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PREFACE

F the Essays contained in this volume, four
have been published previously—* The First
Homer” in 7The Quarterly Review, * The Lady of
Cos” and “ The Death of Cyrsilus” in 7ke Classical
Review, and “ Christ before Herod " in 7%e Jowurnal
of Theological Studies. They are here reprinted
with the consent of the editors and proprietors of
the respective journals, which I acknowledge with
thanks. The other Essays now appear for the first
time.

In preparing the book for publication, I have
received valuable assistance from my colleague
Mr C. E. Stuart, of Trinity College, Cambridge,
and from Mr M. A. Bayfield, as well as from the
staff of the University Press.

AW, V.

August, 1910.
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THE BACCHANTS OF EURIPIDES.

The Bacchae is a most glorious play....It is often very
obscure ; and I am not sure that I understand its general scope.
But, as a piece of language, it is hardly equalled in the world.
And, whether it was intended to encourage or to discourage
fanaticism, the picture of fanatical excitement which it exhibits
has never been rivalled. Macaulay.

In a perplexed and difficult question, we should
start, if possible, from some proposition which is
universally accepted. And concerning the Bacchants
of Euripides, this, if anything, seems to be so ac-
cepted, that the play, in some way and for some
reason, is conspicuously different from the average
work of the poet. Whether this difference marks a
change in his opinions, and if so, what change,—that
is a question variously answered ; but it would not
be debated, if the difference itself were not con-
spicuous and indisputable. \We will begin then by
asking, where the difference lies. In detall, more
than one distinction might be taken; but it is not
upon details that such a general impression depends.
The main distinction, the broad and general differ-
ence, seems to be this: in the Bacchants, and no-
where else among the tragedies of Euripides, we

V. E. I



2 The Bacchants of Euripides

have a drama consisting, from first to last, of inci-
dents which, upon the face of them and according
to the prevalent belief of the persons represented,
are miraculous and supernatural.

The story (which we may conveniently recapitu-
late) is one of the legends of Delphi, presenting
the events which led to the recognition at Delphi
of the Man-God Dionysus (Bromius, Bacchus,
lacchus) and particularly the celebration of his
peculiar rites, in every alternate year, upon the
sacred mountain of Parnassus. The names Dionysus
and Bacchus were widely spread in Hellas, and
were attached to many observances very slightly
connected, if connected at all, with the religion
which is the subject of our play. But this religion,
in its true and proper character, differed profoundly
both in theology and in practice from ordinary Greek
types. In theology, it asserted the affinity and
possible union of the divine and the human nature ;
Dionysus was of both natures; he proceeded from
the supreme Deity (Zeus) not by a single but by a
double generation; he was born first as man from
the body of a woman, and secondly as god from the
body of the Deity himself. The practice and ritual
consisted, so far as it was essential and peculiar,
totally in the cultivation and stimulation of the
divine element in man by the voluntary production
of ecstasy; the prescribed means—according to this
play, the only means prescribed or generally used—
was “dancing,” exercises performed in common by
companies assembled for the purpose in remote
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places, and more often at night. The point, all-
important to the religious conception, that by these
performances the celebrants were raised, for the time
at least, into participation of the divine nature, was
indicated by the fact that they bore, as such and for
the purpose of the performance the name of the god,
becoming ébacchot or bacchar according to sex. Doc-
trine and practice are plainly and closely connected.
Both (let us again remark)were alien from the Hellenic
spirit, which was not disposed either to merge the
distinction of god and man, or, speaking generally,
to regard excitement as a thing desirable and
deserving stimulation. It may be convenient or
necessary to have a comprehensive name for religion
of this type, and the name o#guastic, though it does
not by etymology* indicate the essential features, is
in modern use appropriate, and may serve the pur-
pose.

According to the legend, which to this extent
may safely be accepted as historical, this orgiastic
religion was introduced into Greece and specially into
Delphi, at a time comparatively recent, from the
north (or, according to Euripides, from Asia, where
it was native, by way of the north) through Thrace
and Macedonia, and was not received without a
sanguinary contest. Rites violently exciting, per-
formed by preference in the dark, and specially
attractive to women, were open, whatever their purity,
to revolting interpretations, the more so if, as was

' The word orgion, if native Greek, which is not certain, may
signify merely an act or performance.

I—2



4 The Bacchants of Euripides

certainly the case in the historical celebrations at
Delphi, there was no separation of the sexes’,
The attempts to prohibit and suppress the perform-
ances, and their ultimate triumph, were condensed
into the story, quite possibly true in the main, of
Pentheus, King of Thebes, who, in trying to capture
or disperse by armed force a company of women-
bacchants performing ‘on Mount Cithaeron, was
shamefully routed and was torn in pieces by the
enraged fanatics. In the original story, so far as
we can judge in the almost entire loss of all versions
earlier than that of Euripides, the new religion was

founded at Thebes by the Man-God (Dionysus) in
his own avowed person, and it was under his direc-
tion, as general of his Bacchants, that the unarmed
women won their victory over Pentheus and his
army. Such is not the account of Euripides, who
eliminates the battle, and otherwise shapes the story
accordingly in ways that will presently demand
attention. But the battle; and the part of the god
in it, are given by an allusion in the Ewumenides of
Aeschylus®, and were doubtless adopted in his Pen-
theus®, the loss of which is one of our chief embar-
rassments in interpreting the play of Euripides.

The Theban legend further alleged, that ac-
cording to the Bacchic theology as then preached

t Bur. Jon, 550 1f.

? Aesch. Eum. 25, Bdxxas éorparijynoer feds.

¥ % pvbowoila keirar wap’ Aioxbrg év Uevdel (Argum. Bacch.).
This does not of course mean that the plots were identical. Ina
surviving fragment of the Pentheus, un® aiparos mépprya wpds Tédw
BéXys, someone seems to be warning the king against bloodshed.
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and accepted, the human mother of the Man-God
was a woman of Thebes, Semele, who, pregnant by
Zeus, died thunder-struck in the moment of her
delivery, while the babe was taken away to be
deified.  According to the Theban Pindar' the
mother too, though she died, rose again to eternal
life. Through the influence of Delphi, the mother-
hood of Semele, and this localization of the doctrinal
myth, was widely accredited in Greece, and has
become, through the Greek and Latin poets, familiar
to modern literature. To those who, like Euripides,
had some notions of history, and.realized that the
worship of a man-god, before it entered Hellas,
was diffused over vast Oriental regions, where the
very names of Thebes and Semele, Cadmus and
Pentheus, were unknown, it must have been obvious
that the identity and personal story of the mother
was no essential part of the doctrine. \We may
doubt whether, in the fifth century B.c., the Theban
elements of the legend were established even in
Macedonia, which is for Euripides above all other
countries the proper seat of the religion. For the
purpose of preaching, the birth of the Man-God
could be, and was, located with infinite variety ; while
to the believer the mystic fact, not the circumstances,
was of sole importance. The ‘“Mother” was properly
anonymous, and Euripides, as we shall see, actually
suggests this. But, for Theban recipients, the
personality of Semele was part of the creed. The
legend there made her a Theban princess, daughter

'Ol 2. 25,
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of Cadmus the founder of the city and the royal
house, and thus nearly related to the opponent and
persecutor of the new religion, King Pentheus,
grandson of Cadmus through another daughter,
Agave.

According to Euripides—but here we pass
from legend to rationalism—when the preachers of
Dionysus come to Thebes, the royal family, and
particularly Agave with the other surviving daughters
of Cadmus, indignantly reject the affiliation of the
man-god to their dead kinswoman, who, as they
have hitherto maintained, was slain with her off-
spring, as a punishment for imputing to Zeus (upon
the suggestion of her father) the fruit of some illicit
connexion! Cadmus himself, who still lives though
he has ceased to reign, is at heart an unbeliever;
but, under the influence of the prophet Teiresias,
a representative of pre-established cults in general
and especially of Delphic religion, he agrees to
~perform the new rites. His submission however,
and his persuasions, only exasperate the resistance
of his grandson, King Pentheus, who, returning
from a temporary absence, learns with disgust that
an “impostor ” from Asia (the god in disguise), sup-
ported by a train of itinerant women, has almost
conquered the country. The women of Thebes
especially have been seized by a frenzy of enthu-
siasm, which has gained even the infidel Agave and
her sisters. Led by these, the Theban women in
a mass have ﬂfad to Mon{nt Cithaeron, there to prac-
tise the Bacchic dances in solitude ; and though the
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men as yet have not followed the example, a great
excitement prevails. Against all this Pentheus
declares implacable war.

