [lepcujanyu, Tparuukor necHuka Ecxuia:

Cany 60j KpeHHTE, O JICTI0 XEICHCKA,

JloMajy OpaH’Te, criacaBajTe IeUHIly

U JKCHE ¥ KPOB OOrOBUMA OUMHCKUM

u nenosuMa rpo6! Cap 3a cBe 6ujemo 60j!
(402—-405, npes. M. H. Bypuh)

OBo je moeTcku u3pas ,,00pOCHOT MOKInYa cI0d0Ie™ KOju je OTBO-
puo 6utky kon Canamunue 480. roguae. OH je pa30HO TUIIMHY paHOT
JyTpa ¥ 3ampenacTio NepcujcKy apMay Koja je cTajajia y MpUIpaBHO-
cTH 4ynTaBe HOhH, O4YeKyjyhu na ynapu Ha rpuke Opozose 3a Koje ce
MUCIIUJIO J1a CY Y 6eKCTBy Kako je T0 mpeHeo racHUK OHUMA KOjU Cy
ca CTpeNnbOM UITYEKHBaIN BECTU Y lepcujckoj npectoHuu Cysu:

Tan Hajiipe o XeyieHa Uy ce ypHeoOec,
K’0 HEeKa MecMa pajiocHa, a ¢ OCTpBa

OJl CTEHA OHWX TJIACHA jeKa OjeKHY.
Ctpax OCBOjU TH Iy BOjCKY IEPCH]CKY,
jep mpesapu ce...

W3 rpiia nepcujcKor jeKHy OAroBop,
OKJIeBakby He Oellle BHIIC BpEMEHA.
(388-392, 406—407, mpes. M. H. Bypuh)

Ecxunosu I'piu neBajy jennum riacom, Ilepcujanuum oarosapajy
’KaMopoM Koju noziceha Ha yzap MOpPCKHX Tajlaca; U 3alcTa, Ha Ipyroj

crynuje Cpouje u merosom npeacennuky npodecopy Keennju Mapunku Iahancku Ha no-
3UBY Jia TOBOPUM ITpe]] cKyrioM Jpyuirsa y centemOpy 2011. 1 Ha BETMKOALYILIHOM TOCTONPUM-
ctBy. Takolje 3axBajbyjeM CBUMa KOjH Cy YYECTBOBAJIH y IUCKYCHjH HA KOPUCHUM TOBPATHUM
nHpopmanujama u npopecopuma Mapujanu Puryr n UBany Joprosuhy Ha npujatesscTBy U
HEYMOPHOM Haropy Aa MU NPpHOINKE KYJITYypHY, apXeoJIOUIKYy U KyJIuHapcKy pusHuiy Cpou-
je. OGIHK OBOT IpefaBarmba caM OCTAaBHO IPETEKHO HEM3MEHEHUM 1 J0Ja0 CAMO MUHUMYM
HaroMeHa.
2 Buzerw, Hip. Cartledge 2001.



CTPaHU Cy MOCaJIe CBAKAKO Y3BUKHBAJe Ha MHOTO je3uka. To Hac moa-
ceha Ha XomepoBy Mnujady, TAe ce TUXO U OJUTYyYHO HacTynamwe ['pka
y OUTKY CympoTcTaBsba TpojaHIIIMa KOjH skamMope monyT ntumna.’ OBaj
KOHTPACT UMa Jy0Jbe 3HAUCHE U Ha OBOM MECTY: JEIMHCTBO U CI000-
Ha BOJbA HA J€/IHO] CTPaHH, ETHUYKO [IAPEHUJIIO MOl jApMOM THPaHHHA
Ha Japyroj!

JlomycTuTe MU 1a HAKPATKO Pa3MOTPUM YETHUPH MOjeTMHOCTH TIO-
Be3aHe ca oBOM IpezctaBoM. IIpBo, oHa je u3BeneHa 472, cera cefnam
rofMHa mocye Konadne mobdene I'pka. Ecxui ce mmano 6opro Ha Ma-
patony u xox Canamune. tberos 6par je moruHyo xaja je mokymao jia
3aJIp’KU IEPCHjCKHU OpOoJT M HeroBa pyka je opcedeHa. CTUXOBH Ha HaJ-
IPOOHOM CIIOMEHHMKY OBOT CaMOT IECHHKA HAaBOJAE HEroBO MME, OIla,
rpaj, nonajyhu: ,,O BeroBoj mieMeHuToj XpabpoCcTh CBETO MOJhE Mapa-
TOHCKO MOJKE J1a CBE/0YH, Kao U Ilepcrjanmm ayre koce, Koju TO 100po
3Hajy"“. Hu peun o moe3mju Kojoj ce Tako JTyOOKO JMBHMO, CaMO O II0-
HOCHOM JIOTIPHHOCY MECHUKA I0OEIH HeroBor rpaaal

Hpyro, Beh Tpareauja Ilepcujanyu yKpaTko HyAH MOIYJIAPHO TY-
Madewme [lepcujckux parosa. OHa HarnamaBa KcepkcoBy Hamepy na
Xenaj HAMETHE ,,japaM POICTBA™ — IPUXBATHTH I'a, OHIIO OM CYHPOTHO
TPYKOj IPUPOAHN. VY CHY, KpaJbHIlla-MajKa, ATOCa, BHIH CBOT CHHA KaKo
yIpeke JIBe MIIajie )KeHEe y CBOjy Kouujy. JeqHa, y epCcHjCcKoj HOIIbH,
MOTYHHABA CE€ BOJLHO U ca MOHOCOM. JIpyra, y rpukoj oxehu, onupe ce
¥ npesphe kounjy, 6arajyhu kpaska y npaumny. Kao onrosop ua Aro-
CHHO TIUTame 0 BohU W rocrnonapy ATHaHa, XOp y3BI/IKy]e ,,P00IBE
HUCY HUKOME U HUKOME HUCY TOJJIOKHU! Ot 1a Taj HAYWH aHTULU-
NUpajy OHO IITO he mocTaTu MocaoBUYHO: I'piu cy cnoGoaHu, 10K CY
Hepcujanim u apyrn Asujum, NOTIHILEHH TUpaAHUJU MEPCUJCKUX Kpa-
JbCBA, CBOJCBOJBHO MPUXBATHIIN ,,pONICTBO". IIepcjcku paToBH Kao pa-
TOBHU KOjJU Cy JIOHEJIM OuyBame I'puke c1000/e U oayuyjyhu qonpuHoc
ATHHE OBOM MOCTHTHYhY: T€ B YNHEHUIIE Cy MocTajie CTyOOBH II0-
HOCa ATHHE, IbeHE TIPETEH3Uje Ha BEIMUMUHY U UMIIEpUjaTIHE UAEO0II0-
ruje y JelieHrjaMa Koje ciefe.

Kao tpehe, maga gpama HETBOCMHUCIIEHO CIIaBH T'PUKH TPUJyM{Q KO
CanamuHe, oHa, 3anamyjyhe, carieznaBa oaj norahaj He U3 MEPCIICK-
THBE MoOeaHNKa Beh U3 yriia OHUX KOJU Cy U3ryOHIIM — U3 MEPCHjCKe
npecronuue Cyse a He U3 Atune. Mu cTpernehu uIrgeKkyjemMo 3aje)1Ho
ca [ePCHjCKUM CTapelIiHaMa BECTH O PaTy; CKpXaHH CMO 3aje[HO C
BUMa KaJia ca3HajeMo 0 KaTtacTpodu U TyOUTKY TOJIMKOI Opoja Basba-

3 XKamop (rhothos): Hall 1999, 136. Tpojanuu Hacynpot Axajaua: Maujada 111 8-9; IV
429-438. ,,bojun noxying cioboxe je n3pas no3ajmibeH u3 Hacnoa McPherson-a 1988.

4 Anon. Vita Aesch. 11, ipes. J. Herington; Paus. I 14, 5. O Ecxunosom 6pary: Hdt. VI 114.

5 Japam poricta: Aesch. Pers. 50; Atocus can: 181-197. Po6ibe HuCY HUKOME: 242.



HUX JbYJU U HE MOXKEMO a Jla He Tyryjemo 3ajenHo ca Kcepkcom kana
OH Haj3aJ] CTUTHE Kyhu, Ka0o CIOMJbEH YOBEK U (CACBUM HEHCTOPU]CKH)
y Ipwbama, jep je y3poKoBao TOJIMKO IMyHO Hecpehe cB0joj 3eMJbU — CBE
300r mpeTepaHe aMOUIMje U 3aHEMapHBaba MYIPUX UCTOPH]CKHUX JICK-
uuja. Mu — onyT aTHHCKe Iy6/IuKe — CXBaTaMo Ja je 3rpeliyo mpera-
3ehu rpaHuiie Koje cy OOroBu MOCTAaBUIIN — a3UjCKe 00JIaCTH MpUIaaa-
jy Ilepcujaniiuma, eBporicke 3emibe I'piiuMa — v Mu, IonyT ATUIbaHa,
3JI0CIYTHO CMO CBECHH [, YIIPABO Y TO BPEME, aTHHCKE CHAre Jenyjy
Ha 1pyroj obamu Erejckor Mopa, ycrocraBsbajyhi KOHTpoTy Haj 3a-
naiHoOM 00anoM AHaZ0NIMje — HaJl JeAHOM a3ujckoM oGnamhy.®

Kao 4erBpTo, PrHAHCH]CKH IOKPOBHTEIb OBE TPAre/uje OO je HIKO
npyru 1o muaau [lepukie — koju he yckopo nmocratu Hajsehu aTUHCKH
JIpXKaBHUK. Buile oz aenenuje, o KaCHUX 4eTpAeceTHX roanHa V Beka,
6wo je Heocropuy Boha Atnne. Maza je ATnHa y TO Bpeme Omiia 1emo-
Kpatuja, [lepukie je, mpema HYBEHHM peiMa NCTOpHHIapa Tykuanna,
BJIa/120 Kao eH ,,1ipBU YoBeK . Tykunun je xeponsosao Ilepuxia kao
uzeas AEMOKPATCKOT Bohe: cynepropaH y pacyhuBamy, cacBUM HEHC-
KBapeH, U HaaMohaH y kpohewy nmpeBpTibUBOr AeMoca. Anu [lepukie
je Taxohe 6uo nmocBeheH aTHHCKO] MMIIEPHjaIUCTUYKO) TIOTUTHIIM KOja
je Haj3ax HaBena CrapTy /1a 00jaBu pat, Kako Ou 3aycTaBuIia HelpecTa-
HO aTWHCKO IUPEHE MPOTHBHO HHTEPECHMa FheHUX CaBe3HMKa. Tako je
Cnapta o0jaBuia 432. roguHe jou jenaH ,,00pOeHH MOKIUY cI000ae™:
OBaj YT ca UJbEeM oclobohema XeneHa o Tiaadyema ,,rpajia-THpaHH-
Ha“, umnepujanne Atune. [lepukie je Takohe, y To cam yBepeH, CMH-
CIIMO clioraH 0 ATHHH Kao o ,,HajeheMm u HajcmoOomHMjeM Tpaay* na
Ou ce cympoTcTaBHO crapTaHCKuM TBpAmama. [lox Ilepukiom, ,,.cio-
00/1a“ je 1ocTHIIa CBOj IIyH OICET 3HauYeHma U Tprena aedopmanujy y
CBOJY CYIIPOTHOCT: OIPaBAake MMIICPUjaIHOT yTHETaBamba.!

Mu MHUCITMMO O NEPUKIIOBCKO] ATHMHH Kao O »»3IaTHOM no0y*“ Be-
JIMYMHE y TOMIeNy KYIType M XyMaHH3Ma, 0Oy KOje KapaKTepHIly
[Taprenon, ®uanjune ckynnrype, CopokioBe Tparenuje, XepoaoToBa
Hciwopuja v Hactanak Cokparose (uiocoduje. ATUHAHU OHOT' Bpe-
MEHa Cy ,,BEINYHHY* ofpehiBany o samamyjyhnum ycrnecuma y pary,
MMIICPUjaTHIM IIHPEeHEM 0e3 IpeceiaHa U [0 HeyopeauBoj cobo-
nu. Mmak, camo TpuieceT roquHa KacHuje, ocie AyTor U OMTPOr paTa,
ATuHa je KanuTyJIMpaia, u3riaaHena u uciprbera. [lomrehena je yau-
HITEeHa U TIOpo0JbaBama KOje je TAKO BEIMKOAYITHO HAaMEUBaja JIpy-
ruma, aju je u3ryouia cBoje napctso, haoty u 3ugose. Kako To ucro-

6 KcepkeoB noBparak: ibid. 970 u nasbe; mweropa carperiema: 739 u nasbe. O MOIUTHYKUM
ob3upuma npezacrase, Buaetd Meier 1988, 76-93 (=1993, 63-78); Raaflaub 1988, 284-286.

7 Tykuaun o Iepukay: I1 65. Patna nponaranaa Crapre (ocioboheme Xenena o TH-
panckor rpaaa): Thuc. 11 8; cf. I 122, 124. Aruna xao najsehu n Hajcno6onuuju rpaa: VI 89, 6;
VII 69, 2 (B. Huxe, Hat. 33). O o6a nurama: Raaflaub 2004, riraBa 5.
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puuap KcenodoHnt caonirasa, ,,[I04€IH Cy C€ pa3aparu 3UJ0BH, y3 Be-
cely IpaTby CBHpaYuIia Ha (pyIIH, JOK Cy CBU CMaTpaIH 1a OBUM JTAHOM
nounme cnodona Xenane™ . Kao mro je To yecto 6mo citydaj y KacHH]Oj
MCTOPH]jHU, CBE JIO HAIIIMX JIaHa, ¥ OBO CE MOKa3aJio 00MaHOM: ociobohe-
€ j€ YCKOPO YCTYIUIIO MECTO JOII jJeTHOM YTHETa4YKOM PEXKUMY, OBaj
IyT CIIApTAHCKOM.?

OBoO je BeIMKH OKBHP KOjH oz[pebyje TEMY OBOT eceJa Homycrute
MM JIa caJia U3HeCEM HEILTO OJf caJipiKaja, TOUEeBIIH OJ1 jOLI jeHE aco-
nujanyje Kojy u3aszusajy Ecxunosu llepcujanyu, v TO HEMAJIUM JEJIOM
6ai rope IUTUPAHU TPUKK 00jHU MokiIn4d Ha CalaMuHu.

I'PYKO OTKPURE CJIOBOJIE KAO
[NOJIMTNYKE BPEAHOCTU

YIIpaBo je roseMo HCKyCTBO 1o0ezia Hal MONHUM [EPCHJCKIM OCBa-
jadeM, Koje Cy Maji IpYKH IPaJoBU-IP)KaBe IOCTHIIH HACYIPOT CBAKE
BepoOBaTHONe, OMJI0 OHO IITO j€ JIOBEJIO MOJIMTUYKY BPEIHOCT CI000/1e
y npBU 1iaH. VcTrHa, Kao IpymTBEeHa BpeIHOCT, oOenexanajyhu cra-
TYC CIOOOTHOT YOBEKa HacynpoT poOy, cnobosia je Oumna Ha 1IEHU oIl
OJ( I10jaBe POICTBA 1 J00PO je nocseoueHa Beh y HajpaHHJUM IPYKUM
3anucuMa. AJIi OKOJTHOCTH Y paHoj ['pukoj — uiim Ma rjie Apyrie y ApeB-
HOM CBETY — HUCY OXpalOpwuiie pa3Boj doiuitiuykoZ KOHIenTa ciodone.”

YV OKBHpY CONCTBEHHUX 3ajeIHUIIA, BJIaiajyhe apucToKpare Ccy Te-
UM OJIpKarby TPaJUIIMOHAIHOT cTerneHa Mohu u mel)ycoGHo ce riio-
KUJIM OKO NMPUBWJIETHja. JelaH ol BUX je 4aK Morao jaa yrpabu mnpu-
JNHKY 1a y3Me cBy Moh 3a cele, ycmoctaibajyhu ono mto I'piu 30By
TUpaHujoM. LI1Jb leroBuX apucTOKpaTCKUX NPOTUBHUKA HUje OMO To-
BpaTak cja000/€e — ITO je MPOCTO 3HAYMJIO JIa ’bbUMa HUje BJIaJJa0 HEKO
APyTH, 3 HACY OUIIH ,,HECTOOOMHH" — OHO YeMYy Cy OHH TEXKUIH OnIta
je Moh nin jennakoct mehy cebu paBHuMa. Tako je, y Cynporcrasiba-
By TUPAaHUJU, UICTAKHYTO MECTO J1001ja BPEAHOCT KOjy Cy paHuje cBHU
Y3UMAJIX 31paBO 38 FOTOBO: JEAHAKOCT, LSOnomid, IOCIOBHO, ,,ACTH PeA™:
JEIHAKOCT TIPe/l 3aKOHUMA HIIX TI0J{je/lHaKa MPaBa, OJATIIC JeAHAKO yH4e-
nrhe y NOJUTULM WM MOJIUTHYKA JeTHAKOCT. YIIPABO je OBaj U3pas:
JemMHAKOCT, ynoTpeObaBaH Jia OIUIIIE MOCTETIEHO MIUPEHE MOTUTUIKUX
nmpaBa Ha cBe rpahane y IIGMOKpaTI/I]I/I Xeponot Kaxe 1a JIeMOKpaTHja
HOCH HajJIeNIlIe Ofl CBUX UMEHA: isonomia, NOIUTHYKa jeaHakocT. Cio-

8 Xen. Hellenica (I puxa uctuopuja) 11 2, 23 (upes. Munena J{ymanuh). ATHHCKH TIPHO-
putetu y nedunucamy ,,Bennuune: Boedeker u Raaflaub 1998, 1-10. O ITepukioBom 100y:
Samons 2007.

9 HemoctaTak KOHIIENTA MOJUTHYKE CI000/e Y aHTHUKOM cBeTy: Raaflaub 2004, 4;
2009a, 50-51; y apxajckoj ['puxoj: 2003; 2004, rinaBa 2.
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bona je crymuma y HAPOMHTY BE3y €4 JICMOKPATHJOM TEK KacHHje, a H3-
pas ,,JeAHaKoCT ToBopa‘ (isegoria) ocTao je ToMyJ1apai 1ak n OH/A Kajia
cy I'prin m3mucmm ped 3a ,,c71000y ToBopa™ (I0OCTIOBHO: ,,[TPABO J1a C&
Kaxe cBe”, parrhesia).l0

Y onHocuma usmely sajennnna y panoj I'pukoj paToBu cy 6w He-
CTH aJIi KPaTKOTPajHH 1 BONCHH YIIaBHOM 300I" CLIOPHE 3eMJbE U ILICHA.
OcBojeHe TepuTopuje Cy HHTErpucaHe y o0acT nodeHuKa a He CTa-
BJbAHE IO CTPaHy BiacT. JIpyro cpenctso kopuiihero 3a noseharme
cdepe yTumaja jemHor rpaaa OO je XereMOHUCTHUYKH CaBe3; Iera je ca
noceOHUM ycriexoM npumernuBaia Crnapta y BUAY T3B. ,,HeJIOHOHeCKor
caBe3a”. TakBM CUCTEMHM caBe3a Cy HaMeTaJll U3BECHE BOjHE oOaBese
CBOjUM YJIAHOBMMA W UyBaJId IPEBIACT U ofpel)eH cTerneH npuHyIe 3a
Bohy (hegemon). Anu To cy Oune nabaBe opraHuzaiivje, OrpaHHYCHE Ha
3ajeJHUYKE MT0XO0/IE O KOjuMa ce OJTy4YHMBaJIO OMILITUM JOrOBOPOM, OCTa-
BJbajyhy Ha Taj HAYMH CYBEPEHUTET WIAHOBA YIIIABHOM HETAKHYTUM.!!

MHore rpuke apkaBe y 3amaHoj AHAJ0NHjU, YHjU Cy CTAHOBHU-
1M Ha3BaHU JomaHuMa, nokopuiu cy Ilepcujanuu cpenunom VI Beka
m.u.e. [Ipe Tora, I'pun, xuBehn nanexo Ban 0030pja BETNKUX HMIICPH-
ja, Je/HOCTaBHO HUCY HABUKIIH 13 OYCKY]y TPAJHO HOTYHE-ABAtbe Kao
NOCJEAUILy paTa UM CKialama caBesa. JIako je 3aMUCIUTH, U3 CBUX
HaBeJIEHNX pa3Jjora, jaa je cycpert ca [lepcujckum mapcTBoM 610 BerTH-
KM HIOK KOjH jeé MPOMEHHO HMXOBA TJIEAUINTAa M CTAaBOBE 3ayBeK. Y
CTBapH, aKo ce TO 3a JeHO IIapCTBO MoXe pehu, mepcujcka BiajaBuHa
je Omta penaTuBHO OEHUTHA — JIOKJIE TOM Cy C€ MOJAHMITU TIOHAIIATN
OHAKO KaKo ce off ’UX o4eKyje. Mopanu cy na ruiahajy mopes u 1a 1ajy
TpyIe 3a KpaJjbeBe paTtoBe. ViHade cy OMIIM yIIIaBHOM MIPENYIITEHU CaMU
cebu. Anu cy Moh, BoJba M ped KpasheBa, lerOBUX HAMECHUKA U OHUX
KOjHMa je TIOBEPHO BIACT HAJ[ IPYKUM Ipajouma y Maioj Asuju Onie
amcomyTtHe. Ha BeMkoM HAaTIHCY yKJIECAaHOM y CTeHH O3y CBOje mpe-
cronute, Kcepkcor orar [lapuje je HaOpojao Hapoze Koju Cy OHITH TTOT-
YHHCHU U 3aKJbYYHO:

Kaxe kpase [apuje: ,,OB0 Cy 3eMJbe KOje Cy MU MPEMYIITEHE; BOJbOM
Axypama3zjie [BpXxoBHOT O0)KaHCTBA] OWJIH CY MOjH TOJAHUIN; TOHOCHITH
Cy MH JJaHaK; OHO IITO CaM MM HAJIOKHO, Ouia HON UM JaH, YYUEHEHO
je'. Kaxe kpase Jlapuje: ,,Y oBUM 3eMJbaMa YOBEKa KOJU MH je OMO BepaH

10 Hajpanuja rpuka ycTaBHa TEPMHHOJIOTH]a je Oulia KOHIIEHTPUCAHA HA ,,pel’": eu-nomia
(mobap nmopenax), dys-nomia (1o nopenax): Meier 1990a, 160—162. MoaudukoBaH iso-KOM-
MOHEHTOM: isonomia (jeIHaK MOpeaak, pacrnojaena, yuenrhe; jeIHaKOCT Mpe 3aKOHUMa); Ta-
Kohe isegoria (jemHakocT ToBopa), isokratia (jemnakoct mohm); Bunetu Vlastos 1953; Hdt.
111 80, 6. O Tepmuny parrhesia (pan-rhesia, mpaBo 1a ce cBe Kaxe, ciodbona rosopa): Raaflaub
2004, 221-225. Jlemokparuja u cnobona: ibid. riasa 6.

I Tlupemwe mohu y apxajckoj I'pukoj: Raaflaub 1994, 114—118. TlenonoHecku cases:
Kagan 1969, 9-30.
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cam 0oraTo HarpajHo; OHOra KojH je OMO 320 caM MPOMKUCHO Ka3HHO; BO-
JbOM AXypamas/ie OBe Cy 3eMJbe MOKa3aje MOIITOBAkE IpeMa MOM 3a-
KOHY; KaKO CaM UM ja peKao, Tako je U yuUnmeHo™ .12

To, HapaBHO, HUje Ou0 OHO Ha mITa ¢y ['puy HaBuKIU. OHU KOJU
Cy BJaJaiu JOHCKUM ['pumma y3 mepcHujcKy MONAPIIKY, Majaa Cy OMIu
MIPUTIAIHUIM JIOKAJTHE apUCTOKpaTHje, CMaTpaHu Cy TUpaHuMa. [oqune
499. JomaHu Cy TIOJUTIIN yCTaHAK KOjH j€ CIIOMJbEH CBera IeT ToarHa
KacHuje. I'pas koju je oTnoveo oBy moOyHy, Muser, 10 Tor BpeMmeHa
NONUTUYKH U Ky/ITYPHO NPBU y TPYKOM CBETY, OHO je YHHIITCH a Hhe-
TOBU CTAaHOBHUIIM pacesbeHH. ATHHA je y MOUeTKY IoMaraja oBaj ycTa-
HaK ¥ TaKO HABYKIIa Ha cebe nepeujcku rues. [Topx tora, roaume 490.
ATUBaHU U CnapTaHuH Cy yOuiu nepcHjcke rilacCHUKE KOjH Cy 3aXTe-
BaJld ,,3eMJbY U BOJY", Ka0 3HaKE MOTUYHHaBamka, OAIMBIIN UX Y jaMy
u y OyHap (Kao Ja Cy peKiu: y3MUTE caMUu 3eMJby M BOAY 3a Baller
kpaJpal).l3 3Hamu cy mta Mory J1a O4eKyjy O MEPCHjCKE OCBETE aKo
oyny no6eljeHI/I I'onune 480, xana je Kcepkc Hamao I'puky ca cBojom
CHITHOM apMHjOM, OHH U FbUXOBH HajOIMIKH CaBe3HUITH Cy 00pa3oBain
Je3rpo TPUKOT caBe3a Koju My je mpyxuo ormnop. OHU cy ce Oopuiiu 3a
OICTaHaK KOJUKO M 32 HE3aBUCHOCT. AJIM KaJia cy MOOeIuIn U pa3Mu-
CIIMITU O CBOM TIO/IBHTY, U KaJa Cy YIIOPEINITN OJIITUKE CBOJUX COTICTBE-
HHX 3ajeHuia ca [lepcrjckuM apcTBOM, HUCY MOIIIHM a 1a He yBHJE
KJBYHYHE pasinke u3Mehy jeHe ayTopuTapHe MOHApXHje M je[HE Cy-
IITUHCKY CJI000THE U erajuTapHe TpUKe 3ajeHuIe. bro uM je Heorxo-
JIaH KOHLIETIT KOju Ou cBe TO u3pasuo. U tako cy OyKBaJIHO U3MUCIHIN
,,CII000Y*, Ka0 pey M Kao KOHLIENT. Y TOKY paTta, o3Bajiu cy y nomoh
CBOje HajBHIIe 00KaHCTBO, 3€Bca, Y HErOBOj TPaJULIMOHATIHO] Y031
,Cracutesmpa™“ (Sofer). Hakon para, mpenMeHoBajiu cy ra y ,,Ocno6o-
muona‘ (Eleutherios). Y necmu koja obenexana jeqny oa ourtaka us 480,
necHuk [Innzap cnasu ATuHy jep je ,,[IOQUITIA OIEIITaBU TeMelb CIIo-
6oze*; ronuue 478. HCTH NIECHHK je YIOTPEOHO 110 MPBH ITyT UMEHHUILY
eleutherza cnobona. ['priuma panuje yormte HUje Ouia moTpedHa TakBa
MMeHHIIA — a caja jecre!l4

Ilo ko 3Ha KOju MyT, UCTOpUYap XEepOoAOT CaKMMa OHO IITO j€ Haj-
3Ha4ajHMje Y XKHUBOj MPHUIOBECTH. [IBa CriapTaHCKa M3acIaHKKa, Caor-
LITaBa OH, OCIATH Cy y [EPCHjCKY IPECTOHHILY a CBOJUM JKUBOTHMA
MCKYTIC 3/I09HMH KOjH je TOYMHHIA BUX0BA 3ajefHHuLa youjajyhu mep-
cHjcke mociaHuke. Ha myTy, jenan mepcujcki HaMEeCHUK UM CaBeTyje

12 TTepcujcka Bnact Hax I'puuma: Briant 2002; Balcer 1995. Harmue [apuja y bexucry-
HY je o0jaBsbeH kox Kent-a 1953.

130 jonckum tupanuma: Graf 1985; Joncku ycranak: Murray 1988; ,,3eMiba 1 Boga™
Khurt 1988. Ilepcujckn rmacaunu: Hdt. VII 133.

14 Eleutheria: Pind. Isth. VIII 10-16; yn. ¢par. 77, Snell-Macehler. Otkpuhe cno6ome
on 3eca Cnacutesba 10 3eBca Ocioboauona: Raaflaub 2004, rinasa 3.
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Jla ce MOTYMHE KpPaJby, IOCTAHY HETOBU MPHjaTeJbl U UCKOPUCTE Hhe-
roBy JapekJbMBOCT M CIPEMHOCT Ja Harpabyje 1o 3aciysu, ia Ha Taj
HauMH cTeKHy MohHy no3unujy mehy Ilepcujannuma. Cnapranuu cy
oxrosopuiu: ,,CaBeT KOjU CH HaM J1a0 HHjE U 3a HAC TOJIUKO BaxkaH. Tu
HaM, HalMe, CaBeTYjelll caMO OHO IITO CH UCKYCHO, a JIPYTO TH je HeTo-
3HaTO. TH 3HAaII, HAMMeE, CaMO 3a POTICTBO, a CII000y HUCH HUKAJa HA
OKYCHO W HE 3HAIl JIa JIM je OHA CJaTKa Uiy He. Jla cu je, Haume, OKy-
CHO, He OM HaM CaBETOBAO Ja Ce 3a by OOPUMO CaMo KOIJbUMa HEro
cexkupama“ (mpes. M. Apcennh). ['piiu HUCY pa3zymenn nepcujcku KOH-
1enr ,,asana’ (bandaka); onu cy oBy peq mpocTo MPEeBOIUIH Kao ,,po0™
(doulos). Y wuxoBuM ounMa, y nopehemy ca ancoayTHoMm Mohu Bemnukor
KpaJba, YaK HH HajBehH JTOCTOjaHCTBEHHMK HUjE HUIIITA BUIIE 07 poba.l’

PAT, HAPCTBO U AEMOKPATUIJA

[ToGenanuka eydopuja yop30 je ycTynuiaa MecTo KOHPIUKTY U Cy-
napaumTBy. [{nsbeBu Criapte 1 ATHHE MOCIe paTa Cy ¢e pa3IMKOBAJIH.
CnapTaHuu cy BepoBajH Ja je paT OKOHYaH U YCKOPO CY Ce MOBYKIJIH U3
3ajeAHUYKH PaTHUX Hamopa. ATHHaHU Cy CTPaxoBalid O JOII jeHOT
MEPCUJCKOT TIOKYIIaja MHBA3U]j€ U, MOACTUIIAHU O] JomaHa KOju cy ce
noOynunu npotuB Ilepcuje, ocHOBanIM HOBH CaBe3, YWje j€ CEIUIITEe
ouo Ha ocTpBy Jleny, ogatie ra 30Bemo ,,/leiackum caBezoM™. Tamo
Cy C€ CaBe3HUIIM OKYTJbaIH Y CKYNIITHHH Ja OM JOHOCHIIN OJTYKE O
3ajeTHUYKUM monyxBatuma. OHu cy uiau miahanu HoBUaHe JOMPUHO-
ce y 3ajeIHNYKY OJlarajHy WJIM J1aBajy OpO/IOBE 3a 3ajeTHHYKE TIOXO/IE.
AryHa, HajMOhHHja 4iaHuIa, Ouia je u Heocropru Boha. Mnax, y mo-
yeTKy je CaBe3 /Je70Bao Ha MPUHLUIIMMA KOjU CYy CBUM CaBE3HHIIMMA
00e30ehrBay U3BeCTaH CTEICH jeTHAKOCTH. 10

Kpos mame o1 1Be feneHHje, OBaj CaBe3 je IIOCTa0 HeITO CACBHM
apyrauduje u 0e3 mpecenaHa y rpukoM CBeTY: ATHHCKO apcTBo. Onop-
TYHH3aM, aTUHCKE aMOMIIMje U HeIOCTaTaK MaKikhe UM aKTUBHOT y4e-
mrha o cTpane caBe3HWKa Cy OMIIM TIIaBHU YUHHOIM KOJH Cy JOBEIH JI0
oBe TpaHchopmalje: 6uio je jehTUHHUje U JaKIIe JaBaTH HOBAll HEro
OponoBe, Te AOMyIITaTU ATHUHaHUMA J]a KOPUCTE HOBAIl 32 U3TPAIIbY
u onpeMame (iote. Tako je ATuHa mocTaja jorn MOhHHUJa a CaBe3HU-
1 cnabuju. Case3 ce mupuo yoehusameM U IPUHYIOM; OKYIIAjU A2
ce CaBe3 HayCcTH TPETUPAHU Cy Kao MOOyHE M 0€3003UPHO T'yIIECHH.

15 Cniaprancku nociaanunn: Hdt. VII 135. HajBuiu 10CTOjaHCTBEHHK Kao po0: BHUIH
IpYKH IpeBoa nrcMa Kpasba lapuja carpany (HamecHuky) ['amartu y Fornara 1983, 37, 6p. 35:
. Kpasm kpasseBa [lapuje XucracnoB cun, ['anatu pody (doulos) ceome oBako roopu...“ 3a
nepcujckor ,,Bazana” (bandaka) Bunetu Briant 2002, 324-325.

16 O Jlenckor caBe3a o ATuHcKor mapera: Meiggs 1972; Rhodes 1992.
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Bpemenom, cenumire 1 6narajaa CaBesa cy NMpeHeTH y ATHHY, CKyTI-
IITUHA CaBE3HHMKA jeé UTHOpHCAHA a aTWHCKAa HapoJHa CKYIIITHHA je
YMECTO H€ JIOHOCHJIA O/IITyKe U 3aKoHe 3a 1eo Cases. Kao nmocnenuia,
JAaBWJIO ce CBE LIEHTPAJIM30BaHHje [IApCTBO, KOJUM Cy ATHUIaHU U HU-
Xx0Ba (1oTa BIIaJiaau YBPCTOM pyKom.!?

Y BOjHOM TIOTJIENTY, OBAaKBO CTaHE j€ 3aXTEBAJIO HEMIPECTAHY TPHU-
IPEMJbEHOCT 3a paT. Y CTBApH, y NIEPHOY IOCIe [lepcujckux patosa,
ATHHA je BOUIIa BOjHE TIOXOJIE TOKOM JIBE Ol CBake TpU roauHe. TokoM
TNeproaa Of CefAMJIECeT TOMHA, CTPYKTypa Mohu Koja je KOHTpOIHCa-
na npubmkHo 200 3ajennnua oko Erejekor Mopa 1 BaH hera JpKaHa
je Ha OKyIy IyTeM HEeIPEKHIHOT BOJHOT aHI'aKOBarba rpahjaHCKor Tera
Koje HuKajza Huje ouino Behe ox, perumo, 50.000 spyau. Tykuana je y
NOTITYHOCTH CBECTaH 0BOI mocturuyha. ¥ gysenom IlorpeGHoM roso-
PY, OZP>KaHOM Ha JAPXKABHO] CaXpaHU OHMX KOjU Cy MaJiv y MPBOj TOIU-
iy [lenornioneckor para (431), on cTtaBpa y ycTta Iepukiia noxsaiy yry-
heHy TpuMa resepanyjamMa ATHEbaHA: IPELEMA KOJH Cy 04yBalIU CIIO-
6ony (y Ilepcujckum patoBuMa), O4eBHUMAa KOjH Cy CTBOPUIIU IIAPCTBO
BJIACTHTOM KPBJBY H 3HOJEM, T CaBPEMCHO] I'CHEpaLMjH KOja je ,,joI
BHILIC y CBEMY OCHaXKHJIa ApXKaBy U CHaOJiela | TaKo Jla cama MOXe Jia
3a/[0BOJBH CBOje MOTpebe 'y paty u'y mupy ™ (11 36).

JIBe roguHe KacHUje, Kaja cy ATHHaHU OWJTH TIOTO)eHH eTHIeMU-
JOM M CIIapTaHCKHMM IYCTOLICHEM IUXOBE OKonuHe, [lepukie je ymo-
TpebHo XJIaHU]je PEeYH /1a TOBpAaTH MOpal ATHIbaHa:

3HajTe 1a ATHHA Y 1IeJI0M CBETY YXKHBa HAjCIIaBHH]E UME, 3aTO IITO
HE TOMyIITa y HeBoJhaMa U IITO je y PaT YIOXKHUIIa U MHOTOOPOjHE KH-
BOTE U TPyl U Jia cajia uMa Hajeehy cruty Koja je uKaj, CBe JI0 JIaHAIIber
naHa, nmocrojana. CrioMeH Ha HheHY BEIMUYHUHY... TpeOa Ja ce 3ayBeK mpe-
Jla TIOTOMCTBY: [A 1mITa je To mTo he motomMcTBO na mamTu?] Kako cmo
Mu, kao XeseHu, Biajainu Hajsehum Opojem Xenena y Hajeehinm paro-
BUMa KOj€ CMO BOJWJIM MTPOTHB HAIIIET HEMIPHUjATEIha... KAKO CMO JKHUBEIH
y jeTHOj IprKaBH Koja je y cBeMy Omta Hajooratuja u Hajeeha. (11 64; mpes.
Jymanka O6panosuh)

[TonoBo, BenuumnHa je oapeheHa uCKIby4nuBO paToM, odeaama,
XKpTBaMa paju 3ajeIHUYKe MOhH — OTBOPEHO pedeHo, ofpeleHa je Koau-
YMHOM KPBH I10 TJIaBM CTAHOBHMKA KOja j€ IPOJIMBEHA 3a CIaBy JprKa-
Be. A Taj JaHaK y KPBH OHO je BPIJIO BUCOK. Y j€IHO] jeIWHOj TOIUHH,
460, camo jenHa ox aecet ¢uia (jeanHuna rpahaHcke opraHu3alyje)
3abenexuna je ry6HTaI< on 177 mwynu (mpubnuxuo 3,5 no 4,5% cBux
OIpaciuX JbyJH), KOJU Cy OTUHYJIH y 6opOama Ha KI/Ipr, y Erunry,
@enukuju u I'puxoj. Y noxony Ha Erunar negecetux ronuHa V Beka,

170 AtunckoM napcTBy, Bugetn Meiggs 1972; Schuller 1974.
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3aMHIIJBCHOM Kao MOJPIIKA JEJHOM YCTaHKY IPOTHB IIEPCH]CKOT Kpa-
Jba, u3ryomo je >kuBotT oko 8000 rpahana; mpubIMKHO | JesaH o1 CBaKHX
cenaMm onpaciux rpahana mymkor nona. Hajmame 10.000 je nzry6speno
y katactpodu Ha Cunmunuju 415—-413, a 28.000 y unraBom Ilenonone-
CKOM paTy, M0 YHjeM OKOHYamy je yKymnaH Opoj rpahana mao Ha Mame
071 onoBKHe npeaparHor 6poja.’® Ako oBe pasmepe ynopeanmo ca ca-
BpPEMEHUM Jp)KaBama, pasyMmeheMo u 3Hauyaj THX nudapa: oHe JaIeKo
MpeBasmIase Yak u Opoj MOrHHyInxX y Jpyrom CBETCKOM pary.

Par je urpao orpomHy yiory y xusory rpahana. CadyBaHu H3B0opH
Ha MHOTO HAa4MHA WUIYCTPY]y U y30yheme U M3pasuTy MasoqyIIHOCT
KOj€e cy n3a3uBaje nodese U HeycrnecHu y pary. ATUBbaHU cy OMIIM YCIIo-
BJbEHU, O IETUEHCTBA J0 CTAPOCTH, J]a O PaTy U O IapCTBY CTEYCHOM
paToM, MHUCIIE Ka0 O HEUeMYy HEOITXOJHOM, KOPUCHOM, YaK U TIO’KEJHHOM.
Ha aropu cy, Ha npumep, cTajajie Tpu XxepMme, CTyOOBH ca IJ1aBoM Oora
Xepmeca. [lecma ykiiecana Ha BHMa IPOCIIaBJbalia je yerex ATumaHa
Han [lepcujaniuma y Tpakuju 476. ronune.!® HaBemhy camo nBa au-
cTHXa:

OBH Heka cToje Kao CIOMEHHMK LITO je ATHHA NOAMIIIA CBOjUM Bohama,
MOYaCT 32 MyKOM H3BOjeBaHe M0OEIE, 3aCITy>KEeHe JIeJIMa BaJbaHHM.
OHU 1ITO J1071a3€ MOCJIC HeKa YUTajy U Ha OBOM CIIOMEHUKY Hek’ Haljy
xpabpocT,
na OW 3a 9acT oTalonHe ¢ MoAjeAHAKOM Xpadporhy TOIIIH y par.

[Topyka ce He moxe uckaszatu jacHuje! Ox mmanux rpahana ce
OUYEKHMBAJIO J1a OTIOHAIIIA]Y CBOj€ MPETKE U Ja ,,3a 4acT OTallOuHE ¢ Mo/I-
jennakom xpaOporhy moly y pat!* Ympaso je oBo ocehame, npe cro-
THUHY TOANHA, o1Bykj0 EBpony y IIpBu cBeTCKH par.

[onuTHuku, ATHHCKMM IIAPCTBOM Cy KOJIEKTMBHO YIIPaBJbad
rpalhanu rpaga-ip>kaBe WM, Kako Cy TO caMu ['piu cxBataiiu, Ip:kaBe
rpahana. ,,I'pax unne spyau! y3BHKyje jenaH aTHHCKH BOjCKOBOha KO
Tykunuaa. Hagasbe, y HGHOCpeI[HO] BE3U ca (1)OpMI/IpaH)€M BUXOBOT
1apcTBa, ATHE:@HH Cy PasBUIM HAJpaJUKAIHU]y ACMOKDATH]y 3aMH-
CIIUBY Yy PCBHOM CBETY, IIPBY Y CBETCKO] HCTOPHH. 20 TTorto mapcTBa
YIJIaBHOM CTBapajy U kHMa yIpaBibajy MoHapcu (cetute ce Kupa, Anek-
cannpa, Kapna Benukor), monekan apucrokparuje (Pum), oaj ciyuaj
j€ Ha CBaKM HauMH HU3y3eTaH.

Camu ATHaHH Cy OWITH MMOTIYHO CBECHU Be3e M3Mehy napcTBa
u nemokpatuje. Oxo 430. r. jeaH aHOHUMHHU MTPOTUBHUK JIEMOKpaTH]je

18 Aruncku ry6unm: Strauss 1986, 179—182; Hansen 1988, 14-28.

19 Ecxun 111 183185 (,,Ejoncku emurpamu’, mpes. C. Adams [Loeb Classical Library]).
O ynosu pata 'y Atunu, Bugetn Meier 1990b; Hanson 2001; Raaflaub 2001.

20 mmepuja u nemokpatuja: Raaflaub et al. 2007, rnasa 5. ,,I'paj unHe spyau‘ — Thuc.
VII 76, 7. O atnHCKO] neMoKkpatuju yormite, Buaetu Bleicken 1994; Hansen 1999.

16



MOKYIIIA0 je ja 00jacHHM jenaH ynaJbiB IMapaoKc: MPUHIUIN KOjH T10-
OYTIHPY AEMOKPATH]Y Y BETOBOM T'pajly Cy MOTIYHO CMHUCIICHH, UAKO
CBaka rmaMeTHa — mTo he pehu: apucTokparcka — ocoda 3Ha J1a je JeMo-
KpaTuja jejaH CacBUM arcyplaH cucTeM jep naje moh ,,0ymamama®, Tj.
CHpPOMAIITHUM, He0Opa30BaHUM, UPAIMOHATTHUM M MOpaJTHO MH(EpH-
OpHUM HMXHUM Kjacama. Yak u Tako, OH MpU3HAje:

[IpaBuuHO je 3a cupoMamntHe u oOudHe Jsynae (demos) y ATHHHU 1a
MMajy BHILE O OHUX AOOPOT MopeKia u 0oraTux, jep cy OOMYHH JbyaAH
TH KOjH /1ajy nocajie 3a Oponose u omoryhyjy rpany na oyne mohan... y
MHOTO Behoj MepH Hero XOIUIUTH, JbyIU JOOPOT TTOpeKIa U, YOIIIITE, 0-
ope knace. Kaz je To Beh Tako, yiHHM ce /1a je MpaBUYHO CBUMa OTBOPUTH
HOPUCTYT jaBHUM (QyHKLHjaMa... U 1a C€ CBAKOM rpaljaHuHy IOMyCTH Aa
TOBOPH, aKO JKeln.2!

Oga u3jaBa, Koja TIoBe3yje Boij cnocoOHOCT rpahaHa ca lUXOBUM
NONUTUYKUM [PaBUMA, HYIH JEJHO MPArMaTHYHO ONpPABIAE IEMO-
kpatuje. IlpubmmkHo y nero Bpeme, Xeponor je pajuo Ha CBOjO] MOHY-
MeHTalHOoj uctopuju Ilepcujckux patoBa. KomenTtapurryhu aTuHcke
nobesie mociie MpoTepuBama TUpaHa y mo3HoM VI BeKy, OH HariaiiaBa
3HA4aj JeHAKOCTH U CI000E:

U Atuna ce Taga jako ocHaXkd. JacHo je... kakBa mpeumyhcTBa uma
cino6ona. Jlok cy ATumaHu Oviy 1oJl Bianrhy TupaHa, HUCY OHMIIH jaqn
Y paTy HU OJf JeAHOT OJ CBOJUX CyCe/a; a KaJl Cy Ce ONPOCTHIIH Off THpa-
Ha, II0CTau cy npsu Mehy muma. CacBUM je pasyMIbUBO Ja ce, JOK Cy
O poOOBH, HUCY TPYAMIH J1a Oyay 1oOpH BOJHUIH, jep OU TO MIILIO
Ha KOPUCT HACWJIHMKY; HAIPOTHUB, Kaja Cy MOCTaIH clI00OHHU, U KaJl
Ce paJuiio 0 BUXOBOM J00py, cBakH je nao cBe ox cebde. (V 78; nmpes.
M. Apcenuh)

OnpaBname Kpo3 ycrex Ouio je, y cTBapH, Hajjaud apryMeHT y
MIPUJIOT IGMOKPATHjU. A ycIieX IeMOKpaTHje OO je oudeH, Bpiao Moh-
HO W YTNaJJbHBO, KPO3 HEHO MapcTBO. Jlomanano ce To HaMa WK He:
IIPBO LIAPCTBO Y MCTOPHjU 3ariaja CTBOPHO je jeliaH IeMOKPATCKH Ipaj.
Jomr jenan MHTEPEeCaHTaH napasoKc!

Wneonoruja xoja je npapnana aTHHCKO BOHCTBO U BIIAJIaBHHY CE
3acHHMBAJIa Ha TBPIHH Ja je ATHHA Jana JJaBOBCKHU JIONPUHOC CllacaBa-
Y CBUX y XeJNaju, TaKo IIITO je CIpeduria mopodsbaBame o cTpane [lep-
cWjaHana, u Ha obehamy na he ATHHa HacTaBUTH ca OIOPaHOM T'pUKe
crnobozie o Ilepcuje u Tupana xoje cy Ilepcujanium yeronuunian. Y obe-
Ma TBp/HhaMa, HJICO0JIOTHja ce y CYIITHHH 3aCHUBAJIA HA CII000/IH.

21 pseudo-Xenophon, Aiwuncku yciuas 1 2 (mpeseneHo kox Bowersock-a 1968; Moor-a
1975; Osborne-a 2004).
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CJIOBOAA 11 UMIIEPUJAJIN3AM

logune 432, kaga cy Cnapta ¥ HB€HU CaBE3HUIM pa3Marpaliu jia
T 1a KpeHy Opy’KjeM MpoTuB AtuHe, TYKUIUI CaolIlITaBa aa cy ce
ATUHCKY TIOCTaHUIY OOpaTUIIN CKYIITHHU. ATUHA HUje yUUHUIA HU-
ITa, TBPIWJIM CYy OHH, IITO OW y TaTHM OKOJTHOCTHUMA OWJIO HeTpuMe-
PEHO WJIM IITO HEKO ApYyTH, YKibyuyjyhu u Crnapty, He Ou ypaauo Ha
BeHOM MecTy. KoHKpeTHO, y3au3ame ATHHE OMIIO je CAacBUM 3acilyKe-
HO U MOTIIYHO OIPaB/JaHO jep cy Ha Maparony camu noryxu Ilepcu-
jaHne a 3a nobeny koxn CajmamMuHe Cy Aajid HajBUIIEe OPOJOBA M HAjCIIO-
COOHUjer 3aloBEIHUKA, U jep Cy MOKa3alHl HEeMOKoJIeObUBY XpaObpocCT.
JXpTBOBaM Cy CONCTBEHU I'PaJl M CTABUIIM CBE Ha KOIIKY PaJH OIIITET
nob6pa Xenaze. Jla cy ouryuuiiu apyraduje u HArOJIUIIH CE C Iepcujan-
uuma, Xenazna 6u 6una ocyhena Ha npomact. JIBe mojexnHOCTH 3acTy-
XKYjy BUIIIE TTAXKHHE: TBPIa ATHHE J1a je criacia ciodoxy Xenaze, U 1o-
JTATHYKE W HCOTOIIKE KOHCCKBEHIIE KOje Cy H3BYYCHE U3 T¢ TBPAHC.

ATHIHAHH CY YECTO HCTUIAIIN CBOjE 3aCIyTe y HepCI/I_]CKI/IM paro-
BIMa — y TOJIMKOj MEPH J1a je TO [OCTAlO ,,cTapa Npuya‘ i 1a je Jby/Iu-
Ma JI0jaTiIIo J1a je CIylajy CBe Bpeme.22 Y aHTHIH je OWJIO OIIITEe MPH-
xBaheHo Ja JOOPOUYMHCTBO 3HAYM U 00aBe3y O] CTpaHEe OHOra KO ra
npuma. Crora je 1 ATHHa, ¢ 10OpHM pa3ino3uMa, oOueKuBaia 1a Oyne
CIIaBJbCHA U MOIITOBaHA 3a CBOje 3aciyre. Kaxo je u3 Ilepcujekux pa-
TOBA M3alllJla Ka0 BeJIMKa BOJHA CHUJIA, HEeH 3aXTEB 32 BohcTBOM je 61O
TIO/[jeTHAKO HEOCTIOpaH U 'y ,,JIeHCKOM casesy*. [Ipobiemu cy ce jaBuin
TEK OHJIa KaJia je ATHHA OBO ONpaBJamke MPOIIKpHIIA Ja 00yXBaTH He
camMo XereMoHHjy y caBe3y Beh u BiacT Haja HapcTBoM. YmoTpeba 3a-
cIIyra 3a c10001y 1a ce OnpaB/ia MMIICpHjaIHa BIacT HaJ| 0cI00oheHn-
Ma — o je W3a3Bajio OTIIOP, U TO CBE BUIIE KaKO Cy ATHIbAaHU YTBphU-
BaJli M LIMPUJIIU CBOjY BJIACT. 70 je 3a MOoclenily uMalio 1a ATuHa Oyze
o0enexxeHa Kao rpaja-tTupanuH. Ha iioj ocHOBH je To3uB 3a ociio0oheme
XeleHa 1mocTao CcrapTaHCKu ,,00jHU TOKINY 3a ci1obony* y Ilemonone-
CKOM pary.

XepomaoT je y MOTIyHOCTH OMO cBecTaH oBor nmpobiema. Ha jennom
MecCTy y cB0joj Hciopuju, kana ce Kcepkc cripema a mohe y uHBa3ujy
I'puke, oH niue:

Mopawm 51a u3pa3uMm jeTHO MUIIIJbEHk-E KOje MHOTUMa Hehe OuTH 1mo
BOJBH... [la cy ce, HanMme, ATHE-aHU U3 CTpaxa Mpej onacHomhy OBy KIH

22 Crapa npuya‘: vup. Thuc. I 73: IlITo ce, mehyTum, THue [lepcujckux paToBa U CBUX
oHHX norahaja Koje U camMu 3HaTe, TOTPEOHO je 1a ce ¥ OHH CIIOMEHY, HaKO TO MOKe OUTH H JI0-
canHo, Oyayhu na ce cranHo uctuuy y npsu mian”. VI 89: ,,Hu mu, Hanme, ca Halle cTpaHe, He-
hemo ce KOpUCTHTH JISIM pedrMa: Kako ¢ IPaBOM BJIalaMo 3aTO IITO CMO OHEJIN To0e Iy Hal
IMepcujaniMa, WK 12 CMO JIOLIUTH 14 BAC HATAHEMO 3aTO IITO CMO MPETPIIEN HEKY HelpaBIy
Hyznehu BaM y jetHOM Iory»keM roBopy Hemto y mTa Hehere BepoBatu‘ (pes. /1. O6pamosuh).
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U3 CBOjE 3eMJbe, HJTH JIa Cy e, He TIOBYKaBILH ce, npeaanu Kcepkey, He ou
HUKO HH MOKYIIA0 J]a c€ Ha MOPY CYNPOTCTaBU Kpasby. A na ce Keepkey
HHUKO HHje CyIpOTCTaBHO Ha Mopy, [[lepcujaniin OM JaKO MOKOPHIIH U
ocratak ['puke]... A oBako je CUTYPHO Ja HHje HUMAJIO TIOTPEIINO OHaj
KO je pekao aa cy ATumaHu craciu Xenafny... CBojoM OTyKoM j1a Xe-
Jajia OCTaHe U JaJbe cI000HA, OHU CY OXPaOpHIIM U CBE OcTajie XeJeHe
KOjU HUCY NpU3Haau nepcujcky piact... (VI 139; npes. M. Apcenuh)

Hakne, ATumaHu jecy OUIU CIACHOIM TPUKe cliobozae. XepoaoT
HarjamaBa OBaj 3aKJbyyYaK jOII CHa)KHU]E Ha JEJIHOM KAaCHH]EM MECTY,
kana ce 479. nepCHjCKH BojckoBoha Mapponwuje, koju je y ['pukoj octao
ca BEJIMKOM apMHjOM, CIIPeMao J1a HacTaBH KOIHEHH 1oxoz. OH caja 1o-
KyIlIaBa [a MOJIe]IN HelprjaTesba i NPpHA00Kje ATHIbaHE Ha IEPCH]CKY
crpany. OH M Hy/H TIOBOJbaH YTOBOP O CaBe3y M IPYKY TCPHTOPH]Y 110
1300py Jia BOME BIIa/iajy. ATHESAHH TaKO MMajy NMPHIIMKY 1a O4yBajy
COIICTBEHY cJI0O00/Ty U J1a Ce MPOUIMPE Ha IITETY CBOJUX CaBE3HUKA.