Such is the connexion of the invading religion
with Semele and her family, as represented in the
prologue of Euripides. How much of this repre-
sentation has any base in fact, or in ancient tradition,
we cannot say, nor perhaps is this question material
to the intended effect of the drama. We cannot
even determine precisely (though this is material)
how much of it agrees with Aeschylus. The whole
picture has a strong Euripidean colour. In par-
ticular, the persistent disguise of the god, the fact
that osten51bly he takes no part in the main action
of the piece, but is represented there by a personage
who, for all the other actors, is merely an adept and
preacher of the new religion —this, as we have seen,
is not Aeschylean. It is probably an_innovation of
the author, for, as we shall see, he Tays great stress on
it. From Euripides also comes, we should suspect,
the peculiar turn given to the incredulity of the
family, and their rational, though scandalous, theory
respecting the misfortune of their deceased relative.

So however, for Euripides, matters stand at the
opening of the action, and are shown in a prologue
spoken by the god in person, who thenceforth is seen
no more until all is over.

The interim, the action, exhibits the contest
between Pentheus and the preacher, and the
tremendous and ghastly triumph of the disguised
deity. This personage, if we are to believe what is
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said by himself and his more or less resolute sup-
porters, proves his command of supernatural power
by a series of miracles such as imagination could
hardly surpass. The King, who denounces the adept
as a charlatan, and the rites as a mere excuse for
debauchery, arrests some of the fugitive women, and
commits them to prison; but all of them promptly
escape, and this, according to the report, with such
aid as ‘“bolts which, untouched, fly open of them-
selves.” The King thereupon arrests the adept
himself, and takes him for better custody into his
own domicile; but the captive cannot even be
chained, since Pentheus, in attempting it, is deprived
of his senses. The house is seen first to take fire,
and then to be ruined by an earthquake, while from
the midst of this devastation the missionary walks
forth untouched. All this however produces upon
the infidel prince not the least impression. Some
of the miracles he denies; others, and the most
appalling, he ignores.

Meanwhile things hardly less stupendous are
being done by or on behalf of the Theban bacchants
assembled on Mount Cithaeron. The King’s herds-
men, after witnessing a performance of the rites,
accompanied by prodigious and sympathetic disturb-
ances of nature, endeavour to seize the royal
mother, Agave. They are instantly routed, the
herds are torn in pieces, and the victorious women
raid the neighbouring villages, where they domineer
unchecked, display their power by many marvels,
and withdraw, when they please, to their solitudes,
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All this is reported to the King, but serves only
to increase his rage. He determines to extinguish
the sect in the blood of its votaries, and orders his
troops to assemble for the purpose. Here however
a sudden turn is given to his plans, not by any fresh
miracle, but by a proposal from the adept, that the
King, under his guidance, should visit the bacchants,
and satisfy himself as to the true character of their
practices, of which the reporting herdsman has given
a very favourable account. Pentheus, who through-
out has rested his hostility upon the alleged infamy
of the practices, at first leaps eagerly at this proposal,
but is discouraged by hearing that, since the rites
of the women may not be witnessed by man, it will
be necessary to go disguised as a female worshipper.
Between inclination and disinclination he hangs un-
certain, and finally retires into the house for further
deliberation with the adept.

When they reappear, the preacher is master,
and the prince, in mind and body, his broken and
obedient slave. His eyes delude him, his carriage
is that of a drunkard. He has not only donned the
feminine vestments, but is childishly vain of his
appearance in them. He cannot reason, or think,
or see, but surrenders himself, in besotted and
fatuous triumph, to the guidance of his enemy.

The end may now be foreseen. The King is
delivered helpless to the frantic enthusiasts, and is
torn in pieces by their hands, his guide, the adept or
god, having disappeared at the fatal moment. His
mad mother, Agave, takes the lead in the massacre
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supposing the victim to be a li(?n, and presents
herself at the palace, bearing, in hideous exultat.lon,
the head of the quarry in her hands. The sight
is too much even for the Asiatic votaries, whose
rejoicing dies in horror and compassion. Mean-
while the mangled remains have been collected and
are brought home by the miserable Cadmus, who
presently succeeds in calming his daughter, and
discovers to her the truth.

In the midst of her lamentations, Dionysus
appears as a god (probably in the air, and with t.he
usual apparatus of a theatrical epiphany’) to claim
his victory and sentence his foes. His sketch of
their future destinies is compiled, in the common
fashion of the Euripidean dews ex wmachina, from
the data of legend, but contains no consolation, even
for Cadmus®, whose claim to favourable distinction
may indeed appear very doubtful. Satisfied and
self-approved, the god is alone in his glory. Agave,
having grovelled before him in vain, turns from
him with bitter denunciation of his character and
rejection of his worship, to which no voice replies.
“That which was expected came not to pass, but
for the unexpected God found a way. And such is
the end of this story.”

Such then as it is, wherein does the play differ
(as by all judgements it does) from that critical treat-
‘ment of vulgar belief which was habitual to Euri-

' The text at this point is defective, but nothing material to
the effect seems to be lost.

? See 7. 1352-1361.
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pides ? Not of course in concluding with an epiphany,
the appearance in power and splendour of an ac-
cepted deity, a god of the popular mythology. That
is the regular way. Certainly not in any special
advantage which the god here takes by his appear-
ance, or an exceptional display of sympathy with
the divine triumph. On the contrary, nowhere
perhaps is the absence of sympathy so marked, or
the effect of the apparition so repulsive. As a rule,
the worst that can be said of such personages in the
Euripidean finale is that they are unconvincing, and
their remarks, for a reflecting reader or spectator,
irrelevant. As a rule, deities whose real or alleged
influence upon the events of the drama is such as
humanity would disapprove,and who, if they appeared,
would be attacked,—such as the Aphrodite of the
Hippolytus or the Apollo of the Jon—are not
entrusted with the winding-up. But the cruelty of
Dionysus is censured with fury, and, what is more,
he has no defender. In view of this last point, it is
needless to consider here the difference between
modern feelings and those of Greeks in the fifth
century before Christ, respecting divine punishment
or divine compassion. If the author of the Bacchants
had thought, or meant to allow, that Dionysus, as
against Agave, could appear defensible, he would
have given this sentiment some efficient voice on
the stage. But there is none. Cadmus, the Cadmus
of this play, however pitiable, commands no respect,
and has indeed nothing to say but that, if his
daughters had not offended the god, they would not
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have suffered. The Chorus of Bacchants are allowed
to be silent. The god, in his glory, stands absolutely
alone.

We are not without the means of comparing this
treatment with what was thought proper, in the same
age, when a divine vengeance was to be justified.
The Ajax of Sophocles is punished, for contumacy
against Athena, so severely that he takes refuge in
death. His tone, and the general tone of the play,
does not respond exactly to what modern men would
expect. We miss the note of contrition. But what
should we think, or what could Athenians have
thought, if the surviving friends of Ajax, his wife
and his brother, were made to complain of his
punishment as monstrous, and if Athena herself, by
way of conclusion, were compelled to hear their
unrefuted invectives ? That is how Dionysus is
handled by Euripides in his ffzale; and if in this
play he seems unusually indulgent to popular beliefs,
that is certainly not because, in sum, he favours
the character of the presiding deity.

Nor can much be made, for this purpose, of
sympathy extended to the worshippers and the
worship. It is true that into the choral odes, espe-
cially the noble hymn to Holiness', Euripides has
put more elevation and religious feeling than perhaps
anywhere else he associates with a popular cult. It
is also true, and very important to the scheme of the
drama, that upon the bacchic discipline and the
bacchic morality he here intimates a judgement much

1 99, 370 ff.
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more favourable than in the 7oz, the only extant
play which offers material for a comparison. It is
there implied that on Parnassus at all events,
under the patronage of Delphi, the bacchic rites
were grossly ill-conducted’; and nothing is said to
show that the disorders of Parnassus were exceptional
or alien from the character of the religion. Here on
the performances are sober, virtuous, even severe ;
and, whatever we may think of the Chorus, the
Asiatic women who accompany the preacher, we
cannot think that they are either corrupt themselves
or knowingly engaged in spreading corruption.
Whether the opinion of the foz is thus retracted,
or whether Euripides does not rather suggest a
distinction, a distinction of place and time, we will
consider elsewhere. For the present it will be
enough to say, first, that against the virtues and
sublimities of the bacchants must be set their fana-
tical fury, and further that, while their crimes are
clearly imputable to their religion and their patron,
he has small apparent claim to their merits. It is
most remarkable, that neither as god nor as man
does he show any interest in those moral pieties
which half redeem the violence of his devotees. The
sole concern of the deity is to dominate; and the
adept, in this at least, is his human double. And
indeed, the better his adherents, the worse for him,
since they can hardly bear to look upon the horrors
which he does not scruple to inflict.
1 Jon, 550 ff
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What then is it, we have still to ask, which sets
the Bacchants among the tragedies of Euripides in
a class by itself, broadly different from his usual
manner, and opposed to it ? It is the treatment of
the supernatural, the strange and startling depar-
ture which, in the use of the supernatural as matter
of dramatic story and theatrical exhibition, the
author here seems to make, not only from his own
practice, but from the general rules of the Attic
stage. The novelty is this, that, though the scene is
laid in human life, apparently not the least regard is
paid to the ordinary limitations of human experience.

Manifestly this is so, if we are to accept the
facts or allegations of the story at their face-value.
Thebes, the place of action, is, for the time, and
by the presence there of a person infinite in power,
exempted altogether from the known conditions of
the world. Anything may happen. There is scarcely
a scene, in which we do not see or hear of some-
thing not normally possible; and all is attributed
to Dionysus.

Now for us modern readers, the inference is, at
first sight, inevitable, that Euripides, by composing
such a play, was willing, and even desirous, to confirm
belief in Dionysus. We reach this conclusion by a
process brief, instinctive, and irresistible. First, we
take it for granted that the marvels of the play, the
allegeq miracles of Dionysus, are to be accepted
according to the allegations. They are facts, truths,
for t'he purpose of the story, just as the foresight
of witches is a truth for the purpose of Macketh, the
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magic of Prospero a fact for 7/4e Z7empest, the
omniscience of the Delphic Apollo true for A
Winter's Tale. But at the same time, in the same
instant, we perceive, if we have any acquaintance
with the state of religion in the age of Euripides,
that to treat Dionysus and his miracles as matters
of mere artistic hypothesis, without bearing on belief,
was then impossible. The bacchic festival of Par-
nassus, of which the establishment and vogue are
predicted by the prophet Teiresias as a result of
the events which the play exhibits!, was, when
Euripides wrote, an actual holiday, famous and
popular. Those who attended it were encouraged
to expect sensations, raptures, mystic experiences,
similar in kind, if less in degree, to those which are
reported in the play as accompanying the rite of the
bacchants on Cithaeron. The God, so believers
believed, took part in it. How then should the
allegations of the play be without bearing on belief,
mere artistic assumptions of no religious import ?
Such a pretence, on the part of an author, would
then have been idle and dishonest. The true
Shakespearian parallel is not that of A [l7nter's
Tale, where an oracle of the Delphic Apollo was
commended, as a fictitious assumption, to an audience
for whom Delphi and Apollo were mere names, but
that of J/acéeth, where the spells and predictions of
witches were exhibited to spectators, for many of
whom witchcraft was an article of faith, disputed
indeed, but therefore the more warmly maintained.

©7. 306 fl.
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Or rather we must seek a stronger case, a still nearer
relation to the religion of the day. In the age
of Euripides, a playwright, exhibiting miracles of
Dionysus and prophecies of Teiresias, was like the
authors of King Henry the Eighth, exhibiting the
baptism of Elizabeth by Cranmer, and his forecast of
her felicitous influence in Church and State. As surely
as those authors knew, that their scene would be
taken as a recommendation of the Anglican settle-
ment, so surely must Euripides have known, that
the Bacchants, if it propounds the existence and
power of Dionysus as assumptions of fact, would be
taken as a recommendation to practise obediently
the rites of Parnassus. And since such a recom-
mendation is contradictory to what we know, from
our own observation confirmed by contemporary
testimony, to have been the general tendency and
effect of Euripides’ work, we class the Bacchants
apart, and suppose it, rightly upon the premises,
to bear, in some sort, the character of a retractation.

But are we sure of the premises? Is it certain
that the marvels of the play, the miraculous allega-
tions, were intended by the author to be accepted,
everywheve and by everybody, at their face-value, as
assumptions of fact ? This is a question which, at all
events since the publication of Professor Norwood’s
book, 7/e Riddle of the Bacchae, is not to be lightly
dismissed. The purpose of this essay is to review
the question, adopting, controlling, or supplementing,
as the evidence seems to point, the conclusions of
Professor Norwood and others.
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But before entering on this discussion, let us be
clear on a point which, in my experience, I find
specially liable to misapprehension. I do not contend,
I should think it absurd to contend, that what I
have called the “face-value” of the story is not,
according to the intention of the author, a posszble
intevpretation. He must have known that, for many
or most of a holiday mob assembled in a theatre,
the face-value of the spectacle is the sole value;
that the idea of criticising their impressions, and
distinguishing between an obvious and a less obvious
view of the story, could not enter their minds, and,
even if it did, could not, in the conditions of the
theatre, be applied or pursued. And there was
more than one good reason of practical necessity
(perhaps even of art) why a legend of Dionysus,
exhibited in the theatre of Dionysus, should be so
exhibited, that it might be taken for truth by those
who were unable or unwilling to dispute it. It is
legitimate therefore and necessary that, as an alterna-
tive, as one side of the author’s intention, we should
view the play as it would have been taken by the
pious, the indifferent, and the ignorant. Moreover
it may be thought (though this is a question of
individual taste and interest) that, in our days, when,
since no one believes in Dionysus or his legend,
criticism upon them has no practical purpose, the
view of the pious and the face-value of the story are
the preferable and the more important. And further
still, if, by an interpretation of the play, we mean a
transference of it into thoughts and terms of our

V. E. 2
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own, a translation,—then some oxe view, one only,
we must adopt and pursue. A work of irony and
ambiguous suggestion, though such works are many
and have been very important in the history of
literature, is delicate and difficult enough in the
freedom of a single mind and a native idiom. To
transfer it, uncoloured, to an alien and distant
medium, would be a chimerical attempt. And
therefore I do not reject, but heartily admire and
approve, such a presentation of the Bacchants as
is given to English readers in the translation of
Professor Murray, where the face-value and the
pious view are altogether dominant. It is not an
uncoloured representation, as we shall presently see,
and as the translator is doubtless aware. But in a
translation, if we are to preserve life, some colouring
is inevitable, and the chosen hue is one of those
which the chameleon was intended to bear.

But the only hue it is not, and cannot be. The
play was not designed only to satisfy the demands
of popular belief and poetic piety. No extant work
of Euripides is so designed. In several of the most
important, as I have endeavoured to show else-
where’, double interpretations are imperative, and
the critical or sceptical reading by far the more true
and vital. And of all his extant works, the Bacchants
is that which requires such an interpretation not the
least but the most, precisely because the face-value

' See Euripides the Rationalist, and Four Plays of Euripides,
especially the essay, in the former volume, on the Alcestis, and in
the latter, on the Heracles.
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is so extravagantly inconsistent with the dramatic
principles and practice of the author. It is not too
much to say that, if the facts of the piece were really
as miraculous as at first they may look, if no other
way of explaining them were open, then the play,
produced as it was posthumously and without the
direct guarantee of Euripides, could not have been
accepted then, and should not be accepted now, as
his genuine and unadulterated work.

It is not quite easy for us moderns to place our-
selves, in this regard, at the standpoint of Athens
in the fifth century. Respecting the admission and
treatment, in grave drama, of the abnormal, miracu-
lous, supernatural, our approved standards, so far as
we recognize any, disagree fundamentally not only
with Euripides, but with all Attic tragedy so far as we
know. The current notion, I suppose, now is, that
the question is merely one of keeping. Anything,
any incident, is admissible, if the general tone of the
work is in harmony. Shakespeare certainly suggests
no other limitation. In his most famous tragedies,
supernatural experiences often make an essential part
of the story, are exhibited without scruple upon the
stage, and-—a most important point—are so exhi-
bited as to emphasize, not minimize, the strangeness
of the sensation, the departure from normal experi-
ence. The ghost-scenes in Hamlet and Macbeth
will illustrate all these qualities. Goethe’s Faust,
the most celebrated tragedy of later times, is wildly
fantastic in imagination. The classical tragedy of
France, otherwise severe, becomes looser just when,

2-—2
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as in the Jphigénie of Racine, it suggests an analogy
to the Greek. If we descend to work of less autho-
rity, or pass to book-drama, such as Byron's Manfred
or Shelley’s Prometheus, the balance is still on the
side of freedom. Even opera, since Wagner at
least, has some effect in the same direction.