CrnaprtaHiy, 030UJbHO Y3HEMUPEHH, PEKIINHAIU Cy UX Ja HE MPH-
XBaTe OBY MOHYAY, 03MBajyhul ce Ha aTUHCKY BJIACTUTY UJEOJIOTH]Y:
,,YocTanom, Ouio 6u yKacHo J1a CBU XeJIeHU MOCTaHy POOOBH KPHBH-
1IOM Bac ATHmbaHa, KOjU C€ C IIPaBOM TMOHOCUTE J1a CT€ OyBEK MOMa-
rajyd MHOTHM Hapoauma aa noctany ciaodonuu‘ (VIII 142).

ATHUaHH Cy OATOBOPUIIN MEPCHJCKOM M3ACIAHUKY: ,,3HAMO TO U
camu n1a Kcepke nma HeKonHKo myTa Behy BOjcKy HEro Mu... Ay Haiia
Jby0aB mpema ca000/11 je ToauKa J1a hemo ce OpaHuUTH JOKJe roj Oy-
neMo Moriu. Hemoj Hi MOKyIIaBaTH Jja HAC HATOBOPHIII JIa CKIIOIIMO
MHD Ca BapBapruHOM, jep Te Hehemo mocmymarn. A caj jaBu Maprionujy
na ok oyae CyHIle UIIUIO UCTUM TTYTEM KOJUM M caja uje, Hehemo ce
Hukaaa nomuputu ca Keepkcom...” (VIII 143).

CrnapTaHCKUM TMOCTAHUIIMMA Cy PeKsn: ,,Hema Ha cBeTy Tor 371ara
HUTH TaKo Jierie U Oorare 3eMJbe YUMe OM HaM ce MOTJIO IJIATHTH Ja
no6poBospHO npehemo Ha ctpany Ilepcujanana u ga nomoruemo na Xe-
Jana majgHe y porctBo‘. 3amrto? 300r 3ajefHMYKE 00aBe3e /1a ce OCBe-
TH TIEPCH]CKO YHHIITABAbE IPYKMX XPaMOBa H 300T IPUKOT jeIHHCTBA
KPO3 CPOJICTBO, je3UK 1 0buuaje. ,,.bumo 6u cpamota 1a Atutanu Oyny
m3najuuny ceera tora™ (VIII 144; mpes. M. ApceHHh)

U 3aucra: 6uno je cpamotal! KOHTpaCT j€ IIOKAaHTaH U CMUIILJbEH:
y TPEHYTKY Kaja je XepoaoT OBO MHcao, ATHHA jecitie CKIIONUIa MU
ca HepcnjaHuHMa 1 4aK je, y paHoj ¢gasu Ilemononeckor para, Tpaxu-
na nepeujeky nomoh nporus Crapre.?> Ocnoboauial je nocrao yrie-
TaBay, criacuTesb [ puke je mocTao THpaHUH.

23 Mup ca Ilepcujom: Bengston 1975, 64—69 (6p. 152); Fornara 1983, 97-103 (6p. 95);
Lewis 1992a, 121-127. Tpaxemwe nmomohu ox [epcuje: Lewis 1992b, 421.
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Kako cy ce caMmu ATumbaHu HOCHIIM Ca HETraTUBHUM HYCIIOjaBaMa
BJIACTHUTE MOJUTHUKE? Y CTBApHU, U HUCY OMIIM HApouuTO 3a0puHyTH. Hbu-
XOBO je 100a, YMHH ce, OMJIO TAKBO Ja Cy IIparMaTr3aM U peajin3am Ojl-
HEJIW MpeBary HaJl MOPAJIHUM JujieMama, 100a y KojeM ¢y JOMHUHHUPAIIN
ONTUMHU3aM M FOTOBO HEOTPAaHMYEHO YBEpEHE y JbylcKe MoryhHocTu
W Harpenak. 3acHUBajyhu cTaB Ha MaKJBUBOM pa3MaTpamy pacriolio-
KUBUX pecypca, [lepukiie je cmMarpao Aa ce 4ak W BEJIIMKH paT MOXKe
popadyHaTH M CIPOBECTH ca curypHomrhy u noy3mamem.2* tberou
cyrpahanu cy JOCTHUIJIM UCTOPUJCKU BpXyHall, OlijeHH y30yhemeM Koje
je nonena moh. Panmju ycriecu ¢y 0OJUKOBAIH BbUXOB KOJICKTHBHH HIIN
,,HAIIMOHAITHU* KapaKTep: BUXOB 3aIITUTHU 3HAK OO je ,JUHUTH MHOTO'*
(polypragmosyne); oHU Cy NOCTaIH KpajibH ,,aKTUBUCTH* © UHTEPBEH-
[IMOHUCTH, CYIITA CYIIPOTHOCT CIIOPUX, OMPE3HUX U HE(PIEKCHOMITHIX
Crmapranara. OHE Cy yBeK OHIIH TaMO HETZIC Y MOKYIIIajy /1a CTeKHY JaJbe
IPEIHOCTH, OP3U 1 Jia ce OJULyYe H 1a Aelajy, HaIMONHO caMOoyBepeHH
M YIIOPHH: Kao 1ITo Ou TO mrxoBH Hajsehu Henpujaresbn, Kopunhanu,
PEKJIM: ,,3a BUX j€ caMO OHJIa NMPa3HUK Kajia 00aBJbajy CBOJY TyKHOCT
M 3aTO CMarpajy Ja je IOTIyHO Muposarme Beha Hecpeha Hero Haro-
paH pax. JexHom pquy OHHU HU CaMU HEMajy MHpa HUTH ApPYyTe Jby/e
nymTajy Ha Mupy** (mpes. [I. O6panosuh).2>

Kako To ApuctodanoBa npeactasa [liuuye nokasyje, u3rpajima
[IApCTBA je MMoCTala HEIITO TaKO MPUPOIHO 32 HUX JIa 1BA aTUHCKA Tpa-
hanuHa, 6exxehu o1 Myke mapHUYEHa y Ipay 3aTPOBAHOM MOJIUTHKOM
U Tpaxkehu yTounITe y HIUJINIHOM CBETY NITHIIA, YOP30 HABOJE CBOjE
nomahuHe 1a cTBOpe HapcTBo y Baznyxy. OBo uM omoryhasa aa 3aro-
crioZlape He caMo JbyIuMa Hero u 6orosuma.2% Ha kpajy, BUXOB BOba,
jenaH cacBUM IpoceuaH ATHaHUH, IPUMOpaBa 3eBca Jja My Ipea ro-
cohuuy LapeBuny (Basileia), Kojom ce ofiMax 3aTUM OXCHH, HCITYba-
Bajyhu cBoj Hajsehu can — 3a Curmynna ®pojaa 0Bo 6u Ouito mpasa
ro36a! HacympoTt Tome, HeKM MacuBaH, HEAHTA)XKOBaH TpahaHuH je y
CYIITHHH OO OECKOPHUCTAH 3a CBOjY 3ajeHUILY.

Hanasse, CriapTanim cy 6nin y caboj MOPaIIHOj MO3HIH]H 18 O
MOTJIM Jla KPUTHUKY]Y ATumane. Y _]eJIHOM paHujemMm YTOBOpY, CaMH Cy
IIPUXBATHIIH 11a OHH KOjH XKHBE Yy aTHHCKO] ChepH yTHIIaja HUCY HUIH-
ja Opura 10 aTUHCKa. YIpPKOC MpUTYyk0ama CrapTaHCKUX CaBE3HHUKa,

24 Thuc. I 140-144; 11 13. O aTUHCKO] ,,CBECTH O BJIACTUTUM CriocobHOcTHMA™: Meier
1990a, 186-221.

25 0 ,,aKTHBH3MY, YHECHY MHOTO TOra“ (polypragmosyne) Kao 0 THIMYHO] LIPTH aTHH-
CKOT' KOJIEKTHBHOT Kapakrepa, Buaetd Thuc. I 70. O aTHHCKOM KOHIENTY aKTHBHUX U MMACHB-
Hux (apragmon), Bunetu Thuc. 11 40, 61, 64; Carter 1986; Raaflaub 1994; Christ 2006; Demont
2009

26 O cTpacTH 3a H3rpaJlkOM HapcTa 'y ApuctohanosuM [limuyama, BAAETH, Ha IPH-
Mep, Konstan 1995, 29—44; ibid. 1997.
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ATHaHH Cy OWIM OIULyYHH y CTaBY [a HUCY HPEKPIININ yrOBOP, a
KacHHje cy HaBogHO 1 CriapTaHIM MPUXBATHIIU OBaj cTaB. Buie myTa
y TOKy para, CriapTaHIIy Cy OWUITM CIIPEMHH JIa CKJIOTIE MUP Ha TEMeJbY
status quo, 3aneMapyjyhu u cBoje caBe3nuke u ciobony Xenena. la ce
caMo ATHHA CIIO’KHJIA J1a OTyCTaHe Of EKOHOMCKE OJI0Ka ie IPOTHB CyCe-
He Merape, unTaB par ce morao u3dehu. Harnamasajyhu oBe acnekre,
Tyxkuaua oTkpuBa ciapTaHCKU OOJHH MOKJINY 32 CI000/y Ka0 CPEICTBO
nporarasze. JeAnHo je BakaH OMO HENoCpelaH CIapTaHCKU WHTEpecC.
VY oBom mnornieny, Criapta ce Huje mokasaa HUmTa 00J60M o Atune.2’

U Tako cy AtumaHu ClIeIIA JBOCTPYKY cTpaTterdjy. Criosba, oHU
Cy 3ay3eli CTaB KOji Cy OpaHWIIM aTUHCKHU nocianunu y Cnaptu: ATu-
Ha HUje YYMHWJIA HUIIITA JIOIIE U MopaJia je 1a OpaHH BJIACTUTY CJI000-
ay. lonyaunu cy ia mpuxBaTe MOCpeIoBambe U 00U J1a IPUXBATe
3axTeBe M3HETE Y BUAY YITHMATyMa. YYUHHUTH Tako, HHCHCTHPAO j&
[Tepukie, 6uo OM 3HAK MOKOPHOCTH, IIITO j€ HECTIOJUBO ca yaminy cjio-
OO/HOT YOBEKa MJIM CJI00O0MHOT Tpaja: ,,Jep, ako ce u Hajehu u Hajma-
M 3aXTEBH PaBHOIIPABHUX MAapTHEPA CyceauMa HE MOCTaBIbajy MO3H-
BalkEeM Ha MpaBy, Hero HapehewmeMm, oHaa ce paau o pornctBy* (Thuc.
I 141; npes. /1. O6panoBuh). 3aHUMIBKBO je Ja c€ TParuykKu MECHUK
Eypunua, nako 4ecTo KpUTHYAH MpeMa MOJUTHIINA CBOTA Irpaja v mbe-
roBUM Bolhama, u3riiesa ciaxe. Y TO BpeMe, Harmucao je apamy Xepaxio-
6a deya, Koja ucKa3zyje ucty nopyky. [ macauky Eypucreja, XepakioBor
CMPTHOT HeIIpHjaTesba, KOjU 3aXTeBa H3PYUCH:E JACLE OBOT Xepoja, Koja
Cy HOTPaXXWIa yTOYUIITE Ha aTHHCKO] TEPUTOPHJU, U KOJU TO YHHH Y
o0nuKy ynrumaryma, nperehu patom y cinydajy ondujama, aTHHCKU
MPEACTaBHHUK OJrOBapa OBaKo:

Jep momycTuM iim, onTap a MU CTpaHall Taj
Can mipeHH, apxkat hy y 3eMJbH CII000IHO]
Jla HujecaM U ol aprUBCKOT J1a CTpaxa ja
Te npubjerape nzgax.
(243-246; yn. 284-287; pes. K. Par, H. Majaapuh)

Y cBOM roBOpy Ha caxpaHu nanux Arumana, [lepukie Hariamiasa
1a ,,MH CBOj€ MpHjaTeJbe CTUIEMO BHIIE —— yCIIyTe Hero rnpuma-
jyhu ux ox Apyrux... A MM CMO jeTUHU KOjU APyTUMa KOPUCTUMO, U TO
HE U3 HEKOT padyHa, HeTro U3 yBepema ja cMo cioboxnu jeyaun’ (Thuc.
IT 40). Ma kakBa OmJia mpaBa UCTHHA O OBOME, Y TOM TPEHYTKY ATH-
BaHH Cy CBAKaKO OHMIIM YBEPCHH JIa j¢ IBUXOB LWk PaBeJaH 1 aa he
cTora u OOroBM OMTH HA FLUXOBO] CTPaHHU.

27 MupoBHH yrosop u3 446: Bengston 1975, 74-75 (6p. 156). CriapTaHCKO npu3Hame:
Thuc. VII 18; mupoBHe nonynae: IV 15-41; Merapa: 1 139. Cnaprancku 60jHH TOKJINY 32 CIIO-
0oy kao mpomaranaa: Raaflaub 2004, 193-202.
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C npyre ctpane, ATUI-aHH Cy CHOJBAIIH0] KPUTHIIM THPAHCKE BJIa-
JTaBUHE CBOT I'pajia HaJl UMIEPH]jOM CyIpPOTCTaBHJIN BIACTUTY HJIEOJIO-
rujy ciobone. Ako OM OMIIM IPUTUCHYTH Y TIOJIEMUIIH, YaK CY U aTUHCKU
JTUACPH MpUXBaTaIu npumendy o Tupanuju. Taxo je yunnuo u Ilepu-
KJIE Y CBOM IOCJIEJH-EM IOBOPY: ,,Jep BIACT KOjy BU cajia Ip>KUTE jecTe
THpPAHCKa BIIACT, a U3TJIe/Ia Jla CE€ OHA 33/100Mja HEMPaBIOM; BEIUKa je,
MmehyTum, onmacHOCT ako ce oHa ucmyct u3 pyky* (Thuc. I 63; ym. 111
37; mpes. [I. O6panoBuh). Anu jenHO MO3UTUBHUjE TIEIUIITE OUTIO je
MHOT0 Oosbe. Taxo je pekao [lepukie y roBopy KOji caM HABEO paHH]e:
Mu nmamo Hajsehe me jep Mo 3a100min Hajsehy Moh o1 cBUX IpYKHX
rpajoBa MKaja, 3al00MJIM CMO HajBUIIe N0Oea U yCIOCTaBUIM CBOJY
BJIACT HAJI BEJIMKUM Opojem Tpajosa. ,,J HUje HaM MOTPeOHO Ja HaC
XoMep y MecMH CllaBu, HUTH HEKU APYTH MECHUK — KOju OH, ToyIIe,
MOTao J1a HaM NpPY’KU TPEHYTHO Y)KHMBam€, ajli OW OBAKBOM IpHUKa-
3uBamy Jorahaja nmocie mMorja HayAUTH UCTUHA... 3a CBOje CMeJIe TO/-
BUTE OTBOPHJIM CMO ITYT y CBHM 3eMJbaMa U HAa CBUM MOpPHMA U CBYZa
MIOCTAaBUJIN Hempoia3He cnioMeHuke 1oopa u 3ma‘ (11 41; npes. 1. O6pa-
JoBHN).

Jlako je pazymeTH TBPIY A je jenaH rpaj Ha_]BehI/I Aunu [lepukie
yjeHo MHCHCTHPA 713 Cy ATHHY Y HBEroBO BpEME ,,jOLI BHUIIIE Y CBEMY
OCHaXXHJIN™ | J1a je ,,CHaOJIeBeHa TaKo Jla caMa MOYKe J1a 3aJI0BOJBH CBO-
je motpebe u 'y paty u'y mupy* (Il 36, mperxonHo HaBeneHo). ATHHCKa
npencTana o ceOM je yKJbyurBasia MOTITYHY CaMOJIOBOJBHOCT (autarkeia).8
Kaxo oBo Moxxe Outu uctuna?

Behuna anTuukux ayTopa ce ciaxke /a je caMOJI0BOJBHOCT HAeall
KOjU MOTY J1a JOCTUTHY camMO OOrOBH, MyJIpally U OHU KOJU HEMa]y HH-
KakBHUX MoTpeda. Yak ce u 3ajefHUIA OCIama Ha JAPYTre Ja 3a70BOJbU
corcTBeHe noTpede. A umnak, npema TyKuaum0BoM Iepukiy, ATnmbannu
Cy MpEBa3HILIH TaKBa OrPaHHYCIbA Ha J[BA HAYMHA. JenaH je To 1a rmo-
jenMHaIl HaJla3W y OBOM Ipaay HajooJbe yclioBe 3a cio0o1aH pasBoj
CBOj€ JJMYHOCTH, y MPABILy CBECTPAHE M CAMOCTAJIHE BPJIMHE PajH Ipe-
TBaparba y CaMOJ0BOJbHY 0CO0y (soma autarkes). 29 U xao 3ajenHuIa,
Taxohe, ATHHA 3aBHCH O jeHe Behe 3ajeIHHUIIe, CIIOJBHOT CBETA, YaK 1
M3BaH IPaHALIA CBOTA LAPCTBA, Al & CBEJE/HO CaMONOBOJBHA, jep je Y
CTamby Jia CBOJOM CHJIOM OCHTYpa JIa CBE IbeHE MoTpede Oyxy TpajHo 3a-
noBosbeHe. Tako je KOHIENT CaMOZIOBOJbHOCTH (autarkeia) cjajHO HCKO-
pumthen 3a Tpujymdanny KapakTepusanujy jeaHe u3y3eTHe, TOTOBO
Ha/JbYJICKE, U JIOCJIOBHO aICOyTHE CIIOCOOHOCTH 3a caMoopehemeM

28 O caMOJOBOJBHOCTH K0 O MOJMTHYKOM KOHIENTY, BuaeTH Raaflaub 2004, 184—187.

29 Thuc. IT 41 (Tlepukiie): ,duHE MU ce Jia je CBaKK 40BEK Mel)y Hama criocobaH jaa ca
13BECHOM JakohoMm u okpeTHoIhy panu cBe Moryhe mociose; u fa caMm cebu Oyzae moTIyHO
TIOBOJbAH (soma autarkes)®.
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KQJy je caMo jeliaH rpaj ycreo aa JIOCTHTHE M KOJy je Y CyNepiIaTUBHOM
00nuKy ,,HajcaMOIOBOJbHU]ET rpana‘ (autarkestate polis) o0yxBaTuo
aTHHCKY BEJIMYMHY, BIIACT U TIOTIYHY HE3aBUCHOCT.

OBgne cy Ha MecTy ABe mpuMenoe. TakBa MOHOMOIU3AIMja CaMOI0-
BOJBHOCTH OJI CTpaHe HajBeher rpaja Hy>KHO je 3Hauuia 030uJbHa Orpa-
HUYCHa HAMETHYTa IOTYHLEHUM TpaioBuMa. [I0BOJBHO je 1la ce ceTu-
MO KOHILIEHTpHcama TprosuHe y Erejckom mopy Ha [lupej u aTuHCcke
KOHTpOJIe TPEKOMOpPCKE TProBUHE U caobpahaja, koja je HarjameHa y
03JIOTJIAIIeHO] OJIoOKaau HaMeTHYTOj cycemano] Merapu.3? Kao apyro,
Kao0 IIITO CE MOTJIO M OYEKMBATH a IITO Cy MOTBpAUIIA 00a HCTOpHYApa
caBpeMeHa OBUM Jorahajuma, oBa aTMHCKa TBpAKA HHje nprxBaheHa
6e3 ocropaBama. Cam Tykuauna npumehyje, y cBOM OIUCY BEJIUKE I10-
IIACTH KOja je OmycToImuiIa ATHHY Y paHoj da3u para, 1a ce HUjeaHa ca-
MOJIOBOJbHA 0c00a (HUjeHa soma autarkes) HUTIE HHje MOTJIa BUACTH. !
[Nomacr, unju je onuc paau Beher edexra cmemTen ogmax y3 [logpeonu
2oeop u IlepukioBe HEyMepeHe MMoXBaJie IEMOKPAaTCKe ATHHE Kao HJie-
aJHe 3aje[JHHIIE, OTKPHBA MCIPa3HOCT OBOT naeana. CyodeHa ca yxa-
CHOM KPH30M, TaHKa Illa3ypa JPYIITBEHHX OJHOCA 1 1oOpor rpahaH-
CTBa je CIpaHa a HeOro/beHa JhYJICKA JKUBOTHIbA CE I0jaBbyje. Kpos
oxrosop jegHor myapana (CosoH) HajboraTijem 4oBeKy Ha CBETY (1Iu-
Ijcku Kpasb Kpes, Koju je ymao y uzpexy), XepoaoT HCTHYE Ja:

YoBek He MOKE J]a UMa CBE IIITO 3a)KeJd, Kao IITO HUjelHa 3eMJba HeMa
CBE IIITO jOj Tpeda... Ona KOja O] ’bMX UMa Ha PacronoKemy BehuHy mo-
TPCIIITHHA, Ta J& 3eMJba Haj00Jba. A TAKO U JEHO YOBEUM]C TEJIO HUjC
camo 110 cebu moBoJbHO. C jemHe cTpaHe UMa IITO MY je MOTPeOHo, a ¢
JIpyTe ocKyzeBa y HeueMy. Kaji HeKo oj1 Jbyir POXKUBH Y CBAKOM OOUIBY
M 3aJI0BOJbCTBY M yMpe JierioM cMphy, Taj je 10CTOojaH... 1a HOCH Ha3uB
cpehna goseka. (I 32; mpeB. M. Apcennh)

[MonyTt Tykunuaa, u XepogoT Harjamasa Jia HijeaHa ocoda 1 HU-
jenHa 3eMJba He MOTY OMTH caMOJI0BOJbHE. TaKBO IMPEKTHO OCIIOpaBa-
e MOTBphyje ayTeHTUYHOCT [IepuKioBe u3y3eTHE TBPIIbE.

Haj3an, He m3HeHahyje na cy ATumaHu CBOj rpaj Takohe crioMumba-
T ¥ K20 HajcTI000MHMjU o7 cBUX. [IeCHHK TCceyI0eCcXIIOBCKE TpareIn-
je Oxosanu Ilpomeitiej, Moxxa icane y oBo Bpeme (oko 430), momyiita
JEITHOM O] JIMKOBA Ja Kaxe: ,,CBe TEIIKO TH jeé OCUM BIIACTH HaJ| 003U-
Ma, jep ocuM JluBa HUKO HHUje ciodoman (49—50; npes. M. Bypuh).32

30 O ,,merapckoj ncedusmu’: Thuc. I 67; Plut. Per. 29 u naswe; de Ste. Croix 1972, 225 u
nasee; Hornblower 1991, 110-112. O Ilupejy 1 BeroBoj yJio3u Kao LEHTpPa erejcke TProBuHe:
Garland 1987; Raaflaub 1998, 22-26.

31 Thue. IT 51: ,,A mokasaJo ce Ja HujeJJaH OpraHu3amM, OM0 OH CHaXKaH WK ci1ad, Huje
caMm 1o cebu 1oBoJbaH 1a ce oxynpe (mpes. [I. O6panosuh); 1ocIoBHO ,,HUje OHIIO camMo0-
BOJBHOT TeJIa HJIH 0c00e, HUKaKBe soma autarkes®.

32 0 moryhem narymy ose npezacrase: Griffith 1983, 31-35.
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Jpyrum pednma, caMo je Kpasb 60roBa HCTHHCKH crobonan! CinyHO
je u ca ATHIbaHNMa: BHX0Ba MOh ¥ BIACT HAj APYTHMa rapaHTOBasa
je BHXOBY C1000/1y, YHYTap U M3BaH bHX0Be 3ajeHuie. Mnak, oxn cy
OTHUILUIH J1aJbe 33 jeflaH Npecyna Kopak. OHH Cy CIIOJUIIH CBO] JIOKaJIHU
OOJIMK BIIACTH (IEMOKpaTHja) ca CBOjJOM CIIOJbAIIE-OM Biialhy (L1apcTBO)
Jla Ou CTBOPHUJIM CBeOOyXBaTaH ,,HATKOHIIENT * MOhM M BJIACTH, M OHJIA
OBaj MOBE3aJIN ca CI000A0M. ATHHCKH JIEMOC, Bllafajyhu mpeko aeMo-
KpaTuje ATHHOM U MpeKko ATHHE UMIIEPHjOM, y>KHBAO je HajBehy, arnco-
nyTHY ciao6ony. OBaj KOHIIENT C€ MOTa0 U3PA3UTH CaMo ITyTEM CyTep-
JaTUBa, ,,HAJCIO00MHU]H Tpaa’, Koju koj TyKkuamuaa KOpUcTe IBOjUIIA
Bonehux Atumana.33

O6jaBe HuCy Ousie 1OBOJbHE. YIIPaBO y OBO BpeMe, ATUHaHH Cy
MOAMIIIM HA CBOjOj aropy BEJIMYAHCTBEHU HOBU TPEM (sfod), KOjU Cy
ynenuianu Oorumama noodene (Nikai) u nocsetmnu 3escy Ocnoboano-
1y, 00’)kaHCTBY Koje je IoMorJio Jia ce cnace ciobona ['puke y Ilepcuj-
CKUM paToBrMa.3* Temko aa ce MOXKe U 3aMUCIUTH BehH akT MpKoca.
VY ucto BpeMe Kaja Cy je HempujaTesby )KUIrocalld Kao Ipai-TUPAHUH a
CrnapTa npumnpemaia pat 3a ociodoheme XeneHa, ATHHa ce CTaBuiia
nof 3amtuty 3eBca Ociaoboauona U y oBoj rpal)eBUHE CUMOOTUYIHO
IpeACTaBUIIa CBOjy TIOHOCHY TBP/IbY, 3aCHOBaHY yIpaBO Ha CBOjO] BJla-
JIaBUHU HaJl XeJeHWMa, J1a je OHa HajcIo00aHU]1, HajBehu 1 Hajcamo-
JIOBOJbHUJU TPa.

IloHOBO, HECYMIBHBO Ja je TaKBa MOHOMOIM3AIHja C1000AE Of
CTpaHe Bﬂanajyhe CHIIC JOLII jaACHHU]e ITOKa3ala ,,0pO0IbaBabe™ OCTAINX
— ATHHa je y CTBapU HaBYKJIa IUIICIE EPCHjCKOT Kpasba — 1 Oap mie-
cHUK Eypunun Huje okiieBao jaa npuKa)xe Ha CLHEHM MOCIeInLe aTHH-
CKe UMIIepHjaTHEe TIOJUTHKE Y BeOMa TPAaruyHo] MpenCcTaBH, 1pojanke.
Hutu moxemo na 3abopaBumo aa 404. TH UCTH ATHUAHU, TIOPAXKECHU U
rinal)y HatepaHu Jia ce npenajy, kako To KecenodoHt nume, ,,MuciuiIu
Cy Jla ce He MOTY CIAacTH JIa He JOXKMBE OHO IITO Cy CaM¥ YHHIIIH, U
TO HE Kao Ka3Hy, Beh cy n3 o0ecTH 3710CTaBbaid Majie TPAJ0BE, CaAMO
3aTo mTo ¢y Omnm caBesHuw apyrux (Hell. 11 2, 10; npeB. Munena
Hymanuh).

33 Aruna kao Hajcnoboxuuju rpan (polis eleutherotate). Thuc. VII 68 [Hukwujal: ,,ITox-
cehao ux je Ha otanOMHy y K0joj Bianajy Hajeehe c10001e 1 Ha CBAKOIHEBHH KHBOT 0€3 MKa-
KBE IIPHUCHIIE 32 CBE KOju y Koj skuBe™. VI 89 [Ankubujan]: ,,A MU cMO CTajaid Ha 4ey [eor
HapoJa M CMaTpaliv Ja je MpaBo Ja cauyBaMo OBaj OOJNMK BJIaJaBHHA IO KOJUM je JpiKaBa
JIOCTHUTJIA CBOjy HajBehy Bennuuny u cinobony (megiste kai eleutherotate) u koju cMo Hacie-
nunu... (mpes. . O6panosuh).

34 Croa 3esca Ocno6omuoria: Travlos 1971, 527-533; Camp 1986, 105-107.
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3AKJBYUAK

VYkparko: ATuHa, 1akJie, CJIaBHA KOJIEBKA jeIHE of] HajBehuX enoxa
KyJITYPHOT y31U3aEba y Jby/ICKO] HCTOPHU]H, CIIACHIALL TPYKe clioboze y
Ilepcujckum paToBrMa, TBOPALL AEMOKPATH]E, H YTEMEIbHTE b CHCTEMA
MOJIMTHYKUX BPEIHOCTH KOjJH jOIII YBEK TOMHHUPA M HAIIUM XHBOTHMA
naHac (ciobona M jeqHaKOoCT, Ipe CBera) — Ta ucTa ATHHA je ToKa3aa
KaKoO C€ OBE BPEAHOCTU MOT'Y U30MAYUTH: npeTBapajth BohCTBO jen-
HOT cJI0OOTHOT CBETa y IapcTBO, Hamehyhn }IGMOKpaTI/I_]y JpyruMa KaKko
Ou cIryKHjia ’beHOM COTICTBEHOM MHTEpecy (LITO je aCHeKT KOju HHUCcaM
pasMaTpao Ha OBOM MECTY), H Kopuctehu ooty Kao H3roBop 3a HCKO-
puirhaBatse 1 yriseraBaibe. Bepyjem na Huje Hi I0TpeOHO HarvalaBa-
TH KOJIMKO j¢ CBE OBO M3y3€THO Ca/[pyKajHO U 3a HALLE BIACTUTO BpeMe. 3
3ancTa Bpeau pa3MUIILIBATA O AaHTUYKO] HCTOPHjH!
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Kurt A. Raaflaub
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KRIEG IST ALLER DINGE VATER:
DIE POLITIK DES KRIEGES, IMPERIUMS UND
DER FREIHEIT IN DEMOKRATISCHEN ATHEN

Zusammenfassung

Athens ,,goldenes Zeitalter* verkorpert aus unserer modern Sicht eine Epoche
der GroBe und Bliite in Kultur und Humanismus. Dafiir zeugen uns der Parthenon,
Phidias’ Skulpturen, Sophokles’ Tragddien, Aristophanes’ Komddien, Thukydides’
Geschichtswerk und die Anfénge sokratischer Philosophie. Die Zeitgenossen dage-
gen verbanden ,,Grofe offenbar nur selten mit kulturellern Leistungen, sonder sa-
hen sie als Resultat bemerkenswerter kriegerischer Erfolge, prizedenzloser Macht
und Herrschaft und grenzenloser Freiheit, errungen von Biirgern, die aufgrund einer
tief-priagenden biirgerlichen Ideologie ihre Pflicht in der Wahrung und Vergroferung
der militdrischen und politischen Macht ihrer Gemeinde sahen. Athen war das erste
griechischen Staatswesen, das ein Seereich geschaffen und das Prinzip der Demo-
kratie so weit verwirklicht hatte, wie es damals tiberhaupt denkbar war. Herrschaft
nach auBen und Demokratie im Innern bedingten sich gegenseitig. Das Engagement
der Biirger in ihrer Gemeinde war einmalig in der Weltgeschichte; das Mal} an Macht
und Freiheit, das sie genossen, blieb danach wiahrend mehr als zwei Jahrtausenden
unerreichbar. Aber ausgehungert und erschopft war dieses selbe Athen fiinfundzwan-
zig Jahre nach Perikles’ Tod gezwungen, der Krieg verloren zu geben und wére beinahe
zerstort worden. Dieser Beitrag lotet die Spannungen und Widerspriiche aus, die in
Athens Kriegs-, Herrschafts- und Freiheits-Politik und deren ideologischer Unter-
mauerung und engen Verbindungen zur Demokratie liegen — Themen, die zeitlose
Bedeutung haben und unsere eigene Zeit besonders ansprechen.
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UDC 821.14°02-13.09 Homeros

E¢ciupainuje Teooocujy!, Bacunuje H. Manumanuc!,

Ieiupoc Manoapaxuc?, Munan C. JJumuitupujesuh’
I Department of Astrophysics-Astronomy and Mechanics, School of Physics,
University of Athens, Panepistimioupolis, Zographos 157 84, Athens—Greece

ACTPOHOMMIA N CA3BEXDA VY
XOMEPOBOJ HJ/INJAANM N OJUCEJH

ATICTPAKT: Unujaoa n Oduceja cy, OCHM HajBHUIIET CTaTyca CTOXepa
CBETCKE JUTeparype, U 0orat n3Bop HHPOPMAIHja O HAYyIHOM U TEXHOIOITKOM
3Hawy cTapux ['pka y mpexomepcka u xomepcka BpeMmeHa. /J[Be Xomepose
CIICKE MECMe, Koje TIOTUYY U3 8. BeKa Mpe H.C., YKIbY Y]y, inter alia, 60rarcTBo
ACTPOHOMCKHMX €JIEMEeHaTa, Te HaM IpyXkKajy HojaTke o 3eMJibH, HeOy, 3Be3/a-
Ma 1 ca3Bexxhuma, kao mro cy Ursa Major, Bodtes, Opuon, Cupujyc, [lnejane
u Xujazne. Takolhe HaM Hyze TIPEACTaBy O MHOTO 00pa3oBaHHjeM XOMepy, KOju
oIpakaBa KO3MOJIOIIKE TIOTJIezie cBora 100a. Momen YHUBep3yMa KOjH OIHCYje
je HempeKuJaH ajJu UMa TPU HUBOA: JOHU, KOjH OAroBapa MOA3EMHOM CBETY,
cpearbu 3eMJbH U ropU HEOY. Y paay cy pa3MOTPEHH KO3MOJIOMIKH MOJIEN U
ACTPOHOMCKH eJIeMeHTH Y Miujaou u Oduceju.

KJbYYHE PEYU: ucropuja actpoHomuje, XoMep, aHTUIKa KO3MOJIOTHja.

YBOJI

Hnujaoa n Oduceja nemajy camo U3y3eTaH JUTEPAPHU 3HAUQj, HETO
cy Takohe u Gorat M3BOp MojaTraka O UCTOPUJU U HAYYHUM, TEXHOJO-
IIKAM M aCTPOHOMCKHM 3HamuMa ctapux ['pka y mpexomepcka u Xo-
Mepcka BpeMeHa. OBa JiBa ericKa Jiena, HacTaja y 8. BeKy Ipe H.e., YKJby-
qyjy IparoieHe nHpopmaiuje o 3emibn, HeOy, 3Be371ama U ca3Bexkhuma,
kao mto cy Ursa Major, Bodtes (Bodtng), Opuon, Cupujyc, Ilnejane u
Xwujane, u 1ajy MOTyhHOCT J1a ce Impe carsie/iajy OnTHjd KO3MOJIOIIKH
norJiesIu Tora a06a.

Benuku Opoj ayTopa je pa3mMaTpao pa3induTe aCTPOHOMCKE acIieK-
Te, YMbeHUIIE U any3uje y Maujaou n Oouceju, kao Ha mpumep Walker
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(1872), Schoch (19264, b, ¢), Neugebauer (1929), Lorimer (1951), Dicks
(1970), Trypanis (1975), Gendler (1984), Lovi (1989), Genuth (1992),
Konstantopoulos (1998), Wood u Wood (1999), Flanders (2007), Bai-
kouzis u Magnasco (2008), Minkel (2008), Varvoglis (2009). Cse To cBe-
JI04H O HEIIPEKHIHOM HHTEPECOBAlbY 3a OBY NPHBIIAYHY TEMY, I1a j HALll
L(1Jb J1a aHATM3HPAMO aCTPOHOMCKE MOJATKE U aly3uje y XoMepoBuM
CMOBUMaA, Jia 6UCMO 60Jbe carnelain MOJEN YHIBEP3yMa, YHjH Cy elle-
MEHTHU TaMo JIaTH, KO3MOJIOIIKH MOJe Koju he moTpajatn MuneHujym
nocie Tpojarckor para. Ha mpumep /1. P. [luke kasxe: ,,Ha ocHoBy Xo-
MEPOBHX €0Ba HE MOXKEMO /i 00JIHKYjeMO jacHy I/I):[ejy 0 00JIMKY U 1O-
noxajy 3emMibe y ofHOCy Ha Hebeca u noazemuu ceet™ (Dicks 1970, ctp.
10). ’Kenumo na pa3sMOTpUMO J1a JIM HEKa Hjieja 0 TOME HIaK MOXe J1a
ce 00JuKYyje | J1a, Ha OCHOBY OATOBapajyhnx macaka 1 aCTpOHOMCKHX
nozparaka u3 Mnujaoe u Oduceje, yTBpAMMO Koja cy ca3Bexxha u Hebe-
CKe I10jaBe OWJIH [O3HATH Y TO 100a crapuM I'purma, kao 1 la aHaIu3u-
paMo MMeHa 3Be3/ia U ca3Bexkla, o KOjux Ccy HeKa JiaHac MOTIYHO MCTa
Kao0 U y XOMepCKa BpeMeHa.

[TIOJIOXKAJ OKEAHA, 3EMJBE U HEBA V XOMEPCKOM
YHUBEP3YMY

Oxkean u 3eMJba

Cwmarpa ce na cy crapa yuewma Opdeja ocHOBA MPBE MUCTUYIHE
IpYKe pelIuruje, ca mecMaMa M XMMHaMa BeJIMKe Jiernore. [0ToBO cBU
CTapy IPYKU MyApalyu W IHUCLH LPIEIH Cy HHCIUPALH]y U3 TeMa y
Opduurum xummama, 1 Tako Cy OUITH TOJ] IHXOBUM yTHIAJeM IPH (pop-
MYJIACakby CBOJUX JEJIMHCTBEHUX TEOpHja U yUeHa.

Ocum Opguurux xumuu, XOMEPOBH €MOBH Cy OOraT U3BOP HCTO-
PHjCKHMX U TEXHOJIOIIKNX YMHEHUIA. 3alCTa, aCTPOHOM KOjU A€TaJbHO
npoyuaBa onuce y Mnujaou u Oouceju oTkpuhe pU3HHUIy acCTPOHOM-
ckux nHpopMmanuja. CmaTtpa ce aa je XoMep KUBEO Y TBO3JIEHOM /100y
(mepuon xoju ce rpy6o nporexe ox 1200. mo 550. mpe H.e.), a Berosa
MpHU4a ce OAUrpaBa Ha Kpajy OpoH3aHor 106a (oxo 12. Beka mpe H.e.).

Kako nume Emun Mupo:

Hnujaoa n Oduceja campixe enemenTe ctape MUKeHCKe TUBUITH3a-
1I1je; y OCHOBH, OHE Ce OjiHOCe Ha jorahaje u3 12. Beka mpe H.e., )KUBOTE
IBbUXOBUX jyHaKa (ApyLITBEHE, MOJIUTHYKE, EKOHOMCKE M MOPOIMYHE),
BUXOBE 3aKOHE U 00MYaje... ... CBe TO onpakaBa HAYWH KMBOTA, O KOME
CBEJIIOYH MECHUK KOjH je cTBopuo e (Mireaux 1959, ctp. 9).

JIBe ericke moeme cy J00uje KOHAYHHU OOJIUK Y JOHCKUM T'PaJIOBH-
Ma AHaznonuje y 9. wim 8. BeKy mpe H.e.; pBo Miujada a kacauje Oou-
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ceja (Trypanis 1975, ctp. 92). [loeme onucyjy KyIaTypy, pelTuruo3Ha
BEPOBama, OMIITE 3HAKE M HABUKE I'PYKOT CTAHOBHHUIIITBA TOKOM OBOT
nepuoza. Takohe onmucyjy KO3MOJIOIIKM MOZIEI KOju he mpeoBiagaBaTu
crenehn MUJICHUjy M.

3eMJiba XOMEpCKOT YHHUBEp3yMa Ouia je KpY»KHH, paBaH JUCK OKpY-
’KEH OrPOMHOM pekoM, OKeaHOM — MOJIEJT KOjH C€ TIPBH Iy T TI0jaBHO Yy
Opduuxoj xumuu X. [TAHY, Kahewe PASIUHUIIUM MUPUCUMA, CTUX
15: ,,Crapu Oxeane, Takohe nyGoko nomTny TBOjy BPXOBHY Hapesnoy,
KOjOM TEYHE pyKe 01<py>1<yjy 4BPCTY 3eMIbY"

OBa MHUTCKa ,,peKa’ pa3nuKyje ce o1 Mopa: TO je HEUITO IITO Jie-
(buHUIIE TpaHUIle 3eMaJbCKor cBeTa. [Ipe cBera, OkeaH je MPBOOUTHU
Y OpPUTMHAJHH CTBapaJlayKd €JIEMEHT, MOJIa3Ha TauykKa CBUX CTBapH:
,,Mory /1a ycraBam TOKOBE U, ako xohete, peky OkeaH, koja je Ouia mo-
yetak cBera”. (Mnujaoa, XIV 245-246). OkeaH je MyIIIKH NpenaKk 00ro-
Ba, uMja je cynpyra, Tokom CtBapama, ouia Teruja: ,,JIhu hy 1o kpajeBa
3emibe na HaljeM ora cBux Oorosa, Okean u Majky Terujy* (Mrujada,
XIV 200) [CBu kopunrhenu enrnecku npeoau cy usz Loeb Classical
Library u3nama, ako Hnje JpyTayyje peueHo)].

Osa MuTCKa ,,peka” Hema W3BOp HH ymihe, OHa je ,,anmcopooc
(Gwoppo0g), Tj. KpykHO ce kpehe. Bben Tok ce Bpaha, rae je u moyeo, y
HEMPEKUIHOM M Be4HOM KpeTawy. On Okeana, nomeHyTor 33 myra y
Xomeposum aenuma (19 nyra y Haujaou v 14 y Oduceju), nacrane cy
CBe JIpyre Bojie Ha 3eMJbU: MOpa, peke u jesepa. To ce momume y HMuu-
jaou: ,CBemohnm Oxkean, m1yOOKOT TOKa, OJ] KOra Cy CBa Mopa, PeKe,
W3BOPU U CBaku Ay0oku kinaneHan' (Muujaoa, XXI1 195-197).

VY Oouceju, OxeaH ce onucyje Kao ykacaH M 3acTpauryjyhu: ,,..3aTo
ITO UMa JyOOKE TOKOBE M BEIIMKE PEKE KOje HUKO HE MOKe Tipehu 6e3
op3or opoma“ (Qouceja, xi 160). Unak, HUje AT KOHAYHHU OMTUC TAYHOT
obnuka unu BennunHe OKeaHa, caMo CMO Ca3HaJIH Ja j€ O] BOJIE.

. P. Iuxc nume: ,,Ha ocHOBy XOMEpOBHX €MOBa HE MOXKEMO J1a
00JIMKYjeMO jacHY HJIejy O OOJIMKY U TIOJIOXKAjy 3eMJbe y OTHOCY Ha He-
6eca n nomzemuu cet (Dicks 1970, ctp. 10). Mana je To uctuHa, Moxe
ce pehu 1a je y XoMepcKoM KO3MOJIOIITKOM Mozeny 3eMiba u3Mmely Heba
U TIO/I3eMHOT cBeTa. tbeHa TayHa CTPYKTypa M OOJUK HUCY MO3HATH,
caMo MPETIIOCTaB/baMO JIa j& TO KPY>KHHU JHCK TOIITO j& OKPYIKEH ITUP-
Kynapuum BogeHuM Okeanom. Y Haujaou (VI 13—16) je maTo cynpot-
Ho Buhewme Taprapa (,,xybokor Mecta™ ucron HeOa, 3eMibe U MOpa), Kasia
3eBc mpeTu OoroBuMa Ja he ux Tamo mocnaTH: ,,uiau hy ra 6auutu gomne
COTICTBEHMM pyKama, y Mpak Taprapa, 1ajeko y JyOuHe cBeTa, KOju HMa
YeJTUYHe Kanuje u 0akapHH 1O, 1Moj XaJaoM JaJieKo Kao MTo je HeOo
oxa 3emibe” (Mnujaoa, VIII 13-16).

[Tapanenno, XoMep 3amMuIsba Xaja y AyouHama 3eMJbe: ,,u aKo
UJeI Ha Kpaj 3emMibe U Mopa, rie Janetr u XpoHoc GopaBe, U BETPOBU
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HE J1yBajy Ha HHX, OCBET/haBa UX CyHYEBa CBETNIOCT a AyOoku Taprap
OKpy>Kyje ca cBux crpana’ (Mnujaoa, VIII 480). Moxe ce 3akJbyunTH 11a
Xomep cmarpa 1a a) XaJ je ucron 3eMibe, OKpyxkeH Taprapom, 0) 3e-
MJba je IIeHTap YHUBEp3yMa U )KMBOTA, U B) 3eMJba MOAPIKaBa 3BE3/1aHO
He6o (Oduceja, 1x 534).

Hebo

He0o, ca cjajuuM 3Be31aMa, MPECTaBILEHO je Kao nonychepHa Ky-
T0J1a, KOja TauHO TIOKpHBa paBHY 3eMiby (OQouceja, xi 17). To ject, Kozmoc
OHOT BpeMeHa OHO je 3aMUILJbEH Ka0 HEOECKU CBOJI MPEKO 3eMJbUHOT
JUCKa KOjU TUTMBA Ha BoAM. Taja ce cMarpajo, Kako je CaoIIITeHO y

To Zdumav tijc ‘Ouneixiis émoyxiis. 'Eni tij¢ megipepeiag
zob peydlov dloxov tijg I'fjs dwodvrar Ta 6p7, pYow ¢ elvar 6 ’S2-
xeavds, €vd elg to péoov 6 “Olvumnog, @Odvwry uéyer tot Ovpavod.
Eic v dwiotnv xogvenv xdletar 6 Zevg xai émibAémer Tovs Ovn-
Tovg xal zTovs dbavdrovg, Aueiber 7 Tipweel avrovs. 'Endvw éxrei-
veraw 6 Odpavég — mov ornpilerar eig tag orijiag rov “Ardavrog —
6 omoiog Exet rovg dorépag, v ZeAjvnv, tov ’Roiova, tag IAsia-
dag (x. IodMa), vov Zeigiov, v «duakav», dnAadny iy Meyalnv
Y Apxrov, 7 Onola rdre Jév 8Aovero el TO xDua Tov ’Nxeavod.

Crnuxka 1: XomepoB YHuBep3yM. Y YHHUBEP3YMY XOMEPCKUX BPEMEHA, MOT'y C€ BH-
JICTH IJIAHWHE KOje Ce Y3/MIKY ca TOBPIIUHE BEJIUKOT Tucka 3emibe n OKeaH Koju ce
IIMPH OKO BUX, a HEHTPOM JIOMHHHUpa TutannHa OIMMII, Koja ce Jrke 10 Hebeca.
Ha najsumem Bpxy je cBeBuehn 3eBc Ha npecTouty, Koju HaIrIe1a Kako OecMpTHE
Oorose Tako ¥ CMPTHE JbyJle, M C BpeMEHa Ha BpeMe HX Harpal)yje wim Kaxmasa.
W3Ban Onmmma mmpe ce Hebeca, Koja npke ATimacoBu ctybosu. Ha HeOy cy Mecer,
3Be3ze U cas3Bexha (aau He mpema Xomepy): Hydra, Corvus, Crater, Cancer, Leo,
Gemini, Taurus, kao u oTBopeHO 3Be31aHo jaTo Ilnejane (uutupano y Cotsakis
1976, ctp. 18).
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Oouceju, na He0O, HACTIOKLEHO HA CTYOOBE, HOCH 3eMJba, a HBUX, KOJH
OJIp’KaBajy 11€0 CBET y PaBHOTEXKH, APKU U 4yBa MUTOJIOIIKH ATIac:
,epka ATiaca, KOju T03Haje JyOMHY CBAKOT MOpPa U CaM JIM)KE BHCOKE
cTyboBe koju aerne 3emiby U He6o Ha nBoje* (Qouceja, 1 53-54).

3a crape ['pke, HEOO je OMIIO KyTOJIa HAUMEH-EHA O] YBPCTOT MaTe-
pujana, rBokha mi 6akpa, Kojy Cy HpHAp)KaBali BUCOKH CTyOOBH HIIH,
10 pyKuHujeM BHulery, HeKU TUH. XOoMep KOMOMHYje OBa JBa MOrieaa
Tako MTO ATiac mpuapxasa cTyoose. Xecnony Teoconuju (517¢) nuie
1a je 3eBc 1a0 OBY JLY’)KHOCT ATIiacy.

3a Xomepa HEOO je HarpaBJbEHO O 6akpa, Kako je onucano y Muu-
Jjaou: ,,Axajiu, 1o TeMeHa Oelu Off pallnHe, KOjy Cy KOWHU CBOJUM CTO-
nama au3aiu a0 6akapaor He6a™ (V 504).

Wnu npyru nacax: ,,bopunu cy ce onae u reo3zueHa Oyka rpmena
je Kpo3 Ba3ayx 1o GakapHor HebOa” (XVII 424—-425). YV npyrum neno-
BHMa XOMEPCKHX Jiesia, He0o ce Takole Ha3uBa ,,IOJUXAIKHUC, T]. ,,011
MHOTO Oakpa“ (Mnujada, V 504; Oo. 111 2; Unujaoa, 11 458, XVI 364,
XIX 351). Y Oduceju (xv 329 u xvii 565) noMume ce ¥ rBO3JIeHO HEOO,
aJii ce HE 3Ha Ja JIM j€ OHO yMOTpeOsheHO Kao MeTadopa Uianu y HEKOM
JIPYTOM KOHTEKCTY.

3akJpydyjeMo Jakiie J1a je koa ctapux ['pka mpenctasa o HeOy Ouna
7a je OHO HEIITO YBPCTO M HeOCTHIKHO. HberoBa He3amMucnBa yaasbe-
HOCT 4ecTo je kopuirheHa y mopehemrnma ma godapa orpoMHocT. Ha
npumep, ciaBa HectopoBor 3maTHOT MITHTA JIOceke Hebeca: ,,u Taja
hemo y3etu HectopoB mtut, unja cinaBa nocexe 3Be3ne’ (Maujaoa, VIII
192-193). Cniuuno, [enenonuHa ciaBa Takohe 1omupe 10 MupoKor Heba
(Oo. xix 108).

[Ipoctop u3mehy HebGa u 3emMIbe Ha MOYETKY je OMO HCITYHhEH T'y-
CTHM Ba3IyXoM: ,,JI0 Ba3yXa Cy ce MpoTe3ajie BEeroBe OrpoMHe rpase’
(Anujaoa, X1V 288).

I[Ipeko oBor cioja 1y npagsity HeOa OHO je YUCTH U TTPO3UPHH ,,eTap™,
JaKIM of Baznyxa. ETap je eceHnujaaHo ,,BUIIN Ba3ayX ", KpO3 KOjU
ce MOXe BHAETH He0O: ,, 1 JI0 3Be3a, Koje Tpernepe y eTpy 0e3 BeTpa,
ouapasajyhu oko cserior Meceua — cBaku BpX, CBaka UBHILA, CBaKa
CTpaHa je BUJJbHBA, KA0 MIPOCTPAHU €TepP OTBOPEH HEOOM, KOjH YHMHU
BUJIJBMBUM CBE 3B€3/I€ Ha paJocCT nacrupa’ (I/Iﬂu]ada VIII 554-559).