But Athenian tragedy, even in Aeschylus and in
Sophocles, shows in these things an economy and
caution astonishing when we consider its legen-
dary material. Aristophanes makes Euripides claim
realism, conformity to normal experience, as his
speciality and distinction ; and truly, as compared
with him, his predecessors are fantastic. But they
might pass rather for realists, if compared with
Shakespeare or with Goethe. Even Aeschylus, so
soon as he comes within the range of humanity (the
Prometheus lies altogether outside), shows a strong
disposition to make the abnormal, if we may so say,
as normal as possible. The ghost of Darius in the
Persians is a ghost very different from those which
appear to Hamlet and Macbeth. Except in the
bare supposition, that a dead man may return from
the dead, the scene is hardly abnormal. Similarly
in the Ewumenides, where gods mix with men, the
effect is not so much to expand the human range of
action, as to restrict the divine. Athena, Apollo,
and the Erinyes, appearing in Athens, conduct a
criminal trial in the forms of Athenian law. Sopho-
cles, as we know him, is more severe, eliminating
supernatural persons and incidents from the main
action presented on the stage, or (as in the Athena
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of the Ajax, heard but remote) reducing the contact
to a minimum.

The principle or tendency, suggested by our
extant collection of Athenian tragedy, is confirmed
by the theoretical exposition, which, a century later,
was formulated on the basis of such examples by
Aristotle. Aristotle is indeed no mere realist; he is
an adversary of the notion that art lies simply in
exact reproduction of nature. But he assumes
everywhere in the Poetic, that, in tragedy, in a
theatrical work which is to be taken seriously, the
business of the artist is to keep as near to the
normal and the probable as he can. Departures
from it may be variously justified or excused. But
they need excuse. The dramatist may, for example,
accept things abnormal or improbable as data of a
story already fixed, and, by judicious handling, may
pass them upon the audience. But he will not seek
them. There is no room, within the survey of Aris-
totle, for such a production as 7/e Zempest. \We
have every reason to suppose that even in the earlier
tragedy of the classic century, even in Aeschylus or
Phrynichus, and a forfzorz in Sophocles, nothing
similar could have been found.

But the temperaments of Aeschylus, or the
refinements of Sophocles, we need not further
consider, because Euripides, as every one knows,
rejected such methods in favour of a thorough-going
pursuit of reality. As Aristophanes, after his death,
makes him declare, in words which cannot be too
often recalled and remembered, he made it his
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business to exhibit natural experiences, “the things
which we handle and among which we live’.” The
supernatural world, the world of the gods and
mythology, is in Euripides, for the most part, not
even postulated as an extraneous condition of the
story, at all events not as necessary. There is
hardly one extant tragedy of his which hangs essen-
tially upon supernatural or transcendent assumptions,
as the plays of Aeschylus and Sophocles do. And
in the field of drama proper, in the action, he admits,
as a rule, nothing, either as matter of exhibition or
of accepted report, which exceeds the common ex-
perience of mankind. Our extant collection (apart
from the Bacchants) confirms completely the prin-
ciple stated by Aristophanes, the exceptions being
so rare, and subject to such obvious reserves and
remarks, that in summary they would properly be
ignored. And in particular, the rule, which excludes
things not normally possible from actual exhibition
within the main bedy of the drama, is absolute®
Moreover the realism of Euripides was pro-
gressive. It grows on him, or, as we may say more
respectfully and more fairly, he perfects it. In the
Orestes of 408 B.c., one of the last tragedies exhi-
bited at Athens by himself, we may see the type to
which his method tends, a play which, under legen-

1 Ar. Frogs 959 oikela mpdypar’ eladywy, ofs xpoped, ois Edveaper.

* The Rkesus (see vv. 595 ff) is of course excluded for
this purpose. Whether composed by Euripides or not, it is not
in his manner. As to the Heracles (vv. 822 ff.), see Four Plays
of Euripides, pp. 165 ff.
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dary names, exhibits a world not merely possible but
familiar, clothed in the circumstances, political, reli-
gious, and social, of contemporary life. And the
Iphigenia at Aulis, which, like the Bacchants, was
produced by his representatives after his death in
Macedonia, shows, so far as we can judge from its
imperfect and interpolated condition, no change of
method, but rather, in the pitch of the characters
and language, an advance beyond the Opwestes
towards the pure imitation of reality.

But in the Bacchants, upon the view which for
the moment we are assuming, Euripides discarded
both his own realism and the temperate superna-
turalism of his most approved predecessors, and
suddenly produced a tragedy, the like of which, for
audacity in miracle, Athens, so far as we know,
had never seen. Such a vagary is conceivable.
But presumption is strong against it. How should
Aristophanes accept such a work as bequeathed by
the realist of the Frogs? A personage who, bearing
the human form and passing for a man among men,
commands at his pleasure the protection of an
earthquake,—this is not exactly one of ‘“ the things
among which we live.” A change so whimsical, so
abrupt a reversal of established habit, could not and
cannot legitimately be supposed, unless the natural
assumption, that Euripides thought and wrote like
himself, be first exhaustively disproved.

And this cogent presumption, that the play, in
its true intent, is realist and rationalist, is confirmed
by many conspicuous features, some of which we
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will note briefly before proceeding to a general
interpretation.

First, it is surely .significant, that as usual, the
main action of the play presents no supernatural
person, none that is recognized as such. The god,
as god, is relegated, like the gods of Euripides
generally, to the prologue and epilogue, and himself
insists, in the prologue, upon the point that he acts
in disguise!. 'Why should this Euripidean form be
maintained, if not to open to our choice, as it plainly
does, the belief that the truth lies the other way,
that the man of the play is the reality, and his divine
pretensions false ?

Again, it is remarkable, if Euripides here meant
to abandon his realism, and to present miracles as
matter of fact, that he should present them, accord-
ing to his former habit?, as ill-attested. = Some
witness, some one witness, should surely be provided,
whose competence and good faith are beyond doubt.
Either Cadmus or Teiresias, though perhaps not
unimpeachable, would have been a witness com-
paratively impressive. But neither of them attests
anything. The miraculous allegations come all from
persons who may reasonably be charged, as they
are charged, with imposture or delusion,—the adept,
his women, a string of superstitious and ignorant
slaves.  Herdsmen and guards report incredible
things. Pentheus does not believe them. But why
should he? In the first report from Cithaeron, it is

Yoo 4, 531
® Andr. 1147, Heraclidae 847, Iph. Taur. 268 ff, etc.
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expressly indicated that not every one, who saw the
alleged marvels, shared the impression which they
made upon rustics’.  To this sort of thing the admi-
rers of Euripides were accustomed, and they knew
what it had meant. How should they interpret it
otherwise in the Bacchants?

And again we observe that, though Euripides has
changed (ex Aypothest) the habitual pitch of his facts,
he has not changed, as ex Aypotkes: he should have
done, the habitual pitch of his characters and style.
The whispered incredulity of Cadmus?, the misplaced
rationalism of Teiresias’®, the undignified aspect of
both—these things, and others, are out of keeping
with the purpose supposed. They would not have
been tolerated by Aeschylus or Sophocles. They
ought to signify, and would naturally be taken to
signify, that the world of this play is no fantastic
and ideal world, but the accustomed world of Euri-
pidean realism.

But above all it is strange—a thing which, in
fairness to the author, we ought not to assume
without reluctance and severe scrutiny—that, if the
miracles are real miracles, real effects of super-
natural power, designed to prove and expose the
hardness and obstinacy of a recalcitrant mind, they
should be so ill-planned and mismanaged as, for this
purpose, they are. Admirers of the ideal, who like
a liberal use of the imagination and dislike the
habitual plainness of Euripides, are wont to make,

Vew 17 fh *ov. 333
3 . 286 ff. ‘o170 fl, 248 fR
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in his supposed interest, the best they can of the
Bacckants, and therefore to praise, among other
things, the vigorous picture of rebellion against
deity, which they find in the person of Pentheus.
But the author deserves no such eulogy. Pentheus,
ex hypothesi, is depicted not strongly, but absurdly.
He is simply impossible.

The type of a hardened mind is the Pharaoh of
Exodus, and in the plagues of Egypt we see the
elementary principles of such a story. The essence
of the effect lies in the gradation of the prodigious
punishments, and in the fact that the rebel, though
his heart is hardened against them, nevertheless
does feel their force like a man and in a natural
proportion, so that he repeatedly wavers, and the
crowning stroke, the destruction of the first-born,
produces for the time a complete submission, from
which he only so far recovers as to provoke his final
fate. This is defiance, this is bravery, presumptuous
indeed, criminal, even monstrous, but conceivably
human, and therefore interesting to us as men.