WsHan etpa, Ha BpxoBuMa Onmmmiia Koju JOMUpy 10 Heba, bopase
GoroBu: ,,u IIPUHEO je MHOTO JKPTaBa GOrOBMMa KOJH CTOI]y Ha Hebe-
cuma’ (00 168-69), u: ,,be3 munLbewa 60roBa Koju 60paBe Ha HEOY ...
any caja je monyT 60roBa Koju yxkuBajy Hebeca® (0. vi 242-245). Bo-
TOBH CE OIMUCY]y Kao ,,0JUMITH]jCKU " WIIH ,,HEOECKH ', 3aTO ITO CE YNHU
na Hajeumy Bpx Onumia goaupyje Hebo: ,,Hamr orarl, cu XpoHa, mpBu
on HeOecHuka™ (00. 1 46). Konauno, momume ce aa je u3Haj eTpa ,,Io-
nuxankuc Hebo (Mnujaoa, 11 458, XVI1 364, XIX 351).
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Cpakaxo, He Tpeba IPETIOCTABUTH /1A je XOMEPCKO He0O ITycTa Me-
TaJHa KYTIONA; OHO je, Kako XOMep I1eBa, IIyHO )KUBOTA, JKUBOTA 3BE3/1
u cazBexha. Tako cy crapu ['piu HeGo Ha3uBanu ,,IyHUM 3Be3aama’
(Cacrepouc’, aotepoelc) (Maujaoa, VI 108, XV 371), u ykpaiieHo 3Be31aMa
(Oo. ix 535), mTO je NPUPOAHO 32 JbyJIe KOJU )KMBE Y 3eMJbU Ca MAJIUM
nporeHToM oOnaunux Hohu. HebGeckum cBomom mytyje Xenwoc, 6or
CyH11a, Tako J1a ce OIucyje IpUuaeBOM ,,ypaHoapoMoc™ (mo Hedy myTy-
Jyhm): ,,Crpananu cy 300r cBora JpcKor 3J104MHCTBA, TPELIHULIH, JeITH CY
ropena Xenroca nyTtyjyher nmo veOy (XunepuoHa), KOju UM j€ Oy3€0
JaH 3a moBparak qomy* (00. 1 7-9). To je camo jenno on 119 momumama
CyHnua y xomepckuM enosuma: 42 nyta 'y Hnujaou v 77 y Oouceju. Kao
oor, Xenuoc ce jaBsba 34 nyta (8 y Haujaou n 26 y Oouceju). To je y
BenuKoj cynpotHocTu ca Mecerniom (Cenene) koju ce y Haujaou (VIII
554, XVII 367, XVIII 484) nomume camo Tpu a y Oouceju (iii 46 u ix
144) aBa myta. Jour jenHom, Mecer ce TOMAISE Y Hnujaou (XIX 374)
MO CBOJUM apXaHM4HHM MMCHOM ,,MeHe'. Moryhe oQjaimbembe peTkor
noMHmama Mecena je 1a ce riaBHu norahaju y Maujaou, Tj. Outke, oau-
rpaBajy TokoM jaaHa. ¥ Oouceju mak Mecel] je 0OMYHO CaKpUBEH H3a
obmaka: ,,Jep Omiia je rycra Tama HaOKOJIO M MECEIl, CAKPUBEH y 00Jia-
uMa, Huje cujao Ha HeOy™ (00. ix 144).

[Ipe nero mto npehemo Ha pa3marpame 3Be37a U ca3Bexha Koj
XoMmepa, 3aHUMJBUBO je J1a C€ PECTaBe HEKU METEOPOJIOIMIKH U KITU-
MAaTOJIOIIKH €JIEMEHTH KaKo ce jaBibajy y MUnujaou u Oduceju. Bazny-
xoM m3mehy Heba u 3eMibe Tposa3e BETPOBU U 00Jaliy, moMohy Kojux
ceemoryhu 3eBc mokpuBa He0O, MaJbe KUY HA 3eMJby H 0ala Mymbe
u rpomoBe (Mnujaoa, XVI 364-365, XII 25-26; Oo. 303, xxiii 330).

Kaxo ce nomume y [leBawy V Unujaoe, kannje Heba n Onummna Ha-
YUBEHE Cy Off TycTrX obnaka. buxosu dyBapu cy Xope (Hacosn), 00-
THIbE TONHMUIBUX 1004, KOje NO/CIIABajy BPEMEHCKE YCiloBe: 1 Xepa
CHITHO OMUEM Tepa KOme; TIpeJI IhiMa Ce Y3 TPMJbaBHHY OTBapa Karuja
HeOa, kojy Xope, yyBapu orpoMHor Heb6a u Onumiia, 3arpeyanajy ooa-
uMa Ui ux ykiawajy (Maujaoa, V 749-751).

3BE3/IE U CA3BEXDA Y W/IHIAAU N OJHCEJH

Cana hemo Oioke ucuTaTé cBa XOMepoBa NIOMHUbama ca3Bexkia,
3Be3/1a U niaHere Benepe.

Y Unujaou, Xomep noMHmbE ,,jecemy  3Be31y: ,,laga ATuHa ngane
cHary u xpabpoct Jlnomeny, Tako ga OM y TpYKOM MHOIITBY OMO M3BaH-
pEIHO XBaJbEH M CBYJA cHjao ciaBoM. Ca HeroBor IjieMa U ITHTA BU-
JIe0 ce TIJIaMEeH, KOjH je 0e3 0MOopa UCHjaBao CBETIIOCT, MOMYT jeCeHne
3Be3Jle, MTO ce Kyna y OkeaHy W cHja myHoM cBetiomhy* (Maujaoa,
V 1-5).
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»Jecema 3Be3a‘“ je y crBapu Cupujyc, HajcjajHuja 3Be3/1a Ha HOh-
HOM He6y Ha reorpadckoj mupunu ['puke, cBake rouHe ce mojaBibyje
KpajeM jyia uim nmodyetkom asrycra. O tome mumie u Puuapa X. Asen:

Xomep je y Hnujaou naroectno Cupujyc kao Onmpivog, Jecemy
3Be3/ly; aJv oiroBapajyha ce3oHa cy Moce/by IaH! jyia, [Ie0 aBrycT U
neo centeMOpa — KacHUjU Jeo JieTa. [ iy HUCY MMai TauHy ped 3a Hally
,»JECEH* 10 5. BeKa Impe H.e., KaJa ce TojaBuiIa y CIIMcuMa PHUITHCaHIM
Xunokpaty. Jlopa [depbu je mpeBeo oBaj uyBeHH macax: JKecToka cBe-
TJIIOCT CHHYJIA j€ OHJIC, KA0 jecerha 3Be3/1a, K0ja HajcjajHuje CHja KaJia ce
HAHOBO JIMJKE Ca CBOT OKeaHCKOT Kymama (Allen 1963, ctp. 120).

Mapna ce He MOXe TBPAMTH Ca CUTypHOLINY, XOMEPCKH YOBEK j€
nonMao 3eMJby Kao paBaH Kpy>KHH JHUCK OKpy>keH OKeaHOM, cMaTpao
je na ce Cynne, Mecen u Behnna 3Be3na u3anxky u3 OkeaHa U IOHOBO
3anmase y mera. Mueja o chepHoj 3eMibu 1ojaBuiia ce MHOTO KacHUje,
ca mutaropejckuM (rtocopuma (5. BEK mpe H.e.).

VY Unujaou ce noMume Aa cy no Hapenou AxuiejeBe Majke Tetu-
7ie, Ha HerOBOM ILITHUTY, KOjU je HauuHuo Oor Xedect (Bynkan), Ouna
HaciaukaHa ca3Bexha: ,,JI mpBo je HampaBuoO MOhaH M BENUKHU IITHT,
BEIITHHOM U TPOCTPYKH KpyT 0K0J10. OBaj IITHUT je HAIIPaBJbEH Ca MeT
IpeBoja a Ha BEMY je HAI[PTA0 PAa3IMYUTE CIMKE CBOJUM MYJPUM 3HA-
BeM: 3eMJby, He00, MOpe je HalpTao, HEYMOPHO CYHIIE, TYH Mecell,
3Be37e KOje ca CBHX CTpaHa KpyHHUIy He0o, cHary OpuoHa, Xujaze,

Crnuka 2: Xomepcku YauBep3ym npema Onopenc u Kenery Byny uuju cy actpo-
HOMCKH €JIeMEHTH HacluKaHu Ha AxuiejeBoM mTuty. M3Bop: Florence & Kenneth
Wood (1999). Homer’s Secret Iliad: The Epic of the Night Skies Decoded. London:
John Murray, Albemarle Street, ctp. 199.
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[Tnejane, Mensena, koju Takohe 308y Kona, mro crajHo ce okpehe Ha
UCTOM MecTy, rienajyhu OpuoHa, jenuHOr Koju ce He Kyma y Okeany*
(Mnujaoa, XVIII 478—-488).

Xwujane u [1nejaze, koje cy y cTBapu J1Ba OTBOPEHa jata, cTapu I puun
Cy 3Baj ,,cazBexxha™ — maHac cy oba ykJpyueHa y ca3Bexhe buka. thera
XoMep He IOMHBE, MaJia TOBOPH 0 cycenHoM OpHOHY, ca HAJIAIEHUM
uckasom ,,OpuonoBa cuara®. To je ynpaBo HauuH kako OproHa oMu-
Be Xecnon (Works and Days, 598, 615, 619). Oba aytopa ymyhyjy Ha
,CHary" caszpexha, aiyanpajyhu Ha leTroB IPUBHJIAH Cjaj.

Xomep 3aBpiuasa ca 3BE3/1aMa, LHPKYMIONapHIM ca3sexxhem Ursa
Major, koje 3ancra ,,riezia” Ha Opron. Ursa Major ce He kyma y Okeany,
Tj. HUKaJa He ,,JJOAHPYje’ Mope, TIOIITO Ta IMOJ0XKa] OJIN3y CeBepHOT
HeOecKor 1moJia Ip>KM Jajbe Ol XOPH30HTA JIOK ce 3eMJba okpehe.

Xujaze u Ilnejaze ce MOMHUIbY 3ajeiHO ca APYTHM 3BE3AaHUM (pop-
Malyjama, Kao IITo Cy U cama ,.ca3Bexha®, kako y Maujaou tako u 'y
Oouceju (272-277). Y mpeom emy Ilinejaze Cy MOMEHyTE CaMO JeIHOM,
3ajenHo ca Xujagama (y ropmem nacaxy, X VIII 485), u jennom y Oou-
ceju (272).

3ancra, y Oduceju ce OMUIbY CBE BHILC HABEICHE 3BE3C U Ca3Be-
xkba: ,,Tana je panochn Onucej mocraBuo jeapa, u cenchu 3a kpmom,
BEIITO je KPMaHUO; CaH MY HHje 3aTBapao O4H JIOK je rienao [lnejane,
[Tactupa, Koju KacHU y 3aslaxemy, 1 MenBena, Koju MHOTH 30BYy U Kona,
mro ce okpehe yBek Ha ucTom Mecty u riena Ha JIoBua, jeinHu Koju
ce He kyna y Tamacuma OkeaHna jep my je Kanumnco ka3ana ma yBeK Ty
3BE3Y JIPKH Ca JIeBe CTpaHe oK mioBH  (Od. 270-277).

Kaxo P. X. Anen (1963, ctp. 96) nuie:

Xowmep je cassexhe Bodtes kapakreprcao kao ‘oyé SVmV’, ca 3Ha4YCHEM
KacHHM y 3aJIa)KeHby, MUCA0 U M3pa3 KOjH Cy IMOCTaH OGHHHH 360T TeCTOr
HIOHaBJbama. Apar je To KOPUCTHO: ,,J Kaza je 3aMopeH peKko JaHa, 3a-
JIp’KaBa ce BUIIIE O] 1oyia Hohu'.

Xomep kaxe 1a cazpexhe Bootes ,,kacHU y 3ajaxermy*, OAHOCHO
CHOpo 3anas3u, a Apart Jia ce ,,pa3BiIayu BUIIE O] oJia HOhU®, TOIITO je
BEOMa JyTavyKo, PEIATUBHO YCKO M TyTOM CTPAaHOM j€ OPHjEHTHUCAHO Y
mpaBIily ceBep—jyr Ha Hebeckoj cepu. 3aro Boodtes u3nasu ,,cBOjoM
JIyTOM CTpPaHOM®, OJ[jeTHOM IIeJI0, a 3aj1a31 TOTOBO BEPTUKAIHO (IoJa-
3ehn, 3a HeOO ATHHE, OZI IOECT IECHOT yIIIa M M0CTajyhu CBe BepTHKAI-
HI/IJG) IPBO 3aj1a3€ HOTe, IIa CTPYK U Ha Kpajy TOp-H Je0 Teja, TaKo Ja
My Tpeba KpaTko BpeMme ja uzale, a Beoma ayro jaa 3ahe.

Tpeba HamoMeHyTH J1a c€ Y OBUM CTHMXOBUMA, IIPBU U JEAUHU YT Y
ernoBrMa, IoMHbe Kopultheme ca3exha 3a oprjeHTanujy Ha mopy. Ka-
nurco caBetyje Oaucejy na, Kako OM 3a1p»kKao MpaBu Kypc, MOpa yBeK
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Jia Apku ca jgese crpane Mensena (Ursa Major). CBakako, TO 3Ha4u Ja
aKo My je ca JieBa CeBepHO ca3Bexlje, IoBHM Ka UCTOKY. Tako je Xomep
noctaBro Kamumncnno octpBo Orurujy 3amagHo of mene ['puke, momTo
je u cama Utaka, 3a kojy je Ono Be3aH, Ouia Ha 3amajy OBe 3eMJbE.

bynyhu na je Xomep cmarpao na je 3emiba paBaH KPY>KHHU JTUCK,
okpyxeH OkeaHoMm, Ouo je curypan na CyHue, Mecell 1 3Be3/e n3Jas3e
n3 Okeana u 3anase y mera; camo Ursa Major He 3a5a3u 3a cTape Ha-
pozie KOju Cy KHUBEJIM Ha CEBEpHUM obOaama Menurepana. Y rpukoj
MUTOJIOTHjH, 3eBc ce 3asbyOno y Humdy Kamnucro. Xepa, merosa xeHa,
IpeTBOpuIiIa je 300r JbyboMope HuMPY y MeaBea. 3eBC je KacHHje I1o-
CTaBHO 33j/IHO Ca CHHOM ApeacoM Ha HeOo u oHu uuHe cassexhe Ursa
Major. AprcTOTEN TOMUSE 2 je MEABEl jeINHA KUBOTHIA KOja 300T
nebenor Kp3Ha MOXKe HEYCTPAILIUBO J1a JIyTa JIEJCHUM CEBEPHHUM IIO-
napuumM obnactuma. Llnpkymnonapau kapakrep cassexha Ursa Major
je y Haie BpeMe caMo JISTHMHYaH: JI0K Y HpOTOI/ICTopI/I_]CKa BpEMeHa,
kazna je Alpha Draconis (Ty0aH) 6uta ‘nonapHa 3Beszia’, HHje/iHa 01 ce-
naM HajcjajHujuX 3Be3na y ca3pexly Ursa Major Huje 3anasuna. Jlanac,
ycnen niperiecuje 3emsbune oce, Ankana (Eta Ursae Majoris, mocnenma
3B€3/Ia y peIly) OCTaje MCIOJl CEBEPHOT XOpu30HTa ATHHE, MTake u 1eH-
TpasHe ['puke yommre, mpuoiamKkHO Tpu cata. Camo y ceBepHOj [ pukoj
1 Ha MecTuMa ca reorpadcekom mupuaom Behom o ¢ = 40,1° cy cBe Haj-
CjajHHje 3Be3/1e OBOT ca3Bexha nupkymmonapuae. Anen (1963, ctp. 419)
caomiuTasa o oBome Ha cienchu vadun: ,.Cep Llopu Kopryon Jlyne mume
— 3a XomepoB mpasail APKTOCa, JeAMHCTBEHE 3BE3/IC KOja Ce HUKa/[a He
KyIIa y TaJlaciMa okeaHa (ycle[ Ipelecuje Taja je Ouia MHOro Ommxke
noiy Hero caja)*. Pasimka y nexknuHanuju Ankanzna (n UMa) y xomep-
CKa BpEMEHa U JlaHac je BUIIE o7 15 cTemnenu, Tako Ja je Y QHTHIHX 11e0
Ursa Major 0o upKyMIojiapaH 4ak 1 Ha Hajjy)KHUjeM Kpajuuky [ 'puxe.

XoMep mak He oMU Belmkor MeiBea eKCIIMIUTHO, TAKO J1a
MOJIEPHU KOMEHTATOp MOXKE J1a TIPETIOCTABY J1a je Y CTBAPH MUCITHO Ha
Mamnor measena, Ursa Minor, unu Ha koMOuHanujy oba. To je HajBe-
poBaTHHje 03HaYaBajio Benmkor MeaBena, MOMITO UMa MHOTO CjajHU]je
3Be3Jie, MHOTO je Behe u mmnpecuBHuje ca3Bexhe, a Masor menBena je
(mpema Tpagunmju) kox I'pka yBeo Tanec u3 Munera y 6. Beky npe H.e.,
nakJje qBa Beka nociie Xomepa. Ursa Minor je jomn yBeK, Kako c€ BHIU
u3 ['puke, MOTHYHO IIUPKYMITOJIApHO ca3Bexhe.

[Mocnenme cazBexhe momeHnyTo y macaxy uz Oduceje je OpHoH,
JloBa. Hberora nojaBa Ha HOhHOM HeOy cBake rOJMHE c€ MOayIapajia
ca MOYeTKOM HaJKUIIHH]ET M HajoJyjJHHjer Jaeja roauHe, na je OpuoH
Ha3WBaH ,,0TYJHU U IECTPYKTUBHU. XECHOJ U APUCTOTEI IOMUIbY 1
je n3nazak OpHoOHa yno3opeme 3a MopHape z1a Joiase onyje (Hesiod,
Works and Days 598, 615, 619 u Arist. Meteor. 2.5.4).
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Y Hesawy XXII Hnujade, nomutsy ce Opuon u Cupujyc. Hajcjaj-
HHja 38e371a Cupnjyc HaBozu ce kao OPHOHOB Mac; TaHAC je MO3HAT Kao
Haj3Ha4ajHUja 3Be3/1a ca3Bexkha Bemuxor rica (Canis Major), Alpha Canis
Majoris. Xomep npezactaBba CUpHjyc Kao 3JI0CITyTaH 3HAK Ha HEOY,
TIONITO j& CBAKOT JIETa IMOBE3aH ca TAKO3BAHUM ,,[TaCjuM BpyhrHaMa™:

Kao 3Be3/a Koja HaM JI0JIa3H Yy jeceH, HaTcujaBajyhu cBe
CBOje IpyTOBE Ha jeceeM HeOy — 30BYy je OpHOHOB TIac, H,
npeM/ia je HajcjajHuja ol CBHX 3Be3/a, He mpezcKa3yje 100po
JoHocehr MHOTO I'PO3HHUIIE HAMa, jaJHUM CMPTHHLIUMA
[The Iliad, trans. by E. V. Rieu, Penguin Books,
New York 1950 (Ch. 22, v. 25-31)].

,llacje Bpyhune™ u ,,macju qanm

VY anTuny, xenujakaaHu uinazak Cupujyca rMoBe3aH je ca u3y3eTHO
TOILJTMM TIEPUOAOM TOIHHE, ,, KOVIKG Kavuaro™ (,,acja Bpenuna™). To, y
MEJIMTEPAHCKOM Kpajy, OJIr0Bapa KaCHOM jyJ1y, aBI'yCTy U PaHOM CENTEM-
Opy. Pumibanu cy Taxohe 3a oBe naHe 3HaIHM Kao 3a ,.dies caniculariac®,
HajTorMje foba 1iene TOANHE, TIOBe3aHo ca ca3Bexxhem Bemmkor nca
u JloBueBuM (OpuonoBum) rncom, Cupujycom. Ctapu ['piu cy mpeTno-
CTaBJbAJIM JIa BUIIAK TOIUIOTE MOTHYE O] JoAaBama CupujycoBor 3pa-
yewha CyHUEBOM.

VY ¢onxnopy crape I'puke, Hapox je JIETHE JaHe MOCIe XelujaKal-
Hor u3nacka Cupujyca Ha3MBao ,,nacje BpyhuHe 6e3 moBe3nBama ca
I[Tacjom 3Be310M MK ca3Bexlhem, Beh ca cuma yommrre, mucinehu na cy
CaMo IICH TOJIMKO JIYJIM J1a /1y HaroJbe Kaja je TOJUKO Toro. OBO Be-
pOBamE€ je UCTPajajio KPo3 BEKOBE U MOXKe ce HahM y MOJIEPHOM I'PUKOM
¢honkiopy y BepoBarby Jia Cy 3a BpEME BPEIIHX JyJICKHX H aBI'YCTOBCKHX
naHa, HapouuTo u3Mely 24. jyna u 6. aBrycra, ncehu yjenu noce6Ho
3apa3nu (Theodossiou, Danezis 1991, ctp. 115).

llpema crapom muty, craHOBHHIE ocTpsa Kea ymupamu cy ox
rIaau ycien cyie kojy je oko 1600. mpe H.e. JoHena nacja BpyhuHa.
Tana je 6or AnosioH 720 TPOPOYAHCTBO Ja ce mo3ose I[ltuja Apucrej,
0oxju cuH, ma uM omorHe. [lommTo je momao Ha Key, Apuctej je nu3Beo
putyasie ounirhema 1 KpTBOBama 3eBCy MKMejCKoM, rocnoapy KHiia
u HeOa, u Anosony. O6a 6ora cy ciaymaau BUXOBE MOJIOE U TIOCTaIn
cy ETG3HJCK€ BETPOBE, CEBEPHE BETPOBE KOjU UETPIECET JaHa AYyBajy
npeko nenor Erejckor Mopa CpeMHOM JieTa, Tako Aa JbyAH MOTy JAa
NPEeKUBE HEMOAHOLI/BUBY BpenuHy. llocie Tora, Hapox Kee, moxcrak-
HYT ApHcTejem, IprHeo je )KpTBe ca3zBexly Canis Major u CI/IpI/Ichy,
Jia OU MaMTUITM H-eTOBO I0OPOYMHCTBO, CJIABUIIM Cy ApHUCTeja Kao ,,Apu-
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cTeja AMoJyioHa™ U CTaBJbAIIM H-ETOBY IVIaBY Ha jeIHY CTpaHy HOBIIA, a
Ha Jipyry Cupujyca ca KpyHOM ca 3paluma.

busmm npodecop u akagemMuk ca HamoHaTHOT TEXHUYKOT YHHU-
Bep3utera y Atunu [lepukie C. Teoxapec nuire: ,,OBaj MUT anyaupa Ha
oxanoc Cupujyca ca 3emiboM. JKpTBe cy NpHHOLICHE 3eBCY MejHI/IXI/ij,
Gory BpeMeHa, CyHIla U kuiie, 1 Cupujycy, Koju cTBapa racje Bpyhnsxe
Ha 3eMJBH; CMATpAII Cy Jia 33 BEIUKY JICTHY TOILIOTY HH]S OArOBOPHO
camo CyHre, Hero Takohe u Cupujyc kaga nohe nocie Cynua. To je
BEPOBATHO OMJIO BEPOBAKHE T'PATUTEIha apTOIHICKAX MUPAMH/IA, KOjU
Cy OpHMjEHTHCAIH BbUXOBE yJIa3He XOMHUKE IpeMa azuMyTy Cupujyca’
(Theochares, 1995).

VY crapoj moe3uju CupHjyc ce TOMUbE Kao 3Be3/a ca moceOHO Hera-
TUBHHUM YTHUI@jEM, IITO je OUUTTIETHO U3 XOMEPOBUX CTHXOBA ,,HE IIPE/i-
cKasyje 100po... Hama jagauM cMptHAnEMa” (Maujada, XXIT 25-31).
[TomTo cy 3ama3uiu a JbyM MOCTajy TPOMH TOKOM IacjuX JaHa,
YUBPCTUIIH Cy BepoBame 1a Cupujyc uma ycnopasajyhe ngenoBame Ha
JbyJICKE aKTUBHOCTH. 3aTO YyaK U XHIIOKpAT CAOMIITABA O JIOIIEM yTHIIa-
Jy OBe 3Be3j/ie Ha JbyJie. XUTOKpaT je y aenuma Epidemics n Aphorisms
MKCA0 JI0CTa O YTHIIA)y MOhM OBE 3BE3/I¢ HA BpEeMe U MOCIeANIHEe (u-
3uuke eekte Ha Jbyae (Allen 1963, ctp. 126).

[Inanera Benepa

Benepa ce nomume u'y Haujaou n'y Oduceju. Y IleBawy XXII
(ctux 317) HUnujaoe, Xomep nomume Xecrnepoc, Beuepmwy 3Be3ny, a y
XXII (ctux 226) Eochopoc (Lucifer va matuHcKOM), JyTapisy 38esny,
KOja JIOHOCH CBETJIOCT 30pe. Y 00a ciydaja y cTBapH ce nmomume Bene-
pa, maja ux XoMep BepoBaTHO cMaTpa 3a JBe mocedHe 3Be3fe: ,, M kao
mTo Mel)y 3Be37aMa u3jia3u CjajHa BeUYepma 3BE3/1a, Hajienia Mehy
3Be3/1aMa Ha HeOy, TaKo je CHjaio KOomJjbe, 6aueHO HerOBOM JIECHOM PY-
KOM TIpemMa 00’KaHCKOM XEKTOpy ca 3JJ00HOM HamepoM, rienajyhu ma
Hal)e HETIOKPUBEHHM J1€0 HeroBor Mekor Tena™ (Maujaoa, XXII 317-321).
Cnuyno y apyrom nacaxy: ,,Kana Jlynudep HajaBibyje CBETIIOCT U 371aT-
Hu Eoc (3opa) u3nas3u u3 MOpCKUX nyOWHA, Oram OJIeU U MIAMEHOBU
ce 3aycTaBiba)y" (Mnujaoa, X X111 226-228).

[Macax y XomepoBoj Oduceju oneT Hac T0BOIU MOpY: ,,Kaxko je u3-
poHuIa 6IucTaBa 3B€3/1a, Koja /10J1a3u J1a IpBa HajaBU CBETIO 30pe po-
bhene u3 Hohu, 6pox ce menehu ox cpehe nmpubamkasao octpsy™ (OO.
Xiii 98— 100). 3naun na je O,[[I/ICC_] nocerao Mraky npe 30pe, y Bpeme Kajia
ce nojaBJbyje Benepa, HajcjajHuja 3Be311a Koja ,,J0JIa3u" mpe 30pe.
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Conctunuju

Y Oouceju ce Taxohe jacHO MOMHIbY CONCTHIHJH KAO ,,0KpETarba
Cynna®: ,,Onu jeqHo ocTpBo 30By CHpHja — ako CTe UKaaa 9yiiu 3a mbera
— e je Cynue Buiie Hero y Opruruju, kanaa ce okpehe™ (00. xv 403—
404).

Hpyru crapu ayTopu o 3Be3/1ama, cazBexkhuma u Cupujycy

XoMepoBH €MOBU Cy HECYMIbMBO YTHULIAJIU HA JIPYTe CTapOrpyke
TNIECHUKE U ayTOpe y MOMHIbatby 3Be3/1a U ca3Bexkha Ha HeOy. HajBure
je mpucyTHa HajcjajHH]ja 3Be3zia, Cupujyc.

3axBaJspyjyhu cjajHoj HpI/IBI/I,I[HO_] BenmnunHHU (-1.46), CI/IpI/I]yc je
MMao MmoceOHO MECTO Y MUTOJIOTH)H, JISTEHAaMa U Tpaauinju Behune
Hapona Ha 3emipu. CaMo HEeroBO MME Ha TPYKOM 3HAYH ,,0NeIITaBu ",
,,TUTAMEHH * HJIH ,,ropehu’, ycriaamMTeo; OBO UME je BeoMa CTapo, MOIITO
je TIPUCYTHO Y OpPHUUKOj TPAJUIHH: ,,Ka/1a je TPH JaHa 32 PEIOM H3Ty-
Ouna cBeTIIOCT TIaMeHa 3Be3na‘ (Argonautics, 121-122, Petrides, 2005),
kao u kox Xomepa (Maujaoa, XXII 25-32 u Od. 4).

VY npubamkHO UCTOM BpeMeHy ca XOMEpOM, WIIH MaJjio KacHH]e,
Xecuon y cBoM aeny Ilocrosu u oanHu IOMUE HEKOJIUKO ca3Bexia
KOja Cy ceJbaruMa notpedHa ga Ou Ma3uiyd Ha CBOj CBAKOAHEBHU paJl,
a TpH IyTa HaBOaW | coictunmje. Ha mpumep, Xecnon cyrepuie na
xeTBa Tpeba aa nmoune kaja [lnejane uzaly (xenujakainu usnasak), a
ceTBa Kaja Cy MpH 3a1acKy. XeCHo roBopy O CBUM 3BE3JaMa M ca-
3BexhMa Koje MOMHEbEe XOMep, ca TIOCCOHUM HarjIackoM Ha CHpHchy
3ancra, Cupujyc MOMHULE Y TPH Pa3IMUMTA Macaxa. Y MpBOM Jaje ca-
Bete Opaty Ilepcy o 6epou rpoxha: ,,A kaga Opuon u Cupujyc 10cerHy
cpenuHy HeOa 1 pyjHOIIpCTacTa 30pa riaena Apkrypa, taaa, [lepce, obe-
pu cBe rpoxihe u nonecu ra kyhu* (Ilocrosu u oanu 609), 1ok y npyra
JIBa TOBOPH 0 Tacjoj Bpyhunu: ,,Tana 38e3na Cupujyc Harpeayje cBakor
JlaHa MaJIO BMIILIC U3HAJ IJIaBa CMPTHUKA U y3uma Behu neo nohu* (ibid.,
417). ,,Jep Cupujyc cyiu rliaBy U KOJIeHa U TeJO je CyBO OJ] TOIIOTe™
(ibid., 587).

Jpyro XecuomoBo Nieio Xepakios wiiuil, y N3BECHOM CTETICHY je
UMUTAIja Axunejeeos wituina, Kako je onucan y Mnujaou (XVIII 468—
817) Y oBoMm Jnieny, Takohe, Xecros aBa myTa MoMHbe cjajHy 3Be31y Cu-
pujyc: ,,tbuxose nyme cunaze y Xana ga Ou Ousie mpeKpuBeHE 3eMIbOM,

JIOK Cy EHXOBE KOCTH, Kaja je KOXY OKO HBHX HCTOMHO TiaMenn Cu-
pHujyc, UCTpyHYJe y nipHOj 3eMbr’* (Shield of Hercules, 151). U: ,, Kana
Oy4HU, MJIABOKPUIIH IIBpYAK, celehy JISTH Ha 3€JIEHO] TPaHH, TIOYHE J1a
TieBa JbyIUMa, a FheroBa XpaHa U nmuhe je Meka poca, ¥ TOKOM IIeJIOT JJaHa,
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TOYCBIIN y 30py, MyILITa CBO]j INIAC IO HAjCTPAIIHU]O] TOIIOTH, Kaja
Cupnjyc caropesa Tejo, MOuMIby 1a ce jaBJbajy MIIaJUIIe Ha MPOCy I0-
cejaHoM y seto’ (ibid., 391)

[ecuuk tparuvap Ecxuin (525-456. BC) y Tpareauju Acamemuon
takohe nomume nca Cupujyca (ctux 967).

Amnononuje ca Pomoca (3. Bek nipe H.e.) UIIe Y ey ApZouayiuiu-
Kd, BEJTMKOM €Iy KOji MPeoOJINKYyje y MOETCKY (POPMY MUTCKY EKCIIe/IU-
uujy Apronayta u3 Tecanuje y Konxuny Ha LlpHom mopy. Anononuje
takohe nmomume CHpHjyc y Be3u ca HeTIOAHOIIJBUBOM JIETHOM BpyhHHOM:
,,Kaa MIHOjCKO OoCTpBO ca Heba 3arpeje CupHjyc 1 3a Iyro BpeMe Hbero-
BU CTAaHOBHUIIM He Mor'y Hahu HHKakaB cnac of Tora...“ (Argonautics,
[lecma 111, ctux 517). U xacHyje: ,,Onet ce nojasuo kao Cupujyc, koju
ce y3amke Ha BucuHe ca pyba Okeana™ (ITecma III, ctux 956).

Teornuc (570—480. npe H.€.), 3HaYajHU TIECHUK enerunydap u3 Mera-
pe, HaIMcao je HEKOJIKO T030€HUX TecaMa, U3y3€THHUX IO JI0CTOJaHCTBY
U romToBamwy Oorosa. Yak aje mpaBuiia 3a mijemke BUHA, J1071ajyhu oba-
BEILITEH:Aa 32 Mepuo oko uznacka Cupujyca: ,,HepazymHu cy ot jeyau,
U TJ1yTH, KOjU He NHjy BuHa HU kajaa [acja 3Be3na nounme... (Wender,
1984, Theognis, 1039-1040).

Eparocten (276—-194. npe H.e.) KOPUCTU ped ‘CUPUOC’ Ka0 MPHUJEB,
nuiryhu Ha mpumep: ,,[akBe 3Be3/ie aCTPOHOMH 30BY CHPHOC 300T Tpe-
[IEpaBOI KPETamkha BUXOBE CBETIOCTH .

I'puku encku necHuk u3 S. Beka HoHo, u3 ernnarckor rpaaa [lano-
noJIvca, MHIIe y CBOjoj Juonucujaka o macjuM BpenuHama Cupwmjyca:
,,Hocnao je cympoTHH yJap BeTpa Ja npeceue Bpery CupujycoBy rpo-
suuny* (Dionysiaka, 275).

Y BU3aHTH]CKOM Tieprony, npuniesa Aua KomauHa y cBojoj Azex-
cujadu Anexcujacy muie: ,,apemaa je 6uio sero u CyHIE je IPOLLIO
kpo3 Paka u 6uno je npex ynackoM y JlaBa — ce30Ha y K0joj, KAKO Kaxy,
n3nasu 3Be3na [lac” (4rexcujada 1, Kwura 3, X11.4).

OIINMC IIOTIIYHOI' IOMPAUYEWLA CYHIA Y OJUCEJH

VY IleBawy XX Ooduceje Hanas3u ce ciaeaehu macax: ,,Ynas u 1nemno
JIBOPUILTE UCITYH-EHU CYy CEHUMa MPTBHX, Koje ce kpehy y Mpaky. CyHiie
je Hectaso ca Heba u cByr/e je Ouna cnada BuibUBOCT (XX 356-357).

OBaj macax BEpOBaTHO OIKCYj€ aCTPOHOMCKY TI0jaBy, U MOXK/1a j€
HaJCTapUjH OIHUC MOTIyHOr mompadera Cynia Ha 3amany. Kako je To
peIaTHBHO PeTKa aCTPOHOMCKA I10jaBa 3a 1aTO MECTO, H JaBJba CE Y HpPO-
ceky jenHom y 360 roguHa, ako je 006JacT OrpaHHYeHa, MOXe ce olipe-
JTUTH BEPOBATaH JIaTyM OBOT noMmpauema (Varvoglis, 2009).
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Mana ce nompauerwa CyHiia 1 Mecelia He TIOMUEbY TUPEKTHO Y XO-
MEPCKUM TEKCTOBUMA, TPETXOHU CTUXOBU CYy MOTHUBHUCAIIH JIBA aCTPO-
HoMma, Koncrantuna bajkysuca (Constantino Baikouzis) u3 Jlabopatopuje
3a MareMaTHukKy ¢pu3uky Ha PokdenepoBom yausepsurtety y byjopky,
u Mapuena Mamacka (Marcelo Magnasco) ca Proyecto Observatorio,
Secretaria de Extension, Observatorio Astronomico de La Plata, na
NOKYIIajy Jla TauHO ofpexae AaTyM kana ce Omgucej Bparuo Ha Utaky.
ITpernoctaBumnu cy (2008) na Xomep y Oduceju XX 356—357 rosopu o
MOTIYHOM nompadewy CyHIa Koje ce JOrOAMIJIO Ha J1aH UCTpelsbermha
[Tenenmonuuux nmpocarua.

Harosewuraj npeasn1/bnBoj npupozy oaksor gorahaja je aar: Ipo-
pouaHcTBO Teoknmmena je ymo3opuJo mnpocte aa he: ,,CyHnie Outu us-
OpucaHo ca HeOa, 1 HecpehHa Tama he ucrmyHuUTH CBET Kaja ce joMahuH
BpaTH U kpB he 6utu HaljeHa y muxoBuM Tamupuma‘ (00. XX 350-355).

OBo HaBoheme bajkysuc u Mamacko cy ynopehusanu ca Apyrum
NOMUAbIMa JIPEBHUX NoMmpadera CyHIa y CTapuM TEKCTOBUMA U
HAIIUTH CY U3BECHE CIIMYHOCTH. Y XOMEPCKHUM TEKCTOBUMA, TIOCTOjE jOIII
YeTHpPH acCTPOHOMCKE O3Hake y Be3u ca OnucejeBUM MOBPATKOM Ha
Uraky.

[IpBa je MeceueBa ¢aza; XoMmep MOMUKE BHUIIIE MyTa J1a je OUII0
BpEeMe MIIJIOT Mecela, Tako Jia je TPBH YCIIOB 33 MOTITYHO MOMpPavyeHhe
Cynua, nmpema bajkysucy u Mamacky (2008) 3a10BoJbeH.

Jpyra ce ogHocH Ha Benepy, Koja je 1IecT 1aHa rnpe moKoJba mpo-
cana 6uia BUAJbMBA BUCOKO Ha HeOy: ,,Kako je m3ponuna 6aucrasa
3Be3/1a, KOja JIoJIa3u Jia MpBa HajaBu CBETIIO 3ope polheHe u3 Hohu, Opos
ce nenehu ox cpehe nmpubnukaBao octpy* (O0. xiii 98—100).

Tpeha o3naka je o 3Be3naMa 1 casBexhuma, koje je Onncej Buaco
Kaja je Haryctno KanurncuHo octpso, 29 nana npe pa3mMaTpaHor Jora-
haja: nocie 3anacka CyHua Buzene cy ce Ilnejane u cassexhe Bodtes.

UYeTspTa ce ogqHocu Ha Oora Xepmeca (Mepkyp) Koju je ,,CTHTao
Ha ocTpBo Orurnjy 34 nana npe noMmpauema. [Ipema bajkysucy u Ma-
BacKy (2008) To ce onHocH Ha Ianety Mepkyp, koja je Ouna y 3amnaj-
HOJ eJIOHTAIMjH Kajia Ce BUJU HA UCTOKY IIpe CBUTAbA a ,,CTUIIIA je ¥
TPEHYTKY CBOT XEJIHjaKTHYKOT M3JIacKa, OJHOCHO KaJa je MPBH MyT
nocTaja BUAJbUBA, IITO ce goroauiio 13. mapra 1178. ronune npe H.e.
Kana je y 3anagnoj enonranuju, Mepkyp ce BUIM HUCKO Ha HEOy Tipe
usnacka CyHI[a ¥ MMa PETPOrpajHO KpeTame OIu3y UCTOYHOI pyba
CBOj€ MPUBHUIHE Ny TamkE, IITO CE JICIIaBa jeqHOM cBakuX 116 maHa.

Xapuc Bapsormuc (2009), npodecop actpoHOMHje Ha YHUBEP3H-
tery y Conyny, npumehyje na, ako MpeTIoCTaBUMO Ja € MOCIeIbU
macak OJHOCH Ha I1aHeTy MepKyp, TO ce 3ajeiHO ca TP OCTalle acTpo-
HOMCKe o3Hake moksana jeqHoM y 2000 roxuna. IlomTo je, Ha OCHOBY
apXeoJIOIIKMX HMCKoMaBama Tpoje, mo3Haro na je pazopeHa oxo 1190.
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mpe H.€., JaCHO je Ja, aKo ce Yy JeleHujamMa Mpe WIH MOCIIe OBE TOANHE
JOTOMIIa TaKBa aCTPOHOMCKA KOWHIIMICHIIU]ja, TO Ou Ouia He3aBHCHA
MOTBp/a rouHe pazapama Tpoje (Varvoglis 2009, ctp. 3).

Bajkysuc u Mamacko, 3Hajyhu BepoBaTHY roJuHy pasapama Tpoje
1 KOMOMHYjyhu moMeHyTe acTpoHOMCKe nH(opMmaIliyje Koje maje Xomep,
pasmotpwin ¢y 1684 mmana mecera uamely 1250. u 1125. npe H.e. u,
Kopuctehu IIaHeTapujyMcKu cOQTBEp, UCTPAXKUIH CY aCTPOHOMCKY
npouuiocT obnactu Jouckor Mmopa. OTKpHIIH Cy J]a ¢c€ TIOTIYHO OMpa-
4CHHE 0T OZIHIIO 1178. pe H.e. u 1a je O6uno BuIbKBO ca Mrake. [Tocne
MPEIU3HUJUX TIPOpadyHa 00N cy Aa Ou 1o Jy.lII/I_]aHCKOM KaJeHaapy
JaH uctpedibeHa npocana 6uo 16. anpun 1178. mpe H.e. AKO je TO Ta4yHO,
u ako cy OxmcejeBa TyTama Tpajaia 3aucTa JIeCeT roJHa, KaKo caol-
mTaBa XoMmep, OcBajame U pazapame Tpoje goroawio ce 1188. mpe H.e.

bajky3uc 1 Mamacko Kaxxy J1a BbUXOBO UCTPaKHMBambe HE MOXKeE 0e3
CBaKe CyMmbe HOTBpAUTH Bpeme OxucejeBor nosparka Ha Hraky, amm
CBaKaKo IOKa3yje aa je XoMep 3Hao 3a M3BECHE aCTPOHOMCKE I10jaBe
KOje Cy ce JOrofuje BeKOBHMa Ipe HEroBor 100a. AKO cy y MpaBy U
ako je XoMmep CTBapHO ,,Be3a0° OBaj JaTyM 3a acTPOHOMCKH Jorahaj
KOjU Ce MOJKe IPOBEPHUTH, OHJIAa TO MOXKE IIOMOhM UCTOpUYapuMa Jia ca
BeTMKOM npenusHouthy oxpene Bpeme maga Tpoje.

Moryhn koHTpaapryMeHT oBoM cTaBy je fa Ou Xomepy, KOjH je
KHUBEO y 8. BEKy Ipe H.€., OMUJI0 TEeIIKO JIa ONMUIIE aCTPOHOMCKY MOjaBy
KOja ce Ioroauia mnpe Buile o yetupu croneha. Takohe, Maga usrnena
na peun TeoknumeHa onwucyjy nmoMmpauermhe CyHIa, MECHIK BEpOBATHO
JKEJH Jia 14 OMILTY CIUKY, Be3yjyhu ra 3a MpadHy cynbuny Ilenenomnu-
HUX npocana. Unu je Mmoxxaa XoMep crieBao 0Baj macak Ha OCHOBY TI0-
Mpayema Koje je caM JI0’)KMBEO, U TIOBE3a0 TO Ca OMILITOM CUTYallUjOM Y
Be3u ca MacoBHUM yOucTBoMm. [1. P. Munken nutie y yaconucy Scientific
American: JcTpaxxuBaum Kaky Ja ce MMO3UBAKkEM Ha IJIaHETE U ca-
3Bexha y Qouceju, onucyje nompauerwe CyHia koje ce goroauio 1178.
Ipe H.e., CKOPO TPU BEKa Ipe HEro IITO Ce cMaTpa Ja je XoMmep cazaao
npudy. AKO je TO TaqHO, Hala3 OM yKasHBao Ja je APeBHH NECHUK H3HE-
Habyjyhe feTa/pHO MO3HABAO aCTPOHOMHUJY... I'puku yuern spyau [Ly-
TapxX U XepakiuT UCTUUY ujejy Aa je TeoknmmeHoB rOBOp MOETCKH
onuc nompayema. OHM HABOJIE IOMUbakha y IPUYHU JIa j€ JIaH MPOopo-
YaHCTBa OMO MJTaJl Mecell, ITO O OMJI0 TaYHO 3a jeTHO TToMpadewme. Y
JBAJIECETUM, UCTPAXKUBAUU Cy CIEKYIHCAIH Ja je XOMep MOrao nma-
TH Ha YMY CTBapHO NIOMpauemne, ocje mpopadyyHa Ja je MOTIYHO Mo-
Mpademe (kama Mecer notnyHo 3akiama CyHIie) Ouio BUABUBO 16.
anpuna 1178. ipe H.e. u3Ha JOHCKHUX OCTpBa, r1e ce aorahaju u3 Xome-
poBe moeme cMmerTajy. mak, uaeja Huje 3auBena, MoliTo Cy ce MpBU
IPYKH aCTPOHOMCKH 3aIlMCH MOjaBUIIM BekoBuMa mnocie tora™ (Minkel

2008).
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Hanomumemo na ce HeonpeheHo nomMumame ,,HeKHX UCTPaK1Ba-
4a“ U3 IBa/ICCETHX TOIMHA y TOPHEM Iacaxy y cTBapu ogHocH Ha [lloxa
(Schoch, 19264, b, c¢), koju je pBu oxapenuo 16. ampun 1178. npe H.e.
Kao0 JaTyM MOTIYHOT noMpayema CyHIa, moBe3aHor ca TeoKIMMeHo-
BUM peunma, kao 1 Ha Hojrebayepa (Neugebauer, 1929).

3AKJBY UL

XOoMepOoB KO3MOJIOIIKK MOJIEII, KOjU OeJIe’H ToTJIe/ie ’herOBOT Bpe-
MEHa, WJIM MOKJIa YaK M CTapuje, IPEKUBEO je Y JOHUjU BEeKOBHMA 10CiIe
ETOBE CMPTH.

CrBapajyhu HajBepoBaTHHje y 8. BeKy Ipe H.e., XoMep IpeacTa-
BJba 3eMJbY Kao JIMCK ca CBHX CTpaHa OKpy»keH BogeHnM OkeaHoM. 3Be-
31aHO HEOO je uBpCTa KyIoJia Koja ce Mopa MpHUAp)KaBaTH Ja He Ou
nasa, JOK MCIo/ 3eMJbe MOCTOJH MOI3EMHHU CBET XaJ, KOJU j€ UCTO TO-
JIMKO JIaJIeKo Of1 3eMJbe Kao U Hebo.

YV XoMepoBUM €NOBMMa HE MOMHIY CE CBE INIAHETE MO3HATE y
aHTHIIM, aJId TIOCTOjU yOeaJbUBa YHIEHHUIIA J]a CY BUXOBE OCOOMHE U
MOBE3aHOCT ca MPOMEHOM H3rjieqia Heba ca MpoJlacCkoM BpeMeHa Ouite
IIMPOKO MO3HATE MOCJE BEIUKOT Opoja EMIMPUJCKUX TOCMATPambAa.

Moske ce pehn, Kao 3akJbydak, Aa XOMEPCKH U3BOPH TMOKA3yjy Aa
Cy nojenuHa ca3zBexxha u Hebecke nojase OmiIM No3HaTu crapum [ puuma
Tora BpemeHa. M3Bectan O6poj 3Be371a je OMo MMEHOBAaH U OWJIE CYy TaKO
no3Hate Jia ¢y kopuihene 3a nopehema y onHocy Ha OOroBe M JbyJ€.
3aHMMJBMBA j€ YMELEHUIIA JIa TIOCTOje 3Be37e U ca3Bexha koje Xomep
MOMUIHE T0J] TOTIYHO HCTUM UMEHHMMAa Kao LITO CY JaHallkba.

Y Unujaou, mpBu Ty T ce HEKa 3Be3/1a nmomume y [leBamy 5 (5), e
je Cupujyc npeacTaBJbeH Kao jecema 3Be3/1a; U3riiesia MpUupoIHO Ja je
IpBa MOMEHYTAa 3Be3/1a HajcjajHuja Ha HoOhHOM HeOy. borartuju acTpo-
HOMCKHU cazipkaj je y onucy Axuiejeor mtuta (X VIII 478—488). Xo-
Mep Kaxe Jia cy Ha lbemy Ownn Hacnukanu Opuon, Xujane, [lnejane u
Mensen unu Komna, ,,k0ja ce okpehy yBek Ha UCTOM MecTy, rienajyhu
Ha OpuoH‘ 1 HUKaga He noaupyjyhu Okean. To je u3riena jacHa Ha3Ha-
Ka J1a je 0BO ca3Bexkl)e UPKYMITIONApHO U YBEK BUJIJBUBO ca reorpadckux
IIMpUHA TJE Cce ercKa mpuya ogurpasa. To MenBena YnHU MOTOTHOM,
JIaKO BUAJBUBOM IOMONM 3a OpHjeHTAlU]y, TaKO J1a OU HEroBO yKJby-
YHBakE Yy MOIYJIApHY IMOeMY OHIIO TIPAaKTHYHO M KOPHCHO 3a 3ajeTHU-
ny. Kana unemo npema kpajy Mnujade, Xomep omnet nomutme Cupujyc,
HasuBajyhu ra Opuonos nac (XXII 29).

Y Oouceju ce noMumwy HUPKYyMIOIApHE 3Be3/€ U yoOHUajeHa ca-
3Bexha (V 279-287); oBora myra, moaato je u Bodng.
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Tako Xomep MOMHE-€ YKYIHO TpH ca3Bexkha (IUPKyMIIOIApHO
Ursa Major, Opuon u Booétes), 1Ba 0TBOpeHa 3Be3/1aHa jaTa Taja Mo3Ha-
Ta kao caspexha (Ilnejame n Xujane), HHIUPEKTHO U HAjCjajHH]Y 3BE3AY
Cupmujyc (kao jecemwy 3Be31y, OpHOHOBOT TIca U ,,JIONTY 3BE3Y  KOja Jby-
JUMa JIOHOCH Tiacje BpyhuHe) u rianety BeHepy kao 3Be3ny ca ctapuMm
IPYKUM UMeHNMa 3a Beuepmwy u JyTapmy 3Be31y.

Marematuuap Koncrantun Maspomaruc (Konstantinos Mavrom-
matis, 2000) mpeTnocTaBJba 1a je ,,3Be3/1a* Koja ce 03 MeHa TOMHUHE
y OQouceju (,,Jep My je ka3ana qa yBeK Ty 3BE3/y JIPKH ca JICBE CTPaHe
1ok moBu*, (00., 276) BepoBaTHO TOJIapHA 3Be3/a Tora g00a. AcTpo-
HoM Xaputon TomOynuauc (Chariton Tomboulidis, 2008) nomume aa
ce y Unujaou IV 6oruma ATuHa mopeau ca ,,6neLHTaBOM“ 3BE3JI0M:
,,Ca BpxoBa OnuMria oHa je JypHyJIa Kao 3Be371a Kojy cy XpoHoBuhu 0a-
WU JbyIUMA Kao 3HaK... ...CjajHa 3Be3/1a U 0e30pojHU OJIECKOBU IITO
cy 6auenu* (IV 75-78).

BepoBatHo Xomep one anynupa Ha najaajyhy 3Be3y Ui MeTeop;
TaKBe ,,3Be3/1¢" Tpedasio O MHOro uenrhe /1a ce Buie HA BEOMa TAMHOM
HeOy crape ['puke.

Y Oouceju Takohe ce Beoma jacHO MOMUELY conctuiuju (xv 403—
404) u jenaH BepOBaTHU OMKC Tpenepema 3Be3a (xii 318).

Konauno, maga nompauema CyHua u Mecena HUCY €KCIUTHIIUTHO
MMOMHUb-aHA Y XOMEPCKHUM €IoBHUMa, OuIIo je cyrepucano (Baikouzis u
Magnasco, 2008) na y Oouceju (XX 356-357) Xomep anyaupa Ha NOT-
nmyHo noMpauewe CyHIIa, ofakiie ce 4ak Moxke u3Byhu garym Onuceje-
Bor noBparka Ha Wraky. Ty Tpeba OutH orpesaH ja ce He Ou moMeraie
noeTu4ke Metadope ca CTBAPHUM aCTPOHOMCKHM Jorahajem, momro je
Xomep >KMBEO YETUPH BeKa Iociie mompauewma 16. anpuia 1178. ipe H.e.

YumeHunIia je a IoCcTOju caMo jeJlaH CITydaj 1a C€ KOPUCTE 3BE3/Ie
uiIM ca3Bexha 3a opujeHTanujy y XOMepcKkuM TekcrtoBuma (Oduceja,
271-277). 3az[aTaI< Jla c€ aCTPOHOMH]a JIOBEJIC JIO IPAKTHYHHUX HPHMe-
Ha 1peftyseo je Xecuon, nona crosneha kacHuje, CBOjuM Jjienom /locrosu
U Oanu, Koje je MpyIKHUIIO IPYKOM HAPOALY PBH KaJIeHap 3eMJbOpatHY-
KHMX TIOCJIOBA, BOJUY 324 CE30HCKE aKTUBHOCTH 3aCHOBAH Ha XEJIHjakK-
TUYKOM M3JIACKYy HJIM 3aJ1aCKy pa3IMuUTHX 3Be3/a, ca3Bexlha uiu jara
[Tnejana.

XOMepCKy aCTPOHOMCKY KEbHKEBHY TPAJUIIN]y CIEAHIIO je HEKO-
JUKO CTAapUX TPUKUX ayTOpa, Kao IITO je XEeCHoJ ca CBOJUM JAeTuMa
Iocnosu u danu n Xepaxnos witduil, necHUK Tparudap Ecxun y Tpare-
nuju Aeamemnon, Anononuje ca Ponoca y Apconayiiuyu, Epatocten
n3 Kupene, Hono n yak Bu3zanTujcka npunie3a Ana Komauna y Azex-
cujaou.
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Caa oBa HaBohema ykasyjy aa 6ap ox npesHe ['puke, modeBmu ca
Opuurum xumnama 1 XOMEPOBUM €MIOBUMA T1a JI0 HAIIIKUX JaHA, HEKE
3Be3/Ic U ca3Bexl)a Hoce MOTITYHO MCTa HMEHA.
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Efstratios Th. Theodossiou, Vassilios N. Manimanis,
Petros Mantarakis, Milan S. Dimitrijevic¢

ASTRONOMY AND CONSTELLATIONS IN
HOMERIC ILIAD AND ODYSSEY

Summary

The Iliad and the Odyssey, in addition to their supreme status as cornerstones
of world literature, they are a rich source of information about the scientific and
technological knowledge of ancient Greeks in both pre-Homeric and Homeric times.
The two Homeric epic poems, dated in the 8th century BC, include, inter alia, a
wealth of astronomical elements, informing about the Earth, the Sky, the stars and
constellations such as Ursa Major, Bodtes, Orion, Sirius, the Pleiades and the Hyades.
They also offer a more erudite image of Homer, which reflects the cosmological
views of his period. The model of the Universe that is presented is continuous and has
three levels: the lower level corresponds to the underworld, the middle one to the Earth
and the upper one to the sky. The cosmological model and astronomical elements
presented in /liad and Odissey are considered in this work.

Key words: History of Astronomy, Homer, Antique cosmology
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IL LOGOS AMARTUROS

ABSTRACT: Amarturos ¢ un tipo di discorso dicanico, quello in cui
l’oratore sostiene 1’accusa relativamente a fatti per i quali non siano disponibili
dei testimoni oculari né evidenze materiali di rilievo. Si intuisce facilmente
che ¢ arduo costruire un discorso convincente su basi cosi gracili ma, proprio
per il suo carattere di sfida, il logos amarturos ha avuto grande sviluppo nei
secoli V e IV a.C,, tanto da essere percepito come un ambito elettivo dell’arte
della persuasione da parte di intellettuali come Protagora, Antifonte, Gorgia,
Euripide, Andocide, Isocrate, Lisia, Antistene, Demostene, Aristotele e altri,
ma ¢ rimasto tenacemente in ombra. Percio merita di essere riscoperto e a tale
scopo viene qui proposta una panoramica sugli usi del logos amarturos da parte
di questi ed altri autori.

KEYWORDS: Logos amarturos, rhetoric, indirect proof, Protagoras,
Antiphon, Gorgias, Euripides, Andocides, Isocrates, Lysias, Antisthenes, De-
mosthenes, Aristotle.

UN GENERE LETTERARIO DIMENTICATO

Una ricerca intorno alla parola amarturos o amartyros tramite
Google da risultati straordinariamente deludenti: bibliografia prossima
a zero e menzione del solo logos che reca la qualifica di amarturos gia
nel titolo: I'or. XXI di Isocrate. Arrivare ad appurare tramite Google
che sul logos amarturos scrissero un libro (o un opuscolo) il socratico
Antistene e, successivamente, Speusippo, il successore di Platone alla
guida dell’Accademia, ¢ gia virtualmente impossibile.

Eppure non ¢ ignoto che gia Antifonte si era cimentato in una
esemplare vertenza amarturos con la sua terza tetralogia. Del resto anche
Gorgia si era distinto quale maestro nella costruzione di logoi amarturoi.
Il suo Palamede ¢ anzi paradigmatico perché qui l'oratore supplisce
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alla supposta mancanza di prove (testimoniali e/o materiali) ricorrendo
unicamente ad argomenti di mera plausibilita — “se anche avessi voluto
tradire, non avrei potuto farlo”; “Se anche fossi stato capace di tradire,
non avrei potuto desiderare di farlo”; “L’accusatore si contraddice” —
che sono tutti pensati per valere anche in assenza di prove dirette.

Significativamente, lo stesso Antifonte ha fatto ricorso all’argo-
mento della contraddizione anche in un punto cruciale del suo discorso
pit ammirato, quello in difesa di se stesso nel 411 a.C. Egli imposto il
ragionamento partendo dal presupposto che non ci fossero prove dirette
del suo diretto coinvolgimento nel colpo di stato oligarchico e tento di
smontare ’accusa appoggiandosi unicamente ad argomenti fondati sulla
verosimiglianza, e in particolare sulla contraddizione (“non potete pensare
che, essendo io logografo e fondando la mia ricchezza su quei clienti che
competono liberamente in tribunale, io possa aver voluto distruggere la
democrazia e con cio stesso compromettere proprio la mia principale
fonte di ricchezza™). Antifonte imposto dunque la sua ultima — e falli-
mentare — autodifesa proprio come un logos amarturos, ma utilizzando
come argomento principe uno degli argomenti addotti da Gorgia nel
Palamede. Questa circostanza fa pensare che il logos amarturos costi-
tuisse, all’epoca, una risorsa innovativa e, spesso, vincente.

Non ¢ tutto, poiché la stessa nascita dell’arte oratoria in Grecia viene
concordemente associata proprio all’ideazione di modi plausibili per
ovviare alla mancanza di testimoni oculari (martures) con il ragiona-
mento (logos). Ma di ci0 piu avanti.

Gia sulla base di queste prime indicazioni si intuisce che, almeno
nella Grecia classica, il logos amarturos trovo condizioni favorevoli per
diventare un elemento qualificante dell’abilita dei retori, o addirittura
il punto di forza, proprio per il fatto di poter costruire un’accusa o una
difesa credibili anche in assenza di prove ‘oggettive’. La scelta di con-
ferire il potere di emettere le sentenze a vaste giurie popolari implicava
che 1 giudici fossero per definizione incompetenti riguardo alla legge,
disinformati riguardo al fatto?, obbligati ad ascoltare in relativo silenzio,
esposti al rischio di essere colti di sorpresa e messi in condizione di
votare senza potersi consultare, quindi anche senza nessuna possibilita
di motivare il verdetto. Infatti, per poter funzionare, sembro necesario

1'Ho solo provato a riformulare alcuni interrogativi retorici che figurano nel seguente
testo papiraceo (papiro di Ginevra inv. 264bis-267, fr. A, II 22—, ed. Funghi-Decleva Caizzi):
obkovv &v | pév Tt olyopyiot ovk av | v pot [t]odto, || [E]v 8[€; Tt dn]|[po]kpaltion TéAJot 6
kploTdv | gipt £yd, €l0m[g | T0D Aéyewv. &v | puev tht OAyapyiot [0]vd[€][voi Euferro[v] | d[&Eroi
£oec0ali], | £v 6¢ T om|poxpar[i]at | toALooD; Gpép[e] | o1 ndi eikd[c] | Eotv [e]ue OA[|yopyiai
émbopelv, motelpov tadto xjhoyilecOar | ovk oldl T &i[ui] | | o0 yyvod|okew ta
AMvot]tehodvt(o €]’ |uovtdr [ | adn|

2 E su questa idea che ruota I’diace di Antistene.
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prevedere che le giurie popolari fossero chiamate ad emettere un verdetto
del tutto elementare (colpevole o innocente, condannato alla sanzione
A o alla sanzione B). In tali condizioni si puo capire che gli argomenti
di mera verosimiglianza avessero ampio spazio e che questa situazione
si potesse trasformare in un eccellente terreno di coltura del /ogos
amarturos.

LA ‘PREISTORIA’ DEL LOGOS AMARTUROS

Puo sorprendere, ma amarturos ¢ anche la vertenza attorno alla quale
ruota il IV inno omerico: I'lnno a Hermes, che viene ora datato, per lo
piu, al V anziché al VI secolo a.C.3 Vi si racconta di Hermes neonato
che, divenuto un ragazzone in meno di ventiquattr’ore, effettua un
imponente abigeato ai danni di Apollo, si adopera quindi per non lasciare
tracce riconoscibili e a tale scopo decide di farsi ritrovare nella culla,
come se fosse ancora un normale neonato. Nonostante simili apparenze,
Apollo perviene a rilevare alcuni indizi di colpevolezza e di imputare il
furto proprio a questo anomalo neonato. Senonché la circostanza con-
sente al ladro di negare, adducendo appunto che ¢ un neonato e che un
neonato non avrebbe potuto rendersi colpevole di un impegnativo abi-
geato (v. 376 s.: “ma io sono nato appena ieri, € quello lo sa anche lui,
né sono simile in qualcosa ad un ladro di buoi, che dev’essere pieno di
forza”). La vicenda evolve bonariamente per ragioni che qui non inte-
ressano. Rimane che Hermes non ammette mai di aver rubato e continua
a farsi scudo della sua condizione neonatale, eretta in prova presunta-
mente palmare della propria estraneita al fatto.

Il dato importante ¢ che né Apollo né Zeus si lasciano persuadere
(cio¢ ingannare) da Hermes, ma non perché sappiano produrre un con-
tro-argomento in grado di demolire I’'argomento addotto come prova
palmare, bensi in forza di un testimone oculare appena un po’ reticente
e di una serie di indizi che si presume siano sostanzialmente inequivo-
cabili. Nella storia si intrecciano, pertanto, un processo normale, in cui
non mancano indizi in base ai quali incolpare il vero colpevole, e un
processo anomalo in cui, in assenza di prove dirette, la mera verosimi-
glianza campeggia e si impone. Ora questo ¢ precisamente lo standard
del logos amarturos.

Rispetto alle astuzie e agli inganni narrati dalla poesia epica ante-
riore, qui prende forma un’idea fortemente innovativa: il poeta ha pensato
di rappresentare il ‘colpevole’ nell’atto di fornire argomenti per discol-
parsi in una situazione caratterizzata dall’assenza (presunta, invero, perché

3 Ricordo che I’fnno a Hermes ¢ stato ripreso da Sofocle negli Ichneutai.
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solo apparente) di testimoni oculari o altre prove dirette a suo carico.
Sembra dunque che I'inno abbia reso forma in una societa in cui si rite-
neva che un argomento pretestuoso, purché abbia tutte le apparenze
della fondatezza, potesse ben essere in grado di tener testa validamente
all’accusa. Dietro al mythos e alla componente giocosa propongo percio
di intravedere una modalita piuttosto precisa di amministrare la giustizia.

In effetti sembra che sussista una relazione piuttoso stretta fra il
logos amarturos e gli esordi dell’oratoria giudiziaria in relazione all’uso,
che si affermo almeno a Siracusa e Atene intorno al 460 a.C., di affidare
il verdetto a delle giurie popolari con le specifiche sopra richiamate. Si
puo capire dunque che I’eccellenza nell’oratoria dicanica si manifestasse
non tanto nel modo di ricostruire i fatti o di raccogliere delle testi-
monianze, quanto piuttosto nel saper costruire argomenti in grado di
aggirare le peggiori difficolta, dunque dei validi sostituti di prova con
1 quali le parti potessero rimediare all’eventuale carenza di evidenze
testimoniali. In tali condizioni, riuscire a far passare una tesi per mani-
festamente insostenibile ¢ insomma ‘garanzia’ di successo perché ha il
potere di istituire una presunzione di inattendibilita, cio¢ una sorta di
pre-comprensione in grado di sovrapporsi a una intera gamma di prove
ed argomenti collaterali e neutralizzarli. Nel caso specifico 'argomento
fondato sulla inverosimiglianza ha attitudine a rendere irrilevanti sia
I'emergere di indizi sia la mancanza di testimoni oculari: per affermarsi
non ha bisogno di prove circostanziali, ¢ quindi un tipico argomento
amarturos.

Ebbene, le fonti riferiscono che i due ‘padri’ dell’oratoria dicanica
greca, 1 siracusani Corace e Tisia, si sarebbero fatti un nome per aver
saputo giocare sulla supposta inidoneita fisica dell'imputato a commet-
tere il reato di cui lo si accusa: un uomo di corporatura gracile ¢ accu-
sato di aver aggredito un uomo di corporatura ben piu robusta in luogo
appartato e senza testimoni, e questi nega il fatto adducendo che la sua
minore prestanza fisica dimostra che non puo essere stato lui a fungere
da aggressore. Ma la controparte fa valere il contrario: I’aggressore ha
aggredito proprio confidando sulla facilita con cui poteva essere creduto,
se avesse negato di averlo fatto. Rispetto all’/nno a Hermes notiamo che
anche 1 due siracusani fanno valere I'inidoneita fisica, ma introducendo
un’arguta inversione del ragionamento.

Non per nulla ai due maestri siracusani viene da qualche fonte riferita
anche la geniale storia che piu spesso va sotto il nome di Protagora ed
Evatlo?®. Quest’altra disputa verte sul mancato pagamento dell’onorario

4 Levidenza testuale piu rotonda ¢ offerta da Sesto Empirico (Math. 11 96-99), ma degni
di nota sono anche Quintil. ITI 1.10, Apul. Flor. 18.19-20, Gell. N.4. V 10 e Lucian. Vit. Auctio
22. La letteratura pertinente va dal Mutua de Protagorae et Evathli sophismata di J. F. Alefeld
(Giessen 1730) e dal Protagoras und Euathlus. Ein Prozess, di K. F. Goschel (in Zerstreute

52



da parte dell’allievo. Le fonti riferiscono che I’allievo avrebbe proposto
e il docente avrebbe accettato che il corso venisse impartito e che il
pagamento del previsto onorario venisse dilazionato fino al momento
in cui lallievo, debitamente addestrato, fosse stato in grado di vincere
la sua prima causa. Il corso ha luogo e I'allievo apprende ma, una volta
terminato il corso, I’allievo si astiene dal tentar di esercitare la profes-
sione di consulente legale, e su questa base omette (o si rifiuta) di pagare
I'onorario pattuito. Dopo qualche tempo, il docente, deciso a recuperare
la somma, avrebbe posto il suo ex-allievo di fronte al seguente dilemma:
“bada, che se ti cito in giudizio, e se i giudici mi daranno ragione, tu mi
dovrai pagare in esecuzione della sentenza; ma se 1 giudici dovessero
dare ragione a te, tu dovresti ugualmente pagarmi l’'onorario perché, a
quel punto, ti troveresti ad aver vinto la tua prima causa (quindi ¢ nel tuo
interesse pagarmi subito allo scopo di evitare, se non altro, i maggiori
oneri che deriverebbero da un eventuale ricorso al giudizio)”. Replica
sagace dell’allievo: “andiamo pure in tribunale, ma sia chiaro che non
pagherd comunque, perché se i giudici mi daranno ragione, il contratto
st intendera annullato; se poi mi daranno torto, risultera che devo ancora
vincere la mia prima causa e quindi, in virtu del contratto, non ti dovro
nulla”. L’argomento e il contro-argomento appaiono chiaramente addotti
nel presupposto che la disambiguazione dell’accordo stipulato anni
addietro sia non solo difficile da effettuare ma anche non necessaria in
quanto il ragionamento ¢ comunque in grado di produrre una supposta
prova palmare, tale da spiazzare la controparte, forse far sorridere 1
giudici, e quindi sbloccare la vertenza indipendentemente da ogni altra
possibile considerazione. Intuitiva I’analogia con le dispute amarturos
dovuta al fatto di basarsi su intese orali.

I due modelli di ragionamento associati a Corace e Tisia eviden-
ziano una considerevole duttilita: a caratterizzarli ¢ un tasso eccezional-
mente alto di reversibilita dell’argomentazione, tale da dar luogo a una
geniale situazione di stallo. La circostanza armonizza bene con le notizie
secondo cui Corace passo ad insegnare I’abilita dialettica di cui aveva
dato ampia prova come (avvocato o) logografo, ¢ soprattutto presenta
un apprezzabile punto di contatto con I'ideazione di una prima serie di
antilogie da parte di Protagora, evento che viene comunemente associato
al decollo della Sofistica.

Su Corace e Tisia sappiamo dunque ben poco. In compenso I'idea-
guida che accomuna questo poco parrebbe ben espressa da Platone

Bldtter Zweiter Theil, Schleusingen 1835, 266-322) fino al Korax and Tisias di A.W. Verrall
(Journal of Philology 9, 1880, 197-210 e una interessante memoria inedita del Passeron (1970,
dove peraltro si parla di Evalthe). Ricordo inoltre Goossens 1977 (che parla di Eulathus),
Lenzen 1977 (che parla di Euathus), Tordesillas 1986, Strangas 1988 e il non poco materiale
ormai disponibile nel circuito web.
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allorché scrive che per imparare a parlare in pubblico si dovrebbe ricer-
care non cio che ¢ giusto, ma cid che puo sembrare giusto, e sembrarlo
plethéi, hoiper dikasousin, “agli occhi della moltitudine che poi giudi-
chera”, perché — aggiunge — ¢ da queste cose che scaturisce la persuasione
(Phaedr. 260al—4; cf. 267a6—7 e 273a7-bl). Questa plausibilita apparente
viene notoriamente denominata eikos (plausibile, verosimile in quanto
distinto da cio che ¢ o potrebbe essere propriamente accertato). Ricorrere
all’eikos equivale appunto ad erigere degli indizi relativamente generici
in chiave di lettura della vicenda su cui 1 dicasti sono chiamati a pro-
nunciarsi, ed ¢ questa la strategia che venne prontamente recepita in
ambiente attico, e recepita come paradigmatica, cio¢ come schema che
identifica una intera classe di discorsi e di forme di eccellenza nell’ar-
gomentare in contesto dicanico. Appare insomma assai verosimile che il
logos amarturos sia stato strettamente associato alla nascita della retorica
greca intesa quale abilita professionalizzata e che in esso si sia volentieri
additato, per decenni, un qualificante epangelma per chi avesse voluto
proporsi come logografo. Del resto, al logos amarturos si dovrebbe
riconoscere un posto di rilievo non solo nella storia della retorica greca
ma anche nella storia del movimento sofistico e, per le ragoni che verranno
indicate piu avanti al § 5, nella ‘preistoria’ della logica.

TRACCE DEL LOGOS AMARTUROS
NEL TEATRO TRAGICO

I1 teatro tragico offre almeno un’opera, I’lppolito di Euripide (anno
428 a.C.), in cui prende forma una situazione inequivocabilmente conno-
tata dalla difficolta di reperire prove ‘oggettive’ e, conseguentemente,
dalla ricerca di possibili sostituti. L’Ippolito propone fra l’altro la scena
in cui Teseo esibisce la tavoletta che era legata al braccio di Fedra, ormai
deceduta, e inveisce contro Ippolito, accusato di averla insidiata. Per Teseo,
nonostante la considerazione in cui aveva sempre tenuto il giovane su cui
ora grava l’accusa di incesto, non ¢’¢ motivo di dubitare dell’attendibilita
del documento, e si puo capire che egli metta le mani avanti, offrendo una
confutazione preventiva degli argomenti cui, egli teme, Ippolito non
manchera di appellarsi.

Date le circostanze, Ippolito non pud non pensare a una calunnia
ben costruita e temibile, anche se non ¢ supportata da evidenze specifiche,
ed ¢ degno di nota, in questo contesto, il v. 939 s. — “se chi vien dopo sara
infinitamente piu scaltro e perverso di chi I’ha preceduto (eis huperbolé
panourgos)” — in quanto evoca appunto le sempre nuove possibilita di
carpire l’altrui buona fede. Pure interessante ¢ la prima reazione di Ippo-
lito, che si appella a un fopos, forse gia presente nell’oratoria dicanica:
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“di fronte alla folla io mi perdo facilmente, ma non a tu per tu, e debbo
per forza replicarti, cominciando da dove tu mi hai inferto il primo
colpo, sicuro di annientarmi, sicuro che non avrei saputo in alcun
modo antilegein; ma, primo, posso ben vantare una quantita di autenti-
che virtu, particolarmente nell’ambito toccato dall’infamante accusa che
mi hai rivolto; secondo, dovresti poter esibire un movente, € moventi
plausibili non ce ne sono. Vorrei avere un martur che purtroppo non
c’¢, ma giuro di non aver avuto nemmeno la piu remota intenzione di
fare ci0 di cui mi si accusa. E ipotizzo una penosa debolezza da parte
di Fedra” (sintesi dei vv. 983—1035).

“Incantatore! stregone!”, ribatte Teseo (v. 1038), e Ippolito: “Ma il
giuramento, la pistis (la fiducia o, forse, I'indizio, I'inferenza), o i pro-
nunciamenti degli indovini non significano piu nulla? ... O casa, potessi
testimoniare almeno tu!” (vv. 1055 s. e 1074 s.). Al che Teseo gli rin-
faccia di appellarsi, per 'appunto a dei testimoni che non potrebbero
testimoniare (aphanous marturas), quando a parlare un linguaggio ine-
quivocabile ¢ invece un biglietto della vittima (v. 1076 s.). Non ci vorra
meno dell’intervento diretto della dea per ristabilire la verita, quindi
I’onorabilita dell'imputato.

La speciale rilevanza di questi passaggi fa si che la tragedia accenda
un potente riflettore sulla virtuale impotenza della certezza soggettiva
di fronte ad un dato oggettivo non attendibile ma, non per questo, meno
determinante nell’accreditare una ‘lettura’ stravolta della realta — cio¢ di
fronte ad una calunnia ben costruita — e delle limitate ma pur sempre
significative risorse del /ogos anche in casi cosi estremi. Pertanto questa
tragedia ¢ di speciale aiuto ad apprezzare la creativita di quei logografi
che riescono a sbloccare la situazione anche nei casi in cui sarebbe forte
la tentazione di arrendersi fatalisticamente alla forza delle circostanze.
In effetti I'eroe euripideo non rinuncia ad argomentare come meglio puo,
ma dimostrando di non disporre di armi particolarmente affilate (perché
egli non ¢ un professionista della parola).

Che prendano forma situazioni comparabili negli altri spettacoli
tragici e comici a noi noti € per lo meno dubbio.

LA ‘NATURALIZZAZIONE’ DEL LOGOS AMARTUROS
AD ATENE. ANTIFONTE (E ANDOCIDE)

Posteriori all’Ippolito, ma forse di un solo decennio, dovrebbero
essere 1 due scritti paradigmatici sul logos amarturos che la Grecia
classica ci ha lasciato: una delle 7etralogie di Antifonte e il Palamede
di Gorgia. Sono due scritti di taglio dichiaratamente epidittico, per la cui
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data di composizione ci si deve perd limitare a congetture relativamente
labili, che meritano di essere illustrati in modo non troppo sommario.

Anche la prima tetralogia di Antifonte> ¢, a suo modo, un prototipo:
¢ il primo logos amarturos che possiamo leggere per intero nella forma
in cui ¢ stato composto e di cui si conosca l’autore, ed ¢ il solo logos
amarturos ad articolarsi in accusa, difesa e relative repliche. Oltre a
proporre un esemplare repertorio di pertinenti inferenze fondate sulla
mera verosimiglianza, qui Antifonte indugia nell’opporre verosimile a
verosimile e articola una interessante riflessione sulle condizioni di
affidabilita degli argomenti chiamati a surrogare la mancanza di testi-
moni oculari del delitto considerato.

La situazione ipotizzata €, per 'appunto, un reato perpetrato sulla
pubblica via, di notte e senza testimoni: un omicidio. Antifonte assume
che il solo testimone oculare fosse lo schiavo della vittima e che i1 parenti
dell’'ucciso abbiano fatto appena in tempo a sottoporlo ad un sommario
interrogatorio prima che morisse anche lui per le ferite riportate durante
la colluttazione. Accusatore e imputato, percio, competono nel valutare
l’affidabilita di quanto riferito dai parenti della vittima riguardo alle
dichiarazioni dello schiavo (dichiarazioni che non sono note anche ad
altri), e cosi pure nell'impostare una discussione sulla legittimita teorica
del ricorso circostanziato ad argomenti di mera verosimiglianza.

Premesso che “Non ¢ difficile trovare le prove dei crimini archi-
tettati dal primo venuto; ma se ne sono autori individui ben dotati ... ¢
arduo sia smascherarli sia mostrare la loro colpevolezza” (1.16), I'accusa
provvede a delineare la fattispecie pertinente per mezzo di un argomento
per esclusione che permette di scartare tutta una serie di eventualita
astrattamente ipotizzabili: 'omicida non doveva essere un ladro, perché
non sottrasse la borsa alla vittima; non doveva essere un ubriacone fuori
di sé, perché altrimenti i compagni di bevute I’avrebbero riconosciuto;
non dovette uccidere per mero scambio di persona, perché se la prese
anche con il servo; né l'omicidio dovette scaturire da una rissa, perché ¢
stato commesso a tarda notte e in luogo solitario. Ergo si deve pensare
ad un agguato, ad una vendetta. “Chi allora ¢ piu verosimile che lo
aggredisse, di uno che abbia gia subito gravi offese, € che si aspetti di
subirne di ancora maggiori? E in queste condizioni che si trova I'impu-
tato” (1.4 s.). Seguono 'evocazione della testimonianza resa dallo schiavo
sopravvissuto solo per poche ore al suo padrone e una riflessione di
questo tenore: “Sarebbe impossibile dimostrare la colpevolezza degli
autori di un delitto premeditato, se non si potesse farlo né in base ai

5 Ricordo che la fortunata tesi dell’esistenza di due Antifonti ¢ in vistoso declino: al
riguardo v. ad es. Narcy 1989.
6 Trad. F. Decleva Caizzi. In corsivo le rare deviazioni dalla sua traduzione.
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testimoni né in base alle verosimiglianze, e non ¢ nel vostro interesse”
che un simile delitto rimanga impunito (1.9 s.).

A sua volta I'imputato incomincia col ridefinire 1 termini della sua
relazione con la persona uccisa: “a me quell’'uomo, da vivo, distrusse
la casa; da morto, anche se riuscird a farmi assolvere, mi ha gettato
addosso un numero sufficiente di dolori e di preoccupazioni” (2.2). Passa
quindi a sostenere che 1’accusa si fonda su una valutazione contraddit-
toria della personalita dell’indiziato: egli sarebbe stato al tempo stesso
furbo (per aver ricercato un luogo appartato ed aver soppresso 1’'unico
testimone oculare) e sprovveduto (per aver sottovalutato il rischio di essere
prontamente indiziato), ed argomenta che un’accusa cosi concepita ¢ del
tutto inaffidabile. L'imputato passa poi ad un argomento molto prossimo
al topos dei siracusani: essendo nota I'inimicizia, non potevo non sapere
in anticipo che, in caso di omicidio, sarei stato io I'indiziato numero uno,
quindi ¢ impensabile che 10 non mi sia guardato dal compromettermi
in modo cosi ingenuo (2.3).

L’imputato argomenta inoltre che il procedimento per esclusione ¢
stato mal condotto, in quanto puo ben essere accaduto che la vittima sia
stata uccisa per gli abiti, anche se 1 responsabili, spaventati dal soprag-
giungere di altre persone, non fecero in tempo a spogliarlo (2.5), e anche
altre spiegazioni alternative sono tutt’altro che improponibili. Si argo-
menta poi che la testimonianza resa dallo schiavo spaventato non puo
provare alcunché, essendo verosimile che egli si sia limitato ad un
generico cenno di assenso di fronte alle congetture precipitosamente e
minacciosamente formulate dai parenti della vittima; seguono quindi
uno spunto sulla dubbia attendibilita di simili testimonianze e una con-
siderazione di carattere piu generale, assai rappresentativa: per quanto
eikos possa ritenersi cio che ha sostenuto I’accusa, 'insieme degli argo-
menti addotti a discarico deve ritenersi eikoteron (2.7 s.).

In sede di replica, I'accusa annuncia: “Nel discorso precedente vi
abbiamo dimostrato che egli uccise la vittima; ora cercheremo di provare
che la sua difesa non ¢ valida” (3.1), poi adduce, fra laltro, che l'omicida
dovrebbe aver agito di persona e da solo allo scopo di non essere poi
denunciato come mandante dai suoi stessi complici (3.5), che la ric-
chezza dell’imputato non potrebbe dimostrare la sua estraneita al fatto
perché egli aveva motivo di temere la perdita dei suoi beni (3.8) e che,
“affermando che gli assassini sono non quelli che ¢ verosimile abbiano
ucciso, ma quelli che realmente /’hanno fatto, dici bene, se perd fosse
chiaro chi furono gli uccisori; ma poiché non risulta chi uccise, e costui
¢ stato convinto colpevole in base alle verosimiglianze, egli e nessun
altro va considerato suo uccisore” (ibid.).

La serie dei discorsi si conclude con la replica dell’imputato. Questi,
premesso che i parenti dell’ucciso, pur atteggiandosi a vendicatori del
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crimine, forse addirittura proteggono chi va veramente sospettato, e che
daltra parte non ¢ a lui che spetta di scoprire il colpevole, ma unica-
mente di difendersi (4.2 s.), riaffema il dubbio valore processuale della
testimonianza resa dal servo morente (4.6 s.) per poi produrre una sorta
di alibi, di cui perd non sembra cogliere appieno la forza probante:
“Tutti gli schiavi e le schiave che ho, 1i metto a disposizione perché siano
torturati; e se risultera che quella notte non ero in casa a dormire o ero
uscito da qualche parte, ammettero di essere I’assassino. Quale notte fosse
non ¢ difficile a stabilirsi, perché I'uomo mori il giorno delle Dipolie
(una celebrazione in onore di Zeus)” (4.8).

Si noti la vastita del campionario proposto e la sua intuitiva rispon-
denza al bisogno di imparare sia a far parlare gli indizi (v. spec. le
sezioni 1.4 s. e 2.5 s.), sia ad accreditare la mera verosimiglianza come
surrogato di cid che non si potrebbe altrimenti provare. L'intera serie
dei quattro discorsi ruota attorno ad argomenti verosimili, come la
costruzione della verosimiglianza o inverosimiglianza di due letture
dell’accaduto, una delle quali pretende perd di sovrapporsi a evidenze del
contrario dichiarate sospette e di dissolvere la loro pretesa di credibilita.
Significativo, in questo quadro, ¢ che la difesa non provi a contestare la
legittimita del ricorso all’eikos, ma accetti di mobilitarsi per escogitare
un eikoteron.

Qui dunque il logos amarturos ha un ruolo centrale e si configura
come una sorta di insegnamento o lezione della tetralogia: qui la situazio-
ne fa esplocere la ricerca di argomenti pro e contro che siano fondati non
sul fatto (né sul diritto) ma sulla verosimiglianza, dunque ad affrontare
percorsi resi particolarmente impervii proprio dalla non-disponibilita
di evidenze certe intorno al fatto.

E interessante notare che Antifonte ha puntato sul logos amarturos
anche in altri suoi discorsi e, come ho gia ricordato, in particolar modo
nella sua vana autodifesa del 411, quando venne poi condannato per aver
tentato di abbattere la democrazia in Atene. Qui, nel passare in rassegna
1 vari moventi allo scopo di mostrare I’assoluta inverosimiglianza del suo
supposto coinvolgimento nel tentativo di colpo di stato, Antifonte sceglie
infatti di far leva sull’eikos (“Ma insomma, come puo essere eikos che io
abbia desiderato I'instaurazione di un regime oligarchico? ed ¢ davvero
pensabile (hoios) che solo 10 tra gli ateniesi non mi renda conto di cio
che ¢ vantaggioso?”’)’. Si noti I'analogia con la rassegna delle congetture
possibili che prende forma sia all’inizio della prima tetralogia (1.4) sia,
piu vistosamente, nel Palamede di Gorgia.

Ma indiscutibilmente amarturos ¢ anche il discorso che Antifonte
ebbe occasione di predisporre per un’altra vertenza reale e particolar-

7 Riprendo qui la parte finale del papiro di Ginevra (cf. nota 1).
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mente ardua, 'orazione che occupa il primo posto nella sezione perti-
nente del corpus degli oratori attici. In questo caso si affrontano due
fratelli per parte di padre: il figlio illegittimo accusa la madre del figlio
legittimo di aver fatto avvelenare suo marito, quindi il loro comune ge-
nitore, sfruttando I'ingenuita di una prostituta che all’epoca conviveva
con un amico di costui, € che fu ben presto messa a morte.

La prova diretta della colpevolezza non puo essere data. L'uno si
basa sulla parola della madre, I’altro sulla parola del padre, ma nessuno
dei due propriamente sa. “E come si puo pretendere di sapere con certezza
una cosa del genere senza essere stati presenti? Chi prepara la morte di
un congiunto predispone al meglio la prova del contrario e agisce in
segreto” (§ 28). Per reperire qualche indizio si sarebbe potuto puntare
sulla prostituta, ma la controparte 1’ha gia affidata al carnefice, forse
intenzionalmente, per evitare che la prostituta fosse sottoposta a tortura
e per scaricare su di lei la responsabilita dell’accaduto (§ 20). Da cio il
parlante ricava il (labile) tekmerion dell’effettiva colpevolezza della donna.
Quanto poi agli schiavi, la controparte si ¢ avvalsa delle sue facolta per
impedirlo, ma proprio questo rifiuto interessato puo valere come ulte-
riore indizio di colpevolezza.

Largamente amarturos ¢, peraltro, anche un’altra orazione di Anti-
fonte, la V, incentrata sulla storia di un uomo che risulta aver abbandonato
di notte I'imbarcazione ormeggiata nel porto di Mitilene e si suppone
sia stato assassinato. Antifonte assiste la persona sospettata di omicidio,
che deve pero fronteggiare una imputazione piu generica e, in definitiva,
insidiosa: kakourgia, “malefatte” (cf. il latino maleficium). L'imputato
paventa il rischio che, se assolto, la controparte possa addurre che ¢ stato
assolto dall’'imputazione di kakourgia ma non anche da quella di phonos
(§ 19 s.; cf. § 16).

La notevole complessita della vicenda comporta che il discorso sia
amarturos solo da alcuni punti di vista, e sara sufficiente riferire qui di
seguito qualche passaggio rappresentativo. A parte alcuni esemplari
riferimenti alla nozione di eikos in V 37, 43 e 64 s. (nel secondo dei tre
passi: fo eikos summachon moi estin, “la verosimiglianza ¢ dalla mia
parte”), si segnaleranno, per cominciare, i §§ 51 (“lo schiavo una prima
volta mi ha accusato, ma la seconda volta no, quindi le sue dichiarazioni
sono equamente distribuite, meta a carico e meta a discarico, € ci sono
gli estremi per far valere il principio in dubio pro reo”), 53—56 (“a che
scopo avrei dovuto mandare un biglietto per annunciare la morte della
vittima, se era stato proprio il latore, da solo o con me, a perpetrare il
delitto? Le ammissioni dello schiavo che, sotto tortura, ha confessato di
essere 'omicida sono in contraddizione con il biglietto, allora dobbiamo
prestar fede all’'uno o all’altro? Per di piu il biglietto ¢ stato ritrovato solo
a seguito di una seconda ispezione, effettuata dopo che lo schiavo mi
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aveva scagionato. Ergo ¢ verosimile che il biglietto sia contraffatto e
calunnioso”), 57-59 (“non avevo nessun motivo per uccidere; semmai
la vittima avrebbe avuto motivo di uccidere me”) e soprattutto 80
(“Aiutatemi; non vorrete mostrare proprio voi, ai sicofanti, come si fa a
prevalere su di voi!”). Si noti che qui prende forma il tema della contra-
dizione, su cui v. piu avanti.

Ancor piu tipico ¢ il giro di pensieri svolto in V 65 s.: “A me che non
sono colpevole si addice tutt’al piu di rispondere che non sono colpevole;
per chi ha commesso <il reato> ¢ invece facile mostrare <come si sono
svolti 1 fatti> e, se non lo fa, di proporre congetture plausibili. Ma per
chi ¢ estraneo all’accaduto ¢ arduo emettere congetture su cio di cui
ignora tutto, e credo che ognuno di voi, se vi si chiedesse di rispondere
su cose su cui non siete informati, vi limitereste a rispondere che non
ne sapete nulla; se poi vi si chiedesse di essere piu precisi, presumo che
vi trovereste un seria difficolta. Pertanto non mettete me alle prese con
complicazioni da cui neppure voi potreste facilmente districarvi”. Questa
stessa idea era stata gia brevemente evocata, come abbiamo visto, in I 28,
e vedremo tra un momento che compare anche nel Palamede di Gorgia.

Da notare, ancora, il purissimo eikos di carattere teologico che Anti-
fonte svolge in V 82 s.: “sapete che i criminali hanno spesso causato la
morte di chi stava sulla stessa nave con loro, o compromesso il buon
esito dei sacrifici; invece, dopo I’evento di cui mi si accusa, il viaggio €
continuato, per me e per gli altri passeggeri, nel modo piu tranquillo, e
lo stesso dicasi dei sacrifici cui ho presenziato”.

Si tratta di uno schema argomentativo che ritroviamo nell’autodifesa
di Andocide del 399. In I 112-114 e 137-139 Andocide svolge questi
pensieri: la tesi accusatoria vuole che, nel corso della vicenda accaduta
sedici anni prima, le “due dee” Demetra e Kore avessero indotto Ando-
cide a commettere un gesto sacrilego col preciso intento di compromet-
terlo e precostituire le condizioni per la sua condanna a morte. Andocide
controbatte che quand’anche i fatti si fossero svolti come 1’accusa li
ha riferiti, cio proverebbe tutt’al piu il contrario, perché in quella stessa
circostanza ’araldo chiese, in presenza di Andocide, chi aveva com-
messo il gesto sacrilego ed egli non fu indotto dalle dee a farsi avanti
e, con ciod stesso, autodenunciarsi. Cio prova che le due dee, lungi dal
comprometterlo irreparabilmente, in quell’occasione lo hanno piuttosto
protetto e salvato da morte certa. Anzi, siccome in seguito egli compi
lunghi viaggi via mare, il suo essere ancora in vita prova che gli dei
non vollero cogliere un’occasione cosi propizia per nuocergli facendolo
morire in modo tale da non poter ottenere una regolare sepoltura. Ergo
sono gli stessi dei ad attestare che egli non ¢ responsabile del gesto
sacrilego di cui lo si accusa.
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La rilevanza che il logos amarturos assume in una cosi alta percen-
tuale di scritti antifontei pervenuti ¢ degno di nota, al pari della maestria
con cui Antifonte modula e amplifica lo schema in modi sempre nuovi.

IL PALAMEDE DI GORGIA E L’'USO RETORICO
DELLA CONTRADIZIONE

Un altro essenziale prototipo del logos amarturos ¢ il gia ricordato
Palamede di Gorgia.

In questo aureo discorso epidittico, dopo alcuni preliminari su cui
non abbiamo motivo di indugiare in questa sede, Gorgia provvede ad
inquadrare la vertenza osservando che sostenere I’accusa di alto tradi-
mento sarebbe un atto addirittura lodevole se ’accusatore sapesse con
certezza che il tradimento ¢ stato perpetrato, mentre sarebbe riprovevole
se questi si limitasse a calunniare senza sapere nulla di certo, o addirit-
tura senza nessun fondamento. Ora I'imputato sa per certo di non aver
tradito. Sa quindi di doversi misurare con una mera calunnia. Rischia pero
di rimanere senza parole, “a meno che non mi suggeriscano qualcosa la
verita stessa e la presente necessita, maestre ricche piu di pericoli che
di espedienti”. Ma non si pud conoscere un evento non verificatosi, lo si
puo solo congetturare, e la falsita di una simile congettura ¢ pur sempre
dimostrabile (§ 3-5).

Per dimostrare I'estraneita dell’imputato ad ogni ipotesi di tradi-
mento, Gorgia imposta, come ¢ noto, due itinerari dimostrativi comple-
mentari: primo, “quand’anche avessi voluto tradire i greci, non posso
aver commesso il fatto perché non si ¢ verificata nessuna delle precon-
dizioni senza il cui concorso sarebbe stato impossibile tradire™; secondo,
“quand’anche avessi potuto tradire (ma non potevo), nessuno dei possibili
moventi ¢ minimamente plausibile”. E stato acutamente notato che il
primo itinerario argomentativo istituisce una sorta di montaggio in serie
e il secondo un montaggio in parallelo, che cio¢ i1 due principali nuclei
argomentativi ricordano tipiche caratteristiche dei moderni impianti di
illuminazione elettrica con piu punti luce®. Da notare, ancora, che nella
prima serie la provata non disponibilita di un solo elemento sarebbe in
teoria sufficiente per inficiare I’accusa, mentre nella seconda serie I'im-
portante ¢ dimostrare I'inconsistenza di ogni singolo movente ipotizzato,
nel presupposto della presunta completezza della serie presa in esame.

Un simile principio di organizzazione dell’itinerario dimostrativo
ha tra P’altro il potere di associare a una solida struttura argomentativa

8 Per la ‘metafora elettrotecnica’ v. Tordesillas 1990, 242, dove I'immagine viene de-
bitamente decodificata. Nel prosieguo riproduco degli excerpta tratti dalla nota traduzione
di M. Timpanaro Cardini.
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una molteplicita di valutazioni derivate dall’esperienza comune (es. § 9
s.: supponendo un compenso in denaro, “come l’avrei celato ai miei di
casa e agli altri? dove ’avrei deposto? come I’avrei custodito? ché, ado-
prandolo, mi sarei scoperto; e non adoprandolo, che vantaggio avrei avu-
t0?”), il che ¢ quanto mai efficace nell’accreditare la tesi come del tutto
affidabile e, al tempo stesso, nel renderla tenacemente refrattaria all’ana-
lisi, quindi capace di gettare un potente discredito sulla tesi opposta.

Cio che risalta ¢ la forte capacita di attrattiva dimostrata dagli argo-
menti, ¢ il pur cospicuo procedimento per esclusione fondato sul “mon-
taggio in serie ¢ in parallelo” non ¢ certo I'unica arma qui messa a di-
sposizione del sagace Palamede. E infatti corroborata da non meno di tre
altri argomenti un po’ piu astratti, ma dotati anch’essi di grande appeal:

I'impeccabile trilemma del § 22, secondo cui I'accusatore o ha potuto
osservare non visto, e allora dovrebbe poter riferire molti dati precisi (1),
o ha preso parte all'impresa, e in tal caso sarebbe addirittura correo (2),
o ¢ stato informato da qualcuno che vi ha preso parte, e allora non si
capisce perché non abbia prodotto alcun teste a carico (3);

la tesi della strutturale asimmetria dell’onus probandi: “Dirai, forse,
che il non produrre tu testimoni di cose secondo te avvenute, equivale
al non produrli io, di cose non avvenute. Ma non ¢ lo stesso: perché ¢ in
certo modo impossibile testimoniare di una cosa non avvenuta ... A te

.. non ¢ riuscito di trovare non solo dei testimoni, ma neppure del falsi
testimoni; mentre a me non sarebbe possibile trovarne alcuno né degli
uni né degli altri”; ergo non soltanto ti fondi su delle mere congetture,
ma sei cosciente di limitarti ad accreditare una verosimiglianza solo
apparente (§ 23 s.);

e poi ancora la tesi secondo cui I’accusa ¢ caduta in evidente con-
traddizione in quanto ha presentato I'imputato come furbissimo ma anche
come sciocco fino all’autolesionismo (§ 25 s.).

Quest’ultimo passaggio ¢ degno di speciale nota, € non solo perché
tuttora, nei tribunali, viene comunemente riconosciuta una cruciale im-
portanza alla rilevazione di eventuali contraddizioni nelle dichiarazioni
rese dalla controparte. In effetti, anche nel nostro tempo, e specialmente
nel caso dei processi indiziari, le contraddizioni dell’accusa puntual-
mente si trasformano in una risorsa di prim’ordine per chi ¢ impegnato
ad invocare ’assoluzione. La contraddizione si presta molto bene a diven-
tare un argomento retorico (cosa che puo sorprendere qualche filosofo)
in quanto si tratta ogni volta di selezionare e mettere in luce o i dettagli
e le considerazioni che fanno emergere una contraddizione, oppure gli
indizi e gli argomenti che possono dimostrare ’assenza di vere contrad-
dizioni e la tendenziosita di chi una contraddizione ha ‘voluto’ vederla
a tutti 1 costi. Per analogia, ricordero che la forza probante dell’alibi ¢
sfuggita non solo ai sofisticati retori ateniesi del V secolo a.C. ma piu
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in generale all’antichita greco-romana e medievale (tanto che 'invenzione
del termine risulta essere settecentesca). Infatti, ’'abbiamo appena visto,
Antifonte propone a volte I'accertamento dell’alibi, ma solo come un ar-
gomento di contorno, cio¢ come un argomento non decisivo. Insomma,
ancora mostra di non saper valorizzare a dovere cio che per noi ¢ ’alibi.

La contraddizione si trova, peraltro, ad avere uno status molto
speciale non solo perché ¢ stata eretta in principio logico fondamentale
da Aristotele, a tal punto che un intero libro della sua Metafisica, il 1V,
¢ dedicato alla dimostrazione della tesi che 'universale validita del
principio di non-contraddizione non ¢ possibile dimostrarla in positivo
ma solo obliquamente. Si deve aggiungere che il principio trova la sua
prima formulazione nel gia ricordato § 25 del Palamede gorgiano, dove
infatti viene formulata la seguente domanda retorica: “come si puo cre-
dere a uno che, pronunciando il medesimo discorso intorno alle medesime
persone e a proposito dei medesimi atti, fa affermazioni assolutamente
contrarie?”. Al confronto, l'argumentum e contradictione che prende
forma nella V orazione di Antifonte ¢ fin troppo circostanziato per poter
essere percepito come modello riutilizzabile. Invece nel Palamede Gor-
gia perviene a delineare con apprezzabile precisione a quali condizioni
la contraddizione ¢ suscettibile di acquisire un valore processuale, ed €
interessante notare che in questi casi la contraddizione interviene quale
efficiente surrogato della carenza di prove ‘oggettive’ e risorsa per di-
mostrare cio che altrimenti rischierebbe di passare per indimostrabile.

Va anche detto che, qualche decennio prima, la contraddizione era
stata usata con sicura maestria (ma non teorizzata) dai maestri di Elea.
Infatti, se Parmenide ha costruito tutta la teoria dell’essere sulla impossi-
blita, pena la contradizione, di rappresentarsi I’essere come sottoposto
a nascita e morte, evoluzione e differenziazione, se Melisso ha ripreso
e formalizzato le considerazioni di Parmenide, Zenone ¢ stato di gran
lunga piu esplicito e soprattutto ha dato prova di saper attirare effica-
cemente I’attenzione sulla forza dell'impossibilita. Scrive, in particolare,
nel fr. 1: “se gli esseri sono molti, ¢ necessario che essi siano, a un tempo,
e piccoli e grandi: piccoli fino a non avere affatto grandezza, grandi
fino a essere infiniti”. Ora Gorgia era un buon conoscitore degli Eleati
ed abilissimo nel maneggiare proprio la contraddizione (il suo Peri
tou mé ontos ne fornisce amplissima prova). Pertanto non ¢ casuale che
I'argomento venga da lui ripreso con mano sicura nel Palamede: sappiamo
perfino da dove ha attinto questa specifica familiarita con la contrad-
dizione!

Pure interessante ¢ chiamare in causa, a questo riguardo, ’Orestea
in quanto la memorabile trilogia di Eschilo propone dei personaggi che
portano la responsabilita di un delitto volontario e domestico (uccisione
della propria figlia, del proprio marito, della propria madre) e che provano
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a giustificarsi. Almeno nel caso di Oreste (ma in verita anche negli altri
due casi), sarebbe stato quanto meno possibile costruire un argomento
a difesa che fosse basato sulla contraddizione (“risparmiare mia madre
avrebbe comportato la rinuncia a vendicare mio padre”, “risparmiare
mio marito avrebbe comportato la rinuncia a vendicare I'uccisione di
mia/nostra figlia”, “delle due I'una!”) ma cio non accade ed ¢ possibile
che Eschilo non conoscesse ancora la forza della contraddizione. Dopo-
tutto ¢ verosimile che egli non abbia avuto sentore alcuno della fucina
di idee che si costitui ad Elea e poi ad Atene, ma bisogna anche aggiungere
che il tema della contraddizione come indizio certo di inattendibilita
non trova spazio in nessuna delle tragedie a noi pervenute, nemmeno
nel Filottete di Sofocle. Eppure anche qui ci sarebbero state eccellenti
occasioni per ‘far esplodere’ il tema della contraddizione, dato che tutto
lo spettacolo ¢ imperniato sulle due fedelta ‘contraddittorie’ che fanno
soffrire Neottolemo.

ISOCRATE, LISIA E ANTISTENE: IL LOGOS AMARTUROS
TRA LA FINE DEL V SECOLO E I’INIZIO DEL IV

Proseguendo la nostra carrellata constatiamo che, sul finire del V
secolo, non solo Andocide, ma anche altri professionisti e intellettuali
di spicco hanno affrontato la sfida delle situazioni amarturoi, Isocrate,
Lisia e il socratico Antistene. Se ne inferisce che lo schema argomenta-
tivo in questione non soltanto continud ad essere intensamente praticato,
ma venne anche insegnato e discusso negli ambienti piu qualificati
dell’epoca.

Le evidenze pertinenti ruotano, in primis, attorno all’autentico duello
oratorio in cui il giovane Isocrate e il gia affermato Lisia si cimentarono
sul finire del V secolo. La vertenza che li vide coinvolti in veste di pa-
trocinatori indiretti (cio¢ di logografi) ebbe ad oggetto la consistente
somma di denaro che un certo Nicia, deciso a lasciare Atene per timore
dei Trenta Tiranni (siamo dunque nel 404 a.C.), sostiene di aver deposi-
tato presso il banchiere Eutino.

La XXI orazione di Isocrate contiene appunto un intervento a favore
di Nicia da parte di un suo sunégoros. Da notare che in questo caso,
per la prima volta quoad nos, si ricorre all’eikos per dirimere non una
imputazione di omicidio ma una vertenza prettamente civilistica: un caso
di truffa (Nicia sostiene che il banchiere gli ha restituito solo due dei tre
talenti depositati presso di lui; Eutino sostiene invece che 'ammontare
del deposito era di soli due talenti).

Basti qui richiamare la serie di généralités che prende forma ai
§ 5-6 ¢ 8-9: (1) in generale, osano sukophantein coloro che sono legein
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men deinoi, echontes de méden, coloro che sono abili parlatori ma non
hanno un patrimonio, non certo chi € ricco ma non sappia ben difendersi
con la parola, e Nicia ¢ appunto uomo facoltoso ma inetto nel parlare
(adunatos eipein), per cui non ¢ pensabile che egli possa intraprendere
un’azione legale per ragioni pretestuose; (2) essendo di conseguenza
impensabile che Nicia possa reclamare la restituzione di cio che non ha
depositato, ¢ molto piu verosimile (polu mallon eikos) che sia Eutino a
negare la sussistenza del deposito e del conseguente obbligo alla resti-
tuzione; (3) ma ¢ chiaro che i reati si commettono per desiderio di ric-
chezza (pantes kerdous henek’ adikousin), e mentre chi defrauda gli altri
trattiene delle somme e si gode il frutto dell’ingiustizia commessa, chi
reclama il suo in tribunale non sa nemmeno se potra ottenerlo; (4) del
resto, se Nicia avesse voluto agire da sicofante non se la sarebbe certo
presa con Eutino, perché non si prendono di mira gli amici ma gli estranei,
chi sia ricco ma isolato e incapace di reagire, non chi, come Eutino, ¢ abile
nel parlare e nell’agire, ha molti amici ma poco denaro. Quanto poi a
Eutino, la sua scelta di restituire buona parte del prestito fa pensare a
una strategia per potersi poi difendere, per cui assolverlo equivarrebbe
addirittura a insegnare come si deve fare per truffare gli altri (§18).
Quanto ad Eutino, si ha almeno una idea del suo discorso. Qualcosa
di cio che egli seppe argomentare ¢ riferito dallo stesso Isocrate al § 16.
Lisia, a sua volta, scrisse un Contro Nicia riguardo al deposito di cui
sfortunatamente possediamo soltanto I’esordio: “Vedete, signori giudici,
la messinscena ¢ I’accanimento dei miei avversari”. La logica della
disputa ¢ tale da far pensare che Lisia abbia configurato la difesa di
Eutino quale aperta accusa di sicofantia a carico di Nicia, accusa fondata
sul’ammissione dello stesso Nicia (§ 4 dell’orazione isocratea) che il
deposito era stato effettuato senza 1'usuale presenza di testimoni. E inoltre
lecito supporre che Lisia abbia potuto rovesciare la geniale trovata di
Isocrate (sui giudici che insegnano a truffare) argomentando che “se si
desse ragione a Nicia, ogni sicofante potrebbe reclamare dai banchieri
la restituzione di capitali mai depositati”. Infatti la vertenza Nicia-Eutino
dovette far parlare di sé, se ¢ vero che Antistene (e, a distanza di de-
cenni, anche il genero di Platone, Speusippo) si occupo dell’orazione iso-
cratea in un apposito opuscolo, intitolato Pros ton Isokratous Amarturon'.