But the prodigies of Dionysus (supposing them
real) are such that to defy them, to brave them, would
be impossible to man; nor can it properly be said that
they are defied by Pentheus. The imprisoned god
evokes first such a blaze of fire that the palace
appears to be burning, and, on the top of this, a
shock of earthquake,  which “dashes the building
on ‘the ground’” These tremendous phenomena,
be it observed, are no delusions,—that is to say, if

' 9. 633-
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delusion there be, it is not in the mind of Pentheus.
Both the fire and the ruin of the palace are seen, in
their exterior effects, by the bacchants waiting with-
out. Now if Pentheus defied these warnings, if, that
is to say, he were represented as feeling their force,
but resisting nevertheless, the scene would be intel-
ligible, though it would still be chargeable with
gross exaggeration. To brave an earthquake is too
much for mortality; it should be kept, as in the
Prometheus of Aeschylus’, for a god. Suppose that
in Exodus the palace of Pharaoh were treated by
Moses as Dionysus is supposed to treat that of
Pentheus: the story of the plagues would surely be
ruined. The King of Egypt must cease to resist, or
cease to convince and to interest our imagination.
And Pentheus does more than brave the earthquake ;
he utterly ignores it. We see him instantly after-
wards®, fresh from the shock; but in nothing that
he says or does do we see any trace of such an
experience. It has impressed him no more, so
far as we are allowed to perceive, than if a fly had
settled upon his hand. This is not the behaviour
of a hardened man, or of a man at all; it is the
behaviour of a stone.

Satan, in Paradise Lost, defies the horrors of the
fall from Heaven to Hell and the nine days wallowing
in the fiery lake. And his defiance moves us, because

Nor did they not perceive the evil plight
In which they were, or the fierce pains not feel.

1 P V. 1080. * v 642 f.
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If he were indifferent, so should we be. Macbftth
braves the prodigies of his last hour, the marching
forest and the foe not born of woman, knowing and
confessing their full significance. But if he ignored
them, what would they matter to us ?

And let it not be said, that the insensibility of
Pentheus is itself miraculous, a part of his punish-
ment. Even if this were so, it would not save the
situation, since a blow not felt is no warning. But
the case is not so. He is not dazed, but alert, in all
his faculties unaltered and unimpaired. Only he
does not notice the earthquake ; he is occupied with
other things. Now that is absurd.

This objection—which,1fi my judgement, would
alone suffice to raise a presumption, that the miracu-
lous allegations of the Bacchants are propounded
not for our acceptance but for our criticism—must
not be confused with another, to which we shall
come in due course :—that the ignorance of Pen-
theus and others would naturally make the audience
incredulous of the earthquake as a given fact.
We are here assuming the contrary, that, upon the
statements of Dionysus and his devotees, aided or
not aided by some scenic suggestion, the audience
do accept the earthquake, without question, as a fact.
And we say that, on this hypothesis, the behaviour
of Pentheus, being inconceivable, is unimpressive,
and the scene is frigid.

Also it would be, on this hypothesis, a grave
and strange error, that these stupendous effects are
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placed where they are, almost’ at the beginning of
the series, so that this topic, the miraculous demon-
strations and the obstinacy of the infidel, is prema-
turely exhausted, and the sequel must be an anti-
climax. The report of the herdsman from Cithaeron,
which follows the scene of the earthquake, is in one
respect* well fitted to impress the king, even if, in
the main, he disbelieves it. It does impress him.
It leads to a pause and debate, which we are intended
to watch with interest® But after the preceding
exhibition such a scene is out of place, and such an
interest can hardly arise. Doubt, irresolution, is
not natural in a man so obdurate that he disregards
an earthquake, and hardly worth attention, since we
must suppose that his perversity will prevail.

Such are some, a few only, of the traits in the
play which confirm the presumption, arising from
the known practice of Euripides, that the facts of
the story, according to the intent of the author,
are natural, not supernatural, and which compel us
to consider, how it would have been interpreted by
spectators or readers alive to this presumption, that
is to say, by all contemporary Athenians who were
interested in literature or speculation. To interpret
it perfectly is more than we can expect. Our know-
ledge, always defective, has here two special defects.
The Bacchic religion of the play is expressly said,
as we noted before, to be properly and peculiarly
that of the north and of Macedonia‘. Doubtless
v 447 ? 1. 683-688.

7. 778-846. ¢ 1. 409-415.
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therefore Euripides made use of his recent observa-
tions in that region; and, though the country and
its practices were then little known at Athens, he
must have counted on something different from our
almost total ignorance. And again, in the Bacchants
as in the Heracles, we feel our loss of the once
important rationalistic literature of the fifth century.
We do not know, and we need to know, how the
legends of Bacchus had been handled by such a
writer as Herodorus. These legends, like those of
Heracles, were specially inviting to rationalistic ex-
planation, because even the fabulists allowed that
Heracles and Bacchus had been men. In the
Heracles the effect of such speculation is obvious!,
and it is not likely to be absent from the Bacckants.
But we cannot verify it by reference, and our con-
jectural observation is a poor substitute for the
direct knowledge of the original readers. However
we must do as we can.

Of the Prologue there is little to say which we
have not already anticipated. A principal point in
it, emphasized by repetition?, is to inform the audi-
ence that, though Dionysus prologizes, no such
personage will appear in the action, but only a
human preacher of the rites. Moreover those fami-
liar with Euripidean ways will not fail to remark,
that, although the prologist declares his identity

' E.g. Heracles, 153f. See further my essay on the play in
Four Plays of Euripides.

* vv. 4, 53, 54. The tautology of 53, 54 has given offence
(see commentaries), but the insistence is intentional.
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with the preacher, he is on this point hardly con-
sistent with himself. For the preacher is acting,
and is to act, in Thebes, supported by a company of
women (the Chorus), whom he has brought with
him from Asia; and as a fact, when the time comes
for him to play his part, it is in Thebes, as we should
expect, that he is found'. But the last words of the
prologist® are that he is now going ‘“to the glens of
Cithaeron,” to join the performances of the Theban
women there assembled. We may no doubt make
suppositions which will fill the gap; but the discre-
pancy would not have been created, if the prologue
had been conceived by the author as continuous
with the play,—a part of the action. The contrary
is apparent. The theatrical deity, having done his
service, discharges himself, after the manner of
Euripides®, from further appearance, and, from this
point till the finale, we have nothing to do with him.

Not that it would make any difference to the
interpretation, if we took the prologue as drama,
a part of the action presented. In that case, the
prologist is certainly the preacher, a man; but
whether he is anything more, whether, as he says,
he is truly a god and his human form is a disguise,
or whether, on the contrary, his divinity is a mas-
querade, a pretension which he assumes when it
suits his purpose,—these are questions not to be

! 9. 352 (dva méAw arelxovres) with o. 434 ff. * 62 ff

? See the prologue of the Jon, v 76 £, Hecuba, 52 1., Troades,
92 f, Hipp. s1fl. The only supernatural prologist, who might

seem to promise an appearance in the action, is Death in the
Alcestis (v. 74); and the promise is not kept.
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answered upon his mere authority. We shall see in
the sequel.

But one thing is clear. The history, which he
gives, of himself and his religion is on the face of it
improbable, and—which is odd—the improbability
is pressed upon our notice. He is young. His
human grandfather is still living. Since he was
born, some twefity years may have elapsed; and in
this interval, before ever visiting Thebes, his birth-
place, or any part of Hellas, he has diffused and
established his religion, beginning from Lydia, all
over the Oriental world :—

From the rich golden vale of Lydia I went forth, and from
Phrygia, and visited the sun-beaten regions of Persia, the fortresses
of Bactria, wintry Media, Arabia the fertile, and all Asia?, which lies
along the salt sea, her fair walled towns thickly-peopled with
Greek and foreigner mixed together, and came not to this town of
Greeks until first even in those parts I kad done my dances and
established my rites, that my deity might be world-approved®.

! Asia Minor, especially the western coast.

? vo. 1322
Moy 88 Avddv Tods wolvxploovs yias
Spvyav T, Hepodv ¢ jAofAyrovs wAdkas
Bdrrpud Te Teixy v e Soxpor xféva
Mydov érelbov *ApafBiar 7 eddaiuova
"Aciav Te mioav, 1} map EApvpdy S
ketray, prydow "EX\qgor BapBdpos & Suod
mAijpets Exovoa kaAMumvpydrovs woes,

20 & Tvde mpdrov FAfov “EAMjvev mwélw,
KAKEL XopeUoas kol katacTioas éuds
Tekerds, IV elpy éudpars Safuwy Bporois.