9 Fr. 10 Thalheim (= fr. XXXV Gernet). La fonte ¢ Clemente Alessandrino. Da notare
che si esordisce allo stesso modo anche nella prima orazione di Andocide. Si tenga presente
inoltre che I'identificazione di questo Nicia con I’avversario di Eutino ¢ congetturale.

10 Che I'opera avesse un taglio polemico lo si inferisce dal passo del Panatenaico cosi
come dal titolo, che ¢ retto da pros con 'accusativo. E pur vero che la preposizione pros,
quando regge un accusativo, puo indicare tanto una relazione amichevole quanto una relazio-
ne ostile, ma quando viene usata nel titolo suole avere questa seconda connotazione. Sull’in-
tricata questione del titolo (spec. dal punto di vista delle evidenze paleografiche) v. Giannan-
toni 1990, 1V, 265-276.
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E pertanto verosimile che Lisia abbia svolto, con l'occasione, argomenti
tali da fare non poco scalpore e, forse, da creare un embrione di opinione
pubblica prevenuta nei confronti del logos amarturos in quanto tale.

Del resto anche Isocrate sembra farvi riferimento quando nel Pane-
girico (IV 188, anno 380) accenna a “coloro che disputano sui discorsi
concernenti il prestito ... € si impegnano nella disputa contro questo logos™.
Se, come sembra doversi intendere, egli allude all’or. XXI (e, in subor-
dine, all’or. XVII), se ne inferisce che quel suo discorso fece discutere,
fu attaccato (piu che difeso) e occasiono I'uscita di uno o piu scritti
sull’argomento. Se ne inferisce cio¢ che ne nacque un dibattito pubblico
di una certa consistenza.

Venendo ora al Pros ton Isokratous Amarturon di Antistene, spiace
constatare che non ci sono frammenti e che le informazioni di seconda
mano sono cosi esigue da non permettere di farci un’idea del suo con-
tenuto. Senonché in altre opere verosimilmente giovanili — I’4iace e, in
misura minore, ’'Odisseo — lo stesso Antistene ebbe occasione di intro-
durre I'idea che non ¢ corretto fondare i processi su dei discorsi non
sostenuti da riscontri obiettivi e far prevalere la parola sui dati di fatto,
privilegiare cio¢ un eikos necessariamente generico. Risalta, in questo
contesto, la notevole enfasi che viene posta sui dicasti. Di loro si dice,
nell’4iace, che sono totalmente disinformati sui fatti su cui si apprestano
a giudicare (§ 1, 4, 7) e si limitano a soppesare delle mere congetture (§
8-9). A sua volta Ulisse sorprende per I’esitazione con cui si appella
all’eikos (§ 5), come se la cosa potesse suscitare della diffidenzall.

Sono dichiarazioni di singolare interesse, che lasciano intravedere
un’idea ben precisa: dell’eikos si deve diffidare in quanto si presta fin
troppo bene a circuire i dicasti, 1 quali invece hanno bisogno di dati non
controversi su cui basare la riflessione e ’elaborazione di congetture;
pertanto deve essere riaffermato il maggior valore testimoniale dei ri-
scontri oggettivi rispetto alle mere congetture e deve essere alimentata
una congrua diffidenza nei confronti degli argomenti fondati unicamente
sulla ragionevolezza (o presunzione di ragionevolezza), delle conside-
razioni di carattere congetturale e delle forme estreme di surrogazione
della prova.

Questa idea-guida si prestava molto bene ad essere fatta valere anche
quale messa in guardia contro un uso spregiudicato del logos amartu-
ros. Di conseguenza ¢ lecito supporre che il ragionamento impostato in
quei due brevi discorsi epidittici rifletta le considerazioni che lo stesso

I Dinteresse per le declamazioni di Antistene ¢ concentrato, in paticolar modo, nel
decennio 1985-1995, quando si pubblicarono Rankin 1986, 151-173; Focardi 1987; Giannan-
toni 1990, IV 257-264; Goulet-Cazé 1992, 5-31; Gagarin-Woodruff 1995, 167-172; Mazzara
2010 (spec. 259-261).
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Antistene ebbe modo di avanzare nel Pros ton Isokratous Amarturon.
Infatti si capisce gia dalla formulazione del titolo che la polemica svolta
nell’opuscolo dovesse vertere sul carattere amarturos degli argomenti
fatti valere da Isocrate e, per estensione, sulla dubbia legittimita del ri-
corso al logos amarturos in genere, forse non senza valorizzare qualche
spunto reperibile in Lisia. Del resto ¢ possibile che anche altre voci si
siano levate per discutere dell’argomento.

Se ne inferisce che I'opuscolo di Antistene dovette riflettere e in
qualche misura segnare una svolta nel modo di rappresentarsi il logos
amarturos:

— di esso si comincia a parlare come di una modalita ben precisa
di impostare la difesa e I’accusa in tribunale e come una componente ben
identificata della cultura giuridica attica (non ci si limita piu ad ideare
dei logoi amarturoi epidittici e effettivi: si passa a produrre un discorso
su di essi);

— finisce il momento ‘magico’ della meraviglia di fronte al nuovo
e inizia una fase di discussione che, lungi dal riproporre una scontata
ammirazione, indulge piuttosto nel prendere le distanze da uno schema
argomentativo che ¢ strutturalmente esposto al rischio di dar luogo ad
abusi e prevaricazioni derivanti dalla bravura (o dall’eccessivo ardire,
o dall'impudenza) dei logografi.

Ricordo infine che ’'ardimento (e I'animosita polemica) di Antistene
— eventualmente anche di altri autori — in materia di logos amarturos
potrebbe aver avuto una impensata eco in Speusippo. Nella lista dei suoi
scritti (Diog. Laert. IV 5) figura infatti anche un Pros ton Amarturon,
e lopinione corrente ¢ che anche Speusippo abbia incentrato il suo
pamphlet polemico sull’or. XXI di Isocrate. La mancanza di qualsiasi
altra evidenza anche intorno a questo scritto non altrimenti noto impone
molta prudenza. In ogni caso la pubblicazione di un secondo opuscolo
sul tema da parte del (giovanissimo?!2) Speusippo dimostra che il logos
amarturos ha continuato a far parlare di s¢ anche a distanza di decenni.

In ogni caso, che abbia potuto prendere forma I'inedita attitudine
a ravvisare in una simile strategia argomentativa addirittura un fattore
di iniquita dei verdetti eliastici non sorprende: ¢ ben possibile che I'ini-
ziale entusiasmo per la dilatazione delle possibilita di argomentare per-
fino in assenza di testimoni abbia ceduto il passo a una fase improntata
piuttosto alla diffidenza verso 1 surrogati di prova.

12 Tn effetti Speusippo appartiene a tutt’altra epoca, essendo egli nato qualche anno
dopo i1 399 a.C.
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CONSIDERAZIONI CONCLUSIVE. VERSO
LA BANALIZZAZIONE DEL LOGOS AMARTUROS
NELL'ORATORIA DEL IV SECOLO A.C.

Che cosa ¢ accaduto dopo di allora, nel momento in cui 'oratoria
dicanica attica ¢ particolarmente ben documentata? Prevedibilmente,
nella vasta rete di discorsi ai quali abbiamo ancora accesso, si continua
a fare un gran parlare di testimoni e testimonianze ma, come sempre, la
discussione intreccia prove testimoniali e sostituti di prova, e I'intreccio
si fa sempre piu complicato, tanto complicato da non poter essere piu
seguito passo passo. Infatti, una volta acquisita la necessaria familiarita
con la costruzione — e rappresentazione — a senso unico di situazioni
controverse, per gli oratori ¢ stato normale lavorare alle piu diverse
variazioni sul tema. Se infatti I’'obiettivo fu, ogni volta, di integrare le
poche o molte evidenze certe in un discorso d’insieme pensato per
giustificare — e quindi raccomandare — un verdetto di assoluzione o di
condanna, ¢ virtualmente inevitabile non fondare I'infrastruttura argo-
mentativa tanto sulle prove disponibili quanto su ragionamenti che accen-
tuano o sminuiscono la forza probante dei dati piu sicuri, e cosi pure su
considerazioni plausibili (verosimili) che possano essere fatte valere
anche indipendentemente dalla possibilita di sostenerle con evidenze
testimoniali. Pertanto ¢ persino difficile non trovare considerazioni che
non vengano fatte valere di per s¢, indipendentemente da quanto viene
attestato dai martures. Anzi in molte circostanze si vuole che la logica
della situazione deponga contro i presunti testimoni oculari e porti a
proclamare la loro inaffidabilita. In queste condizioni, non ¢ nemmeno
utile inseguire passo passo le argomentazioni prodotte di volta in volta
nelle molte orazioni disponibili.

Exempli gratia, mi soffermero sulla or. XXX di Demostene, la prima
contro Onetore, dove Demostene ¢ impegnato a dimostrare, fra I’altro,
che quando Afobo ha preso in moglie la sorella di Onetore, questi non gli
ha realmente versato la cospicua dote di cui parla, perché, visto che si
trattava di una somma cospicua (un talento), ¢ impossibile che il versa-
mento sia avvenuto in assenza di testimoni: “Quando gli importi sono
alti non bastano nemmeno molti testimoni e ci si preoccupa di come
recuperare queste somme alla svelta in caso di dispute e nessuno, tro-
vandosi a fare una transazione di tale importanza non dico con Afobo, ma
con chiunque, avrebbe fatto a meno dei testimoni” (§ 20 s.). Demostene
argomenta dunque che la mancanza di martures vale come indizio per
presumere che il fatto non sia avvenuto, ma poi dichiara: “intorno ad
alcune cose (alcuni aspeti della questione) produrro dei testimoni,
intorno ad altre esibird importanti valutazioni (tekméria) ed affidabili
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indizi (pisteis)” (§ 25) il che equivale ad ammettere che ’assenza di
testimoni oculari puod ben essere surrogata da ‘buone ragioni’. Ora cio che
Demostene dichiara, I’autore della Rhetorica ad Alexandrum (confluita
nel Corpus Aristotelicum) e Aristotele si compiacciono di teorizzare. Il
primo dedica all’argomento il cap. 15 ed esordisce con gli argomenti idonei
a dimostare che il teste ¢ — o, se del caso, non ¢ — attendibile (1431020-33).
Passa poi alla possibilita di argomentare che il teste si contraddice e alla
possibilita di evitare I’accusa di falsa testimonianza (143224-10).

La corrispondente trattazione aristotelica € un po’ piu mirata. Nel
formidabile cap. 15 (hbro I) della sua Retorica, questi dapprima osserva
che “se la legge scritta ¢ sfavorevole alla causa, bisogna ricorrere al
criterio dell’equita e della giustizia” (1375226 ss) quindi precisa, fra
Ialtro, che a volte la legge ¢ in contraddizione con altre leggi (o addirit-
tura con se stessa) oppure ambigua, oppure legata a circostanze che non
sussistono piu (1375°8—15). Aristotele passa poi a parlare dei testimoni
e, dopo aver considerato varie ipotesi che qui non interessano, procede
a richiamare alcuni degli argomenti piu appropriati tanto per i casi di
indisponibilita di evidenze testimoniali quanto per i casi in cui a non
poter produrre testimoni ¢ solamente ’avversario (1376217-23). Quindi
passa agli argomenti a sostegno o contro la validita dei contratti, e
accade, per esempio, che egli richiami la possibilita di argomentare che
l'avversario deve attenersi ai patti perché gli affari sono regolati dai
contratti e, se 1 contratti venissero invalidati, cesserebbero di esistere le
relazioni tra gli uomini (137612 s). Ma I’argomento viene considerato
uno tra molti, uno che non merita nessuna particolare enfasi e che viene
anzi giudicato facile da escogitare. Aristotele prosegue infatti scrivendo
(1376°14) che non ci vuole poi tanto a individuare gli altri argomenti di
questo tipo. In simili schemi argomentativi egli mostra dunque di rav-
visare una risorsa pur sempre utile, ma assolutamente priva del tipico
valore aggiunto che hanno le idee creative, impensate e perciod capaci
di spiazzare o surclassare. Cio prova che il logos amarturos non ha piu
i tratti della sfida intellettuale e dell’atto sommamente creativo che gli
era stato riconosciuto all’incira un secolo prima. Aristotele e 1 suoi con-
temporanei non possono piu trovare nulla di impensato in questo vasto
insieme di espedienti argomentativi che sono diventati ormai di comune
dominio.

Ma se il vortice delle dispute giudiziarie ha dato un contributo de-
cisivo al formarsi di una elaborata cultura retorica, la vicenda del /ogos
amarturos ha costituito non soltanto una delle sfide piu geniali e un
autentico motore dell’innovazione retorica, ma ha avuto un ruolo deci-
sivo nel suo decollo. In questo senso non ¢ sufficiente rilevare la scarsa
attenzione comunemente riservata al logos amarturos allorché si prova
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a delineare la storia della retorica greca nel V secolo a.C.!13, perché il
topos ha avuto una speciale rilevanza anche per la Sofistical4.
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UNCOVERING AGAIN THE LOGOS AMARTUROS
Summary

Amarturos is a very special kind of dicanic speech. A logos is said to be amar-
turos if the speaker is supporting the charge despite the lack of eyewitnesses or other
material evidence. Clearly, to mount a plausible speech on these conditions is very
demanding, but precisely because of the challenge, the logos amarturos powefully
attracted several Athenian celebrities as Protagoras, Antiphon, Gorgias, Euripides,
Andocides, Isocrates, Lysias, Antisthenes, Demosthenes and Aristotle. Nevertheless,
it has received very little attention so far. It therefore deserves to be uncovered, and
the present survey explores how the logos amarturos was exploited by the abovemen-
tioned intellectuals, and few other learned contemporaries.
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IN SUPPORT OF THE CORRECTNESS
OF NAMES IN PLATO’S CRATYLUS

ABSTRACT: The question of the correctness of names is for Plato pos-
sessed of a dimension which penetrates deeply into the domain of logic and is
connected with the possibility of conveying knowledge and judgements, with
the possibility of assertion, i.e. of making true and false statements. We advance
the view that within the framework of this problematic, Plato in the Cratylus is
basically developing the theme of the relation of a name, as the smallest part of
a statement, to true and false statements. Starting from this thesis, we set out to
examine two passages (385b—d and 429b—430b) which we hold to be of prime
importance to any overall interpretation of the dialogue, and in which Plato
refutes the denial of that type of falsity in which names are implicated. Our
investigation reveals that the Protagorean denial of falsity as expressed through
the personage of Hermogenes, because it associates truth with the subject, is
relatively easier for Plato to confute, which he does by adducing arguments in
response that elevate the truth of things above the individual truth of each sub-
ject. More difficult to confute is the Cratylean version of the denial of falsity,
inasmuch as it presupposes the truth of things and harks back to Sophistic
arguments for a complete and exclusive correspondence between name and thing
— arguments which were developed under the influence of the Parmenidean
theory regarding the immediate connection between thinking, speaking and
being. We maintain that Plato himself had come under the influence of the same
theory, because the exclusive relation between the meaning and the reference
of a name generates the notion of the unique meaning of a name, which is echoed
both in the content of the Socratic-Platonic question, ‘What is F?’, as well as in
the condition of homonymy obtaining between Forms and sensible objects,
within the framework of the theory of Forms.

KEYWORDS: Plato’s Cratylus, correctness of names, falsity, meaning,
reference, mimesis, Sophistic argumentation, Socratic circles, Parmenidean
Ontology, neo-Eleatic argumentation.
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In Plato’s Cratylus the problem of the correctness of names is corre-
lated with the capacity of human reason to frame assertions of truth and
falsity. The problem of whether falsity can exist, latently and implicitly,
runs through the whole dialogue as a thread intended to interconnect
the parts and underpin the cohesion of the text. This problem is twice
posed in the dialogue, first in the conversation between Socrates and
Hermogenes (385b2—dl) and again in the conversation between Socrates
and Cratylus (429b7-430b1). In these two passages Plato examines the
possibility of distinguishing between truth and falsity in respect of
names as a fundamental condition of linguistic communication.

In my paper “Names and Falsity in Plato’s Cratylus™ 1 have attempt-
ed to trace and provide a sketch of the real persons, the historically and
philosophically determinate influences, and the specific theses Plato is
contending against in the Cratylus, behind the apparent confrontation
with the positions of Cratylus and Hermogenes. This study — in fact the
sequel of the aforementioned paper — attempts to show that of the dif-
ferent forms assumed in the dialogue by the Sophistic and Antisthenean
argumentation against falsity — such as Protagorean subjectivism, the
Euthydemean claim of universal and indiscriminate knowledge, and
Cratylean naturalism — the hardest to confute is the Cratylean (neo-Eleatic)
argumentation in support of an exclusive correspondence between name
and thing, an argumentation that I believe to have possessed a dimension
which also influenced Socratic-Platonic dialectic.

The two fundamental opposed theses in the dialogue are the Cra-
tylean theory of the direct correlation of names to things and the Hermo-
genean view which construes name giving as a linguistic convention.
Although the two passages of the Cratylus (385b—d and 429b—430b) in
which the problematic of the denial of falsity emerges do, because of
their common theme, exert a counterbalancing effect on one another so as
to secure an equilibrium between the two fundamentally opposed theses
during their dialectical rebuttal by Socrates, they nevertheless display
an essential difference of approach to the question of falsity on the part of
its deniers, a concomitant of which is the difference of treatment accorded
in each case to the subject by Plato. As Sedley rightly points out,? what
dominates in the first passage is — expressed in its Hermogenean ver-
sion — the Protagorean denial of falsity, which sets up the subject on
each occasion as the sole judge of any truth. There, in the first passage
(385b—d), truth is connected to, and correlated with, the subject: the
subject is that which determines and assigns truth. Conversely, in the

I'See M. G. Mouzala, “Names and falsity in Plato’s Cratylus”, Journal of Classical Studies
Matica Srpska 13, 2011, 51-77.
2 See D. Sedley, Plato’s Cratylus, Cambridge 2003, 132-133.
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second passage (429b—430b) the denial of falsity is directly connected
to the truth of things, the truth to be found within beings themselves,
and precisely because this line of argument begins from the inviolable
principle of the absolute and exact correspondence between the truth
of words and the truth of things, its dialectical confutation proves to be
as difficult as it is pressingly necessary. The eristic tone of this argu-
mentation seeks to entrap anyone who upholds the existence of falsity
into either admitting that what is not exists and can be uttered, or denying
the very truth of things, and it is the denial of this truth that more than
anything else appears to anger or offend Plato.

In this latter case of denial of the possibility of falsity (429b—430b),
a name — from the moment that it indeed is a real name — refers to some-
thing that exists, and it signifies this something in an absolutely natural
and successful manner, seeing that it is the name of just this one thing,
and that hence there is no margin left for falsity. Something that does
not exist cannot be said, cannot possess a name; on the other hand, if a
name does not refer to its real or ontological correlate, then it is not even
a name. Through the prism of such reasoning, the impossibility of fal-
sity is established in two ways. (a) Referring to that which is not, which
in the case in question is construed as that which is nil or nothing, is
dismissed as impossible, because whoever utters a name says some-
thing, given that no one ever says that which is nil or nothing. (b) As
Sedley is right to point out,? if a name (or even a complete sentence, a
statement) does not refer to its real or ontological correlate, then it fails
even to signify; the syllables emitted one after another by the person
pronouncing the word do not possess any meaning, they are simply a
sequence of sounds empty of meaning. The relation of name to thing is
such a close, airtight and univocal or exclusive one as to give rise to an
equally exclusive relation between reference and meaning. A name
must only refer to that of which, through its meaning, it signifies the
nature; and a name signifies exclusively the nature of that to which it
refers. If a name does not refer to that which by its power (dunamis) it
designates or reveals, then it does not signify anything. It is impossible
that there should exist two names referring to the same thing and yet
having different meanings.

By taking this line, the Cratylean argument overturns what Sedley
reports as the seventh principle or conclusion that emerges from an
investigation of the section of the dialogue devoted to etymologies:
namely, that two names can have extensional equivalence and succeed
in distinguishing the same being by virtue of having the same power
and participating in the same paradigmatic Form of name, yet they do

3 See D. Sedley, op. cit., 133.
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not necessarily mean the same thing, i.e. they do not also have inten-
sional equivalence* —an example being ‘Astyanax’ and ‘Skamandrios’
(392b). What Cratylus’ argument for the irrefutable and unimpeachable
correctness of all names — to the extent that they are names — establishes
is an absolutely firm and unique or exclusive relation between name
and thing, as well as a corresponding relation between meaning and
reference. According to the deeper import of Cratylus’ reasoning that
names must either be perfectly true or not even be names, reference
through a name can only occur as long as the meaning of the attributed
name expresses the nature of the thing to which it refers.

In the context of his dialectical rebuttal of the above thesis, Socrates
sets out to demonstrate that successful reference can occur even with
the attribution of an inappropriate name (429b—430a). What Socrates is
in effect asking at 429c6—d3 is whether we can say the things that are
(ta onta legein) as they are not: even if it should not be the particular
person’s natural name, can we still call him ‘Hermogenes’? Imogen
Smith shows that in the rebuttal argument which Socrates addresses to
Cratylus, the identification of the thing or person being referred to is
successfully accomplished through certain auxiliary linguistic means
of securing reference such as demonstrative pronouns, or even through
extra-linguistic means such as deixis or handshaking.> But Cratylus’
argument is not in fact upset by this dialectical manoeuvre, because
Cratylus does not deny the possibility of uttering ‘Hermogenes’, he does
not deny that he can hear the person in question being called ‘Hermogenes’
and responding to that collection of sounds — only if he were deaf would
Cratylus do so —, but he does deny that the particular word constitutes
the name (onoma) of the person in question.® Hence the argument that
successful reference may be accomplished also by means other than
the utterance of a (correct) onoma does not overturn, in our view, the
Cratylean thesis that reference by means of a name presupposes a direct
and natural relation between the meaning of the name and the nature
of the thing. Many means of referring may well exist, both linguistic
(such as the utterance of an inappropriate name accompanied by the
use of a demonstrative pronoun) and extra-linguistic (i.e. identifying
actions ranging from pointing, patting on the back and handshaking to
the barking of a dog), as well as combinations of the two. Nevertheless,

41bid., 150.

5 See 1. Smith, ‘False Names, Demonstratives and the Refutation of Linguistic Naturalism
in Plato’s Cratylus 427d1-431c3’, Phronesis 53 (2008), 125—151; esp. 133 ff. Sedley, op. cit.
133-134, also notices and remarks on certain extra-linguistic ways of referring.

6 See Plato, Cratylus, 383b6—7. See also B. Williams, ‘Cratylus’ Theory of Names and
its Refutation’, in Language and Logos, M. Schofield and M. Nussbaum (eds.), Cambridge
1982, 83-93, esp. 83.
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not just any reference is reference through a name. Reference through a
name exists, or is achieved, by way of a singular meaning which ade-
quately expresses the nature of the thing. Hence if we should wish to
interpret the Cratylean viewpoint, it is only through names that natural
reference or real reference can exist.

In the context of the conventionalist view of the relation of names
to things, reference is decidedly correlated with usage. But in the con-
text of Cratylus’ naturalistic view, reference must be correlated with the
meaning which inheres in a (natural) name, and which is singular, since
the nature of a thing is singular. Cratylus does admit, of course, that a
thing and its name are distinct from one another, and that a name is ‘an
imitation’ (miméma ti) of the thing (430a). But being a product of the
mimetic process which connects it with a thing, and to the extent also
that this mimetic process has an intellective aspect, a name assumes a
conventional dimension as well. This is so because, as Smith rightly
points out, if one can employ names to refer to nominata that are unlike
the names simply by securing agreement as to the object of reference,
it will be equally necessary in the case where the nominata are like the
names to secure agreement as to their likeness.” We could thus diagnose
that the vulnerable point in the articulation of Cratylus’ argument, the
point through which convention or agreement is able to gain entry so
as to render it inconsistent and incoherent, is mimesis. That which we
cannot be certain about, however, is to what extent mimesis constitutes
an authentic element in the line of argument represented by Cratylus —
and it has been shown in my analysis in “Names and Falsity in Plato’s
Cratylus® that I disassociate Cratylus from the followers or imitators
of Heraclitus —, or whether Plato removes it from some other philo-
sophical armoury and attaches it there in order to undermine its argu-
mentative force, or, finally, whether mimesis constitutes a purely Platonic
invention which the philosopher makes use of in order to facilitate the
ends of the dialectical refutation.

At any rate, I shall attempt to interpret in broad lines the function of
mimesis within the context of the Cratylean view of the relation between
the meaning and the reference of a name. This mimesis or imitation of
a thing by a name is nothing else than a way of apprehending a thing
in reason and describing its essence (let us recall here that the theme
of the imitation of the ousia tou pragmatos by means of a name does
not emerge only during the refutation of Hermogenes, where in fact the
art of name-making, as a mimetic art, is distinguished from both the arts
of music and painting [423c9—424a6], but also during the refutation of

7 See 1. Smith, op. cit., 133.
8 See M. G. Mouzala, op. cit., 71-73.
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Cratylus [431d2-3]). In spite of its substantive differences from the in-
cidence of complete and exclusive correspondence between name and
thing which we are seeking to interpret within the philosophical envi-
ronment of Plato’s Cratylus, we shall nevertheless borrow certain dis-
tinctions from the semantics of Gottlob Frege, which we shall extend
and adapt in order to render them useful to our inquiry. On the basis of
these distinctions, we could say that the meaning of a name constitutes
a mode of presentation of the object of reference,’ one which captures
and contains the essential mode of being of the given thing.!0 The
meaning of a name is determinative and exegetical of the connection of
the particular name to a particular thing. The meaning of a name may be
general or universal, an intellectual possession of the many, and hence
it does not constitute a part or mode of the apprehension of the indi-
vidual soul. In contraposition to the sense or meaning (Sinn), there is
the idea or subjective presentation (Vorstellung), which varies in every
consciousness; between the thing, which is the object of reference
(Bedeututng), and the subjective apprehension, there lies the meaning,
which is binding on the many as to the interpretation of the sign (Zeichen),
i.e. of the name.!!

Every name hides a meaning within itself, and this becomes espe-
cially evident in the case of proper names such as ‘Hermogenes’, because
the invocation of such names lends itself to displaying the peculiarity
and the immediacy of the relation between a name and the essence of a
thing. Within this meaning there is a tacit descriptive content capable
of identifying the person or thing which is the object of reference of the
name,!? or else there is within the name a mode of presentation capable
of leading to the accomplishment of this identification. In order for the
identification of an object of reference to be effected by means of a name,
it is necessary for the name to communicate to the hearer a semantic

9 See J. R. Searle, Speech Acts: An Essay in the Philosophy of Language, Cambridge 1970
(1969), 170.

10 See G. Frege, ‘Uber Sinn und Bedeutung’, Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie und philoso-
phische Kritik, NF 100 (1892), 25-50, reprinted in Function, Begriff, Bedeutung: Fiinflogische
Studien, G. Patzig (ed.), Géttingen 1969, 40—65, esp. 41.

11 See ibid., 43—44. At this point it is worth recalling what Kurt von Fritz so acutely
pointed out: that in the case of Cratylus’ argument, a name is connected neither with the sub-
jective human apprehension (subjektive Vorstellung) to which a real being may or may not be
subject, nor with a human apprehension which is objectified or rendered absolute and thus
made transcendent, even coming to coincide with the real being itself; instead, an incorrect
address or false “name” is connected with the real, objectively existing person, whose real
existence is apprehended in an absolutely direct manner, without the mediation of any inter-
nal presentation (Vorstellung). See K. von Fritz, ‘Zur antisthenischen Erkenntnistheorie und
Logik’, Hermes 62 (1927), 453—484, esp. 457-458.

12 See the examples in the chapter entitled ‘Names and Descriptions’ in D. Sedley, op.
cit., 162-163.
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content possessing truth value in relation to the particular object of ref-
erence.!3 In fact this descriptive content enclosed within a name’s meaning
communicates to the receivers of the name a certain message — a cer-
tain statement — which is possessed of truth value, being equivalent to
a description identifying the intended person.!4

The Cratylean argumentation surrounds falsity and secures its
denial from two different directions:!> from the side of beings — because
the truth of things does exist, and it undoubtedly has an affinity with the
logos on which it is projected, since there is no other way for man to
come into contact with beings than through intellection and speech!6 —,
but also from the side of names, because it presupposes that names pos-
sess essentially one meaning which precedes and determines reference,
and that they refer to something on sole condition that there exists one
and only one thing which is adequate to this meaning.!” According to
Cratylus, the disturbance of a name’s composition disturbs and distorts
its designating function, with the result that its meaning becomes dis-
torted and reference fails to be accomplished (435b3—d1). If the basic
function of a name — namely, that of designating — fails to be carried
out, then the name does not even subsist. Socrates shows that reference
does in fact succeed; he does so, however, without entirely taking apart
the natural relation of name to thing, but by demonstrating instead that
convention and custom more generally also enter into this relation. Sedley
is right to point out that Socrates appears willing to adopt a weaker, appro-
priately amended version of Cratylus’ argument that names must either be
absolutely correct (= veridical) or not be names at all. The Socratic ver-
sion is that names must either contain some truth or not be names at all.18

Starting from the Cratylean claim of a univocal correspondence of
name to thing, it is possible to trace two lines of influence which reach

13 See J. R. Searle, op. cit., 171.

14 Indeed, Searle criticizes Frege — who regarded proper names as possessing meanings
— for having construed the identifying description which may be substituted for a name as a
definition. See J. R. Searle, op. cit., 170.

15 False speaking (pseudeé legein), i.e. ‘not saying things that are’ (mé ta onta legein), as
Cratylus interprets it at 429d5-6, is impossible in both ways: we cannot not say things that
are, but neither can we say things that are as they are not.

16 Cf. E Tugendhat, 7 KATA TINOZX: Eine Untersuchung zu Struktur und Ursprung
aristotelischer Grundbegriffe, Freiburg / Miinchen 1958, 3.

I7.Cf. J. R. Searle, ‘Proper Names’, in Philosophical Logic, P. F. Strawson (ed.), Oxford
1967, 89-96; 92. Cf. also J. R. Searle, Speech Acts, op. cit., 92. The basic question in the Craty-
lus is similar to the one which has been raised in the contemporary philosophy of language:
whether names simply designate or denote, i.e. have reference but not meaning, whereupon
they are absolutely conventional and transferable signs, or whether they connote, i.e. essen-
tially possess meaning, whereupon it is possible for them through their meaning to allude to
a singular significatum or to refer to a singular thing, insofar as it and it alone satisfies this
meaning.

18 See D. Sedley, op. cit., 153 on Plato, Cratylus, 435b—c.
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to the heart of Platonic logic and ontology. The first is the one which
has to do with the condition of homonymy that governs the relation of
the platonic Forms to sensible particulars. Names are bestowed on the
incontrovertibly existent, i.e. the Forms, from which sensible objects derive
their own eponymous appellations; and it is precisely the eponymous
appellation that sensibles borrow by homonymy from their Form which
constitutes an index of the participation of the many in the one.! As real
beings, the Platonic Forms are the primary objects of reference designated
by names, and it is to them that the meanings of names exclusively cor-
respond. Sensible objects are instead relegated to a secondary sphere of
reference.2 The other line of influence is the one which leads as far as
the sense of the Socratic question ‘What is F?” which, according to one
line of interpretation, may consist in a search for the one and unique
meaning of the term F, and may be possessed of a purely semantic-con-
stitutive (and thereby exegetical) dimension.2! Although there is a pas-
sage in the Charmides (163d) which appears to declare that Socrates is
indifferent to names and that what matters is not what a thing is called,
but what it is, another passage in the same dialogue (175b) denies, in our
view, the impression one gains from the previous passage, and shows that
there is a strong linkage of name to thing by way of a name’s meaning,
which is what is being sought after.22 Of course, because of the nature
and special concerns of the dialogue, the search for a unique meaning
in the Cratylus is associated with etymology, through which is decoded
whatever mimetic operation has taken place. By contrast, wherever
else the Socratic “What is F?” question is raised, the description of the
manner of being of the quaesitum contained in the meaning is not as-
sociated with any linguistic analysis.

If we peel off the veneer of truth gilding the sense of Cratylus’
argumentation, we will be able to detect, according to our reading, two
influences at work: first, and more specifically, that of Prodicus’ ‘syn-
onymic’, with its tendency towards verbal precision and its fine and
elegant distinctions of meaning which combat the tendency towards a
levelling use of words and promote instead a deontology of a logico-lin-

19 See Plato, Phaedo, 102b1-2.

20 For the interpretation according to which Plato — by distinguishing between a primary
and a secondary sphere of reference of names, to correspond with the distinction between
Forms and sensibles — took a first step in the direction of distinguishing between meaning and
reference, an issue related to the condition of homonymy, see G. B. Kerferd, The Sophistic
Movement, Cambridge 1981, 76.

21 See G. Vlastos, ‘What did Socrates Understand by His “What is F?”” Question?’, in id.,
Platonic Studies, Princeton 1973, 410—417.

22 See Plato, Charmides, 175b2—4 tr. Sprague: ‘But now we have got the worst of it in
every way and are unable to discover to which one of existing things the lawgiver gave this
name, temperance’.
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guistic kind according to which no two words should be employed as if
they had exactly the same meaning;23 second, and more generally, the
way of considering the relation of name to thing which had been adopted
on the one hand by Sophistic circles, and on the other by the circles of
other Socratics such as, e.g., Antisthenes.

Should the diagnosis of these tendencies be judged to be well-found-
ed, then, in contrast to Sedley’s assessment, we believe that even when
compared with the treatment of falsity in the Sophist, it is by no means
striking that the Socratic refutation of Cratylus’ argument testifies to a
lack of interest on the part of Plato in the syntactic structure of a given
sentence.2* The emphasis indeed falls — as is evident from the specific
example Socrates adduces at 429a — on the immediate forms of con-
nection between name and thing, such as direct speech and, more par-
ticularly, direct address using the vocative case, or such as an isolated word
regarded as a déloma, a means of making something known, i.e. a name.2>

23 See R. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship, Oxford 1968, 39-42; also G. B.
Kerferd, op. cit., 70 and W. K. C. Guthrie, The Sophists, Cambridge 1971, 278-279 n. 2. Con-
versely, C. J. Classen holds that the view underlying Prodicus’ Synonymic and the technique
which he employed, the ‘division of names’ (dihairesis onomaton), is something entirely dif-
ferent from the ‘natural correctness of names’ (phusei orthotes) propounded by the Heracletean
Cratylus in the homonymous dialogue. Classen’s principal argument is that Prodicus never
defines words individually, but invariably examines two words at a time side by side, pointing
out their differences; consequently, he never poses the question, ‘What exactly is X?’, but only
the question, ‘In what does X differ from Y?’. Classen does however admit that on the one hand
we are ignorant of the extent to which Prodicus made use of (or benefited from) the traditional
method of describing the sense of a word, which consisted in stating its etymology as this
was understood at the time, and on the other hand that Prodicus’ dihairesis had some affinity
with the Platonic method of division; see C. J. Classen, ‘The Study of Language Amongst
Socrates’ Contemporaries’, in Sophistik, C. J. Classen (ed.), Darmstadt 1976, 215-247, esp.
231-235. We insist on the view that the matrix from which emerged both the Cratylean argu-
mentation on the correctness of names and the fine verbal distinctions of Prodicus must have
been the same, just as in both cases the quaesitum, namely the precise meaning to be attached
to a word, is the same, because in order to answer the question ‘In what does X differ from Y?’
one must first answer the questions ‘What exactly is X?” and “What exactly is Y?". Further-
more, yet another manifestation of the general Sophistic exigency for an absolute correspon-
dence of language to reality and lexical precision must have been the exigency for ‘correct
diction’ (orthoepeia), which is testified to at 267c of the Phaedrus as having formed part of
Protagoras’ teaching. The scholiast Hermeias reports in his comment on Phaedrus 267a that
Prodicus ‘discovered the precision of names’ (tén t6n onomaton heuren akribeian), while in
his comment on 267c he interprets Protagoras’ orthoepeia as kuriolexia, explaining that what
he means by the latter term is that Protagoras made use in his speech of proper names (kuria
onomata), not of similes (parabolai) or epithets. See Hermeiae Alexandrini, /n Platonis Pha-
edrum Scholia, P. Couvreur (ed.), Paris 1901 (Hildesheim 1971), 238.22-23 and 239.14-16.
Classen notes that Protagoras’ attempt to encourage the use of the appropriate word on the
appropriate occasion and its appropriate integration into the context of a sentence or an argument
presupposes the most exact knowledge of the meaning of each individual word; see C. J.
Classen, op. cit., 231.

24 See D. Sedley, op. cit., 133.

25 Tbid., 133-134. Besides, whenever in the Cratylus Plato refers to an onoma without
referring in parallel to its function in the context of a sentence, what he has in mind, as evidenced
also by the words he chooses to etymologize, are all linguistic terms or categories of words,
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Consequently the emphasis falls on types of elementary speech in which
it is not necessary that predication becomes involved for them to acquire
truth value or disvalue. We fully concur in Sedley’s assessment26 that
whereas in the Sophist truth and falsity enter into Plato’s field of in-
vestigation only at the level of full sentences, of complete statements,
which consist in the interweaving of names and verbs (precisely be-
cause the ontology of the communion of Forms is by now reflected at
the level of the truth sought in the domain of logic, and ‘truth in things’
finds its correlate in ‘truth in speech’2?), in the Cratylus no such limi-
tation applies. Whereas the seeds of the predicational model of truth, as
Sedley rightly observes,28 are to be seen in the Cratylus, and are most in
evidence at 425a and 431b—c, it is only in the Sophist that the relation
between the terms of a proposition and the unity of a statement are
fully interpreted, since it is there that truth and falsity — at the level of
complete statement —are for the first time established and demonstrated
philosophically through the construction of that particular ontology which
allows for and explains the communion of Forms.

Indeed, as Sedley notes,?” in the Cratylus truth and falsity are to
be sought and already to be found even in the utterance of an ill-fitting
form of address — or, we would add, of an inappropriate name — before
any type of propositional criterion of truth, such as e.g. predication,
comes into the picture. Hence here, in the Cratylus, we have to do with
the attestation of the existence of extra-propositional truth and falsity
extending beyond the limits of predication, i.e. beyond the limits of formal
logic. Perhaps, indeed, this form of en tois logois alétheia which excludes
predication, i.e. the interweaving of significations accomplished within
the purview of discursive reason,?? is the one closest to en tois pragmasin
aletheia.

The explanation Sedley provides of the reasons why Socrates con-
centrated his attention on cases of incorrect addressing or naming rather
than cases of incorrect statement is in our opinion correct, but it is not
complete. Indeed, on a first reading a plausible philosophical motive
does appear to be that incorrect addressing, ‘involving as it does the

syncategorematic ones excepted: proper names, common nouns, abstract nouns, adjectives,
verbs, participles, infinitives; see R. Demos, ‘Plato’s Philosophy of Language’, The Journal of
Philosophy 61 (1964), 595-610, esp. 598599, as well as R. J. Ketchum, “Names, Forms and
Conventionalism: Cratylus, 383-395°, Phronesis 24 (1979), 133-147, esp. 133.

26 See D. Sedley, op. cit., 163.

27 The distinction of truth en pragmasin from truth en logois kai apophansesin is one
we have encountered in ancient commentaries in the context of discussions of the veridical
states of the soul in book VI of the Nicomachaean Ethics. See Eustratius, In ethica Nicomachea
commentaria, G. Heylbut (ed.), CAG XX, Berolini 1892, 289.34-290.5.

28 See D. Sedley, op. cit., 164.

29 Ibid., 163—164.

30 See again n. 22 above.
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direct attachment of names to things without the intermediation of the
copula or other syntactical devices, is the kind of naming, or name-al-
location, most closely analogous to inaccurate correspondence between
words and the objects we attach them to in our lexical usage’.3! In our
opinion, however, a more profound philosophical motive for Plato is the
challenge to prove the existence of falsity — and to compel his philo-
sophical opponents into accepting it — in the area which excludes predi-
cational judgement, because Sophistic circles (the main representative
of this tendency having been, according to the testimony of Aristotle,
Lycophron32), but also Socratic circles (such as Antisthenes, the Megarians
and the Eretrians, according to the ancient tradition), for a multitude
of reasons connected once more with the fundamental assumptions
bequeathed by Parmenidean ontology, either cast doubt on the unity of
the statement, raising the old philosophical problem of the relation of
the one/being to the many,3? or denied the use of the verb ‘is’ (esti) as a
copula, going so far as to maintain that one must predicate ‘nothing of
anything’ (méden kata médenos), but that of each thing only itself may
be affirmed (e.g. ‘man man’ and ‘white white’);34 this being a subject
on which there was a widely acknowledged dispute between Plato and
the aforementioned circles.3?

31 See D. Sedley, op. cit., 136.

32 See Aristotle, Physica 12, 185b25-32.

3 According to E. Kapp, the minimum service we must acknowledge Antisthenes to
have performed is that by raising the problem of the unity of statement, he forced Plato for
once, at least, to write ‘a chapter of very plain logic’. See E. Kapp, Greek Foundations of
Traditional Logic, New York 1942, 53—59. On the fact that Antisthenean logic acted as an
important incentive in leading Plato to confront the problem of the unity of statement, see M.
Heidegger, Plato’s Sophist, tr. R. Rojcewicz and A. Schuwer, Bloomington and Indianapolis
1997, 346-347.

34 According to one received interpretation of the Antisthenean theory as reconstructed
from the available testimony and comments, it is not permissible, in respect of simple subjects,
to make a prediction, but only a ‘proprietary statement’ (oikeios logos), i.e. a tautological
judgement; see K. Oehler, Die Lehre vom noetischen und dianoetischen Denken bei Platon
und Aristoteles: Ein Beitrag zur Erforschung der Geschichte des Bewusstseinsproblem in der
Antike, Miinchen 1962, 33-35; see also M. Heidegger, op. cit., 348. As regards the Megarians,
we have it on authority that Stilpon did not allow predication ‘of one thing by another’ (heteron
heterou); see K. Doring, Die Megariker: Kommentierte Sammlung der Testimonien, Amsterdam
1972, 59—-60, fr. 197. This extreme tendency is also attributed by Simplicius to the members
of the School of Eretria; see Simplicius, In Aristotelis physicorum libros quattuor priores
commentaria, H. Diels (ed.), CAG IX, Berolini 1882, 91.28-31. Philoponus attributes it more
particularly to Menedemus of Eretria; see loannis Philoponus, In Aristotelis physicorum libros
tres priores commentaria, H. Vitelli (ed.), CAG X VI, Berolini 1887, 49.18—19. It was of course
correct of Guthrie to observe that as Stilpon and Menedemus are both later figures, they could
not have constituted targets for Plato. Yet there is a thread connecting all three, because it may
be the case that all of these objections to predication are traceable in the end to the founder of
the Megarian School, Euclides, who must have had discussions and vivid disagreements with
Plato when the latter stayed with him after the death of Socrates. Euclides influenced Stilpo
and through him Menedemus, the latter’s student. See W. K. C. Guthrie, op. cit., 217.

35 See Plato, Sophist, 251a—e.
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Also worth noting, however, is the remark of Rachel Barney3¢ on
the difference in treatment of the question of falsity between the two
passages in the Cratylus (385b—d and 429b—431c¢), according to which
the course of the argument during the discussion with Hermogenes runs
in the opposite direction to the one during the discussion with Cratylus:
in the former case the possibility of speaking truly or falsely is agreed
to first, and from it is inferred the possible truth or falsity of its smallest
part, i.e. the name; while in the latter case the possibility of true or false
assignment of names and verbs, which is argued for at 431b1-431cl just
after the deployment of the dianomé argument, is taken as given, and
from it is inferred the necessary truth or falsity of the combination of
names and verbs, i.e. of statements. The different course followed in each
case in the search for a philosophical grounding of falsity in contradis-
tinction to truth is obviously connected to the different position which
Plato wishes to undermine in each of these passages.

Protagorean subjectivism assails truth at the roots of logos, at its
smallest parts, rendering name-giving an arbitrary lexical act, while
Socrates’ linguistic naturalism obviously promotes the correctness of
imitation and its gradations precisely in order to introduce a criterion
of truth at the primary level of language, the name. Conversely, the
neo-Eleaticism of the Sophists and the Socratic circles opposed to Plato
assails truth mainly at the level of the combination or interweaving of
names and verbs, i.e. at the level of complete statement, through the
device of limiting truth value to names and through the parallel attempt
of totally excluding falsity even at the linguistic level of names, an attempt
based for the main part on the immediate relation of /ogos to reality
which had been established by Parmenidean logic and epistemology.
The imperativeness of the need to combat especially those arguments
against the possibility of falsity which had been developed under the
influence of the Parmenidean theory of the absolute fittingness and
correspondence of /ogos with the truth of things, with ontological truth,
is evidenced by the fact that, in spite of the different aims of the two
passages of the Cratylus, and in spite of the circumstance that in the
first of these (385b—d) it is principally the Protagorean denial of falsity
that is being targeted, the central thrust of Plato’s response, i.e. the
counter-argument that one speaks falsely when one states things that
are as they are not, is also present there, at 385b7-8.

36 See R. Barney, Names and Nature in Plato’s Cratylus, New York and London, 2001, 181.
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ITEPI THX KPATYAEIAX EIIIXEIPHMATOAOI'TAXZ
YIIEP THX OPOOTHTOX TQN ONOMATQN
YXTON KPATYAO TOY ITAATQNOZ

Mepidnyig

To epdtpa Tepi TG ovopdtov opBdtNnTog £xet Yia tov ITAdTmva pio dtdotacn
OV GLVOEETAL e TNV SVVOTOTNTA TNG ATOPAVGEMS, TNG aAnBovc 1 ™G wevdovg
nrooeng. O ITAdtov otov Kpatvro Oepatonolel tnv 6y£0m TOL OVOLOATOG LLE TOV
aAndn Kot tov yevdn Adyov. ZTnv HEAETN VTN EMELPOVUE TNV dlepevVNOT dVO
xopiov (385b-d kot 429b-430b), cta omoia o [TAGtv eAEyyel TNV GpvnoT exeivng
NG LOPPNG TOVL YEVAOVG GTNV omoiay evéxetal To dvopa. H £peuvd pog amokalvntet
0Tt o 6VoKoAN avtipetoTicn and tnv Ipotaydpela dpvnon tov yeddovg eivar
n Kpotdreta ekdoyn avthg thg apvioemc, Sttt 1 de0tepn tpodmobétet v aindeia
TOV TPAYULATOV KOl AVAYETAL GTNV ZOPLOTIKN EMYEIPNULATOAOYIO TEPT TANPOVG
KOl QTOKAEIGTIKNG ovTioTolyiog HeTah oVOUATOC KOl TPAYLOTOG, 1| 0ol £)EL
StopopemBetl vtd v enidpaon g [appevidelag Bewpiag mept apécov cuVdEcemg
Tov givat, Tov voelv kot tov Aéyetv. Yrootnpilovpe 6Tt amd v id1a Bempio Exet
ennpeacHel kot o [TAdtov ©¢ mpog v avtiinyn mepi povadiknig onpaciog Tov
0VOUOTOG, 1 0TToio, anyElTaL T0G0 6T0 ZMOKPATIKO-TTAaTOVIKO gpdTNUO «T1 E5TIV X»,
0G0 KOl 6T0 KaBEGTMG TG OL@VVLLiog HeTadd gidovg kot asdntadv, evidg Tov TAaiciov
™G Oswpiog TV [dedv.

86



UDC 821.14°02-2.09 Sophocles
821.14°02-2.09 Euripides
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SUPPLICATION AND REFUGE IN EURIPIDES:
VARIATIONS ON A THEME

ABSTRACT: More often than in other early writers, more even than Ae-
schylus or Sophocles, Euripides dramatizes the plight of suppliants and refuges
and other stressed petitioners. He exploits their physical movements for striking
theatrical effect. Whether they seek from a powerful human protection against
a threatening enemy or positive assistance toward a particular goal, or take
refuge at an altar, sanctuary, or some sacred object, their presence makes for
an impressive tableau; their actions and the hesitation or rejection they meet,
reluctant acceptance (or none at all) makes for exciting drama.

If their petition is granted, the actual and effective motivation for the help
they get is usually complicated. Neither pure sympathy, nor reverence for Zeus
of Suppliants or that for some sacred place, suffices. Indeed the protector or
helper is often driven by dubious personal motives, even a sexual urge. On the
other hand, the petition can be rejected on the human level, or divine intervention
come too late.

The body of the article examines the double themes of supplication and
refuge or asylum in three sections: (1) the pair of so-called “suppliant plays”,
namely Children of Heracles and Suppliants, where supplication and refuge
coincide neatly throughout; (2) the nine plays where the theme occurs once, or
only two or three times: Cyclops, Hippolytus, lon, Electra, Iphigenia among
the Taurians, Trojan Women, Phoenician Women, Orestes, and Bacchae; and
(3) half a dozen disturbing works during which supplication, with or without
asylum plays as it were variations on our theme, where moral judgments and
theological questions confront us: Medea and Hecuba, Andromache and Hera-
cles, Helen and Iphigenia at Aulis.

From all this we can conclude that in desperate crises pity and piety
may help little, if at all-indeed, may unintentionally do harm. We dare
trust neither men nor gods, especially since the Olympians are often
divided, people on earth weak in actual ability and morality. The best
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persons are all too easy to persuade—or to overwhelm; nevertheless, hu-
man kindness now and then is able to do some good. Only Euripides’
relatively early suppliant plays permit us to hope for something better,
because the supplication there is carefully, justly tested, and Athenian
moral courage, not without divine help, defeats evil adversaries.

The name Supplication, ikecio or iketeia, and the personal cate-
gory Suppliants (alternatively “supplicants”: like Naiden [see note]
I use the former), that is, ikéton belong to a well-studied institution of
pre-historic, archaic, and classical Greece.! In fact, it identifies a cluster
of institutions, including more than the Latin divine supplicatio from
which we “borrow” the first English term or supplex which we imitate
the second.

The outstanding recent study entitled The Art of Euripides by Donald
Mastronarde among its carefully analyzed types of action, scene, and
entire plays and of characters’ plights has a great deal to say about
suppliants and supplication, and not only in Euripides.? Mastronarde’s
approach, however, is somewhat different than that taken here in its
concentration on socio-political aspects of Euripidean drama. In this much
more limited study I treat supplication for its “optic” value, as Aristotle
might say, for its theatricality, as well as for its pathetic and, occasionally,
for its ironic effect within the scenes where the playwright carefully
deploys the theme.

No very good or great author ever uses the same device twice in
exactly the same way—unless to make a special point. That is a truism.
Exact repetitions where they do occur are themselves deliberate and mean-
ingful. In the case of supplication, however, Euripides seems boldly to
vary the theme between plays and, more significantly yet, within plays
such as Medea, Hecuba, and Andromache. We may find an irony in that
the two most manifestly “suppliant” plays, Children of Heracles and the
one named Suppliants, are relatively straightforward; and, although in
the latter (as Mastronarde notes with emphasis, pp. 80—82) the Athenian
hero-king Theseus surprisingly resists supplication for a time, it turns
out “as it should” because it is a type scene upon whose very typicality
the playwright depend—and upon which he plays variations, some subtle,
some shocking.

1 See F. S. Naiden, Ancient Supplication (Oxford: Oxford Univserity Press, 2006, for a
comprehensive study of the cultural and historic development of the institution, with religious,
ethical, and legal aspects. Naiden is interested in the human relationship between suppliants
and “supplicandi,” especially in the latters’ rejection of supplication (tabulated for Greek
tragedy on p. 163).

2 D. Mastronarde, The Art of Euripides (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010).
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As a dramatic, theatrical device on the tragic as well as on the comic
stage the tableau the formally begging or wordlessly huddling person or
persons is familiar to all who study ancient literature. This, too, has been
studied.> The most famous of all ancient tragedies, Oedipus Tyrannos,
opens with a spectacular scene of supplication. The quasi-paternal ruler
of Thebes receives a suppliant crowd, led by their spokesman a priest of
Zeus, who beseech him, as they do gods elsewhere in Thebes, to relieve
them somehow from the terrible plague that besets their city and its en-
virons (OT 14-57). Even more sensational is the opening of Aeschylus’
Libation Bearers (Choephoroi) staged a generation earlier, where amid
the notoriously horrific sleeping Erinyes matricide Orestes at the Delphic
omphalos successfully appeals to, indeed summons Apollo for protection
(Eum. 34-87).

Supplication typically involves a stop-action tableau on the stage
(or in the orchestra, if the altar there is its site) and a more or less pressing
crisis in the mythic story. I propose to analyze the phenomenon differ-
ently than others. First I would divide the event distinct types and sub-
types, each with its own dynamics and visual character, and each offering
a challenge to the person to whom the supplication is directed and or to a
third party. Then we shall consider how it works in two plays dominated
by multiple suppliants, in several others where there is a single, if striking
incident, sometimes off stage and reported, and finally in half a dozen
plays where contrasting supplications—plural—occur in an often ironic,
always a visually memorable sequence.

TYPES OF SUPPLICATION, WITH OR WITHOUT ASYLUM

One type is person to person. Let me name it Type A. It must always
be visually striking in tragic theater where physical contact between char-
acters is sparse.* A weak person, usually old or female—or both—grasps
the knees and if possible touches beard, chin, or cheeks and, best, clasps
the hand or hands of a more powerful individual.> The suppliant may

3 On broad literary ramifications of supplication from /liad onward see J. Gould,
“Hiketeia,” in Journal of Hellenic Studies 93 (1973), 74—103, to which, however, Naiden’s
magisterial study offers important qualifications and correctives, particularly to its failures,
partial or complete. Occurrences in the theater of Dionysus, beginning with its repeated central
role in the oeuvre of Aeschylus, are treated by J. Kopperschmidt, Die Hikesie als dramatische
Form. Zur motivischen Interpretation ges griechischen Drama (Tlbingen: Eberhard-Karls-
-Universitit, 1967). His treatment of Euripidean drama occupies pp. 129-218. He devotes much
attention to a triangulation among suppliant, supplicandus (Naiden’s useful term), and ,,enemy*
(xxxXx), i.e. the person or persons who threaten the suppliant/s.

4 See M. Kaimio, Physical Contact in Greek Tragedy: A Study of Stage Conventions
(Helsinki: Suomaliainen Tiedeakatemia, 1988).

5 If the hands are indeed joined the audience must think back to the most sublime suppli-
cation in the Greek cultural tradition, that of Priam to Achilles, narrated in /liad 24 (477-508)
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either be alone or represent others besides him- or herself; and the person
supplicated may also represent others, even an entire kingdom or an
army (that is, a kind of state), often as its head. Some suppliants (Al)
are literally Schutzflehende, persons urgently seeking shelter from pur-
suers far or near, a negative request. Others (A2) seek a positive favor,
assistance or at least acquiescence in a desired action beyond their own
power or within the supplicated person’s power to prevent or punish. The
A2 kind is somewhat less common, though it has a venerable model in
Thetis’ interview with Zeus himself in /liad 1. A good person may be
put in the uncomfortable position of having to grant a difficult or danger-
ous boon. The suppliant, moreover, may grovel on dubious moral ground,
either already guilty of something or proposing action that could well
be wrongful. Medea in the play named after her implores Aegeus for
protection at Athens once she does whatever she intends at Corinth,
‘no questions asked.” Occasionally these two purposes are combined.
‘Help us against so-and-so’ may press for both defensive and offensive
intervention. Euripides’ Suppliants is a prime example, where Athenian
armies take the field against the Thebans to permit burial of five of the
Seven attacking chiefs themselves and of their fallen troops.

The other major type, Type B, has nothing to do with knees or other
parts of a living. Breathing mortal, but rather involves physical contact
with some sacred object, an altar or the foot of a statue of a god or a
tomb. Here the aim is always what I am calling negative, that is, protec-
tive asylum is the object.6 Sometimes—often in fact-the genus ikeoia or
iketela radically refers to any emergency “arriving” (from the verb ik,
related to the more common prose verb ikvéopar), and not necessarily
to a relationship, directly, to a living person whom Naiden calls the sup-
plicandus. Sacred space or a holy object (iepdc, sacer) can, or should
impersonally—ipso tacto, as it were—give shelter, although some 6g6g or
daipwv is behind it. Naiden counts such gods among supplicandi.

Zeus Hiketesios is also behind every such desperate resort.” One
may, however, believe that when an altar of Zeus himself is the goal of
the flight the Olympian’s attention is especially engaged. Or should be.

6 Such an event can be pictorially exciting when an evil attacker does not respect asy-
lum. Vase paintings of two are numerous: of Neoptolemus killing Priam upon the altar of
Zeus Herkeios, of “Little” Ajax seizing Cassandra from beneath the very shield of an Athena
Promachos).

Scholarly writing about asylum tends to be of limited pertinence to my discussion. For
example, R. Gorman, “Poets, Playwrights, and the Politics of Exile and Asylum in Ancient
Greece and Rome,” International Journal of Refugee Law 6:3 (1994), 402—424, is short
on religious aspects almost to the point of ignoring them, dealing instead with the “right” of
refugees and exiles.

7 This is a later development from the Odyssey-poet’s formula, spoken by Nausicad
(Od. 6,207f.) and Eumaeus (14.57f.), that “all strangers and beggars are from Zeus.” For them,

90



Both of these types can involve a dual challenge to the person who
receives, however unwillingly, a supplication. Will he (rarely: she) have
human compassion on the petitioners? If not, will the presumed attention
of “Zeus of Suppliants” move a reluctant him (or her) to compliance?

More persons than one may be challenged by a supplication, albeit
in very different ways.

If the supplicated being is a god or goddess, will she or he miracu-
lously support the seeket/s of positive help or of defensive asylum?
Or will the support depend upon unmiraculous events on the mortal
plane—which may seem more accidental than providential? The issue is
a vital one in the Heracles, where whether Zeus Zmtnp by the timely
return of his heroic son belatedly yet effectively defends other descend-
ants of his is a central question that every viewer or reader must ask,
for their human savior soon becomes their destroyer.

Or will an angry, often a murderous enemy of vulnerable suppliant/s
nevertheless respect the sacredness of a holy object and adjoining space,
in awe of the associated divinity? (In a unique case, in Helen, the absent-
-present influence is King Theoclymenus’ father Proteus who, for the sake
of the play’s lust of his less moral son. Helen takes refuge at Proteus’
tomb, with not her life but her conjugal loyalty and virtue under siege.®)

TWO SUPPLIANTS PLAYS

Let us begin with Euripides’ pair of extant dramas named after sup-
pliant groups.? In Children of Heracles an uncertain but significant number

however, only a gift, more alms than protection or assistance, is at stake. Odysseus had sup-
plicated the princess—in words, though at a distance and not by physical contact (6.141-179).
His approach to Eumaeus, on the other hand, is a beggar’s, and his prayer to Zeus (14.33f))
does not depart from the pose as a beggar.

8 A parallel of sorts is a sequence in the second half of Sophocles’ 4jax during which
Tecmessa and her toddler son Eurysaces huddle for protection beside the unburied corpse of
the title character. Nervous stances of first Menelaus, then of Agamemnon may suggest their
own lingering, cowardly fear of the man. Or do they, like the Achaeans in //iad 22 over dead
Hector, poke their weapons into someone they dreaded when he was alive. Either way, their
relationship to their deceased personal enemy is as different as can be from that of his two
children Theoclymenus and Theonoé to Proteus! Nevertheless dead Ajax protects his son
Eurysaces, his spear-won mate Tecmessa, and his half-brother Teucer.

9 The classic treatment of the two remains G. Ziintz, The Political Plays of Euripides
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1963). A more recent study, emphasizing the
place of women in the “democratic” city-state, is D. Mendelssohn, Gender and the City in
Euripides’ Political Plays (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2002), who con-
cludes that, in these plays though not only in them, “the representation of feminine emotion
and suffering should be seen as a means rather than a theatrical end in itself—a means of cri-
tiquing, sometimes with mordant irony, the political decisions of powerful men in the real
historical world, by showing the effects of those decisions on other: females, children, he weak,
non-Greeks” (225). Kopperschmidt pp. 129-143 (Suppliants) and 144-160 (Children of Heracles)
analyzes both plays in some detail.

91



of these, varied in age but all young, plus their much older old cousin
Iolaus and Alcmena, the ancient grandmother of them all, do the suppli-
cating; in Suppliants mothers and young children of warriors who fell
attacking Thebes are the chorus. Each group is led by an old man. Adras-
tus and Iolaus are both made, in order to amplify their personal pathos,
implausibly old.!0 In both scenarios a hostile herald from abroad melo-
dramatically threatens them, ignoring their sanctuary respectively at a
temple of Zeus Agoraios in Marathon and by a temple of Demeter at
Eleusis—both on sacred Attic ground. He also discounts personal protec-
tion sought from and promised by reigning kings of Athens. Theseus and
an Athenian army in the latter play, as will, as already mentioned, in-
vade Theban territory to satisfy suppliants’ and the gods’ demand that
the dead lying still on the battlefield be allowed burial. In the former,
Theseus’ sons take the field against invaders from the Argolid.

The first hundreds of lines of these two plays are replete with refer-
ences to the material as well as the spiritual circumstances of supplica-
tion—a bit knees and beards, as usual, but also garlands or other insignia,
on the one hand, and very frequent, almost ostinato mention of altars and
other sacred architecture and attentive gods on the other.!! And explicit
references to suppliants/supplicating. 2 In both the stylized begging is
of the twofold kind, to a god at an altar and to a powerful person. Indeed,
the altar practically becomes a mute yet leading character in the drama.
Athenian reverence and compassion are salient, but also justice—The-
seus has well articulated doubts about Adrastus himself and about the
righteousness of the Seven’s war aims against Thebes. Moral and religious
anxieties are interwoven with national interests and political ideology,
where the “kingship” that the Children of Heracles’ Demophon (and
silent Acastus) exercise, like that of their father Theseus in Suppliants,
makes them more resemble Athenian generals than foreign monarchical
“tyrants.” Gods, too, are involved as well as city-states.

In an unpublished paper I have argued that the Attic of tragic dia-
logue would have been spoken with accents betraying (for example)
barbarian or Greek-Dorian identity of the assorted persons on stage in

10 Adrastos is “white haired” (Supp. 166) despite having led one column in the disastrous
attack on Thebes, like the “gray” and white-haired” mothers in the suppliants-chorus, while
Iolaus, cousin to Uncle Heracles’ children, is “old man” (Hcld. 90, 129, 166, 333, 343, 461, 574,
630, 843) and prays for and is blessed with miraculous rejuvenation so that he can join in the
coming battle (740744, 851-858).

11 Knee: in Held. none; Supp. 10, 44, 165,278, 285; beard: Hcld. 227; Supp. 277, hand
Hcld. 226, 228, 308; Supp. 165, 278; wreaths: Held. 71, 125; Supp. 10, 32, 36, 110, 259, 359;
temple, altar (especially), and other sacred structure: Hceld. 61, 73, 79, 121, 124, 127, 196, 238,
244,249, 341, 344; Supp. 2, 30, 33, 64, 88, 93, 271; Temples: Gods: Hcld.; Supp.

12 Held. 33, 70, 94, 101, 17, 123, 196, 224, 246, 254, 345, 364; Supp. 10, 39, 42, 68, 102,
108, 114, 130, 280, 283.
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contrast to the Attic of Athenians or the unmarked. Especially in these
two plays, written and performed during the Archidamian phase of the
Peloponnesian War, an ethnic contrast between the voices of the nasty
heralds and of the kings of Athens should complement differences in
attire, for aural as well as visual antithesis between “good guy” and “bad
guy.”

The morally heroic Athenians come to the aid of other Dorians,
however. That the actions,suppliant and belligerent, are all collective makes
these plays national-political; that Demophon in Children of Heracles,
and that Theseus is given pause by the questionable cause of Adrastus
and his son-in-law Polyneices will not sacrifice one of his own citizens,
makes each intervention politically responsible—not a knee-jerk reaction
to provocation by Eurystheus of Argos or Creon of Thebes, In the name
of their fellow citizens and of the gods, the Athenian leaders fight a
righteous fight (as the outcome of the reported battles makes clear).!3

SCATTERED SUPPLICATIONS

In almost every one of Euripides’ extant plays a supplications is
enacted or (EL 1214f. and Bacc. 1117f) reported.! This fact tells us some-
thing about this playwright’s dramaturgy as well, I think, as his ethical
concern. That he seems thereby to have favored mercy as much as he
deplored vindictiveness should be more often noted.

Even in Cyclops Odysseus supplicates Polyphemus (Cyc. 287, then
299-301), adding this further element of irreligion to the monster’s in-
hospitality when, of course, he rejects the hero’s appeal, even mocks the
suppliant act of surrounding an “altar”-here his man-cooking fireplace
(Cyc. 345¢%)).

In what follows I offer brief comments on the variety of situations,
and the emotional effects and moral crises of the one or two instances
of supplication in the several plays where supplication does not rise to

13 In Children of Heracles Euripides makes a clear statement of how, although the gods
themselves may be divided on the rights and wrongs—Hera could never sympathize with the
children of the hero she so hated—Athena is with them, and Zeus, by whom the suppliants
appeal for succor. Zeus: Hcld. 238f. (Demophon: “The greatest [reason to give aid] is Zeus, at
whose altar you sit, keeping this flock of nestlings™); Athena: Hcld. 347-352 (Iolaus, who has
seen or felt Athena in action while Heracles lived and labored: “We enjoy no inferior gods as
allies, lord; for while Hera, wife of Zeus, is their champion, ours is Athena. I declare that this
is the sure basis of success, to have better gods, for Pallas will not endure defeat™).

14T do not, as Naiden does, see supplication in little Eumelus’ appear to Alcestis at Alc.
400-4, even adding 399 that would strengthen his case; on the other hand, Naiden misses
Pentheus’ supplication of Agave in Bacchae. According to the last messenger speech Pentheus
touches his raving mother’s cheek at 1117f., in response to which, in grotesque parody of ac-
cepting a suppliant’s appeal by taking his hand, she tears off his entire left arm (1125-128)!
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the level of major theme (as it does in the six plays that do not fall treated
in the concluding section of this paper: Medea, Andromache, and Hecuba,
Helen, Heracles, and Iphigenia at Aulis).

In Hippolytus the well-meaning but amoral Nurse supplicates both
Phaedra (Hipp. 325f.) and Hippolytus (Hipp. 605—-607), in the first case
to speak up, in the second to keep quiet! It is the physical weakness of
Phaedra that forces her eventually to blurt out the truth of her disastrous
passion, the oath that Hippolytus’ famous “fongue swore, the mind
unsworn” (612) that compels him in the tragic end to keep secret the
Nurse’s outrageous proposition. Both of the good victims of equally
amoral Aphrodite might well have been moved by the religious appeal
by the goddess’ unwitting agent. No supplicating, persistent Nurse, no
tragedy.

The protagonist Creusa’ supplication of Apollo at his external altar
in Jon (1255-1260) gives the rapist-god a chance to prevent her death,
indirectly, even as he has prevented that of her and his bastard son lon
through a pigeon’s spectacular death (lon 1201-1208). Tellingly Creusa,
who has no reason at all to trust the god, must be talked into seeking
asylum at his altar: “What benefit is this to me?”” she asks when the cho-
rus leader proposes that she do so. Here, as evidently in the lost Alcmena
(or Amphitryon?), a woman seeks protection against someone “in hot
pursuit” of her, who will kill her with justice on his side unless the god
who wronged her comes to her aid. She seeks asylum at his altar.l> In
that other play Amphitryon seems to have threatened to surround the
altar with fire. In the nick of time Zeus revealed Alcmena’s innocent
seduction, probably through the prophet Tiresias, then (maybe) through
a deus ex machina—Hermes? Zeus himself? (Thunder may also have
been somehow imitated.) Zeus, of course, is at once the guilty adulterer
and the guardian of suppliants. In /on first the Pythian Prophetess, then
Athena set things as right as can be under the awkward, even scandalous
circumstances. Apollo does not dare to show his brilliant face. The human
catastrophes that are barely averted here anticipate the same embarrass-
ments to divine Phoebus that the murderous mess his matricidal command
to Orestes has led to by the end of the late play Orestes. Note that Ion
is poised to commit matricide here, too!

Naiden finds a double, competing supplication in Trojan Women
at 11. 1042—-1057, following the sordid agon between Helen and Hecuba
argued before Menelaus as a kind of judge. I think he gets the scene
wrong. He classifies Hecuba’s plea to punish—that is, to kill-Helen as
accepted, Helen’s plea for her life rejected. His evidence? Menelaus’

15 On reconstruction of the melodramatic almost-tragedy Alcmena see F. Jouan and H.
Van Looy, Euripide Tragédies, Tome VIII, I'® partie (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 2002).
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pronounced verdict at 7ro. 1037-1039, where he seems to have given up
his earlier determination to ship her to Greece for execution there (876—
879). But that is before the supplications! Naiden also claims that “he
drags her off stage, vowing to put her to death,” citing 1047f.16 But those
lines say no such thing. She was dragged onto the stage (Tro. 880—882),
but now is turned over to servants to convey to the ship (101047-1048!).
No stoning nearby (1039-1041) after all. I would sharply contrast Helen’s
physical, literally underhanded, seductive contact with her estranged
husband’s knees (7ro. 1042) with the Trojan queen’s more detached
appeal in the verb Aicoopon (1045). Hecuba, whose unconventional views
about gods and “myth” have been established (7ro. 884—888, 969-990),
appeals to his rational, secular sense of responsibility for his dead com-
rades and their orphans (1045f.), whereas Helen, who adheres to his body,
has used the more powerful kind of suppliant approach (if indeed Hecuba’s
is a light supplication), has invoked Aphrodite as the cause of her infi-
delity, thanks to Paris and his catastrophic “Judgment” and consequently
to irresistible Aphrodite (7ro. 924-931 and 948-950). She also applies
the religious sanction of suppliant embrace, which is at the same time a
sexual enticement. The actual power of Aphrodite is realized before our
eyes, never mind that Menelaus has protested that “Aphrodite is inserted
into [Helen’s] words for the sake of self-promotion” (k6umov ydpiv,
1038f)). Menelaus incongruously jokes about her possible gain in weight
(1050), even as—what his action must show—he has been smitten by her
enduring beauty. In form he is correct: Though credibly determined to
have her killed on the spot after the two women have spoken, he accepts
her supplication and spares her.

In Iphigenia among the Taurians we find a single supplication (/T
1068—1070), which in a way crystallizes the gendered dynamics of most
supplications and of Euripides’ pitying female choruses.!” Overwhelm-
ingly often, as Naiden notes, women or else weakened “feminized” men
are the pathetic seekers of asylum or other urgently needed help. Here
Iphigenia supplicates the chorus of Greek women whose sympathy for
her is already and long established; this humble appeal seems unneces-
sary. It does, however, mark her full return to Greekness. Earlier in the
play had come to hate Greeks, and was poised to be a vindictive, willing
participant in their sacrifice (/7 342—371. Now, promising somehow to

16 Naiden p. 100 and nn. 421 and 422. His discussion continues onto pp. 101f. He fails
to appreciate how the tradition consistently reports that Helen and Menelaus lived ever after,
if not happily ever after. In fact, the vase painting illustrated on p. 101 shows the erotic effect
of Helen’s pleading: a little Eros flits toward Menlaus as he drops his would-be executioner’s
sword.

17 See my article “The Value of a Kindly Chorus: Female Choruses in Athenian Tragedy,”
Themes in Drama 11 (1989), 1-18.
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restore these women, too, to their homeland (1066f.), she uses a broad
Greek ritual gesture, whether or not it is theatrically practicable for her
to touch all of the choreuts. She also, with sad irony, invokes the mother
and father of each, and any children they have (1070f.). Her own parents
are nothing to be fond of, and she is and will remain childless.

Phoenician Women has a unique combination of one unsuccessfully
supplicating person (Creon 923f), a second who arrives too late to sup-
plicate to any purpose (Jocasta, 1429—1435 and 1567-1569), and a third
who refuses to supplicate (Oedipus, 1622—1624). Creon fails to persuade
Tiresias to withhold the terrible fact that, for victorious Theban defense
against the daunting Seven, Creon’s young son Menoeceus must be sac-
rificed. His sister Jocasta arrives on the battlefield, in a twice reported
off-stage incident, after her two sons have already mortally wounded one
another. Creon’s nephew/brother-in-law, Jocasta’s son/husband Oedipus,
proudly, so as not to fall beneath his noble pedigree (!), refuses to
supplicate Creon in an attempt to prevent threatened exile—and bitter
Creon says he was right to do so: it would do him no good (1625f)). In
fact, in this pitiless play supplication fails to avert tragedy. In fact, Jocasta
kills herself because of that “too late” attempt to save her sons from
reciprocal doom, while Oedipus seems to realize that there is no mercy
in this troubled world into which the horrified barbarian strangers of the
helpless chorus have been thrust.

Naiden counts a long scene in the first part of Orestes as a suppli-
cation (Or. 380-781). At two points the title character, wracked with
debilitating guilt, grasps his uncle Menelaus’ knees (382-383 and 670—
673). His second appeal—a second, serial supplication, in fact—is more
urgent because in the interval murdered Clytemnestra’s angry, eloquent
old father Tyndareus has made the moral flimsiness of Orestes’ position
clear, certainly to craven Menelaus, probably also—as if he needed any
more compunction!—to the matricide himself in one of the playwright’s
finest pieces of lethal rhetorical force (Or. 491-541). Orestes gets nowhere.
His reported off-stage effort to talk the Argive judicial assembly out of
a capital sentence likewise fails, but he maintains dignity enough in his
dubious argument so as not to supplicate. Sophistry is for the public,
supplication for intimates. At 1332—-1339 Electra lures her innocent
cousin Hermione into a trap, beseeching her to join Orestes and herself
in supplicating Helen. It is a false supplication, however, since Orestes
and Pylades intend to assassinate Helen and hold Hermione hostage against
any attempt at revenge her father Menelaus might contemplate. The
Phrygian eunuch describes their “suppliant” ambush and their ultimate
frustration when they cannot stab Zeus’ elusive daughter to death (1408—
1502; supplication at 1414f.: “they threw, they threw suppliant hands
both of them around the knee of Helen”). Their swords drawn against her,
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she disappeared! At least they catch Hermione. When Orestes exits the
palace the Phrygian himself supplicates Orestes at Or. 1507, in oriental
style with a proskynesis. Orestes toys with him, then sends him back
inside. There is no point in killing him, as long as he does not spread
word of what has happened before Orestes and his accomplices, including
Electra, are ready for Menelaus. The slave is one of the furnishings of
his father’s house that Orestes and Electra still hope to regain. Undeserv-
ing Orestes has failed with both honest and treacherous supplications;
ironically the innocent Phrygian—or maybe it is not so ironic?—succeeds
in his.

FANTASIAS ON THE SUPPLICATION THEME

In each of the half dozen plays remaining for my discussion—in fully
a third of his surviving tragedies, Euripides stages a series of supplica-
tions in which interpersonal dynamics and moral positions shift in often
sensational ways. In some plays supplications succeed with terrible
consequence; in others, they fail with equally catastrophic result. Plays,
however, more persons than one supplicates (or in an important past
has done so) with ultimately disappointing effect.

A. BARBARIANS AND GREEKS (MEDEA, HECUBA)

First chronologically are these two sensational dramas, named after
wrathful, murderous barbarian women. Each in fact has learned sup-
plication from a Greek in her back story (Medea from Jason: Med. 496—
498; Hecuba from Odysseus, Hec. 245-250 and 274f)) whom in her
present plight she now must abjectly supplicate in turn. The two plays
are contrasted, however, in how the theme is developed.

Medea uncannily manipulates two kings, first Creon of Corinth
(Med. 324-339), then Aegeus of Athens (709—713) before she works her
sly physical-emotional magic on Jason. She persuades each by a double
argument, a bodily one of grasping his knees and hand or beard, a mental
one of suggesting to the kindly Corinthian that she cannot do any harm
in a single day’s reprieve from banishment, and that she seeks this little
respite only for her children’s sake (Med. 340-347), to the eager Athe-
nian that she can cure his childlessness (714—718). Both monarchs are
anxious about children, Creon about the bride he is giving to Medea’s
estranged ex-husband, Aegeus about the dynastic heir he lacks. However
and first, the physical contact with an exotic but beautiful, still young
woman makes an impact. Creon is mistaken about what one day will
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permit her to achieve, his own death as well as his daughter’s; but Aegeus
is already part-way sexually seduced. If, as seems likely, Euripides’ lost
Aegeus was produced in the years before Medea,'® the audience knew
that at Athens the Colchian princess would marry their king and bear
him the Medus son who nearly replaced the hero Theseus in royal suc-
cession.

Medea then works upon Jason not by arguments, which fail in the
memorable agon of their first scene (Med. 446—626) but by supplica-
tion—not hers, however, but by his sons’: I understand lines 894-902 to
be their supplication, directed by her, of a much affected Jason.!® Through
the very children whom she will later murder in order to complete his
destruction Medea now works upon Jason himself; and through them
in an off-stage suppliant approach to his bride (Med. 969-973), she brings
about the princess’s and her father’s gruesome deaths. In this case the
little boys’ suppliant request, viz. to be allowed to stay in Corinth with
their father, is reinforced by irresistible golden gifts that the boys bear
with them.

Medea has evidently learned that supplication is part of a “one-two
punch” that can bring down foe or reluctant friend. She herself, on the
other hand, has learned to resist supplication, and does so when the
chorus beg her not to kill her children (Med. 853—855 during the third
stasimon). Naiden, who overlooked the boys’ supplication of their never-
-to-be stepmother, suggests (as the chorus do in that same ode, at 856—
865) that their off-stage appeal to their murderous mother should be a
supplication. All that we or the chorus will actually hear, however, will
be their dying complaints (Med. 1271f. and 1275f)).

Supplication, therefore, Medea and the Medea suggest, is a weapon,
to be thrust or to be parried as one’s passionate interests dictate. Jason
taught her its offensive power. Others whom she confronts, and Jason
himself, have not learned to defend themselves against it.

Hecuba shows how cynical the supposedly “civilized” Greeks are
with respect to the ritual of supplication. The same Odysseus who gave
the Trojan queen a lesson in the compelling technique of clutching a
powerful person’s knees (Hec. 245f. and 274f., already noted), when
she recognized him on his spy mission into Ilium but spared his life,
resists her when she tries the same on him now her master (275-290,
with hand and cheek evidently at 276, beard at 286). He must and will
save her life, he explains, but has no obligation to save that of her

18 See Jouan and Van Looy p. 3 with nn. 2 and 3.

19 Naiden does not record it as such, although “right hand” (899) and “arm” (902) are in
the script; and the little boys may well first embrace their daddy at his knees, which, however,
are not mentioned.
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daughter Polyxena (demanded in sacrifice by Achilles’ ghost). Perhaps,
however, if Polyxena herself were to supplicate him? A visually striking
non-supplication occurs later in the episode. Polyxena steps forward
and Odysseus buries his right hand under his cloak to prevent its grasping;
likely also he covers his knees or turns them away, certainly he averts
his head. “I see you, Odysseus,” she says at 342345, “hiding your right
hand under your garment and turning your face back so I may not
touch your beard. Cheer up! You have escaped Zeus of Supplication for
my part (tov €uov Tkéotov Ala).” She does not intend to supplicate at
all, for, as she goes on to explain, she will gladly die!

Despite all this, Hecuba, powerless otherwise, and only after de-
liberation and hesitation (Hec.737-739), does supplicate the enemy com-
mander-in-chief, the man ultimately responsible for so many deaths of
her nearest and dearest. One might think of the sublime meeting of her
husband Priam and Achilles earlier in the Trojan saga. This one, however,
is hardly sublime. When at 11. 752754 she supplicates Agamemnon by
knees and beard and right hand, he offers her freedom. She, however,
craves only revenge, and this against a current ally of his. Thracian
Polymnestor has murdered Hecuba’s youngest son Polydorus, for the
treasure that came with the boy when he was entrusted to Polymnestor
for safe-keeping. Hecuba finally bends him to connivance with her by
inserting a very different appeal, through his lust for a surviving daughter
of hers, Cassandra (Hec. 824—830), before she returns to supplication
(836—840). However, moreover, the opportunist barbarian can claim
that he did the Greeks a real favor by eliminating such a possible future
avenger of Priam and many others. Agamemnon thus faces a political
problem and a personal dilemma. Somewhat like Aegeus in Medea,
Agamemnon will “look the other way”” when the suppliant woman wreaks
terrible but unspecified bloody vengeance upon a third party with whom
the Greek host has friendly relations. He wants his justification to fellow
Greeks army to appear to be justice itself and supplication, and nothing
to do with Cassandra (850—856).

As also in the Medea, supplication is followed up by sex, although
here is it not the aged suppliant’s own, as it was Medea’s own but her
nubile, virginal daughter’s. Far from being efficacious per se on Greeks,
therefore, supplication needs a value added from some other motivation.
Only Creon of Corinth appears to have been scrupulous enough to accept
supplication simple, and look what happens to him! Both Medea and
Hecuba, by accepting supplication on the part of Greeks, got themselves
into their tragic plights. Medea, of course, also came to feel love, not only
mercy for the glamorous hero of Iolchus.
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B. ASYLUM OR SURRENDER?
(ANDROMACHE, HERACLES, HELEN)

Although like the two grim plays just discussed Andromache con-
trasts a “barbarian” woman with despicable Greeks—here ones of both
sexes—the woman in question is not driven to monstrous acts of her own
in response to what men have done to her. She has a child, her master
Neoptolemus’ only child Molossus, to save, not to avenge, and she does
so in a way that ties this play to two others with the same scenic feature:
a physical structure that gives or should give one or more persons protec-
tion from a female rival for a man (princess Hermione in Andromache),
from a murderous usurper (tyrant Lycus in Heracles), and from a
would-be royal husband (king Theoclymenus in Helen). These con-
spicuous sites of asylum are respectively a shrine of Thetis, an altar of
Zeus, and the tomb of the reigning king’s father Proteus. Each is clearly
identified in the prologue of its play.2® As in the two suppliant plays
examined above, the thing almost becomes a silent but potent character
in Andromache. Indeed at its end Thetis appears in person, while in
Helen Proteus’ daughter Theonoé represents his intention and will. In
Heracles, on the other hand, it is Zeus’ jealous wife Hera who intervenes,
not directly but through two supernatural agents, midway through the
play.2!

In each drama as it unfolds the asylum falters and other appeals,
by personal supplications, become a last resort.

Hermione wants to be rid of the beloved concubine of her absent
estranged husband Neoptolemus. She proposes to burn the hated bar-
barian woman, suppliant though she is, right at the shrine (4nd. 257) or
to slaughter her (259). Menelaus, however, has a formally reverent tactic
by which to pry his daughter’s unwilling but hated rival from divine
protection: he threatens to slay Andromache’s infant son if she will not
leave the shrine (380-383). He then gives the toddler to Hermione to
do what she wishes to him! Subsequently he spurns the little boy’s human
supplication (529-542). Although he is superstitious, he is otherwise
thoroughly unscrupulous. Only the sudden arrival of ancient but resolute
Peleus saves mother and child from the suddenly craven Spartan. An-
dromache describes Menelaus’ trick to get her to leave the Thetis-shrine

20 Thetis’ shrine and a statue of the goddess: And. 20 and 43; altar of Zeus, HF 48f. and
51; Proteus’ tomb, Hel. 64. However, only in the relatively early play is the sacred site mentioned
so often as in the two suppliants plays: And. 115, 117, 130, 135, 161, 162, 246, 253, 260, 262,
314, 357, and 380, until Andromache leaves it at 411 (and Menelaus gloats about how he has
tricked her into doing so, at 427).

21 Kopperschmidt on Andromache (pp. 161-178) and on Heracles (179-192) offers
valuable analysis of motif and structure in each, finding significant correspondences between
them.
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(And. 565-571) and now she supplicates her master’s old grandfather,
falling at his knees while pathetically unable to reach for his check be-
cause her hands are bound (572-576). Peleus becomes her protector.

In fact, the tables are turned and Hermione needs protection herself.
Abandoned by her father, she dreads the wrath of her husband Neoptole-
mus. Dare she rush as suppliant to “statues”—of Thetis—or to her own
slave’s knees (And. 859f)? An apparently half-hearted attempt to hang
herself (the only failed suicide in Greek tragedy!) leaves her ready to
supplicate Cousin Orestes when he unexpectedly arrives (892—895)—
unexpectedly, that is, to ser, since Menelaus and he seem to have arranged
this intervention. She begs him to defend her against Neoptolemus (whose
assassination he has already managed) and to get her away from
Phthia—perhaps home to Sparta (921-923). Her panicked supplication
in itself, like her appeal to kinship, actually matters less to him than the
opportunity to marry her now himself. (They are in a sense made for
each other. Who else would want to marry either of them! She, of course,
does not think that way.) Exeunt the dastardly fiancés.

The play is not over. A messenger returns from Delphi with the
young hero Neoptolemus’ bruised and butchered corpse. His typically
brilliant speech reports terrible off-stage happening—in this case the
farthest off stage of any in Euripides (4nd. 1085-1160). Although neither
noun nor verb denoting supplication, suppliant, or supplicate is used in
describing it, an example of what should be holy asylum gone scandalously
wrong brings this play toward its grim dénouement. In the prologue we
learn from Andromache that her master Neoptolemus has gone to Delphi
to appease the god whom he had previously offended by demanding
just amends for the death of his father Achilles. (In other forms of the
myth he sacked the Delphic temple; here, however, he seems only to have
blasphemed.) When he is there, in the very sanctuary, he is ambushed
by Delphians whom Orestes has deceived into thinking he would come
to pillage the treasuries and the very temple. At the end of his report
the messenger indicts Apollo for evil and unwisdom (4nd. 1161-1165),
after inviting us to visualize a shocking scene in the Pythian dvaktopa
(1115, 1157), at the altar of which (1102, 1123, 1135, 1138, 1156), by the
sacrificial fire (1113), Achilles’ son has been atrociously assassinated.
During the ensuing exodos of the play goddess Thetis instructs Peleus
to deliver their grandson’s body back to the Pythic altar (1240) and
bury it there, “a reproach to Delphi, so that the tomb may proclaim the
violent murder at the hand of Orestes” (1241f.).

The aforementioned empty threat of Hermione to apply fire to the
lone suppliant Andromache becomes a serious danger to a group of five
suppliants in Heracles. The evil usurping king of Thebes Lycus, who has
already murdered Heracles’ Theban father- and brothers-in law, calls for
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his minions to gather a great deal of lumber to make a pyre of Savior
Zeus’ altar (HF 240-246) to incinerate the absent hero’s Theban wife
Megara, their three young sons, and their guardian old Amphitryon.
Never mind supposed asylum there! Megara takes the horrific prospect
quite seriously (285). Lycus’ targeted enemies have been locked out of
their home and are already starving (51-54); however, he cannot wait for
them to die—as he is sure Heracles himself has done on a suicidal fool’s
errand to fetch Cerberus from the Underworld. Personal supplication
to this bloody villain is, of course, useless, unless to ask the “favors”
sought by Amphitryon (HF 321-325) and Megara (327f), that they both
die before the children so they do not have to watch the slaying of the
little innocents. And that they be allowed to dress the boys for their
funerals. Favors grandly granted! This is a technically and theatrically
useful ploy that permits the actor playing Megara to be recycled into—
Heracles, for the next episode!—and the children, probably also their
elders, to be dressed behind the scenes ominously for the death that
does, in fact, await Megara and the boys when Heracles later goes cata-
strophically mad. When Megara does not appear with the black-clad
children in Lycus’ next scene he mocks her for (as Amphitryon imag-
ines) supplicating goddess Hestia at the hearth (715f.), where Heracles
waits in righteous ambush to kill the killer. The actual uselessness of
supplication in the world of the gods that preside over this distressing
play, careless Zeus and atrocious Hera, is made clear during a reported
off-stage scene of horror. Heracles in his madness has stabbed on son
to death. Then he ignores a second son’s supplicating plea, at an interior
altar of Zeus, and brains him with his club (HF 984-994). He believes
that he is killing a son of his persecutor Eurystheus, as we know; but
the victim is still a little boy, still a suppliant.

Heracles surrounded a scene of ruin is wheeled out on an ample
ekkykléma. After he revives from his knockout by Athena’s hurled piece
of broken stone and comes to his right mind, perceiving what he has
wrought. Astonished Theseus arrives on the scene. Heracles resists his
stepfather Amphitryon’s lyric supplication, Ist-person plural in his own
and the concerned Athenian’s name (HF 1207-1213). He responds instead
to Theseus when he invokes friendship (1214—1225). If supplication is
always to be understood as an institution of Zeus, as I believe it should
be, why should Heracles honor it? Ironically, sadly, he has higher notions
of divinity than the gods who are to blame for his circumstances de-
serve. He himself regards Amphitryon as his father, not Zeus. Indeed,
to conclude Sophocles’ Trachinian Women Heracles’ son Hyllus can
declare that “Nothing of this is not Zeus,” at the end of this play one
might say “Nothing of this is not derelict Zeus.” The last thing we see
after the characters and chorus exit are the shocking ekkykléma and
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his altar as “Savior.” If supplication there has saved Megara and her
sons from mere criminal death, it saved them for a much worse kind.

A less grim play, the Helen is nevertheless by no means all sweet-
ness and light. The title character Helen is a daughter of Zeus, who is
here pretty delinquent too. He would not intervene in the nastiness between
his wife Hera (again) and his heavenly daughter Aphrodite. Indeed he
“passed the buck” to Paris, who launched the thousand ships that pursued
him and-not Helen! Hera made an image of her, whom all the world
vilified, ignorant of her actual virtue, hidden away in Egypt, the setting
of this tragicomedy, almost tragi-farce. He thought the slaughter of the
ten years war at Troy a good means to lighten the human burden on Earth
and to determine who was greatest man, or at least kpatiotoc, in Greece
(Hel. 36—41). So much for his justice.

Significantly here, as in Andromache, the monument of asylum
does not belong to a major Olympian, but to someone closer to the resident
family. There, however, it was shrine of a minor goddess, Achilles’ Nereid
mother Thetis whose statue stood before the audience before she herself
arrived in the exodus. In Helen it is not a god’s sacred space at all, but
a humanized Proteus’ tomb—that is, the tomb of a person otherwise clas-
sified as an immortal (for example, in Odyssey 4). Helen’s supplication
there is understated, in large part because Proteus’ amorous son (a) does
not appear on stage till the play is two thirds over, and (b) when he does
return from his hunt he makes clear his reverence for his late father
(Hel. 1165-1168). We cannot imagine this barbarian building a murder-
ous fire there like Spartan Hermione or Euboean, pseudo-Theban Lycus!
His regard for suppliants and supplication is never tested, however. Rather
the piety of his priestly sister Theonoé€ is on the line, to act and to be
judged by standards as much humane as religious. Will she take the
part of Aphrodite or of Hera, in covering up or publicizing the lie that
the former perpetrated on all the world, based on a false “Helen” at Troy;
will she side with her father, who wanted to preserve Helen for her right-
ful Greek spouse or with her brother, who wants her for himself? Both
Helen and, in his bumbling, bombastic way Menelaus supplicate her.
Helen does so conventionally and eloquently at lines 894—943. Mene-
laus, in contrast, the great hero who was reduced to weeping when an
old housemaid shooed him away fro the place with (probably) a broom,
ostentatiously refuses to supplicate her-directly by knee and with tears,
as beneath his dignity (Hel. 947-949). However, his does appeal to her
by her father’s tomb, threatening her brother with individual combat or
even threatening to kill himself there (949-985). As I read lines 991f. and
the sequel he does break into tears before his whimpering peroration. She
does take the better course, as we would think, revering her father; but
she does nor what her irascible brother to know what they have gained
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by supplication, namely her agreement not to disclose Menelaus’ iden-
tity. The later intrigue based upon a false report of his death depends on
her silence. We should probably not classify Helen’s prayer, with raised
hands, to Hera as a supplication (Hel. 1093—1096), nor the anxious prayer
to Aphrodite that follows (1097-1106). In any case, neither would-be
“most beautiful” goddess acts. The eventual escape of Mr. and Mrs.
Menelaus is rather to the credit of wise Helen herself and of her divine
brothers the Dioscuri, di ex machina who provide safe sailing home (and
protect Theonoé from her angered brother when he has learned how
she and her husband, very much alive, have escaped).

EURIPIDES’ EPILOGUE (BACCHAE, IPHIGENIA AT AULIS)

Both of the poet’s extant posthumous plays are mutilated. The Iphi-
genia may even have been unfinished at the poet’s death in Macedonia.
The Bacchae, on the other hand, lost the sensational, grisly sequence
that was torn from the sole exemplar for all the surviving manuscripts.
We have enough of the play, however, to know what we need to know.
In its second later messenger speech, as already remarked (n. x above),
the play’s only supplication is a grotesquely failed one: a mother does
not gently take her supplicating son’s hand but tears off his entire arm
(Bacc. 1125-127).

The tradition’s text of Iphigenia at Aulis, on the other hand, is non-
-Euripidean early and late. Moreover, all the male characters —on stage or
off—are so corrupt?? that we cannot be sure whether Calchas’ “prophecy”
that the formidable goddess Artemis demands the life of commander
Agamemnon’s daughter before the Greeks may sail to Troy the goddess’
will. (At 14 879 the Old Man seems less than certain about this.) That
the Greek army thinks it is enough, of course, and Agamemnon cannot
save the girl. Uniquely in this play a supplication is anticipated, with
dread, by that father who knows that his daughter will supplicate him
(/4 462—464), and not for protection from some extraneous, third-party
threat but from Aim. Other supplication will occur first, while Agamem-
non is awkwardly keeping his distance from wife, daughter, and little son
after his painful scene with them (630-740). Clytemnestra’s almost-
-supplication (865) to the Old Man, who knows the terrible truth about
her daughter’s doom leads to the sequence of urgent pleas: when the

22 Those who know the play might object that, although both Atreids, Agamemnon and
Menelaus, certainly Odysseus “in the wings,” and maybe even Calchas are not to be trusted,
Achilles is honorable. However, he implies in passing that, had he been asked, he might have
allowed his name to be used in the deadly deception of Iphigenia, lured to Aulis on the pre-
tense that she was to be married to Peleus’ and Thetis’ heroic son /4 (962f.!).
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queen supplicates Achilles “as an altar” for help against her husbands
plan to sacrifice the girl (900-911). He, however, advises Clytemnestra
to supplicate Agamemnon, and come to him only if that fails (1015f)).
When the confrontation comes it is a kind of inversion of the situation
in Bacchae. There, son supplicates mother—in horrifying vain. Here,
daughter supplicates father (/4 1216—48, with in some ways a more ter-
rifying outcome: Agamemnon talks the girl into accepting her slaughter
as a good thing, the despicable Greek cause in the coming war as a noble
one. To strengthen her pathetic appeal she hold baby Orestes toward their
father (1248), of whose own tragic future we can hardly be unmindful.
For ee also know how Clytemnestra will respond to the sacrifice—she
who, in the striking backstory that she tells in her confrontation with
he husband, has suffered so much already from him and yet has been an
irreproachable wife. Until now. We even learn that when her brothers
the Dioscuri threatened to avenge the deaths of her first husband and child
at his hands Agamemnon supplicated her father Tyndareus, who not only
saved him but gave him her “beds” in marriage (/4 1148—1156)!

CONCLUSIONS

The two “political- suppliant plays” Children of Heracles and Sup-
pliants really do stand apart. The gods to whom the suppliants appeal
(Zeus, Demeter) and the Athenian leaders supplicated are efficacious,
and actually function as what Kopperschmidt calls cdtnpeg, though
Demophon and Theseus appropriately hesitate before going to battle. And
there are clear “enemies,” who lose out. Winning a decisive victory, the
supplicandi fulfill the suppliants’ wishes.

In lon among the asylum-plays Creusa escapes execution for at-
tempted murder thanks to a triple action at Apollo’s altar. First the altar
itself, as we have seen, then the Pythian Prophetess (prompted by the
god: lon 1353), and finally Athena (acting for her embarrassed brother:
lon 1556—1559) brings about the Athenian queen’s release and reconcilia-
tion with—her pious son! Apollo has saved them both. In Helen, too, pious,
even superstitious regard of Theoclymenus for his father Proteus’ tomb
keeps the chaste wife safe long enough for her husband Menelaus to
arrive and deliver her—or, rather, to be delivered by her, with the essential
connivance of the Pharaoh’s sister Theono€. Proteus has been effective.
Both Apollo and Proteus require human agents, however, to do their good
work (and Apollo a couple of divine ones: prologuist Hermes many years
ago, Athena ex machina now).

In almost every other instance questions arise about effectiveness of
sacred places (e.g., in Heracles) and about the goodwill and helpfulness
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of human supplicandi (e.g., in Hecuba). This makes the scenes of urgent,
pathetic appeal so much the more pathetic where the petitioners are in-
nocent (in Andromache and the second Iphigenia), so much the more
ominous where they are not (in Medea). It is paradoxical, albeit in keep-
ing with Euripides’ general pessimism, that the innocent are often not
protected, while the guilty are. Furthermore, where a sacred asylum
should benefit suppliants there, it is invariably human agency that pro-
vides whatever deliverance they receive.

Supplication itself invariably involves pathos, partly from the sup-
pliant’s recent backstory, but also and enhanced by the unequal power
relationship between her/him/them and the person appealed to. Almost
never is the petitioner someone born to inferiority, like the slave Nurse
in Hippolytus. Especially pathetic is when a child begs for mercy from
a parent: one oh Heracles’ sons to him in his deadly madness, (off stage)
Pentheus to his equally murderous maenad mother, Iphigenia to Agam-
emnon. Usually, however, the Euripidean beseecher is a king or queen,
prince or princess whom some crisis has humbled to abject dependence
on an extraneous benefaction, what is embodied, literally, in self-abasing
gesture. Only twice does a person stand on her or his dignity and refuse
to supplicate: Polyxena in Hecuba, the Oedipus of Phoenician Women.
(In Hecuba the title character does hesitate before approaching Agam-
emnon. In Helen although Menelaus pretends to be above supplicating,
in the very same speech he does do.)

Supplication is never inconsequential—and its results are often sen-
sational.

Supplication can be rejected, typically to the detriment of both sup-
pliant and supplicandus. Tiresias in Phoenician Women is an exception,
perhaps Menelaus in Andromache?3; Odysseus equivocates in response
to Hecuba’s Hecuba. Menelaus in Trojan Woman rejects Hecuba’s plead-
ing (as I understand the third episode), accepts Helen’s and gets—Helen,
for good or ill!

When, on the other hand, a suppliant plea is honored, even if its
acceptance was hesitant the initial effect is always a good feeling. Nev-
ertheless in the longer run the boon that is granted will often be bad for
one or both parties. Everyone whom Medea successfully supplicates suf-
fers for it—as she had suffered from her former suppliant Jason! ‘No good
deed,” as a cynical saying tells us, ‘goes unpunished.” Her wrathful brother
nearly murders Theono€ in Helen, while in Iphigenia at Aulis Achilles
runs the risk of being stoned by his Greek comrades, even his own Myr-

23 After a terrible fright Hermione in the same play comes out all right, if we suppose
that her future marriage to such a despicable Orestes is a ‘happy ending.’
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midons (/4 1350—-1352) if he actually defends the princess, bride or no
bride, against their demand that she be sacrificed.

Overall the deployment of the supplication theme demonstrates
the helpless of many, including those that seek and those that offer help.
Even the plays with happy endings—dare we say that Andromache ends
happily for the evil Peloponnesians?—have a distinct bitterness about the
characters who survive (Menelaus in Helen, Xuthus in lon) and about
the gods who barely avert catastrophe.2* As ever in Euripides, however,
and certainly in his work taken as a whole the message is mixed.

Victor Castellani
University of Denver

FLEHEN UND ZUFLUCHT BEI EURIPIDES:
VARIATIONEN ZU EINEM DOPPELTEN THEMA

Zusammenfassung

Stindiger als in der dlteren Literatur, sogar als bei Aschylos oder Sophokles,
fligt der Euripides die Not von Flehenden bzw. Schutzflehenden und anderen drin-
genden Bittstellern in seine Schauspielen ein, und die angemessenen korperlichen
Gesten derer hochtheatralisch auf Bithne bringt. Ob sie um Schutz gegen einen dro-
henden Feind oder positive Hilfe zu einem bestimmten Ziel bei einem menschlichen
Machthaber bitten, oder Zuflucht an einem Altar, Heiligtum, oder anderem heiligen
Gegenstand besetzen, macht ihre Anwesenheit ein ausdrucksvolles Tableau, ihre
Tatigkeit und die zogernde oder schroffe Erwiderung daruf, widerwillige oder gar
keine Zusage, packendes Drama.

Wird die Bitte erhort, sicht die wirkliche, wirkende Motivation des Beistands
normalerweise komplex aus. Weder bloBes Mitgefiihl noch Ehrfurcht vor dem Zeus
Hiketgsios oder irgendeinem Heiligtum geniigt; denn fast immer treiben den Hilfsbe-
reiten nicht zu lobende personliche Griinde auch, auch sexuelle Anregung. Anderseits
wird die Bitte auf der menschlichen Ebene abgelehnt, oder rechtzeitige Wirkung aus
dem Himmel fehlt.

Das Hauptteil des Artikels untersucht das doppelte Thema Flehen-Zuflucht in
drei Sétzen: (1) Die beiden Tragddien die als ganze ,,Flehende-Spielen gelten, ndmlich,
Heraclidae und Supplices, wo sich Flehen und Zuflucht zufriedenstellend zusam-
menschliefen; (2) die neun Schausspiele worin das Thema vereinzelt, am meisten
zwei- bis dreimal erscheint: Cyclops, Hippolytus, lon, Electra, Iphigenia Taurica,
Troades, Phoenissae, Orestes, und Bacchae; und (3) sechs beunruhigende Stiicke

24 T must note a much more optimistic understanding of these plays in A. P. Burnett,
Catastrophe Survived: Euripides’ Plays of Mixed Reversal (Oxford and New York: Oxford
University Press, 1971). Although he probably goes too far in the opposite direction, dashing
any hope for divine goodness in Euripides’ thinking, P. Vellacott’s lronic Drama: A Study of
Euripides’ Method and Meaning (Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1975)
is a persuasive antidote to any thought that Euripides can have been a pious Apollonian.
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wodurch Flehen mit oder ohne Asyl eine Art Fantasie iiber unser Thema spielt, wo
sich moralische Urteile und theologische Fragen auseinandersetzen: Medea und He-
cuba, Andromacha und Hercules, Helena und Iphigenia Aulidensis.

Man kann folglich zum Schluss kommen, dass in verzweifelten Krisen Mitleid
und Frommigkeit wenig wenn liberhaupt helfen kdnnen, und ja unabsichtlich scha-
den. Weder Menschen noch Goéttern diirfen wir vertrauen, zumal da der Olymp oft
entzweit ist, und irdische Leute so schwach in Kraft und in Moral sind. Beste Personen
sind allzu leicht zu tiberzeugen—oder zu iiberwiltigen, obgleich menschliche Giite
etwas Gutes schaffen dann und wann kann. Nur Euripides’ zwei verhédltnisméBig
frithe Flehende-Dramen lassen uns auf Besseres hoffen, weil das dortige Flehen
geruhsam, richtig gepriift wird, und wo athenische Tugend, nicht ohne die Géotter,
bose Feinde siegt.

108



UDC 1 Harpocration
141.131

Georgios Steiris
Department of Philosophy
University of Athens

HARPOCRATION, THE ARGIVE PHILOSOPHER,
AND THE OVERALL PHILOSOPHICAL
MOVEMENT IN CLASSICAL
AND ROMAN ARGOS

ABSTRACT: In this paper I focus on philosophy in classical and roman
Argos, looking forward to contribute to the promotion of an undervalued as-
pect of the intellectual history of the city. The Argive Hapocration was a phi-
losopher and commentator from the second century A.D. He was a disciple of
the philosopher Atticus who belonged to the Middle Platonists. Harpocration
was a partner and friend of a certain Caesar. Harpocration wrote detailed com-
ments on almost all the texts of Plato. In the few passages that have survived
from Harpocration’s work, we observe a version of Platonic thought clearly
influenced by the current of Gnosticism and Pythagoreanism. Harpocration’s
influence on both his contemporaries and his successors remains sufficiently
obscure, although Proclus included Harpocration among the top Platonists.
Nevertheless, this is not the only known philosophical activity in the city of
Argos. This is confirmed by the existence of many philosophers from Argos in
classical antiquity who, to some extent like Harpocration much later, adhered
to the current of Pythagoreanism.

KEY WORDS: Philosophy, Harpocration, Argos, Atticus, Middle Platonism,
Pythagoreanism, Neo-Platonism.