The last two verses repeat with emphasis (note «ai éxel) the effect

of vv. 13-19. In 2. 20 mparov relates to the aorists preceding
and following, and mieans “nof #n#i/ I had done all this.”
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It is seen in the English, and more clearly in the
Greek, that this sentence returns upon itself, insist-
ing on the point that, though the god was Greek-
born, his religion was first Asiatic. Modern readers
have been displeased by this insistence’, which
seems purposeless, and have tried to get rid of it.
But there it is; and our aim should be rather to find
out why. And surely this much is apparent, that
the point would not have been pressed by any one,
who meant the statement of the god to carry
conviction. His story is a crude combination of
incompatibles. He accepts the old Greek legend,
framed in days when little was known in Greece of
the Bacchic religion and nothing of its origins, which
made Bacchus simply the son of Zeus and a Theban
woman. He also accepts, with the nascent science
and history of the fifth century, the truth that vast
regions in the East had known religion of the
orgiastic type before ever it came to Hellas. Like
Herodotus after visiting Egypt, the god is aware
that the traditions of Greek ignorance were a frame
too narrow for recorded facts. And his device is,
to force in the facts—and to signalize the compres-
sion. Such a treatment cannot be bona fide. It is
possible that, by the age of Euripides, the legend of
Bacchus, as told at Delphi and such places, had
assumed the shape in which Euripides presents it;
and the vod (we may note) agrees with Apollo’s
prophet Teiresias, a representative of Delphi, in

! Sce the apparatus criticus to the texts of Sandys and
Murray.

V. E 3
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this, that he ignores the vital doctrine of the second
birth, which Teiresias expressly disowns’. But at
Delphi (we may be sure), if they told the story so,
they told it simply, and not, as Euripides does, so
as to invite rejection.

What Euripides seems to suspect, as matter of
historical truth, or at least what would naturally
occur to a reader of his prologue, is that the precinct
of Semele (a real Theban relic and haunt of fancy?),
with its ruined house and its legend of a woman
pregnant by Zeus and slain by the jealousy of Hera,
had originally no connexion with the religion of the
Man-God, which was incongruously annexed to the
place at the time of its importation, perhaps because
of the accidental circumstance that the ground was
overgrown with the Bacchic leafage of the vine®,
Whether such a speculation was current, as in the
fifth century it well may have been, and whether it
was well-founded, as is also possible, we need not
enquire. But it is material to observe that, in
Euripides, Bacchus, like the Twin Gods of the
Electra’, becomes a critic : his legend, in its Hellenic
form, is not satisfactory even to himself.

His manner, so far, in the prologue, is animated

1 oo, 2861

! See vv. 69 with Sandys’ notes. ¥, 6 does not show that
the monument is represented on the scene, but only that it is

supposed to be visible from the scene. And so also v. 506 ff,
In the absence of notice elsewhere actual representation is not
likely.

* See 7v. 6-12, and especially the last two verses.

* ElL 124351
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and not undignified. But it is neither sublime, nor
mystical, nor, in any sense of the word, religious. It
is a plain style of narrative, having about as little
elevation as is compatible with the form of poetry.
It could not satisfy, and was not (one would suppose)
designed to satisfy, as the style for a god, those who
had seen gods presented by Aeschylus and Sopho-
cles. And we observe that it does not satisfy
Professor Murray. Mr Murray’s prologue is not
only more highly coloured, more poetical, but it has,
what Euripides will not give, the note of sublimity
and mystery:

Behold, God’s Son is come unto this land

Of 'T'hebes, even I, Dionysus, whom the brand

Of heaven’s hot splendour /¢ o /ife, when she

Who bore me, Cadmus’ daughter Scmclé,
Died here.

This is a fine opening, and religious. This, or some-
thing like it, is what would have been put in the
mouth of the Man-God by an Aeschylus or a Pindar.
But let it be compared with the original>. Can
we suppose that the Aws mais of Euripides, or
the nkw (a common form of his theatrical pro-
logists)?, had cver for any ear the arresting sound,
as of some awful Revelation, which the translator

ow 1-3
"Hxow Aws mais mjvde OnBaivv xbova
Awrvoos, Ov rixre mof 7 Kddpov xopy
Seuéhn Aoxevbeio' aorpamydopw mupl,
* Cf. Hermes in Jon s, jjxw 8& AeXdav mvde yiv, the Ghost of
Polydorus in Hec. 1, ixo..., Poseidon in Zre. 1, gxw....

3—2
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strikes in Bekold, God's Som is come? And if
Euripides wished to suggest that the speaker is a
superhuman, incomprehensible Being, in whom earth
and heaven are united, could he not find, as our
English poet can, language fit for the purpose, and
say that, by the stroke of lightning, He, the Babe
of Semele, was “lit to'life”? What Euripides says
is simply that the lightning “delivered ” the mother.
And as the two compositions begin, so each proceeds
to the end. The prologist of Euripides concludes
his narrative by saying twice, in plain terms, that his
outward appearance, for the present, is merely human:
For this cause [ have taken movtal form, and changed
my shape into the naturve of man'. From the English
alembic this emerges thus:

For this I wzei! my godhead with the wan
Form of the things that die, and walk as Man.

This is, or might be, the language of godhead
veiled. But in Euripides there is neither veil to
see through nor deity to see.

The prologue, though it says little or nothing of
the Bacchic religion on its spiritual side, lays some
stress on the Bacchic costume, the dress of fawn-
skin and the ivy-wreathed wand (Z4yrsus) in the
hand®. We may take therefore this opportunity of
noting that the play does not anywhere appear to

1

v0. 53-54
ov odvex eldos Ovyrov eArdéas o,
popdiy T &unv peréfadov els dvSpds drow.

* . 23-25.
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treat these properties as symbolic, to connect them
with doctrine, or otherwise to account for them.
The costume seems to be, for Euripides, nothing
but a ritual prescription, though in this sense peremp-
tory. The peculiar dress, like the retirement into a
lonely place, seems merely to mark that the wor-
shipper is for the time withdrawn from ordinary life
and given up to the worship. _If Euripides had any
theory respecting the garb imposed upon bacchants,
it would seem to be possibly this, that its very
strangeness might be a test of obedience’. And wc
may bear in mind, in this connexion and generally,
that the Bacchic religion, as described in this play,
had in the fifth century B.c. but a slight hold upon
Hellas, and that in most places and ordinary times
bacchic performances, of the kind here represented,
were not to be seen.

With the departure of the god, and the entrance
of the Lydian women who travel with him in his
character of adept and preacher, the action opens,
and we pass into a different atmosphere. Neither
poetry, nor depth, nor height, nor mystery is defi-
cient in the astonishing dance-hymn with which they
come on. The rhythm of it, a three-time move-
ment, slow apparently at first, but passing at the
end into a precipitate race which whirls us away,
cannot be precisely reproduced in English or without
the aid of music. But for spirit and feeling one

Sce the language of Tuiresias (175ff) and Cadmus (180)
and the scene there following.
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would desire nothing better than such passages as
these :

Oh, blessed he in all wise
Who hath drunk the Living Fountain,
Whose life no folly staineth,
And his soul is near to God:
Whose sins are lifted, pall-wise,
As he worships on the Mountain,
And where Cybele ordaineth,
Our Mother, he has trod.......

Hither, O fragrant of Tmolus the Golden,
Come with the voice of timbrel and drum;
Let the cry of your joyance uplift and embolden
The God of the joy-cry; O Bacchanals, come!
With pealing of pipes and with Phrygian clamour,
On, where the vision of holiness thrills,
And the music climbs and the maddening glamour,
With the wild White Maids, to the hills, to the hills!
Oh, then, like a colt as he runs by a river,
A colt by his dam, when the heart of him sings,
With the keen limbs drawn and the fleet foot a-quiver,
Away the Bacchanal springs!!

There is no reason to doubt that, with due
allowance for the colouring of poetry, Euripides here
describes realities, things and practices which he
had seen; though, likely enough, he had not seen
them in any high degree of purity until he went out
of Hellas. Indeed they are, in their inward meaning,
less foreign to us than they were to him. The idea
of a religion universal in application and claims
capable of transference from place to place, prosely-

Y ov. 72 ff, 152 ff. (Murray).
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tizing, was strange to the primitive paganism of
Hellas, whose native cults stood rather upon privi-
lege and exclusion, particularities of race, family,
person, and sex; but it is familiar to us, and even
fundamental in our conception of religion as such.
Again, the happiness of the congregation, the
stimulus of religious acts performed in company, is
the very root of many living cults. So it is of the
Bacchic worship as here painted. The rapture of
the initiated lies essentially in this, that “his soul is
congregationalized” (faoederar Yyvyar'),—if we may
venture an ugly phrase for the sake of its truth to
sense. The retreat, the camp of ‘“revivals” in
solitary places, is foreign to countries like our own,
but chiefly because we lack room for it. It is per-
fectly congenial to the spirit of modern congrega-
tionalism, and reappears promptly where circum-
stances admit. The violent music and the violent
motions we have disciplined and policed away, but
even in our orderly streets we may see how gladly they
would return. And indeed Euripides himself makes
clear, when he comes to describe the actual behaviour
of the worshippers, that, however ecstatic in feeling,
they were in act not disorderly but disciplined®, and
that the language of the Chorus, at their entrance
and elsewhere, so far as it implies the contrary,
should be taken, as the language of religion often
must be, as metaphorical. The freedom sought and

' 9. 75. The thiases s the company joined together for
religious purposes.
* o, 693 fadu’ ety edroapias.
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extolled is that of the spirit, not of the body. And
the same applies to the other expressions, by which
they set forth the inward exaltation of the wor-
shipper. When one of them exclaims:
O glad, glad on the mountains
To swoon in the race outworn,
When the holy fawn-skin clings,
And all else sweeps away,
To the joy of the red quick fountains,
The blood of the hill-goat torn,
The glory of wild-beast ravenings,
Where the hill-tops catch the day....

and when another adds:

Then streams the earth with milk, yea, streams
With wine and nectar of the bee,

And through the air dim perfume steams

Of Syrian frankincense!....

we are surely not bound, nor at liberty, to assume
that literal draughts of blood were part of the prac-
tices, or real springs of honey familiar to the sight
or belief of the devotees. With such interpretation,
what would a historian make of our own prayer-
books and hymn-books? The spiritualists of the
fifth century B.c. were much nearer than we to the
savage base, and more easily reverted to it. But we
must not for that reason impute to them in practice
every suggestion of their metaphorical language.

It is nevertheless true of course that, in an age
when the very rudiments of scientific observation
and reasoning were hardly anywhere popularly

1

vo. 135 ff. (Murray).
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diffused, the barrier between the imagination and
the experience of miracles would be weak, and such
visionaries as the bacchants of this hymn would be
an easy prey to imposture. This also Euripides had
observed as a fact, and will presently show us at large.
In theology, the Chorus have but one dogma,
the double birth of the Man-God, upon which they
insist’ with a fervour specially noticeable after the
neglect of this doctrine in the prologue. Nor do
they agree with the prologist as to the connexion of
their theology with the place of their preaching, the
town of Thebes. The deity of the prologue begins
with the assertion that he is the son of Zeus and of
Cadmus’ daughter. But the Chorus are so far from
taking the Theban birth for a fundamental dogma,
that, in this opening hymn, they hardly notice it.
They expound their doctrine without mention either
of Semele or of Thebes?; to the ‘* Mother™ they
give no name, and if any be supplied by reference’,
it is that of Cydcle, which for Asiatics would be
suitable. (A/%ea is mentioned both in the prologue®
and in this hymn® as indirectly connected with the
bacchic ritual by the timbrel-music, derived from
her cult; but the identity of Rhea and Cybele is not
asserted, and must not be assumed.) In inviting
Thebes to embrace the new religion, they address
the city as "' nurse of Semele,” and that is here their
sole refercnce to the local legend’. All this is
1 ¢p. 881ff, see g1 ff. ? Stroph. and Ant. 2, * 7. g1
‘. 781 * o509, ¢ . 1281
7 7. 105. Scealso 7. 51911
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natural and intelligible. A mystic event, such as
the double birth, may be localized with infinite
variety, and even repeated, since it was virtually
repeated in the case of every initiate who became
a bacchos’. Locality is nothing. Every place may
have its own adaptation, and the Theban story may
be accepted for Thebes. But it is not essential.

Negatively the hymn is remarkable in ignoring
the conception of Bacchus as god and giver of wine”.
The vine is not even mentioned. What exactly the
genuine bacchants are represented as holding in
this regard, we shall have to consider later®. But it
appears in this opening hymn (and the whole play
confirms it) that the rapture of Bacchus, as they
conceive it, is not to be confounded or even con-
nected with vinous excitement. This point, and the
misconception of Pentheus and others with regard to
it, are extremely important to the plot.

The mystic assimilation of the worshipper to the
god, of the dacckos to the Bacckos, is asserted ex-
pressly only of the leader of the company®, but is
doubtless to be understood of all in due degree.

1 See hereafter on v. 243.

* The pet & olvw of 2. 143, taken with the context, rather
excludes than suggests any particular attribution.

* See vw. 375 ff, 416 ff.

* 2. 141 6 § &apxos Bpduros, and perhaps in 2. 115, where the
false reading of the two Mss. (Bpdutos &s dyy Gudaovs) is corrected in
one of them to Bpduios Soris dyer Gidoovs “ Whosoever leads the
companies is a Bromios.” This, or rather doris dyy, as Prof. Murray
suggests in his edition of the text, may well be right. See also
7. 243 éxeivos & pnpd ot Eppdn Auds.
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That the knowledge of certain mysteries is one
of the rewards of the worshipper, and a part of his
happiness, we are told both here and elsewhere.
But the play lays comparatively little stress on this
side of the religion, and conveys (I think) no hint of
what the revelations might be. It is conjecturable
that they pointed to a future life. But here it is
the present rapture of the religious performances,
rather than any promises, upon which the preachers
dwell ; and in truth many firm believers in a Heaven
above love more, if not better, the “little Heaven
below.”

Such, in outline, is the religion which has already
carried away to the wilderness, in a frenzy of enthu-
siasm, the women of Thebes. Among the men no
conversions, so far, have been made*; but two con-
verts of importance now present themselves in the
persons of Teiresias, the blind prophet of Apollo,
and Cadmus, the ex-king. These aged men have
agreed to practise the prescribed rites and to repair
to Cithaeron for that purpose; and they now appear,
dressed in the bacchic garb. That their appearance,
in a costume certainly more becoming to the agile,
may provoke some contempt, Teiresias, the leader
in the action, admits®; but we cannot infer from this
that they are not meant to command our perfect
sympathy. To brave ridicule in a good cause may
be more than respectable, and we may suppose the
author partly to mean this. Only, to make such a

! g, 72 teherds fedv eibus.  See also vz, 471l
' oo, 1951 . 214
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situation satisfactory, from a religious point of view,
it should be clear that the devotees are in fact up-
held and exalted above themselves by a mightier
Power. We expect to read something like this:
Cadmus. Where then shall I stand, where tread

The dance and toss this bowed and hoary head?

O friend, in thee is wisdom; guide my grey

And eld-worn steps, eld-worn Teiresias.—Nay;

I am not weak.

[ At the first movement of worship his manner begins to change ;
a mysterious strenglh and exaltation enter info him.]

Surely this arm could smite

The wild earth with its thyrsus, day and night,

And faint not! Sweetly and forgetfully

The dim years fall from off me!!
Now it may be that, in the Athenian theatre, a
convinced initiate (probably not the priest of
Dionysus), or any pious and simple person, may have
interpreted Euripides to himself in this sense. And,
for reasons already given, I think it defensible as
an alternative to put such colour, firmly and defi-
nitely, upon an English version. But on the other
hand no reader of Greek, and certainly not the
translator, will deny that colour is put on, and that
the pious and simple person gets help from our
native tragedian for which he will look vainly in

! vo. 184-189 (Murray)
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Euripides. To pass minor touches—such as “smite
the wi/d earth,” where the lifting epithet is an
addition—the vital sentences

Nay; I am not weak....
Sweetly and forgetfully
The dim years fall from off me'!

are free composition, where everything which sup-
ports the stage-direction by suggesting mystery
comes from the translation—the dreamy melodious
rhythm, the bold figure, everything. The Cadmus
of Euripides says just this: * We have pleasantly
forgotten that we are old.” Justice Shallow might
have said as much to Falstaff. And moreover,
instead of English notably musical, we get, by acci-
dent or design, Greek most uncommonly and rather
comically ugly’. The excitement of Cadmus, so far
as appears, may be that which is natural to an old
man making an unwonted exertion, and pleased to
find that it is not beyond him,—just that, and no
more. Nor does Teiresias, in Euripides, prove
more. In the translation he may seem to do so.