The city of Argos boasts a rich history and cultural contribution
that stretched over the centuries, from early prehistory to modern times.
However, though esteemed researchers spilled tons of ink for many
centuries, the past of Argos has not yet been sufficiently elucidated.
There are still many fields of studies and topics that have not been sys-
tematically studied, patiently waiting research to shed light on them. In
this paper I aim to spell some out looking forward to contribute to the
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promotion of an undervalued, but highly interesting, aspect of the intel-
lectual history of Argos, namely philosophy.

The Argive Hapocration was a philosopher and commentator from
the second century A.D. His origin is not disputed by any source. How-
ever, there is still a potential possibility that he might have descended
from a different Argos: namely that which is in Amfilochia, Orestiko
or that in Cyprus. Yet, the absence of any additional geographical des-
ignation in his name in ancient sources is likely to disprove such claims.
Simply mentioning ‘Argos’ can only indicate the most notable of the
cities with this name, namely the Argive Argos. As will be revealed
later in this paper, the close relationship between Hapocration with the
Atticus family may well support his Argive origin.!

HARPOCRATION’S EARLY STUDIES

Harpocration was a disciple of the philosopher Atticus who belonged
to the Middle Platonists.2 Platonism between the period of Antiochus
of Ascalon (130—68 B.C.) and Plotinus (204270 A.D.) — the founder of
Neo-Platonism, is called Middle Platonism. The main characteristic of
Middle Platonism is the return to the old Platonic tradition through the
study of all Platonic texts. Representatives of Middle Platonism are dis-
tinguished by their intense eclecticism. They sought it as a response to
philosophical problems that concerned them. Middle Platonic eclecticism
was some form of agreement among all earlier eminent philosophers,
led by Pythagoras, Socrates and Plato, of course. This eclecticism is
perhaps explained by the inability of these scholars to produce original
philosophical thought. Instead, they simply reviewed already formulated
opinions. Their interest focused on doctrinal terms of metaphysical
principles and on the exploration of ethical principles which were par-
ticularly expressed in Stoicism and Peripatetic Philosophy.?

We know little about the life of the Middle Platonist Atticus, as is
the case with many philosophers of his time. Eusebius confirms that he
lived around 176 A.D., which coincides with the end of the reign of Marcus
Aurelius (161-180 A.D.), the emperor — philosopher, who was a pupil of
Herod Atticus.# The name ‘Atticus’, exceptionally rare back then, pos-
sibly indicates some association with the family of Herod Atticus against
other less plausible suggested interpretations.’ Moreover, placing Atti-

I Steiris, 2006: 257-268.

2 Proclus, In Timaeum, 1.305.6.

3 Georgoulis, 2004: 475-485; Merlan, 1967: 53—83; Zeller — Nestle, 2004: 365-371.
4 Dillon, 1996: 248; Des Places, 1977: 7.

5 Karamanolis, 2006: 150; Oliver, 1981: 223.
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cus at this point in chronology is also intriguing. It could be interpreted
as to enhance his connection to Herod Atticus; indeed, in 176 A.D. Roman
emperor Marcus Aurelius established a chair for Platonic philosophy in
Athens. It is very probable that this chair was assigned to Atticus ex-
plaining the choice of this particular time period. For this more plausi-
ble claim, the opinion of Herod Atticus would have been of significant
meaning; it is reasonable to assume that Marcus Aurelius could select
someone from his milieu and satisfy his former teacher Herod Atticus. In
addition ancient sources suggested that Herod Atticus had a significant
role in the appointment of the chairs of philosophy.¢

Unfortunately L. Benakis confused Atticus with Herod Atticus, who
was not a philosopher, leading to misunderstanding.” More confusion
arises from this point; Herod Atticus was a student of the Platonic phi-
losopher Taurus from Tyr. According to the sources, the latter lived around
145 A.D. and was in turn a disciple and friend of Plutarch. This testimony
reaches us through another student of Taurus, Aulus Gellius.® Taurus was
a skeptical philosopher and director of the New Academy in Athens,
though the existence of this institution has itself been questioned.?
Nonetheless, the philosopher Atticus was the successor of Taurus as an
advocate of Platonism and the preservation of true faith, even though
this did not prevent him from disagreeing with him philosophically.

Atticus was an opponent of eclecticism. Atticus remained essen-
tially the most mainstream Platonic, despite targeting with his position
other philosophers like Amonius.!? Of course, while he basically main-
tained the Platonic forms he presented them as ideas or thoughts of the
divine. Moreover, he opposed the attempt to harmonize Plato’s teachings
with those of Aristotle, which Albinus had begun, remaining thus a loyal
Platonist. He did not hesitate to proclaim that Aristotle’s philosophical
positions conflicted with those of Plato. He maintained that Aristotle’s
positions have no value whatsoever, since Plato had already completely
and thoroughly dealt with all areas of knowledge.!! Furthermore, his office
as head of the Platonic Academy possibly entailed a war on Aristotle.!2
Conflicting views between proponents of different philosophical schools
were not unusual in that period. Indeed, Taurus, among others, had written
texts with similar content.!3

6 Dillon, 1996: 248; Kalligas, 2004: 37-56; Oliver, 1977: 160—178; Oliver, 1981: 216-217,
222-225.

7 Benakis, 1976: 437-438.

8 Merlan, 1967: 63.

9 Dillon, 1996: 248.

10 Des Places, 1977: 7-8.

Il Karamanolis, 2006: 150.

12 Sharples, 2010: 250.

13 Des Places, 1977: 16.
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Most of T1pog tod¢ dia tédv Aprorotelovg 6, [TAdTwvos Doy vouuevong
— Eusebius’ surviving work on Atticus — addresses this very issue, though
the original title of Atticus’ treatise might not have been this.!4 Of course,
Eusebius finds weakness in Atticus’ work and fights Aristotle’s views
that were not compatible with Christian theology.!l5 It is definitely no
coincidence that a few years earlier History of Philosophy by Aristo-
cles — a Peripatetic philosopher and mentor of the famous Alexander of
Aphrodisias — circulated in Athens. In this work, Plato was presented as
inferior to Aristotle.!® At this point, it is worthwhile noting that Atticus’
texts are marked by a greater tendency to eloquence. As shall be seen
later Herod Atticus was distinguished in rhetoric.

Belonging to the classical line of Greek philosophy, Atticus accept-
ed the tripartite division of philosophy into ethics, physics and logic.!”
Atticus’ thought is characterized by focusing his interest primarily on
God rather than on nature. In particular, his debate focused on Aristotle’s
views on divine providence, eternity of the world and the refusal to accept
the immortality of the soul. All of them mainly originate from Aristo-
tle’s theory of entelecheia. Aristotle’s theology at least, as perceived by
Atticus, was a form of atheism since it denied providence and deprived
God from the ability to intervene in earthly affairs. For Atticus, provi-
dence, nature and cosmic soul were the same.!® Furthermore, in his work
the Demiurge and the cosmic soul are replaced by reason, in the vein of
earlier Platonists who had tried but never reached the point of equating
God with reason. Reason will always remain a tool in the hands of God.
He also stresses how the one and only God arranged for the creation of
the world, which is connected to providence. In fact his conception of
God is dualistic (God-world), while other Middle Platonists could be
characterized as monists.1?

Atticus did not avoid though being influenced by Stoic philosophy
in topics regarding the presence of God in the world and the conception
that only virtue can ensure human happiness without the assistance of
material factors, as argued by the Peripatetic School. On the other hand,
he never reached the point of supporting the position of the Stoics on
severe limitation of passions.20 Regarding this point, his ideas seem to
converge to those of Eudorus and diverge from those of Antiochus and
Plutarch. However, Aristotle’s questioning of the Platonic view that virtue
is sufficient for the conquest and retention of happiness, troubled him.

14 Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica, ch. 11, 15; Karamanolis, 2006: 152.
15 Festugiere, 1932: 257-258.

16 Mras, 1936: 183—188.

17 Baltes, 1983: 38—57; Dillon, 1996: 251.

18 Des Places, 1977: 66.

19 Baltes, 1983: 38—57; Dillon, 1996: 252-257.

20 Georgoulis, 2004: 483—-484; Dillon, 1996: 281-282.
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In addition, Atticus wrote comments on Plato’s Timaeus and Re-
public. Of course, he identified the Demiurge in 7imaeus with the es-
sence of good.?! In the interpretation of Timaeus, Atticus suggested the
existence of an uncreated matter, which exists in continuous and cha-
otic motion under the effect of the bad soul of the world. The Demiurge
intervenes to give form to matter and mind to the bad soul of the world.
Disordered matter, whose main cause of existence is the bad soul, is
thought to exist before the kaxepyérida woyn (worst soul) which remained
Eugppawv and not rational during Creation due to the intervention of the
intellect.22

Consequently, Atticus’ reasoning is roughly as follows: motion
emanates from the soul but it is disordered. It follows that the soul is
disordered. The soul is distorted by the pressure exerted by higher forms
and descends downward. The result of this motion is the existence of a
lesser cosmic soul comparable to Plutarch’s Isis. This soul is inferior to
the actual cosmic soul which, for Atticus, has a similar role as the De-
miurge in 7imaeus. Atticus thinks of the Demiurge as the transcendent
God. It is no coincidence that he named Him ‘mind’ and associated Him
with goodness.2? He is transcendent and of the vontov {@ov (intelligible
form of life) thus even transcending the Platonic world of forms.24

From Atticus’ texts, it can easily be concluded that it is enough to
consider the forms as God’s thoughts. This is consistent with the per-
ception of other Platonists who accept the trinity of the Godhead, Matter,
and Form.25 Nevertheless, Porphyry accuses him to place the forms out
of the mind while, according to him, they are subjective.26 From a com-
ment of the Neo-Platonist Syrianus, we could infer that, for Atticus,
forms exist at the level of the cosmic soul and not in the mind of the
transcendent God.2” However, connecting a transcendent God to the
forms remained an unsolvable problem to every Platonist who believed
in the existence of such a transcendent God.

Both Atticus and Plutarch argued that the world has a specific be-
ginning in time, which is a position sufficiently studied by many Neo-
-Platonic philosophers. This assertion arose from a reading of Timaeus
which led to the conclusion that time existed before the world, since
motion characterized the universe before the creation of the world and
time is a measure of motion. Atticus’ view was that limits should be

21 Proclus, In Timaeum, 1.305.

22 Merlan, 1967: 76-77.

23 Proclus, In Timaeum, 1.305.

24 Proclus, In Timaeum, 1.431; Dillon, 1996: 253-258.
25 Des Places, 1977: 67-69.

26 Proclus, In Timaeum, 1.394, 6.

27 Dilllon, 1996: 256.
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placed on the creative power of God, as Aristotle and his disciples had
attempted.28

Numenius of Apamea in Syria is classified as a Neo-Pythagorean,2?
though strongly influenced by the principles of Platonic philosophy.30
He exercised a strong influence on Harpocration and Atticus, without
supporting the discipleship of neither one of them. Other scholars classi-
fy him with the representatives of Middle Platonism, which were strongly
affected by Neo-Pythagoreanism.3! Indeed, he dedicated his life to rec-
onciling Platonic concepts with Pythagorean doctrines, while arguing
that the differences between them are only verbal.

Neo-Pythagoreanism probably developed in Alexandria in Egypt
along with the Greek-Jewish philosophy. It aimed at discovering the
absolute truth through studying the teachings of the Orphics, the Py-
thagoreans and Plato with the assistance of mysticism and Gnosticism.
From the first century B.C. the attempt to revive Pythagoreanism began
to form, but its end was marked by the person of Apollonius of Tyana
towards the first century A.D.32

Numenius lived in the second century A.D. Around the middle of his
life he authored an attack against Antiochus of Ascalon, who attempted
to identify Platonic and Stoic philosophy. Nevertheless, in his work,
apart from Pythagoras and Plato whom he thought equal, he extolled
Maggi, Egyptian priests, Brahmans and Moses to whom Numenius
reserved a special treatment saying: “ti yép €oti [TAdtov | Movoig
artikilov;”.33 Discerning between God and matter, individualism and
dualism, he renders direct action of God in matter impossible. This made
him posit a second Creator God. The world constituted his third God.
Matter, according to Numenius, was associated with a bad soul from
which the irrational part of the human soul comes. Numenius thinks
that the entrance of the soul in the body is degradation and misfortune.
The soul’s goal is to leave it and unite with the divine. Numenius also
seems to accept posthumous punishment of wicked souls in hell.34
Cronius, who shared many of Numenius’ views, also seems to exercise
a noticeable influence on Harpocration.

28 Des Places, 1977: 51.

29 Des Places, 1973.

30 Des Places, 1973: 19-20; Karamanolis, 2006: 127-149; Merlan, 1967: 96—-106.

31 Burnyeat, 2005: 143—-169; Georgoulis, 2004: 484; Zeller — Nestle, 2004: 369-370.
32 Zeller — Nestle, 2004: 359-362.

3 Eusebius, Praeparatio, 1X 6, 9.

34 Georgoulis, 2004: 470471, 484; Zeller — Nestle, 2004: 369-370.
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INFORMATION ABOUT HARPOCRATION’S LIFE

According to Suda’s dictionary, written around the tenth century
A.D., Harpocration was a partner and friend of a certain Caesar
(ooupfrang), while he probably had a notable rank in the imperial
court: “Apmokpartiov, Apyeioc, [TAatoViKOG PIAOGOPOC, GLUUPLOTNG
Kaiocapog. &ypayev vmoépvnua eig [MAdtova v Pifiiorg k&', AéEeig
[MAdrwvog v PipAiotg B35 Suda mentioned three other under the same
name: “Apmokpartiov, 0 ['diog ypnuoticag, GoeleTNG... APTOKPUTI®V,
0 Alhog ypnuoticag, Goglotng... Aprokpoatiov, 6 Baiéplog ypnuaticad,
priTep”.30

Some scholars believe that a reference to the grammarian Harpocra-
tion refers to the Argive philosopher.3” The referred grammarian was
the mentor of the heir to the imperial throne of Rome, Lucius Verus who
was born around 130 A.D. and ascended the throne of Rome in 161 A.D.
as co-emperor with Marcus Aurelius.3® This Harpocration was listed as
Grammaticus, while the philosophical education of Lucius Verus was
assumed by Sextus, Plutarch’s nephew, together with the Stoic philoso-
pher Apollonius, who also were Marcus Aurelius’ teachers of philosophy.
Lucius Verus’ discipleship to Harpocration took place around 140—160
A.D., before he ascended to the throne. During the same period, Herod
Atticus had assumed the task of educating Marcus Aurelius at the re-
quest of his father, emperor Hadrian, who had the young Lucius Verus
under his protection during the latter’s childhood.?® Marcus Aurelius
was one of the greatest philosophers of the ancient world, adhering to
the movement current of Stoic philosophy.

Others argue that the Argive Harpocration was not the teacher of
Lucius Verus since referring to him as grammaticus does not suit his
competence as a philosopher. They suggest Valerius Harpocration as
Lucius Verus’ teacher. He was a Greek from Alexandria in Egypt and the
author of Ilepi t@v 1éCewv v déxa pntopwv, which is a large diction-
ary on the work of the orators of Attica. However, objections were raised
against the period during which Valerius Harpocration lived. Indeed,
some scholars confirm it to be towards the late second and third century,
based on the fact that there are references in his work to the Athenian
author of Asirvooopiorav.40

35 Suda, Lexicon, 4011.

36 Suda, Lexicon, 4012—-4014.

37 Hohl, 1965: 11 5.

38 Dillon, 1971: 126.

39 Chaignet, 1890: 189-190; Skiadas, 1976: 406.

40 Donaldson, 1858: 383-384; Sharpe, 2003: 189; Smith, 1880: 353.
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At the beginning, Dillon argued that perhaps the Argive philoso-
pher Harpocration accepted this office, not having any better alternative.*!
Later (1996), he confirmed that the Argive Harpocration was not Lucius
Verus’ teacher because, being Atticus’ student, he would have been
about the same age of Lucius Verus. A link is thus suggested between
the Argive Harpocration and the reign of another emperor, not Marcus
Aurelius, because the latter did not cite his name, i.e. that of the Argive
Harpocration, in his work 7a ei¢ éavtov where he mentioned his men-
tors.*2 Dillon’s view is not adequately supported. The emperors of that
period are not so many: Hadrian, Antoninus, Marcus Aurelius, Lucius
Verus and Commodus. Accurate chronological dating of the philosophers
of the second century A.D. is extremely difficult. Atticus and Numenius,
the two persons who influenced Harpocration, must have existed around
the same time with Herod Atticus, who was born in the beginning of
the second century A.D. Both were famous philosophers towards the
middle of the same century.

Of course, the question arises: how could the Argive philosopher
Harpocration be associated with the imperial court of Rome? The an-
swer can be helpful in clarifying the general issue. We could assume
that the family of Atticus played a key role setting him up using their
access to Roman nobility. Moreover, the family of Atticus had very good
relations with the emperors Hadrian, Antoninus and Marcus Aurelius.*3
The presence of the family of Atticus in theirs villa in Eve, near Astros,
could be behind their acquaintance with the intellectual circle of the
city of Argos, which was the largest urban center of the region at the
time. The presence of Herod Atticus could not go unnoticed. Certainly,
it enhanced the spiritual life of Argos. Furthermore, it should not escape
our attention that Herod used to teach students in special places he
chose and not in some school. The apprenticeship of Harpocration to
Atticus and his possible presence in the imperial court of Rome may
be the result of his relationship with the Atticus family. Indeed, even
when he was young, Harpocration may have taught Lucius Verus for
some time, or simply ‘lived with’ (coufiotng) him.

As to Herod Atticus, he was born and died in Marathon (101/2—177/8
A.D.). Atticus and his son Herod held Roman citizenship transmitted
to them by their predecessors. Because of the wealth and eminent social
position held by his father, the young Herod received careful education.
In his childhood, he visited Rome and joined the imperial milieu. In
125/26, on the occasion of the visit of Emperor Hadrian to their city, the

41 Dillon, 1971: 126.
42 Dillon, 1996: 259.
43 Steiris, 2005: 257-260.
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Athenians awarded Herod with a noble title, due to the knowledge of
his personal friendship with Hadrian. Choosing Herod as the mentor of
the future emperor Marcus Aurelius was a personal choice made by
the emperor Hadrian. Around 140, his social activity expanded greatly.
In 143 he was honored with the office of Consul. Before 160, emperor
Antoninus appointed him professor of Rhetoric in the Rhetoric School
of Athens, which was directly sponsored by the Romans.*4

Apart from his contribution to rhetoric, Herod realized an impor-
tant architectural project from which most notable are the Odeon, the
Panathenaic Stadium, the Nymfaium in Olympia and others. He also
extended and embellished the villa he inherited from his father in Eve
of Kynouria, near Astros, trying to imitate the architecture of Hadrian’s
villa in Tivoli. In this one, he united much of his art collection, both
from his era and earlier. In fact, he had organized some kind of museum,
scientific and artistic institution, unique in Greece.*s

Unfortunately, the surviving data do not inform us about the deeds
of Herod Atticus in Kynouria and his alleged relationship with Harpocra-
tion. Nevertheless, it must be stressed that the material prosperity of
Roman Argos may have been accompanied by an intellectual develop-
ment which could nurture a philosopher of such a range. The existence
of Harpocration, coupled with the simultaneous presence of Herod
Atticus in Eve of Kynouria, where he had formed cultural sites under the
frame of his holiday residence, is evidence to substantiate the existence
of a remarkable intellectual activity in Eastern Peloponnese during the
second century A.D.

THE PHILOSOPHICAL WORK OF HARPOCRATION

Harpocration, following the example of his teacher Atticus, wrote
detailed comments on almost all the texts of Plato that occupied a total
of 24 volumes. This work is not preserved, though references to it can
be tracked in philosophical texts that study the Platonic dialogues,
mainly Timaeus, Alcibiades and Phaedo.*¢ In addition, the dictionary of
Suda attributes to him the writing of a two-volume Platonic dictionary.

Walking in the footsteps of Plutarch and Atticus, Harpocration
thought that the world was created in time: “O Apnokpatiov kai
0 AtTiko¢ ot 0 yevnTtov Aéyecbar tov kdopov €v Twaim vVTd T0D
[TAdT®wvog Katd ypovov dkoHovies, meldn 0 APIoTOTEANG EYKALET TG

44 Skiadas, 1976: 406.
45 Skiadas, 1976: 406.
46 Hermias, In Platonis Phaedrum Scholia, 102.14.
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Beim [TAdtovt v 1] [eptl ovpavod, 0Tt Aéyety Kotd ypdvov TOV KOGHOV
yevntov...”. 47

Like Atticus, Harpocration believed in the existence of an uncre-
ated matter that exists in perpetual chaotic motion caused by the bad
cosmic soul. The Demiurge, a pure Platonic concept, is the one who gives
form to matter and mind to the cosmic soul. In view of that, Harpocra-
tion’s thought lies closer to Numenius who distinguished three gods,
the Father, the Creator and the Creation, whereby the Creation is equated
to the World. Both Harpocration and Numenius understood Plato to have
already separated the Father from the Demiurge in Timeaus.*® However,
Harpocration named the first God Uranus and Saturn, while the second
was Jupiter and the third was the Cosmos. He later changed his position
and named the first God ‘Jupiter and king of the world” while the second
was Archon, believing that the relationship between Jupiter, Saturn and
Uranus is that of son, father and grandfather respectively. We draw this
information from the work of Proclus who is very likely to have different
interpretations of Harpocration. Proclus states specifically:

Apmokpatiov dg Bavpdcoyl’ dv, el Kol avtdg Eavtdv ye ApECKEL TOLODTA
nepl ToD ONoVPYOD SOTATTOUEVOG ETETAL UEV VAP TAOE TG AVOPTL KOTd
TV TOV TPLOV OedV Tapddooty Kol kaddcov d1TToV TOLEl TOV dNUOVPYOV,
ATOKOAET O€ TOV PEV TpdTOV B6V Ovpavov kai Kpdvov, v 8¢ devutepov
Alo kai Zijvo, tov 8¢ tpitov odpavov kai kéopov. Tl & ab petafaidy
OV TpdTOV Al Tpocayopedet kai Paciién Tod vonTo, TOV 0€ devTEPOV
Gpyovta, Kol 0 avTodg anT® Yiyvetar Zevg koi Kpdvog kai Ovpavog.?

Most probably, the term God refers to the first God and the term
Lord to the Creator.0 It is worthwhile noting that the term Lord was
widely used by the Gnostics, especially Basilides while it is attributed
to the devil in the Gospel of St. John.!

Harpocration diverged from his teacher Atticus on the question of
the origin of evil that exists in the human soul. Particularly, unlike Atticus,
he alleged that evil does not exist in the soul, but around us, in the world
which is thus completely bad.>2 He thought of the body as the source of
evil and not matter in general, as did Numenius. According to Harpocra-
tion, each incarnation favors the development of evil.>3 Although Harpocra-
tion’s positions on the issue of the creation of the world are platonic, he

47 Proclus, In Rempublicam Comentarii, 11 37.

48 Plato, Timaeus, 28c¢.

49 Proclus, In Platonis Timaeum Commentaria, 1 303-304.

50 Dillon, 1996: 259-260.

51 John: 12:31, 14:30, 16:11.

52 Van den Broek, 1979:265.

53 Johannes Stobaeus, Anthologium, 1.49.37.97; Dillon, 1996: 260-262; Dillon — Fina-
more, 2002: 137-138.
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tends to adopt the Neopythagorean thoughts of Numenius and Cronius34
on the issue of the evil: “T6v & ad ductapévmv Tpog TovToVG Kai dmd
TV EEmBEV TPOGEUVOUEVOV TPOGTIOEVTOV OTMGOVV T WYLYT| TO KAKOV,
a6 pév tig Ang Novpnviov kai Kpoviov moALdKLS, and de 1OV COUATOV
aOT®V TOVTOV EoTV OTE KOl ApTokpatimvog”.>d

On the soul, Hermias reports that Harpocration considered each of
its kinds as immortal, as Numenius believed, while both did not illustrate
the fate of the inanimate part of the soul after the death of the body.
Harpocration’s solution was helpful even for Marsiglio Ficinod¢:

IIpdtov mepl molag yoyfig 0 Adyog (ntntéov. of pév yap mepi Thg T0D
KOoHOV povng enoncav gtvor Tov Adyov 61d 10 gipnrévar adTov TacH
Kol PLeT’ OALya Emdyev T mhvTa. T€ 0OVPAVOV TGOV TE YEVESTY EvUmecodoov
otijvar’” @v éott [Tooewddviog 6 twtkds. of 8¢ mepi mhong AmAdg Ko
TG ToV wopunkog kai poiag, ov éotv Apnokpatiov: 6 yép ‘mdoo’ €ni
mhong Yoyfg akovet.S?

According to Olympiodorus, Harpocration could not interpret cer-
tain puzzling passages from Phaedo, where Plato discussed the way
philosophers and non-philosophers faced death. Harpocration asked why
Plato underestimated the love of pleasure, but he was not able to provide
an answer:

Kai gnotwv 811 i prhdcogoc, adeng mept tov Bdvatov, odk eimev 88, el
adeng mepl TOV Odvatov, Kai PIAdcoQoge moALOL Yap S0 Opdcog Kol
npomételny E0EAovaty dmobviokey un 6vteg IAOGOQOL. €l 0VV PIAOGOPOG,
Kol adeng mepl Tov Odvartov, kal el pn adeng mepl tov Bdvatov, ov
QAOGOPOC, AALY TIG PLIAOCOUATOC® O TOLOVTOC O | PLLOYPNUATOS EGTLV
N uoTnog. Kol 6w 11 10 @idndovov moptikev; 0 pev Aprokpoticov
amopfoag ovK Enelboatos.>8

On the contrary an anonymous commentary on Phaedo informs
us that Harpocration gave two possible answers: he equated the lover
of the body with the lover of pleasure. Otherwise we are obliged to
suppose, according to Harpocration, that Plato censured Socrates.

Nonetheless, in another source, Harpocration seems to support per-
petual creation of souls. This position distances him away from classical
Platonic philosophy and brings him closer to Christianity, despite the
fact that Aeneas of Gaza presented Harpocration as a champion of the
reincarnation of the soul:

54 Dillon, 1996: 261.

55 Johannes Stobaeus, Anthologium, 1.49.37.97; Dillon, 1971: 141.

56 Allen, 1990: 120.

57 Hermias, In Platonis Phaedrum scholia, 102.10-15; Dillon, 1971: 140.
58 Olympiodorus, In Platonis Phaedonem commentaria, 7.4.13-7.5.1.

59 Snyder, 2000: 104.
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[Motivog yodv kol Aprokpatiov, auérel koi Bonbog xai Novunviog
tov 10D [TAdtovog iktivov mapalafovteg ikTivov Tapadidoact, Kol Tov
AdKoV Adkov, Kai dvov Tov dvov, Kai 0 Ttifnkog adtoic ovk dALo fj ToDTO
Kai 0 KOKvog 0Ok GAAO T kKOKvog vouiletore kai yap PO TOD GOUNTOG
kokiog Eumipmiacor TV youynv duvoTov givatl AEYouot Kol Toig aAdyolg
gEeucalecore @ yodv mduotddn, katd todto eépetar, GAAN dAlo {Pov
V10dvo0.%0

According to Damascius, Harpocration expressed also views on

the nature of earth.6! As evidenced by Olympiodorus and Damascius,
Harpocration was also interested in war, arguing that the two main
motivations for it are enrichment and looting.52 Concerning virtue, he
distinguishes false from true virtues taking into consideration political
virtues, in some sense, as rhetorical qualities®3:

‘Ot 6x0mOG AOTH ATOSAKPIVOL Kol OG AANOMS Kabdpat Tag KaBopTiKag
GPETOG TAV KATAGEESTEPMV TACHYV APETGV, OV LOVOV THV YELSOVOU®V,
¢ Apmokpatiov, ALY Kol TOV ‘€GKIOYPOPNUEVOVY’, 010V TAV PLGIKMY
te Kol NOdV, 000& TOVTOV UOVOV, GALL Kol TOV TEAEIOV TOMTIKMDV.
amokpivag yap tog Kokiog elkdTmg VOV Kol TOG Xelpovg APETAC
amoxafaipet.o4

Harpocration was probably interested in politics, because he inter-

preted politically even passions.®> Harpocration also was interested in
love of body and honor, arguing that the human body has an inclina-
tion to honor.°¢ In addition Harpocration suggested that braveness and
prudence are almost the same: the abstention from the worst. As for
justice, Harpocration adopted the Platonic definition:

'O pév obv Apnokpatiov eiéac kai dvradda tag év Molteiq enoi
napodidosOat. Nuiv 8¢ pnréov 6Tt TAGHL TOVG OiKEIOLG YOPAUKTTPOG
gmdeikvuviol mavTayod Kowovg dvtog 1dimg &v éKacTolge 0Tl Yap
TG HEV avdpeiog T0 dppeneg TPpOC T Yeipw, THC 0& cOEPOGHYNG
TO ATOGTPEPEY ATO TOV Yelpovog, THE 08 dikatocHvng 1| 1d10g Evépyeta
Kol T@® OVTIL TPOGNKOVGA, THG 0& PPOVNCEMS TO EKAEKTIKOV TE Kol
ATEKAEKTIKOV AyafdV Te Kol Kakd®v. 610 10 ‘palota’ Tpdokettar.t’

In conclusion, we would say that in the few passages that have

survived from Harpocration’s work, we observe a version of Platonic

00 Aeneas Gazaeus, Theophrastus, P. G., 85, c. 892 b; p. 12, 1. 5-11, in Numenius,

Fragmenta, 5.49.1-9; Dillon, 1971: 135-136.
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62 Damascius, In Phaedonem, 110.1-4; Dillon, 1971: 129.
63 Dillon, 1971: 132-134.

64 Damascius, In Phaedonem, 147.

65 Damascius, In Phaedonem, 164.4-5.

66 Damascius, In Phaedonem, 137.

67 Damascius, In Phaedonem, 149.6—12.



thought clearly influenced by the current of Gnosticism. Harpocration’s
influence on both his contemporaries and his successors remains suf-
ficiently obscure. lamblichus, Proclus, Hermias, Olympiodorus, and
Damascius as well as philosophers who were included in the current of
Neoplatonism, spanning from the third to the sixth century A.D., had
knowledge of his work. Proclus included Harpocration, with Numenius,
Albinus, Gaius, Maximus of Nicaea, Euclid and Porphyry, among the top
Platonists (t®v [TAatmvik®v oi kopveoioy).®® Aeneas of Gaza, a Christian
philosopher of the sixth century who followed the Neoplatonic tradition,
also mentioned him. We cannot safely conclude from the sources whether
all of them had studied the writings of Harpocration or their testimonies
came from indirect sources.

However, the testimony of Olympiodorus — who probably implied
the existence of disciples to Harpocration “@g oi mepi Aprokpatiova
nélooav drxovew — is of a particular interest. Dillon believes that it is
not clear from this sentence whether there actually was a circle of students
of Harpocration. Such expressions are not uncommon in Neo-Platonic
texts. Nonetheless, we would not say that something like that cannot be;
it is very likely, if we accept that Lucius Verus was actually Harpocration’s
student, which strengthens the possibility of his teaching activity.

PHILOSOPHY IN ARGOS IN PRE-CHRISTIAN TIMES

Nevertheless, this is not the only known philosophical activity in
the city of Argos. This is confirmed by the existence of many philosophers
from Argos in classical antiquity who, to some extent like Harpocration
much later, adhered to the current of Pythagoreanism. Pythagoras was
born in Samos; however, in 532 BC, he moved to southern Italy, in an
attempt to escape the tyrannical power of the tyrant Polycrates of Samos.
In Croton he founded a philosophical school, with religious and political
perspectives. The influence of his ideas expanded later to Tarentum and
Metapontum, where he settled towards the end of his life. His teaching
was oral and secret. No written text of his survived. His biographers
included mainly: Diogenes Laertius, Porphyry and Iamblichus. Suppos-
edly, they extracted information about Pythagoras’ life from the trea-
tises of Aristoxenus and Dicaiarchus, who were Peripatetics. Similarly,
Aristotle had probably written “Ilepi [To6oyopeicwv”, which unfortunately
did not survive.”0

68 Proclus, In Platonis rem publicam comentarii, 2.96.10—13.
% Dillon, 1971: 129.

70 Georgoulis, 2004: 53—62; Huffman, 2010.

Zeller — Nestle, 2004: 38—45.
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Pythagoras believed in reincarnation.”! Moreover, he claimed that
he had a clear knowledge of the stages of reincarnation and of his own
soul. According to Diodorus Siculus, Pythagoras told his disciples that
in his previous life he was Euphorbus, the hero of the Trojan War. When
Pythagoras visited Argos, he recognized in the temple of Hera his ar-
mor which the people of Argos robbed from Troy. Indeed, he wept when
he saw the shield which made the people of Argos confused and they
asked him about the reason of his emotions. When he explained to them,
they called him crazy. To convince them, Pythagoras told them that he
had written the name Euphorbus on the inside of the shield which was
not visible. The people of Argos brought the shield down for the first
time in centuries and his words were proved true’?:

6t 6 ITubaydpag petepydymoty £66&ale kol Kpeopayioy MG AmoTpdTaLOV
Nyetro, mdvtov 1@V {OOV T0C Yuyag uetd Odvartov gic Etepa (Ha Aéymv
gloépyechat. kol a0TOg 6¢ €0vTOV EQackev i TV Tpok®dV ypodvmv
pepviieBat yeyevnuévov Ebeopfov tov ITavOov pev vidv, dvarpedévia
0¢ Vo Meveldov. dtL pacily avTov €v Apyel TOTE TOPETIONUCOVTOL
kol Oeacapevov 1@V TpokdV cKOA®V AoTid0 TPOSNAOUEVIV SOKPVELY.
Epmmévta 08 VIO TV Apyeiwv Trv 0D whbovg aitiav imely, dtL TNV
domido Tavtnv eixev avtog &v Tpoig yeyovag EdgopPoc. dmictog 62
SloKEWEVOV Kol povioy adTod KoToyvwoKOVImy, onuelov Epetv Epnoev
aAn0g 100 100’ ovTC ExEv: €K TOD Yap EVTOG UEPOVG EmtyeyphpOon TV
aomida ypappacty apyoiolg EYOOPBOY. navimv 0& o 10 mapadoov
EMOVTOV KoBeAETV aDTNV, £VTOG GUVERN TNV Emtypaenyv evpedijvar.’3

The great Roman poet Ovidius delivers the story in one of his
Metamorphoses, where Pythagoras himself narrates the incident that
happened in the temple of Hera:

O genus attonitum gelidae formidine mortis,
quid Styga, quid manes et nomina vana timetis,
materiem vatum, falsique pericula mundi?
Corpora, sive rogus flamma, seu tabe vetustas
abstulerit, mala posse pati non ulla putetis!
Morte carent animae, semperque priore relicta
sede novis domibus vivunt habitantque receptae.
Ipse ego (nam memini) Troiani tempore belli
Panthoides Euphorbus eram, cui pectore quondam
haesit in adverso gravis hasta minoris Atridae:
cognovi clipeum, laevae gestamina nostrae,
nuper Abanteis templo Iunonis in Argis.”

71 Diels — Kranz, 1952: 21B7.

72 Barnes, 1982: 86—88.

73 Diodorus Siculus, Bibliotheca Historica, X.6.2-3.
74 Publius Ovidius Naso, Metamorphoses, 15. 61-72.
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In Pythagoras’ biography, Diogenes Laertius shows that Euphorbus
was one of the figures where Pythagoras’ soul had previously incarnated:

gv pgv obv tij {of] Tévtov Stapvnuovedool, énel 8& dmoddvor Tnpfco
TNV oOTNV pviuny. xpove & Hotepov gig EbpopPov EA0elv kai Vo
Mevéreo tpobijvat. 0 & EbeopPog Ereyev d¢ AiBaiidng mote yeyovol
kol 611 mop’ ‘Eppod 10 d®dpov Adfot kal thyv TG Wuyhc TEPITOANGLY, MG
TePLEMOANON Kol gig 6c0 puTA Kol (Do TapeyEveTo Kol Hoo 1) Yoy &V
@ AN £mabe kol ai Aowral tiva dmopévovotv. €meldn 8¢ EbeopPog
amobavol, petafivar v youynv avtod eig Epudtyov, 6¢ Kol adtog
mioTv €AV dodvar EmavijAbev gic Bpayyidag kol sicelbmv gig 10 T0D
AmoA VoG igpov Emédeléev fiv Mevéraog avédnkey domioa, (o1 yop
avtov, 01 anémiel €k Tpolag, dvabeivar 1@ AmOAL@VL TV dcomida,)
dtaceonmuiay 101, LOVOV 08 SLOUEVELY TO é)»sq)(’xvnvov np(’)o(onov énaﬁﬁ
& ‘Epudtipog anébave, ygvsceou [MHppov tov AnMov aMéa Kai ThvTo
TOALY uvnuovsvsw g npoc@sv AifaAidne, €it” Ebgoppog, ita
‘Epuodtipog, eito H'uppog ysvono sna&n o¢ TToppog anébave, yevécOan
[MvBayopov kai Taviev TV gipnuévov pepvijebot.’

Pausanias and Diogenes Laertius report that Pythagoras came from
Phlius, near Nemea. This city, in the ancient times, flourished and was
a loyal ally of the people of Sparta against those of Argos. When Falcus,
son of Temenus of Argos, attacked Phlius, Hypassos, an ancestor of
Pythagoras, moved to Samos, where existed, as in Argos, a famous temple
of Hera. Particularly, Pausanias wrote:

‘Hpoaxieddv 6¢ xatelboviov Ilelomdvvncog &tapdydn mdco mAnv
ApKAS®V, OG TOALAG LEV TMV TOAE®V GVVOIKOVG €K TOD A®pPLKod
npochoPely, Thelovag ¢ £t yevéaOoat Toc petafolig Toig oikNiTopot. o 68
kata GAodvta oVTmg Exel. Pnyvidag én’ avtnyv 6 ®dikov tod Tnuévov
Aopleng €k & Apyovg oTpateVEL Kod €K TG Zikvoviag. Tdv 6 Dhacimv
TOIg HEV O mpoekoAeito Prnyvidag épaiveto dpectd, pévovtag Eml Toig
abT@V Bactiéa Pnyvidav kai Tovg oV ékeiv Awplelg énl dvadaopud
v1ig 8éxecban: “Inmacog 8¢ kol ol UV aHTd JeEKEAEVOVTO ApvVESH PNdE
TOALDV Kol dyaed)v (’xuaxsi roig Acoptsﬁcw d(picwceou npocsuévon o¢
00 o HoVL i gvavtiov yvoumy, 0dtog Imtacsog oVV 101G €0éLovoty & £¢
Yapov eevyet. Inmdoov 8¢ tovTov rawprog nv (moyovog Hveayopag 0
Aeyopevog yevéaBor copos: Mvnadpyov yap ITubayodpag v tod Ebepovog
100 ‘Inmndoov. tadta pev GAdciol Aéyovst mtept abT@®V, OLOAOYODGL O
oPLo1 TO TOAAQ Kol ZIKUMV10L.70

Diogenes Laertius reports: “Eviot 8 viov puév eivor Moppdkov tod
‘Tendoov 00 EvBdepovog 100 Kiemvipov puyadog ék Aodvtoc, oikeiv
& &v Zapwm tov Mappakov, 60ev Zapuov tov ITubayopav Adyecbor™?

75 Diogenes Laertius, Vitae Philosophorum, VIII 4-5.
76 Pausanias, Pausaniae Graeciae Descriptio, X111, 1-2.
77 Diogenes Laertius, Vitae Philosophorum, VIII 1-2.
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In lamblichus’ work De vita Pythagorica, Hippomedon, Timosthenes,
Evelthon, Thrasydamus, Criton, Polyctor and Possidis are mentioned
as followers of Pythagoreanism. They fall within the current of the Py-
thagoreans and originate from the city of Argos. Furthermore, in the same
work, lamblichus reports the names of 17 women who lived and were
active during the 6th—4th centuries B.C. Like the aforementioned males,
these women had learned Pythagorean mathematics and Pythagorean
philosophy. Two of them were from Argos: Boio and Vavelyca.”® More-
over, the Argive sculptor Polykleitos seems to have been influenced by
Pythagoras’ philosophy.” He argued that beauty results from numbers.
Except for a portion of researchers, some doubts are still raised about
the validity of Iamblichus’ reports because his work is not very accurate
in some respects. I would say that the list lamblichus provides is probably
valid because its inaccuracy has not been proven so far.80

To strengthen the writings of lamblichus relative to the existence
of intense philosophical activity in Argos in the classical period, it is
necessary to briefly refer to the case of Phlius, a relatively small town west
of Nemea, shortly distance from Argos. From Phlius, the following
philosophers of the classical period came: the Pythagoreans Phadon,
Echecrates, Diocles and Polymnastos. They were considered to be
disciples of Philolaus and Eurytus who, in turn, were among the most
prominent Pythagoreans of ancient times.8! Moreover, the Pythagorean
Echecrateia had her origin from Phlius. In addition to the Pythagore-
ans, we have Asclipiades from Phlius (4th/3rd century B.C.). He initially
studied at the Academy of Athens, but then went to Megara where he
became a disciple of Stilpon, a philosopher of Megarian School. Further-
more, the very important Timon (320-230 B.C.) was also a student of
Stilpon, coming from Phlius and left a diverse work consisting of com-
edies and tragedies along with satirical poems and philosophical texts.
He also was a student of the great skeptic philosopher Pyrrho of Elis who,
in turn, had accompanied Alexander the Great in his campaign to India
(given in Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoniae Hypotyposes, first book and
Adversos Mathematicos, books I, 111, VI, VII, IX, X and XI, Diogenes
Laertius, Lives of Philosophers). Axiothea was a student in Plato’s Aca-
demy as well. She came to Athens from Phlius and showed particular
interest in mathematics and natural philosophy (Diogenes Laertius, Lives
of Philosophers, Books III and I'V). She later taught these sciences in
Corinth and Athens.82

78 Tamblichus, De vita Pythagorica, ch. 128, 167.

79 Huffman, 2002: 303-327.

80 Huffman, 2010.

81 Diels — Kranz, 1952: 1 442—443; Diogenes Laertius, Vitae Philosophorum, 11 124—125.
82 Georgoulis, 2004: 352, 358, 444445,
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CONCLUSIONS

I think it is obvious to assume that there is a close affinity of philo-
sophical activity in Phlius and in Argos which remains to be investigated
in more detail in the future. The research of written and archaeological
sources can flourish further still. I hope that in the near future there will
be evidence enough for a fuller presentation of philosophical activity in
ancient Argos.
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T'ewpyiog Xreipng
AdMva

O APT'ETOZ OIAOZODOX APIIOKPATIOQN KAI H TENIKOTEPH
OIAOXZOPIK'H KINHZH XTO KAAZXIKO KAI POMAIKO "API'OZ

[epiinyig

O Apyelog Aprokpotiov vanpEe PILOGOPOG KOl DVITOUVILOTIGTNG TOL 20 1. X.
aldva, LodnTng Tov ELocdEOV ATTIKOV, 0 0TTOI0G AVIKE GTNV TOPAS0GN TNG LEGT
TAOTOVIKNG GLAOGOPIOG. ZOUQVa [e To AeEkd TG Lovdag 0 Apmokpatiov vanpée
GUVOANTAG Kot eikog kdmolov Kaicapa (“ocoppidtng”), evd mbavotata kateiye
Kot a&iopo oty awtokpatoptk| awAn. O Apmokpatiov, akolovBdvtag to mapddstypo
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TOV SOOKAAOV TOV ATTIKOV, GUVEYPAUYE OVOADTIKOTOTO, GYOMO Y10 TO GUVOAO GYEGOV
TV Keévov tov [TAdtova, ta omoio cuvolkd kateldpufavav 24 tépovc. To épyo
avtd dev dacmlgTal, OAAG oNUElR TOV TO OTOTVEOLY UIopovV Vo aievBodv og
@hocoikd keipeva To Ae&ikd g Zovdag Tov amodidel EMTAEOV TN GLYYPAPN
gvog ditopov [MAatevikod Aggikov. Zopnepoacpatikd, o Aéyope Tmg ota eAdyioTa
anoondcpata mov £xovy dacmbel amd To £pyo Tov Apmokpoaticova mopatnpeitot
Hio EKO0YN TNG TAATOVIKNG OKEYNG COP®DG EMNPEACUEVT] ATO TO PEVLO TOV
YVOOTIKIGHOV. APKETE GKOTEWVY TOPAUEVEL Kot 1) €midpacn Tov Apmoxpatimva
TOGO GTOVG GVYYPOVOLS TOV, OGO KOl GTOVS LETAYEVEGTEPOVG. [ Vo™ TOoV £pYoL TOL
glyav ot IapPiyog, TIpdxhog, Epusiog, Olvumiddmpog, Aapdoktog. Tov avagépet
eniong o Awelag Ialaiog, xpioTiavog LAdcoeog tov 6°° p.X. atdvae. Idaitepo
OLLMG EVOLUPEPOV TTOPOVGLALEL 1 papTLPic TOV OAVUTIOdDPOV, 0 0moiog ThavoTOTO
vrovoel v vVIapén padntodv tov Aprokpatiova: “mg ol mepi Aprokpotiova
nélowoav axovev”. Avtn dev eivol OU®S 1 OV YVOGTH LAOGOPIKY dpacTNPLOTNTO
STV TOAN TOL ApYyous, KBMS Kot 6TV KAOGGIKN apyotdTnTa Loptopovvtat Apyeiot
PLULOCOQOL, 01 010101, OTTMG KOl KOTA Eva LEPOG 0 APTOKPATI®V APKETE APYOTEPQ,
€VTAGGOVTOL 6TO pedLa TOV TLBayoptopod. Akdpa kot o Apyeiog yAdmeng [oddkAetrog
poivetal va glye ennpeactel and ) errocoia tov [Mubayodpa, kabdg vroctpile
TS T0 ®Paio TPOKHTTEL AT TOVS APLOUOVG.
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94(392/393)

Hemarwa Byjuuh
dwmo30dcku GakynTer
VYuusepsuret y beorpany

I'PAZJOBU JOHUJE ¥V MUTPUIATOBUM
PATOB1MA

ATICTPAKT: Pan je HamucaH Kao MOKYIIIaj carjic/jaBama HCTOPH]e paToBa
nzmely Puma u MuTpuaarta u3 nepcreKTHBe JIOKaJTHUX 33jeJJHHLA PUMCKE IPO-
BuHIMje A3uje. KOHKpeTHO, Kao cTy/uja cirydaja y3eTu Ccy IpaJioBH JOHH]je KOjU
cy y IlpBom pary n3mely Puma u Mutpuaara (89—85) nckycuiu nmoHTCKy OKy-
Halujy, cayuecTBOBAIN y Macakpy PumipaHa, MOKyIIaay 1a IPOMEHE CTPaHy
Kaza ce patHa cpeha okpeHyna mpoTHB KpaJba, MTO X HHUje cracio ox Cymu-
HUX Ka3HEHUX Mepa M0 CKIIanamy Mupa. ['pagoBu JoHuje, MoajeiHako BETUKH
LHEHTPH M Mame 3ajeJIHHIIe, HALUIK Cy ce 3axBalieHu KOH(IIMKTOM BEIMKHX
pasMepa Ha YMju MCXOJ] HICY MOIJIN Jia yTUu4dy. M3y3eB KpaTKOTpajHOT TOYeT-
HOT eHTYy3Hja3Ma nmpema Mutpuaary VI, cTaHOBHHIIM TpajioBa HUCY MOTJIN J1a
ce HIeHTU(PHUKY]y HU Cca jeTHOM OJ CTpaHa y CYKoOy Te Cy ce AprKaju Imparma-
TraHO, okpehyhnu ce oHOj cTpaHu y CykoOy Koja je y AaTOM TPEHYTKY H3TJe-
nana kao nodenHuk. Hu kpasb Hu PuMibaHu HUCY UManK pa3yMeBarmba 3a OBY
MO3ULHUjy TPajioBa KOjy Cy TyMauyHJMd Kao KOJeOJbUBOCT WIIM U3/1ajy, T€ CY Y
KpajibeM HCXOAY TPaJIOBH TPIIENIN PEIPECHBHE Mepe 0] 00e cTpaHe.

KJbYYHE PEYU: Jonuja, Mana Asuja, Mutpunar VI Eynarop, Edec,
Xwuj, CMmupHa.

KaxkBo je mecto Jokaine HCTOpI/I]e y BeIUKUM jorahajuma CBeT-
ckor 3Ha4aja? Mima niu oHa cBoje mecto yornurte? PatoBu nzmely Puma
U oHTCKOT Kpaska Mutpuaara VI Eymaropa (120—63) cy HeCyMBUBO
norahaji ol OrpOMHOT 3Ha4aja y CBETCKO] ucTopuju. [locnentsn myT je
HEKa XeNCHUCTHYKA apMuja 0301IpHO ocriopuiia Moh Puma Ha HcToky.
[locnenmwu myT je, 6ap HaAKpaTKO, U3TJIEIATIO J1a TOCTOjU aITepHATHBA
Pumy xao Bonehoj cunu antuukor Meautepana. Cera TpuaeceTak ro-
nuHaA Tociie MuTpugaToBe cMpTH, HCTOYHO Cpeno3emMibe je YIILIo y
cactaB Pumckor napcTBa u Ta puMcka nosuiuja he ocratu HeocmnopHa
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TOKOM MHOTO CTOTHHA roarHa. O MUTpUAaTOBUM paTOBHMA JaHAC T10-
CTOjU OTPOMHA JINTEPaTypa, AajieKo Beha o1 aHTUYIKOT H3BOPHOT Mare-
pHjasia Ha KOMe ce 3acHuBa.! Y TUM pajoBuMa Ccy10MHA TOjeTHHAYHUX
rpagoBa u obimactu 3axBaheHHX paTOM HE 3ay3uMa BEIUKH MPOCTOP.
Jenom Beh u 300r came mpupoae cauyBaHHX M3BOpa, MUTPUAATOBU
paToBH Cy OJyBEK carjiefaBaHi U TYMauyeHHU M3 MEPCIEKTUBE ,,BEITHKE
UCTOpH]E, y UMjeM Cy LIEHTpPY KpaJb MUTPUAAT U HETOBU BETUKU PUM-
cku npotuBHunu — Cyna, Jlykyn u Ilomnej. Jonuja, kao penaTUBHO
Oorara u HarpenHa o0JacT, Koja TpaJANITMOHATHO 00yXBaTa y3aK ImpH-
MOPCKH TI0jac Xy’ 3amajHe obane Mane Asuje (n3mehy Dokeje Ha ce-
Bepy u Musera Ha jyry, ykssydyjyhu u 1sa Beha octpsa, Xuj u Cam)
Mpy»a UHTEPECaHTHY CTYAH]y clydaja Koja OTKPHBA MHOTO O IOCIe-
JUIiamMa OBUX paToBa IO Tpajicke 3ajeHulle mpoBuHIje Asmje. Hapas-
HO, UCTOPUYAp j€ M y OBOM CIIy4ajy JTUMHTUPAH JTOCTYITHHM U3BOpUMA.
AHTHYKH THCIIH, MaJia PETKO 3aMHTEPECOBAHU 3a JIOKAJIHY UCTOPH]Y,
UTaK /13jy U3BECHE MOJAaTKe O CYA0MHH JOHCKHUX I'PaZioBa Y OBUM PaTo-
BuUMa.? Y koMOMHanuju ca ogpehernm enurpadckuM CrioMeHUIIMa U
HYMHU3MAaTHYKUM MaTepujalioM, Jo0Hja ce Maca M3BOPHUX HH(pOpMa-
1[Mja Koje AONyIITajy 1yOJby aHAIIH3Y.

Ha oBoM mecTy Hehe OMTH ONIIMpPHUjET W3Narama NO3HATUX YH-
HBEHHUIA HUTH aHAJIM3€ TOKAa M TIOCIEANIIA OBUX PAaTOBAa YKOJIHKO CE
JUPEKTHO HE AOTUYY jOHCKHX rpanoBa. Hehy neraspHuje 3amasutu y
TUCKYCH]y (M Aajbe HEJOBPIICHY) O TOME KaKO je 3ampaBo JOLII0 10
para, 1a Ju je KpuBuIla Ha Mutpuaary uwiu Ha Pumsbanuma.’ Jlo caia

I Baxxuuja nureparypa o Murpugarosum paroBuma: L. Ballesteros-Pastor, Mitridates
Eupator, rey del Ponto, Granada 1996, 92-282; F. Geyer, RE XV sv. Mithridates (12) V1.
Eupator Dionysos, 2168-2178, 2181-2194; P. Green, Alexander to Actium. The Historical
Evolution of the Hellenistic Age, Berkley — Los Angeles 1990, 560—565, 653—658; J. G. F. Hind,
Mithridates, y: The Cambridge Ancient History 1X2: The Last Age of the Roman Republic
146—43 BC, Cambridge 2006, 144—164; D. Magie, Roman Rule in Asia Minor 1, Princeton 1950,
208-231, 321-365; Ch. Marek, P. Frei, Geschichte Kleinasiens in der Antike, Miinchen 2010,
345-362; B. C. McGing, The Foreign Policy of Mithridates VI Eupator King of Pontus, Leiden
1986, 89—-167; H. A. Ormerod, Pontus and its Neighbours: the First Mithridatic War, y: Cam-
bridge Ancient History 1X, Cambridge 1951, 238-260; XK. IletkoBuh, Ciomna soruituxa
Toniucxe xpamesune, beorpax 2009, 151-250; Th. Reinach, Mithradates Eupator Kénig von
Pontos, Leipzig 1895, 100205, 296—410; A. N. Sherwin-White, Roman Foreign Policy in the
East 168 B.C. To A.D. 1, London 1984, 121-148, 159-206; K. Strobel, Mithridates VI Eupator
von Pontos. Der letze grofse Monarch der hellenistischen Welt und sein Scheitern an der
romischen Macht, Ktema 21 (1996), 55-94; E. Will, Histoir politique du monde hellénistique
(332-30 av. J.-C.) 11, Nancy 2003, 477-503.

2 HajBasKHHjH HapaTHBHU W3BOPH 32 MuUTpHAaTOBE paToBe ¢y Muipudatiuxa AnjaHa
u3 Anekcanapuje u [lmyrapxose ouorpaduje Cyne u Jlykyna. [lopen mux u3BecHe, Beoma
Ba)KHE MM0JIaTKe, Aajy ¥ Heku LlunepoHoBu rosopu, JycTnHOBa XpoHuKa, jena Oposuja u Ka-
cuozopa, e pparmMeHTn Memuona, J{nonopa, Jlusuja u Kacuja J{nona.

3 Heonpeheroct moctoju Beh Ha HUBOY W3BOpa. AnujaH onwucyje aedary kojy ¢y Murpu-
naroBu 1 HukxomenoBu mpencTaBHAIM BOAMIIN npe] PumipanuMa. MUTPHIATOB MOCIaHUK
IMenonuaa npeacraBba MuTpHuIaTa Kao HCKPEHOT MpHjaTesba PrMa KOjH je mperao nmpexko
Beher Opoja Hecrmopa3yMa M3a3BaHUX ca PUMCKe cTpaHe. MuTpuaar je xkprsa a Hukomen
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caM ToBopuo o ,,MurpuaatoBum parosuma“. ['panose Jouuje, mehyTum,
notuue camo IIpBu pat ca Mutpugarom (89—-85). [Ipyru pat je cyko0
Mamer oonma (3ampaBo ceprja BOJHUX MHIIMJIEHATa, pUMCKUX yHaaa y
[ToHT paau mibavke) KOju c€ OKOHYAO IMPE HETO IITO CE PA3BUO y HEIITO
Behe.* YV Tpehem paty (73—63), cepuja MuTpHaaTOBHX m00EA je paHo
OKOHYaHa U, HAKO je paT Tpajao IyHHX JECeT FO/UHA, OH je 6p3o mpu-
MOpaH Jia ce MoByYe U3 MPOBUHIIK]jE A3Hje Y KOjy Ce BUIIEC HUKAAa HUje
Bparuo. [lakie, roBoprmMo camo o [IpBoM party 1 l-eroBUM IocieanIama.

MUTPUJATOBE PAHE IIOGEJE 1 BFOPABAK V JOH1UJU

Hujenan u3Bop He Genexu kako ce y rpagoBuMa JoHHje TiIeano
Ha n30Hjarbe para 89. roxune. CBAKaKo Ja HUKO HHje MPEIBHACO pas-
Mepe U 3Hauaj koju he oBaj norahaj monpumutu. [louerak [IpBor para
610 je oOesneKeH CepujoM CIEeKTaKyJIapHUX MoOea MOHTCKOT KpaJba.
Pumcke apmuje u Tpyne BUXOBUX IMOHTCKUX CaBEe3HHMKA Cy Ouie Op30
eJIMMUHHICAHE U KpaJbeBa BOjCKA je, Mocie 3ay3uMama butunuje, Heome-
TaHO IMpelUIa rpaHuLe MPOBUHIHjE A3uje.” OTIOp JOKAITHUX 33jeTHU-
11a Ce jaBJhbao CcaMo CIIOPaJIUYHO, YIIIABHOM Ta HHje HU O0min0.6 Y Jouuju
Cy ce CBM T'paJIoBH mpenaiu 6e3 ormopa,’ y Edecy cy rpahanu ceeuano

arpecop Koju 3710ynoTpebibaBa pUMCKO MPUjAaTeJbCTBO. PUMIbaHH Cy TMO3BaHH Aa 3ay3/ajy
CBOT' CaBe3HUKa WM J]a ce MOBYKY U gorycre Murpunaty na ce 6panu (App. Mith. 12, 14).
HuKOMen0BY NPEACTaBHULIHM CY, Mel)yTHM, TBpANIN 12 MUTpPHIAT OIaBHO IIAHUPA OCBAjaukKn
par npotuB PuMipana u 1a merose cBOOyXBaTHE IPHIIpEMe NpysKajy JoKa3 3a To. MuTpuiar
je yBek paano npotus Hukomena u camo 4ekao MOroaHy NpUIHKY Aa HAamaaHe U mera u Pu-
Mibane (App. Mith. 13). Ciinuny pacrnpaBy AnHjaH CMEIITa y 3aBPIIHUILY paTa, y TOKY pas3ro-
Bopa usMmely Cyne u Mutpuaara. [lonoBo, Mutpuaat TBpau aa je OMo )KpTBa pUMCKE arpe-
cuje a CyJa ra onTy»xyje Ja je oJyBeK IIaHUPao PaT ¥ Ja ra je MOKPEHYO Y HajIOBOJbHUjEM
Moryhem TpeHyTKy, kana cy Pumipanu Omnn 3ayzetu 6opOom ca caBesHunnma (App. Mith.
56—58). AHTHUYKH M3BOPH CYy YIJIABHOM CarjacHu Aa je MUTpHAAT 3aUCTa IIAHUPAO CBOja
ocBajama roguHama yHanpen (yo. Plut. Pomp. 41; D. Cass. XXXVII 11, 1-3), anu Heku Mo-
JIepHYU HAYYHHIIH CYMIbajy Y TO. 3a MUIIJbEH:E 1a MUTpHUIAT HUje UIaHUPao paToBe U Jia je
JIOCJIEHO HACTOjao 1na uzberHe cykod ¢ Pumom B. J. M. Madsen, The Ambitions of Mithridates
VI: Hellenistic Kingship and Modern Interpretations, y: Hejte (ed.), Mithridates VI, 191-201
(Pumubanm cy onroBopuu 3a koHGHKT); K. Strobel, Mithridates VI Eupator von Pontos. Der
letze grofse Monarch der hellenistischen Welt und sein Scheitern an der romischen Macht,
Ktema 21 (1996), 55-94 (butunuja je onroBopHa). Anu B. u B. McGing, Mithridates VI Eupa-
tor: Victim of Aggressor?,y: Hejte (ed.), Mithridates VI, 203-216.

4 D. G. Glew, Between the Wars: Mithridates Eupator and Rome, 85-73 B.C., Chiron
11 (1981), 112-118.

5 App. Mith. 17-19.

6 Ornop cy npyxunu Jlaonukeja Ha Jluky (y xojy ce ckinonno Ksunt Omnuje ca Tpy-
nama), Maruesuja va Cununy u Crpatonukeja y Kapuju: App. Mith. 20-21.

7 Bu1ire H3BOpa COMHUEbE OTHOP jeaHe MarHesuje Mutpuaary. ¥ nociemhe Bpeme npe-
OBIIAJIaJI0 je MUIJbEH-E 1a je To Maruesuja Ha Meanapy (McGing, Foreign Policy, 111, nam.
110), na ocroBy mecta y Tac. Ann. 111 62, e ce HaBoau aa je Cyna MarnexaHnuma oao IpH-
3Hame HakoH mobene Hag MutpunatoM. CUTYpHOCT y OBaj CTaB IIOYMBa Ha yBepemwy (Ipe-
y3eroMm ox R. Syme-a, Tacitus 1, Oxford 1958, 285-286) na je TanuTt KOpUCTHO 3BaHUYHA acta
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JIOYEKaJIH KpaJjba Kao criacuolia U HoBOT JIMOHHMCA, TIPETXOAHO 000PHB-
I CBE CTaTye MogurnyTe PuMibanuma y gact.® JequHo ce Xuj mpenao
y3 OKJIeBarbe. MUTPUIAT Ce 0BOM HPHIIMKOM OXKEHHO JEIHOM JKCHOM U3
Ececa (aujer je ona mocraBno 3a HaA30pHUKA IPajia) 1 jeHOM ca Xuja,
yiMe je HOBa Be3a m3Mmel)y kpasba u rpajgoBa nobuna u cumMOonndan
u3pas.

Jaxue, BehnHa rpasoBa Asuje ¥ CBU IpaJioBu JOHH]E Cy MTPEMo3HAIH
CBOj MHTEpEC y MOTYHbaBamwy Kpasby.” [Ipu TymMauewy OBakBOT ApiKa-
’Ba NOTPeOHO je uMaTH y BUAy HU3 akTopa. MicTopuuapu Ccy BEIUKH,
MOXKJIa U TIPEeTepaH, Harjlacak CTaBUJIM Ha HE3aJJ0BOJHCTBO CTAHOBHH-
mTBa Asuje PuMibannMa u BUX0OBOM yrpaBoM. Jla ce y cirydajy joH-
CKHX TPaJI0Ba MOJKE TOBOPUTH O 030MIJBHOM HE3aJI0BOJBCTBY HHjE CIIOPHO,
aJIv je UTamke J1a JIM OHO, CaMo IO ce0H, 33/I0BOJbaBa Kao 00jalllmheHhe.
He tpeba ryOuTH U3 BuJa YUBHECHUILY J]a HAJTOPH MPUMEPH PUMCKHUX
310yn0Tpeda gonase Tek iocne [Ipsor para ca Murpuaarom kao u sa
IOCTOje I0KA3u Jja Cy y nepuony 129—89. jorcku rpajioBu 1 Jajbe Ounu
penaTiBHO borare 1 cTabuiIHe 3ajeHule. Jenan Opoj jaBHUX rpaheBrHa
je carpaljeH ympaBo y OBOM HEpPHOJLY, IPaJIOBU Cy HACTABUIIM JIa OJ[prKa-
Bajy CKyIIe CBEYAHOCTH U MOKY HodacHe criomeHuke.!? Jloma u kopyM-
nupaHa yrpasa, cama 1o ceOu, He OM HaBela IpaJioBe Ja ce OJMETHY
on Puma, na HuCy aenoBaiu u Apyru GaKkTOpPH.

[MocToju u pakTop KpasbeBcke mponaranae.l! Mutpuaar je HacTo-
jao na mpuByde yueHe XelleHe Ha CBOj IBOP!2 M OH je paHOo MMOCTao Me-
cTo r7ie ¢y (rocodu, NeCHUIM, JeKapy U IPyTH YYSHH JbY T OWIIN Pajio
BuljeHH ¥ pajao omnaswin.!3 KakBu roj pas3iosu crajaiu n3a KpajbeBor

Senatus Ha OBOM MECTY U Jia je, IpeMa ToMe, Tpelka uckibydena (Syme, op. cit., 285, Har. 4:
“For Asia, Ch. XXXV. What earlier writer would have reported at such length on the asylum-
-rights of the cities (II1 60—63)?*). Mehytum, Tpedba uMaTH y BUIy Ja je Syme-0BO CXBaTambe
o TanmuTy KOju UCTpaKyje M KOPUCTU apXHBCKA JOKYMEHTa IOMYT acta Senatus 030UIbHO
ocnopero (B. A. Momigliano, The Classical Foundations of Modern Historiography, Berkley
— Los Angeles 1990, 110—112). TauuT, yoctajaom, He HABOAU YMUMe Cy TO MarHexaHu 3aciy-
skunu Cynuny noxsany. Behnna uzsopa (Liv. Per. LXXXI; Plut. Mor. 809 B-D; App. Mith
21, 61) mpocto nomume ornop Marne3uje 6e3 HaBohema koja je y nuramy, nok [lycanumja
(Paus. 1 20) uzpuunto HaBoau je y nurawy Marnesuja va Cunmry. Strab. XIII 3, 5 nume na
cy Pumsbann Maruesujy Ha CHUNMITy HarpaJuiIl CTaTyCcOM CIOOOMHOT rpaja. Y OBUM aHa-
nu3ama ce peBubha 1a AnujaH HaBOAH Ja je oHa MarHes3uja Kpo3 Kojy je MuTpuaaT nmpomao
ipe ynacka y Edec, oTBopuia kanuje 6e3 okieBamwa. C 003UpoM Ha OmucaHy myTamwy Mu-
TPUAATOBE BOjCKe, TO MOke Outm camo MarHesuja Ha Meanapy (B. Magie, Roman Rule 11,
1102-1103, nam. 32).

8 App. Mith. 21.

9 Cic. Flac. 61.

10 Magie, Roman Rule 1, 167-168.

11 Patna nponaranya: L. Ballesteros-Pastor, Troy, between Mithridates and Rome, y: J.
M. Hejte (ed.), Mithridates VI and the Pontic Kingdom, Aarhus 2009, 217-221; D. Glew, The
Selling of the King: a Note on Mithridates Eupator’s Propaganda in 88 B.C., Hermes 105-2
(1977), 253-256; McGing, Foreign Policy, 89—108.

12 Plin. NH VII 37.

13 Oros. VI 4, 6. G. W. Bowersock, Augustus and the Greek World, Oxford 1966, 108.
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MOKPOBHUTEJHCTBA,!4 moTpeda /a ce OH MPUKaXKE Y MOBOJBHOM CBETIY
mehy I'puuma cBakako 3ay3uma OuTHO Mecto. Beh Hekonmuko roxnHa
npe 89. MuTtpuaar je HacTojao Jia ce MPUOINKU BEIUKUM I'PUKUM I'pa-
noBumMa y Asuju, u3mely ocranor u Edecy u npyrum nenrpuma Jonwuje.
Beh oxo 91. r. cT.e. KpaJbeBCKa KOBHHIIA EMUTYjE HOBAI] Ca MOTHBHUMA
npey3eTuM ca edeckux KoBama. [lo ymacky y Edec, Murpunar je na-
puBao0 APTEMHUAMHO CBETHIIMILITE U MPOIIMPHUO MPOCTOP OKO Hera Ha
KOjeM je BaKuJIo TpaBo cetor asuia.l> ¥V ucro Bpeme, CmupHa, Epurpa,
Edec nu Muner cy xoBanu 371aTHE cTaTepe ca MOHTCKUM cuMOoiInma
(CmupHa je KoBajia M OpOH3aHM HOBAI[ Ca KpaJbeBUM JIMKOM).1® Hekn
I'paioBH cy 100UIU U MIOKJIOHE y HOBIY. McTe roaune (88), Ha Xujy cy
MUTpHUIATOBY MPEACTAaBHUIIN OTHEH IMMOOEAY y BHIIE KOFBHUKUX TaK-
Mudewa.l” Y Tom cmucity BepoBaTHO Tpeba nmocmarparu 1 Mutpuia-
TOBO Harnamasame (pukTuBHE) Bese ca Anekcanapom Bemnkum. Cee
OBO C€ MO)KE TYMAa4YHTH Kao IPHIIPEMa 3a IPEICTojehn paT witm, mpocTo,
Ka0 HCIYHaBatbe YOOU4ajeHe HICONOIKE YIIOre XCICHHCTHIKOT Kpajba
OJI KOra ce 04eKMBao ja Oy/e mpujaTelb, 3alTUTHUK U IOKPOBUTEIb
IPYKHX IPajioBa U CBETUININTA. Y CIy4ajy Jja je Kpajb 3aHCTa ILIAHH-
pao pat rogMHamMa yHarpeq, MoApika a3ujckux ['pka My je 6ua Heor-
XOJlHA, U3 BUIIIE pa3iora.’

Anu 1ena pacrpaBa y CyIITHHH TI0JIa3W O 3aMEHE TJIABHOT | CIIO-
peanux pasnora. HezanoBosbcTBO PuMmibannMa, HaKJIOHOCT IpeMa Mu-
TPUIATY WM YCIIEX HEroBe MpOoMaraHjie cy y HajoosbeM Cydajy MOTIIu
outu criopenuu gaxropu. Temko aa 6M HjeqHA 3ajeJHHIIA HA OCHOBY
OBHUX pasJiora JJOHeJa OJUTYKY 3a KOjy je BepoBaJia J1a BOAU y COIICTBEHO
yHuUIITewe. [IpecynHo je 610 To MTO cy MHOTH OUIIM YBEpEHU Jia je
Murtpunar sauctua iiobeonuyka ciupana. Y armochepu moka moja yTH-
CKOM paHux MutpuaaroBux nodena Pumibanu cy MHOrUMa U3TJIeIaIN
Kao neUHUTUBHU ryoutHuim. To, yoctanom, u HHje Ouia MOTIyHA
3a0yna HUTH je MutpugaToB moxoja OMO jenHa HepazyMHa U Oe3Ha-
JIe’KHa aBaHTYpa, KaKo ce NIOHEKaJ| y JInTepaTypH npukasyje.l® Jlo Tor
BpeMeHa, Mutpuar je Beh u3rpaguo npocTpaHo IapcTBo AyXk odana
pHor Mopa, u pacrosiarao je BEIUKOM U OmpoOaHOM BOjCKOM (KOja,

14 MuTpuaaTtoBa JUYHA HHTEPECOBaba Cy MIpaja M3BECHY YJIOTY, HAPOUUTO HETOBO
3aHHNMame 3a MeIUINHY, 00TaHUKY, (hapMakonorujy u jesuke: Plin. NH XXV 3.

15 Strab. XIV 1, 23.

16 O oBum koBamuma: B. V. Head, Historia Numorum: a Manual of Greek Numismatics,
Oxford 1911.2, 660; Magie, Roman Rule 11, 1103, man. 34; K. Regling, Zur griechischen
Miinzkunde V, ZN 35 (1925), 265-271.

17 Arch. Delt. 28 (1927), 6p. 12; L. Robert, Opera Minora Selecta 1, Amsterdam 1969,
518-529.

18 M. I. Rostovtzeff, The Social and Economic History of the Hellenistic World 11, Oxford
1941, 935.

19 Sherwin-White, Roman Foreign Policy, 126—131.
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MCTHHa, JOII YBEK HUJE OAMEpUIIA CHAY Ca PUMCKUM JIerHjaMa) 1 3HaT-
HUM pecypcuMa, JbyACKUM U MatepujananuM.20 Bberos ynaszak y par je
npaTuia ¥ IOMEHyTa Mporaranjina npumnpema. Pum je, ¢ apyre crpa-
He, Ouo norohen parom y camoj Mranuju. MickycTBa pUMCKHX paToBa y
IPETXOHOj TeHepaluju Ouia Cy pa3sHOJIMKA U HUCY YJIHBaJa MOBepe-
e y TIOTJIey CIPEMHOCTH PUMCKE BOjHE CHIIE JIa C€ HOCH ca 030MIbHUM
U IPUIIPEMIBEHUM IPOTUBHUKOM. ['pasioBH Cy, Aakiie, UMal jake pa3io-
re Jia MHCIIE Jla Cy KpaJbeBe MMoOee TpajHe U, y CKJIaIy ca TaKBOM IIpO-
IICHOM, OJIPEIIIIIN CBOje Mpkame. CBaKaKo Ja je M3BECHY YIJIOTY Urpaja
¥ HaBOJHA KpaJbeBa 01aroct (IIOHOBO, MPOMAraH HH €JIeMEHT), ’EerOB
MOKYIII3j J1a ce MPUKaKe Ka0 XyMaH M pa3yMaH MOOETHUK, KOjU MpaliTa
OHHMa KOju My ce mipeaajy.2! Mehytum, yop3o o yiacky y Edec, Mu-
TPUJAT je JOHEO NPACTHYHY OMIYKY KOja ra je mpukaszaja y caCBUM
JIpyTadynjeM CBETIY.

Toxom bopaska y Edecy, Mutpuzar je 10He0 HajCyIOOHOCHH]Y 1,
0ap U3 MoJEpHE MEPCIIEKTUBE, HAJKOHTPOBEP3HU]Y OUIYKY CBOje Bia-
naBuHe. HOBOMOCTaB/beHN KpaJheBCKM YMHOBHHIIM IIUPOM A3Hje Cy
nobunu 3anevyahene HapenOe KojuMa ce Hajaraio Ja ce UCTOT 1aTyMa,
TpHUECET JaHa Mo M3AaBamy Hapende, IMKBUANPAJy CBH PuMibanu u
CBM HaceJbeHUIH nopekiom u3 Uranuje. Hapenba je n3Bpmiena, maaa
HE CBYTJIE TIOJjeTHaKO focieaHo. Hucy je m3Bpiiniie moHTCKE TPyTIe,
JIOKaJTHO CTAHOBHHUIITBO je aKTUBHO M MAaCOBHO y4ecTBoBaJjo. To jecre,
C je/He CTpaHe, HEMOCPEaH JI0Ka3 He3aI0BOJbCTBA 1 HATOMUIAHUX (py-
CTparuja puMCKoM BiagaBuHoM. C npyre cTpaHe, IOTPEOHO je HMaTu
Yy BHIY U ICTaJbe KpajbeBe Hape0e, OHAKO KAKO HaM je aHTHYKH H3BO-
pu niperoce. Hapeheno je: 1) na ceu Pumsbanu u Uranuum Oyay TUKBU-
JIUpaHH, YKIBYUyjyhu U BUXOBE MOPOAUIE U ocio0oheHuke; 2) mna ce
Tena yOujeHNX He CMejy caxpamuBaTH; 3) 1a MMOBHHA YOHjeHUX MpH-
naja Kpajsy; 4) Ko roji MoKyIia 1a Kpuje OeryHIe HiTh 1a CaXpaHu MPTBE
Ouhe TpeTupaH Kao U OHH; 5) MOTKA3WBAYU C€ O0Xpaldpyjy Harpagama
(BepoBaTHO oA MMOBHHE yOujeHHX Pumibana); 6) poboBH Koju youjy
WJIM TIpUjaBe CBOje rocroaape A00ujajy cio0omy; 7) Ay KHHIIU KOjU YUHHE

20 O MuTpHaToOBOj BIaJaBHHHU U paTHUM npunpemama: Ballesteros-Pastor, Mitridates
Eupator, 37-84; F. Geyer, op. cit., 2163-2166; Hind, CAH 1X2, 137-144 (Mana napcTBa Ha
ctp. 134); Magie, Roman Rule 1, 194-207; McGing, Foreign Policy, 43-88; E. Meyer, Geschichte
des Kénigreichs Pontos, Leipzig 1879, 84-98; Th. Reinach, Mithradates Eupator, 48—99; M. L.
Rostovtzeff, CAH 1X, 225-233.

21 3apobspene OuTHHCKE BOjHHKE MUTpUAAT je 0cino00/10, 4ak UM je 00e30earno Ha-
MHpHHUIIE U Boay 3a nyT (App. Mith. 18). 'pagoBu Koju Cy ce OMIYUYMIH HA OTIOP @ IIOTOM
unak npenanu (Jlaogukeja Ha Jluky), momrelenu cy pazapama u mipauke. Heku mpoBHHITH]-
CKH TPaJIOBH Cy 4Yak JOOMJIM HOBYAHE MOKJIOHE o] Kpasba (Amameja y Opuruju, Tpaneuc). Y
OIIpEeIy C TUM CTOjH MOCTyHame ca MaHmjeM AKBIUIHjeM KOju ce CKiIoHHo y Mutmieny. Kana
cy ra rpahaHu mpenanu Kpasby, oH je oaseneH y Edec, myuen u 6pyranHo nmoryosbeH (App.
Mith. 20-21).
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UCTO J100Mjajy OIpOIlITaj 1yroBa.22 3a MHOTe JbyJIE je, IaKJe, MocTojajia
JBOCTPYyKa MOTHBAIMja Ja MMOYMHE 3JI0YUH, MOTHBAIIH]a KoOja je cajap-
Kajla U mpeTwy (y ciaydajy moMarama KpTBaMa) U Harpazay (ciobona,
OIIPOIIITaj TyToBa, €0 HMMOBHHE KPTaBa). Y TIOKOJBY Cy Ipe CBera yue-
CTBOBAJIM CHPOMAIIIHU]U CTAHOBHHIIM T'PaJIOBa, JIOKAJIHU Ay XHULM Pu-
MJbaHa, KOJUX je y OBO Bpeme Beh Beoma MHOTO, U pOOOBHU 3aUHTEPECO-
BaHH 32 ocnodoherse. Y Edecy, koju je mMao jenHy o HajBehix HTaICKIX
3aje/HALLA, JICCHO CC M jellaH OJI HAJOTIYHHjUX [oKoJba. Ta Benmka nras-
CKa 3aje/HUIIA je, HABOIHO, MOTIYHO YHUIITeHa. Huje momroBaHo HA
MpaBo a3uia y XxpamoBumMa: Edemanu cy onByKiIu OEryHIIE KOjU Cy ce
CKJIOHWJIM Y APTEeMUMHO CBETHIIMINTE U Moryommn ux.23 Hemro cnny-
HO ce necuiio y Marue3uju Ha Meanapy, TJie TpaBo a3uia y Xpamy Ta-
kohe Huje nmomroano. Ha Xujy, mehytum, Behunu Pumspana je 6uio
JOIYLITEHO Ja Mo0eTHy, a KOH()UCKOBaHM MOCENN HUCY TpEeAaTH Kpa-
Jpy Beh cy cTaBJbeHM Toj Haj3op rpaga. CMupHa, Majga ce mpenaia
KpaJby 0e3 okJieBama (kacHuje ce yriennu rpahanun Cmuphe cpehy u
y KpaJbeBoj MpaTikH), Takohe je Hallla HauuH J1a n30erne macakp. Hu-
jenaH U3BOp HE CoMHe youjame Pumibana y CMupHH, a PYMCKH H3-
THaHUK Hy6J11/1Je Pytummje Pyd (P. Rutilius Rufus) nmo6erao je u3 Muru-
JIeHe Y K0joj je xkuBeo y CMUpHY, IZi€ je YaKk J06HO 1 rpajaHCKo mpaBo.>4
Cyna je kacHuje rneqao Ha CMUpPHY Kao Ha jelaH of] TpajaoBa KOjH Cy
octanu BepHH Pumy. 3a ocTase neTasbi HUCY MO3HATH, Ak CE 32 He-
KOJIMKO TpaioBa Koje je Cyna ka3uuo nocie para (Muet, Kna3zomena,
BepoBatHO Dokeja 1 Komodon) Moke pasyMHO IPETIOCTABATH Ja je
Kpsasu eoukiu u Tamo cupoBeneH. PumibaHu koju cy ycmenu na ce
CKJIOHE Ha BpeMe Oexalln Cy Ha erejcka ocTpma, HapounTo Ha Pomoc
KOjH j€ YCIICIIHO HPYKUO OTIOP KpPaJby.

Bpoj xpTasa je Temko nporeHuTH, aHTUIKU U3BOPHU Uy 10 Ludpe
OJI BHILC ICCCTHHA XHIbA/1d MM YaK IIPEKO CTO XHIbaJa yOUjeHHX Y Lie-
710j IpoBUHIUjU.2> Bpoj youjenux y camoj JOHUjU HEe HABOIM HHjelaH
M3BOP HUTH TOCTOjH MOTYNHOCT J1a ce oH ofpeau. Ako ce mohe of um-
HBEHUIIE /1a je Y rpajioBUMa JoHHje UTaJICKa MoIyanuja Ouia MHOTO-
OpojHa, MOpao je OUTH BeTUKHU. Y MOJACPHO] HAYIIH O OBOM jorahajy je
MHOTI'0 IIMCAaHO: pa3MaTpPaHu Cy KpasbeBU MOTHUBH (pallMOHAIHU UJIH HE),

22 App. Mith. 22.

23 3Bopwu 3a Kpsasu eduxii v MOKOJb PuMibana (Ope HaBeACHUX MeCTa Ko ATrjaHa):
Jacoby, FGH 434, F32, 9 (MemHon); Liv. Per. LXXVIII; Val. Max. [X 2, ex. 3; Plut. Sull. 24;
Flor. I 39; Cass. Dio XXXI fr. 101 (ym. fr. 109, 8); Eutr. V 5; Oros. VI 2.

24 Cic. Rab.Post. 27. Kacuuje je nanyctio CmupHy 1 crynuo y Cynuny ciysx0y. H3me-
by octanor y ume Cyre je 85. mperosapao ca @umbpujom oko merose npeaaje, B. G. Lewis,
Sulla and Smyrna, CQ 41-1 (1991), 127.

25 Hajuemha uudpa xojy u3sopu (Memn. op. cit.; Val. Max. op. cit.) najy je 80.000 you-
jeHux y 1enoj nposunuuju; Plut. Sull. 24 gax 150.000. BepoBaTHo cy 00e uudpe npeyBeinu-
YaHe, a Apyra cBakako. Taj ,momgarak™ [Ixyrapx je mpeyseo u3 CynuHHX MeMoapa.
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cTBapHU Opoj yOujeHHX, ApKame (CayyeCHUIITBO) JOKATHUX 3ajCaHH-
11, COLMjaJIHa U €KOHOMCKa JuMeH3Hja. OIIITe carlaCHOCTH OKO TyMa-
Yyema oBe MUTpUIaTOBe OMJIyKe HU JaHac HeMa. Behuna ncropuuapa
Jje MoKylIaja Aa clleld aHTHYKe U3Bope U Hale palnoHajJaH MOTUB —
eKOHOMCKH (KOH(HUCKaIMjaMa je MonymeHa KpaJbeBCcKa OarajHa, mpH-
CTaJIMLIE CY MaTepHjaliHO HarpaleHe), COLMjaIHU (AHUMUPAHU CY HUKHU
CIIOjeBU Y KOPHCT Kpajba) HIIM TMONTHTHYKH (CTBOPCH je HEIPEMOCTHB
pacuer nsmely asujckux rpazoBa i Prma, yKIOBEHN Cy HOTCHIH]aIHH
M3BOPH MpPOOIEMa ca HOBOOCBOJEHHX TEPHTOPHja). brito je i TakBuX
MUIIJBEHA Y KOJIMA je OTOBOP TPAXEH Y KPaJbeBOj JIMUYHOCTH, EMOIH-
jama, MpXKbU ipeMa Pumibannma uiam yak HCI/IXOHaTOHOFI/I_]I/I.26

Ha nu je moryhe, Ha OCHOBY OCKYIHHX PacCIIOJIOKUBUX U3BOPA,
caryieflaT OBaj MpadaH joralaj U3 MepcrneKTuBe jOHCKUX rpajaona? Y
KacHM]joj (a3 pata, o yemy he 6utu peun gabe y Tekcry, Edemanu cy
cBoje yuemrhe y pary Ha cTpaHu MuTpuaTa IpaBaain HyKIO0M a Ipe-
KO OJITOBOPHOCTH 32 Macakp npeia3uin hyramem.2’ MUTpUIAT U Bero-
Ba BOjCKa Cy OOpaBUIIM Y BHUXOBOM TPaay M M3MJIEAATO0 je 1a cy nedu-
HUTUBHU mobeaHuiy y paty. Kpams je rpaa ocBojuo u3HeHahemweM,
Op3MHOM M YaK IPEBAPOM, U IPECTPABILCHH Irpal)aHn HUCY HU OHIIH Y
MO3ULIMJU J1a OpraHu3yjy otmop. M3 tora cieau (Maja HUje U3PUUUTO
pedeno) na mokosb Pumibana y Edecy Huje 610 akT HBUXOBE BOJbE, I10-
IITO CBOJY BOJBY Y TOM TPEHYTKY HUCY HH MOIJIU Jla UCKAXKY, T€ KPUBUILY
3a Macakp y MOTIIYHOCTH CHOCH TIOHTCKH KpaJsb. OBO OMpaBaame u3rie-
Jla HeyOelJbUBO, IIOTOTOBY aKO C€ UMa Y BUJy IIPUMEp CyCeIHUX I'pajio-
Ba, Xuja u CMupHe, T7€ je nokoJb n30ernyT. Mnak He Tpeda npeBuaeTu
OuTHE pa3iuke: caM MuTpuaar ce, ca TJITaBHHHOM BOJCKE, Y TOM Tpe-
HYTKY Halasno y Edecy a na ncrom mecty je Kpsasu eduxiu v iporia-
med. Ha Xujy Taga Huje 6Mi10 KpasbeBUX TpyNa M OCTPBJbAHH CY CE
Mopaiu ocehaTH CUrypHHje HEro BUXOBH CPOIHHUIIN Ha KOMHY. Y TOM
cmuciy ce Mmoxe pehu na je y cioumm xojy ¢y Edermrann kacHuje moky-
11anu jaa npeacrase Pumsbanuma Ouiio 1 Majao UCTUHE.

O couujanHoj AMMEH3UjU OBOT aorahaja Moxke ce Buie pehu. Mo-
JiepHa ciuka o MuTpuaaTy Kora rnojpkaBajy CHpOMaIIHu rpahanu u
poOOBH, 110K je oKaJIHa euTa Ouila HaK/IobeHa PUMIbaHiMa, BEpo-
BATHO j¢ MPEBHIIE M0jeAHOCTAB/bEHA, KA0 U CTAB JIa Cy CHPOMALIHH U
poOOBH jenHM yuecHUIM Macakpa.28 CBakako zia je jenan Opoj momahux

26 Tymauema Macakpa y nuteparypu: Ballesteros-Pastor, Mitridates Eupdtor, 103-107,
Magie, Roman Rule 1, 216-218; Marek, Geschichte Kleinasiens, 346-347; McGing, Foreign
Policy, 113.

27]. Ephesos 8, 1-19.

28 Magie, Roman Rule 1, 217: “In many a city the command was doubtless welcomed,
most of all probably by the rabble, eager for the booty to be obtained.” Ciimuno Tome Rostovtzeft,
SEHHW 11, 938: “Like most such acts, both in ancient and modern times, the Asiatic massacre
was carried out by the rubble of the cities.”
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Ooraraliia, MOX/[a IIOBE3aHKX ca Iy OIMKaHNMa, BUIEO CBOj HHTEPEC y
ToMe Ja noapxasa PuMmibane, kao MITO je U jenaH Opoj CHpOMAIIHUJUX
rpahana u po6oBa 60 aHUMHUpaH KpaJbeBOM mponarangom. Onpehena
MeCTa y H3BOpHMa TOKa3yjy Ja Cy HeKH O0raTu MOjeIMHIIN U3 TPOBHUH-
nuje ounu Melh)y MutpuaaToBuM HempHjaTesbiuMa,2” ajiu Hema JI0Kasa
KOju OM ompaBaiv CTaB Ja Cy CBU WJIM BehrHa CHpOMalIHUX ayToMar-
CKM OMJIM HaKJIOK-EHH KpaJby WJIM J]a Cy CBH OoraTuju rpahanu ogmax
u Oe3ycioBHO Ouiu werosu npotuBHUIM. Ocnobahame pobdoBa je cBa-
KaKo MOPAJO OTYyhUTH JIOKaIHy CIUTY alld K MHOIE Jpyre rpyle, jep
je Ha Taj HauMH MUTPHAT OTBAPAO jefHY O HAjAyOIbUX IYKOTHHA Y
CTPYKTYPH CBAKOT IPYKOI MOJIHCA. APHCTOHHK j¢ I071a BEKa paHH]e yau-
HUO HEIITO CIWYHO aiu u3Mely HheroBe CUTyaldje U OHEe Yy K0joj ce
Mutpuaar Hana3uo 88. rolrHe UMa MaJjlo CIUYHOCTU. APUCTOHUKOBO
Haopy’kaBame PoOOBa je, Ka0 U YBEK y aHTUYKO] UCTOPHjU, OUJIO eKC-
TpEMHA Mepa, aKT O4yajara YMju je [1Jb OMO J1a ce MOIyHHU BOjCKa, Kaja
Cy OCTaJH M3BOPU 3aKa3aiu. MUTpHAAT je y BpeMe eecKor AeKpera
010 y cacBHM JIpyraunjoj cutyanuju. theroe apmuje cy 6uie nodemo-
HOCHE ¥ TOTOBO HEOKpH-eHe; PUMIbaHM jOIT HUCY HU YIYTHIIN BOjCKY
Ha Hcrok. Kacuuje he y Apxenajeoj Bojciu y beotuju 6uru gak 15.000
OuBIIMX POOOBA — MOXK /A YIPABO OCIOOONCHHX y a3U[CKUM IpajioBu-
Ma OBOM mpuiIrkoM. Moryhe je 1a ¢y unak eKOHOMCKH pa3io3n HMaIH
MpUMapHH 3Ha4aj: JyCTHH MIPEHOCH JIa c€ KpaJsb, 3aXBajbyjyhu UMOBHHU
yOujeHnx, ocao6011o cBUX (PMHAHCHJCKUX OpHra y TOJIHMKO] MEpH Ja je
rpajioBe Harpajuo ocnoboherseM oJ nopesa y HepHoy Off IeT TOJUHa,
Kao 1 J1a je IOHUILITHO CBE NIPUBATHE U jaBHE TyroBe IpajoBa 6e3 003u-
pa Ha TO Ja JI Cy IyroBama Ouia npema Pumsbannma ninm ne.30
Amnanusupajyhu oBaj nmorahaj, HEjeTHOT TPeHYTKa HE Tpeda ryou-
TH U3 BHJA KOIMKO Cy 3alIPaBO OCKYIHH M3BOPHH MOJALM M KOJIHKO
Mano rojefrHocTr 3Hamo. Edec je jeman ox ciydajeBa 0 Kojuma CMO
Mpenn3Hrje THPOPMHUCAHU U Ty j€ Macakp J00MO0 CBOj HAjMAaCOBHUJH U
HajOpyTaIHUjU OOJIUK — MIPUCYCTBO CAMOT Kpasha U HETOBE BOjCKE HE-
CYMIBHBO j€ JIeNioBasio kao katanuzarop. pyru ciydaj je Xuj u oBne
Cy rpahaHu mpefyseln Kopake Ja u30erHy Macakp, HCTOBPEMEHO Ia-
3ehu na ce He 3amepe kpasby. CMHpHa je Takol)e HallIa HAYMH /12 U3-
Oerse U NOrpoM M KpaJbeBO HE3aJJ0BOJbCTBO. BaH JoHuje nmocroje Heka

29 3a npumepe B. McGing, Foreign Policy, 116—117. U3Becun Xepemon u3 Huce y Ka-
puju je momarao Pumipane (cHaOneBao je xpanoM Tpyrne MaHuja AkBunnja y Anamejn). the-
roBa akKTHBHOCT je OuJia JOBOJEHO Ba)kHA J1a MUTpHIAT JIMYHO paCIUIIe HArPaay 3a HEroBy
rinaBy (1 3a ;erose cunose) — C. B. Welles, Royal Correspondence in the Hellenistic Period,
New Haven 1934, 6p. 74-75.

30 Jus. XXXVIII 3, 9: “Multum ibi auri argentique studio veterum regum magnumgque
belli apparatum invenit, quibus instructus debita civitatibus publica privataque remittit et
vacationem quinquennii concedit.”
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CBE/I0YAHCTBA Ja Cy IPAJOBH IOKYIIAIH Ja 3auTute Pumibane nin 1a
Oap opmainHo (Mana Kpajibe IUHUIHO) H30CTHY IUPEKTHY OArOBOp-
HOCT.3! AKO OBM IIPUMEpH HEIIITO TOBOPE, TO je Ja Cy 0ap HeKH I'paioBU
HACTOjaJIH Jla C€ TUCTAHIIMPAjy O] TIOKOJbA, JOKJIE TOJ TO HUjE 3HAYUIIO
IPOBOIMpamke Kpajba. TaMo Iie je MOKOJb CIIPOBENCH, TO CE€ CBAKAKO
HUJje Aoroausio 0e3 cariacHOCTH JiokaiaHe enute. Mnak, y3 eydopujy
Mace Koja je tuH4oBana Pumsbane u Uranuke y Edecy, Tpeda nperro-
CTaBHTH U ONPE3Hy y3aApkaHocT Beher nemna nmomynanuje. [Ipocevan cra-
HOBHMK HEKOT JOHCKOT T'paja, U3y3eB ako HUje OO AYKHUK PUMCKHUX
KpeauTopa, HUje UMao ITa Ja Jo0Huje yuecTBYjyhu y OBOM Macakpy
6e3 mpecenana. HecymmuBo na je Kpsasu eduxii MHOTE€ HAaBEO J1a ce
MUTAjy O KPaJbeBOM KapaKTepy, BEeroBOj BIaIaBUHU H JaJbHM MOCTYTI-
numa. lllta cBe He Ou MOrao 1a y4uHU KpaJb KOjH je XJIa{He IJ1aBe Ha-
penuo noryosseme 80.000 by au?

OKVITALIMJA XNJA 1 YCTAHAK Y JOHUIN

MuTtpunaToBe odese cy ce rmokasaie mpoiazHum. Beh y jecen 88.
TOJIMHE KpaJb je OJJTyYHO JIa Ce HEe 3ayCTaBU Ha OCBajamy A3wmje, Beh je
MOCIIA0 MPETXOAHUILY TIPEKO Mopa y ['puky. Y seto u jecen 86. roaune,
MOHTCKA BOjCKA je YHUIITEHA y JIBEMa BEJIMKUM OHUTKama Kox Xepo-
Heje u Opxomena y beoruju.32 TTopen CyauHux Tpyma Koje Cy U3Boje-
BaJie OBe mobee, joI jeTHa pUMCKa apMuja ce mojaBuia Ha bankany a
yckopo je npenuia y Asujy.33 Mako je Mutpuaar u 1ajbe KOHTPOJIHCAO
Mope, Beh mpBu mopa3 je u3a3Bao MociueauIe Koje Cy ce OCeTHIIE U Y
Jonnju. CauyBaHu U3BOPHU TOBOPE O IPOMEHU KOJI camor kpajba. Bectr
0 Topa3uMa Cy ra 3alperacTHIIC: He CaMo Ja je U3ryOHo paHHje camo-
noysname Beh je 6no Ha uBMIM nanuke.3* [Topes mokyiiraja aa opraHu-
3yj€ HOBY BOJCKY, U3BMEHHO j€ U IP)Kame MpeMa a3ujCKUM I'paloBUMa 1
nunactuma. Tloxymasajyhn na uspmhum i OpyTaaHHJUM PEKXUMOM
Npeaynpean eBeHTyalHe IOOYHE U OIMETama, KpaJb UX je TIOKPEHYO
u yop3ao.

Ha Xwujy norpom Pumibana Huje 6M0 HU CIIPOBEICH, UITH j€ CIPO-
BEJICH Y MHOTO OJIaykeM OOJIMKY y OJHOCY Ha ApyTe Ipajose. Y To Bpe-
Me MUTpHuaaT HHUje pearoBao Ha OBO yOia)kaBame HEroBe OMIYKE, a
XuWjaHu cy ce TPYIUJIU Jla He U3a3MBajy Kpajba. bpomoBu ca Xuja cy

31 Hup. y Tpastecy cy rpahanu yHajmuiu youiy u3 [adaaronuje qa o6asu noryosbema
nokanHux Pumisana (App. Mith. 23; Cass. Dio XXXI fr. 101), xako 61 u30erau TUPEeKTHY
OATOBOPHOCT 32 BHXOBY CMPT.

32 Plut. Sull. 15-21; App. Mith. 41-45.

3 App. Mith. 51-53.

34 App. Mith. 46.
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Y4eCTBOBAIM y TIOHTCKO] UIOTH Koja je Hanana Pomoc. Cana je, mely-
THM, BHXOBO JPXKarkhe MOCTANI0 MPEAMET MPEUCIUTHBAakba. MUTpHUIaT
je Hajmpe KOH(PUCKOBAO UMOBHHY CBHX JBY/IU 32 KOj€ CE CyMEbaJo Ja Cy
npeberiiu Cynu a IOTOM je HapeIuo Jia ce YTBPIU KOJIMKA je MMOBHHA
usbermux Pumibana Ha Xujy. Yekopo ce Ha Xujy 10jaBHO KpasbeB BOj-
ckoBoha 3eHoOHje (Hje Cy TPyNe MOXKIA OBOjeHE O BEIMKE BOJCKE
Koja je mox Jlopunajem IutoBuia 3a I'puky)®> u y HohHOM npenazy 3a-
y3eo Oeneme, kanuje u yrBphema. [lotoM je y3eo Taome ox Boaehux mo-
ponuiia u nmpedaiuo ux y cycenny Eputpy.3® Anujan nutupa omajiomax
HaBOJIHOT KpaJheBOT cMa Xujy, yryheHor mnocie oBux jgorahaja:

U cana cte HaknowmeHu PuMibanuma, ca KojuMa Cy MHOTH OJT Bac,
a youpeTe 110J0Be ca PUMCKHX OCEa 3a KOje HaM HUCTE IUIaTHUIIH T10-
pe3. Ha moj 6pon je, y Toky moMopcke OuTke ko Pomoca, Haurra Bama
TpHjepa W TEIIKO Ta omTeTuia. Ja cam OMO BOJbaH Ja KPUBHM CaMoO
KOpMUIIapa, 1a OucTe MOriu Ja OyneTe CUYpHH U Jla MUupyjeTe. A caaa
KpHjeTe da CTe CBOje Hajoosbe Jhyae mocianu Cyiau U HHjeTHOT OX X
HUCTE MPHUjaBIIIM WK 00jaBUIIM J1a paje 0e3 jaBHOT AOMYIITeHa, MTO
0M ce OUYEeKMBAJIO aKO HHUCTE 3ajeAHO ca BhUMa OUJIM y TOM IMOAYXBaTy.
3a OHE KOjH Cy ce 3aBEepHJIN IIPOTUB MOje BIACTH, a KOju ¢y Beh KoBamu
3aBepy NPOTHB MOje JIMYHOCTH, MOjU TpHjaTesbu cMaTpajy Aa Ka3Ha
Tpeba z1a je cMpTHA. AJIK ja BaM IPOLICIYjeM Ka3Hy Of] IBE XUJbaJe Ta-
nanara.’’

Ca cTaHOBHIITA XCICHUCTHYKE BlIafapcke naeonoruje i Murpu-
JIaTOBE PaTHE MPOIAraH/e, Caapiaj OMUIOMKa je BPIO 3aHHM/bHB. Kpasb
TBPAM Jia KasHa K0joj he usnoxutn XujaHe HUje PE3ynTaT XUpa HIH
TpeHyTHe cutyauuje. HanpoTtus, XujaHu cy NpuKa3aHU Ka0 HEUCKPEHH
NpHjaTesby KOjU Cy peurMa MPUXBATUIIA KPaJbEBY BJIACT a Y CTBAPHO-
CTH JIeJIOBAJIM MIPOTHUB Hhe. Jlo3Bonmiu ¢y PuMibanuma u apyruma Koju
Cy TO >xenenu Ja npederny ko Cyie, puMcke Moceae HUCY Ipeaain
KpaJby HUTH Cy 3a BUX NJIaTHJIM TaKCy, caja U 3BaHUYHO MPEroBapajy
ca Cynom. Yak u cynap jenne tpujepe ca Xuja ca KpaJbeBCKOM Jahom
KpaJb HAaKHAJTHO TyMa4H Kao Mokymiaj areHTara! OrpomHa cyma ox 2000
TaJlaHaTa ce MPeACTaB/ba Kao 3HaK KpaJbeBe OJAroCTH: 3a OHO LITO CY
XujaHu paauiu (IPeroBOpH ca HeMprjaTesbeM, 3aBepe POTUB KpaJbeBe

35 A. Ormerod, CAH IX, 254, nam. 2.

36 App. Mith. 46. )

37 App. Mith. 47: Edvot kai vov éoté "Pouaiolg, ov €1t molhol mop’ £xeivoug gioi, kal
0 éykmnpoto Popaiov kapmovchs, Huiv odk avagépovieg -« £ T TNV EUNV vadv &v Th
nmepl ‘Podov vavpayio tpmpng vuetépo EvEParé te kal katéoeioey. O &y mepiépepov
KMV £g pOVOLG ToVG KVPepvntag, i dHvaiche cmlecbat kai dyamav. AavOhvovieg 8¢ Kol
VOV 100G apicTong UMV &g ZOAAAY demEnyate, Kol 00dEVE aDTOV MG 0VK GTd ToD KOO
TovTa TpdTTovTo, évedeifate 00d’ unvicate, O TAV 0V GLUTETPUYOT®V Epyov V. ToLG 0LV
emPovievovtag pev tn €N apymn, EmPoviedoavtag o0& Kol T@ chpatt, ol pev €uoi eilot
£dkaiovv amobavely, £yd 8 DUV TIHApOL Stoy MoV TAAGVTOV.
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BJIACTH, aTCHTAT HAa CAMOT BJIajlapa) IpaBe/IHa Ka3Ha je cMpT (u3riena,
3a cBe rpalhaHe) U KpaJbeBH MpHUjaTeIb Cy HABOMAHO JaBaH CaBeTe Y
TOM IIPaBILy. YMECTO TOra, Kpasb he ce 3a10BOJbUTH HAIIATOM HaBe/ie-
HE Ka3HE U (oqﬂrne;[Ho) BOJHOM OKYTIAIIFjOM OCTPBA.

3eHobuje Huje KomycTrHo XujaHUMa Aa momaky MuTpuaary mo-
CIIaHWKE KOju OW TIperoBapalii 0 OBHM yciioBuMa. Camo y3 Kpajie Hc-
LPIJBHUBAE CBUX JaBHUX U MPUBATHUX M3BOPA U XPAMOBHUX PH3HHIIA
U yKpaca, X#jaHu Ccy yCIelu Jia CKyme odekuBany cymy. Kana je To yun-
BEHO, 3eHOOH]e je OKynHo T'pahane y TeaTpy I/e Ux je ONTYyKHO Jia Cy
My JaJld Mame HEero mTo je TpakeHo. KasHa je Ouiia mpucHIIHO Hace-
JbaBame XujaHa Ha [loHTy: rpahanu cy ogmax cripoBeneHU Ha OpoIO-
BE, MYIIKapIM OJIBOjEHO O] )KEHA U JIeTIe, KOjH Cy 0JIMax 3aIlJIOBHIIH Ka
onpenumty.’8 Ymecto nomaher cranoBHUIITBa, 3eHOOH]E je JOBEO KO-
nonucte ca [lonTa kojuma je momenuo 3emsby U kyhe Xujana. I'pan je
nperMeHoBaH y bepennka mo kpasbeBoj cynpysu ca Xuja.3? Pacesbenn
Xwujanu unak Hucy cturiau Ao [lonta — Mutpugarose 6poaoBe je mpe-
cpena ¢nota Xepakieje [lonTcke, 10 Taga HEYTpalHOT Tpaja, U OCIO-
Oozrita 3apoOILEHNKE KOJH Cy C€ MOC/Ie paTa BPATHIIH Ha CBOjE OCTPBO.

Konuxko je 6uno uctune y KpajbeBUM onryx6ama? XujaHu jecy
JONYCTHUIN 1 PUMIbaHIMA ¥ IPYTHMA, KOJH CY TO KEJeIH, /1a Ce CKIIOHE
Ha BpeMe, aJIi KpaJb Taja HUje pearoBao Ha HHUXOB MOCTYTAK — U3TJe-
Jla HEBEPOBATHO J[a jé TaKO HEIITO MOTJIO Jla OCTaHe TajHa 3a mera. [la
cy XHjaHU HACTABUJIU J]a KOPUCTE 3eMJBOIMOCEE U IPYTy UMOBUHY OJI-
Germux PuMibana, 38y4r BPIIO BEPOBATHO; IIOCTOje enUrpadeka cesio-
YaHCTBA M3 KACHH]CT [IEPUOZA O [IOCTOjatby PUMCKUX I10Ce/a Ha OCTpBY. )
I'maBuy onTy:x0y, fa cy Xujauu nperosapanu ca CylioM u fa je Ouio
XwujaHa y PUMCKO] BOjCLH, HE MOXEMO J1a IPOBEPHMO aJlH je J0CTa Be-
posarHa; kacHuje je Cyina Mel)y MUPOBHE YCIIOBE yKJbYYHO U IOBPAaTaK
Xujana cBojuM Kyhama.*! Hajepoaruje je Xuj onaGpaH Kao rpumep
Koju he ocTanuM rpasoBuMa jacHO TIOKa3aTH Kako KpaJk Harpaljyje nBo-
nugHOCT. Y onOpany XujaHa Tpeba pehu u To 1a cy nperoBapajyhu ca
PumMibanuma 86. rogriHe OHM caMoO CIEAMIINA UCTY JIOTHKY KOja uX je 88.
roMHE HaBela Ja npehy Ha crpany kpasba. Kao 