Terr.  As with thee,
With me ’tis likewise. Light am I and young,
And will essay the dancing and the song.
Cadmus. Quick, then, our chariots to the mountain road.
Teir. Nay: to take steeds were 7o mistrust the God.

This means, with the context, that in the strength
of the God, in the strength of which Cadmus has felt
the mysterious access, they may walk. If the prophet

' yéporres dvres.  Note the uncouth assonance.
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did indeed say this, he would assent to the mystic
sensation, which, in the translation, is attributed to
the king ; and such a note might redeem the oddity,
otherwise apparent, of the king's proposal to ride.
But the note is not in Euripides, whose sense is
given more exactly by Mr Way:

Nay, so were the God’s honour minishéd™

Even this, in the poetical form and pronunciation
of the word mzmishéd, exceeds the original line,
which may fairly be described as prose in metre,
But it gives the sense, which is simply that pilgrims
must not make themselves too comfortable, and
does not suggest any miraculous exaltation. Nor,
so far as I see, does any part of the scene.

The case is this. If this scene were the prelude
to a series of gigantic miracles, performed by the
Power to whom these old men are offering them-
selves as a sort of aged martyrs,—and that is what
Professor Murray has in prospect,—then, by every
rule of keeping and sense, the Power should be
perceptible here. The action must rise, rise high,
and the language with it. The translator accord-
ingly raises the level of the whole, and, just at the
right place, goes deftly and dexterously up to the
proper pitch. But why did Euripides stay below?
He can soar when he pleases; he has soared in the
hymn. Here he is firmly pedestrian. Is it un-

rc?asonable to suggest that he meant to be taken at
his word ?

1 2y 3o
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The figures and characters of Cadmus and
Teiresias, since neither, without forcing the language
of Euripides, can be made into a witness of the
supernatural, do not concern the special subject of
our investigation; and we may deal with them sum-
marily. Cadmus is transparent enough. He is
decrepit, weak, and, as he flatters himself, cunning.
He is attached to his family and zealous for its
honour’. It was he who, at the time of Semele’s
misfortune, ingeniously attributed it to Zeus—but
did not convince his other daughters®’. What he
sees in the bacchic mission—if we may so term it—
is an excellent opportunity for establishing this view,
and immensely improving it by the addition that
the offspring of Semele has been raised to immor-
tality. He puts this to his grandson Pentheus with
a frankness which rejects all gloss. Dionysus, he
says, may be a god or he may not; but surely it is
not for the family of Semele to dispute it>. \With
such a disposition, the concurrence of Teiresias, an
authority in matters of religion®, is decisive, and
he puts himself cheerfully in the prophet’'s hands.
His part so far, before the catastrophe, is ridiculous;
after the catastrophe, his very weakness, his extreme
misery, and the irony of his suicidal success, add a
poignant touch to the bacchic triumph. He helps
materially to launch the movement, but finds, as with

ze. 181 ., 333 fl., and passim.

$ gy, 26-31. Note Kdduov gogiopara 1. 333 fF

* ¢ 185 f., where é&yyot suggests the professional éynrijs or
director.
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more wisdom he might have foreseen, that his con-
version is reckoned at its true value. To the lesson
of the play, as the picture of a religious revolution,
he contributes this much: that great movements,
good or bad, may, at a critical turn, depend much
on the action of little men in high places. That is
true; and it covers perhaps all that need be said
about the Cadmus of the Bacchants.

Teiresias is far nobler and more important, and
deserves a fuller study than we here can spare to
him. He fills a place which the author was bound
to fill. He represents the authority of Delphi—a
function in which he was a figure familiar to the
tragic stage’,—and his views serve to show what the
poet thought of the Bacchic religion as accepted by
Delphi, and of its actual position in Hellas at his
own day. No one, Euripides least of all, could
exhibit the conversion of Thebes without saying his
word about this. And what Euripides says, as I
understand, by his portrait of Teiresias, is that the
Bacchic religion, the religion of the Man-God, as
truly represented by the Chorus, had been so trans-
formed by Hellas and Delphi in the process of
acceptance, had been so accommodated, clipped, and
adapted to the prepossessions, the habits of thought
and practice, rooted in an alien soil, that its effect,
as a change, was more nominal than real; and further,
that what was most real in the effect was not the
most laudable part of it. The motives of Teiresias,
in supporting the invaders, are stated as frankly as

' See the Oedipus Tyrannus, Antigone, Phoenissae.
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those of Cadmus. He sees that the new religion is
a great power, and well may see, when it has swept
all the women into the wilderness. He foresees
that it must and will be admitted upon some terms.
He holds, as I apprehend, honestly and plausibly,
that, because strong, itis divine. But he is confident,
and shows in this the sort of insight which the heads
of established religions have shown again and again,
that it will not destroy native growths, “the traditions
of our fathers.” These, he says, “no doctrine, how-
ever subtle, can destroy’.” Here he goes beyond
the truth, as Delphi was one day to learn. But it is
true that such destruction is most difficult, and that
what more often happens is what had happened, up
to the time of Euripides, in the relations of pagan
Hellas to the religion of the Man-God: the new is
absorbed, and digested. The current, judiciously
led, runs into the old channels of religiosity, quick-
cning the flow but not disrupting the conduits.
How this was to be, Teiresias sets forth in his
reply to the denunciation of Pentheus*. It comes
to this, that Dionysus, suitably treated, might take
his place, without disturbance, beside Zeus, Hera,
Ares, Phoebus, and, in short, the Olympians at large.
To him, as well as to Ares, will belong the battle-
panic’. He, as well as Phoebus, may inspire divina-

' . 201-203
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tion (as at Delphi in fact he shared the temple with
Apollo)'. As god of wine—or rather of drink—
he will pair off with Demeter alizs Earth, who
feeds mankind with solids®. As identified himself
with wine, he will be poured in libation, and make
peace between gods and men® (a hint at the sacra-
mental conception, which is traceable in the religion
of Eleusis, but noticeably absent from the religion
preached by the bacchants in this play). As for the
novel theology, the mystery of the Twice-born, this,
the prophet concedes, as stated by the new preachers,
is objectionable; but it can be explained away by
a simple trick of words,—resolved into a common
Greek fairy-tale, like those of Hesiod, meaning-
less indeed, but certainly harmless*! The new
rites, the ecstatic dances, these too will some day be
performed on Parnassus®. To women there may be
some moral danger in them—so far the Delphian
patron agrees with the persecutor—but the virtuous
will resist, and the vicious must not blame the
religion for their own vice®.

Such, set off by a sober pulpit-eloquence not
unimpressive, is this interesting discourse, and such
(according to Euripides) was the patronage which
the Bacchic religion had found in Hellas. Manifestly
between Teiresias and the bacchants there is, at
bottom, no agreement and hardly any affinity what-

1 2

o0, 298 ff. ov. 274 ff.

® oo, 284f, suspected of interpolation, but, I think, without
reason.

* gv. 286 ff. This passage is further discussed below.

 gv. 306 ff. * o, 3141
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ever. The prophet is concerned for a mass of
beliefs and cults of which they have never a word to
say, and denies—or, to save dispute, let us say
‘““ignores "—the momentous doctrine by which alone
their theory of the Man-God is distinguished from
miscellaneous polytheistic paganism. The single
innovation which Teiresias really concedes, is a
rare celebration of the rites, once, as a fact, in two
years; and from this, as is only too evident, he does
not expect any good. How should he? \Vithout
the peculiar Bacchic theology, with its promise of
divine union for men, the bacchic cult of rapture
would be a mere snare, and would naturally become
the scandal which, as Euripides implies in the Zox,
the Delphian celebrations actually were. And the
Teiresias of this play goes near to admit the imputa-
tion ; his remarks on the moral danger of the rites
are the least creditable point in his discourse.
Whether Euripides’ picture of Bacchus in Hellas
is exact, or what correction it needs, we have not
the means to decide. General truth a modern
must, in fairness and respect, attribute to it; and I
am not aware of any material evidence to the con-
trary. The silences of the play, the total absence
of allusion to the many famous practices, feasts,
institutions, habits, which connected themselves
nominally with Dionysus, Bacchus, or other asso-
ciated names, imply (what is surely true) that such
things in general—the Dionysia of Athens, for
instance, and the mysteries of lacchus at Eleusis—
were not *“ bacchic " at all in any proper and distinct

4—2
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sense. The #rieterica of Delphi, held in alternate
years, were bacchic in form; and this is the only
positive example which Teiresias alleges for the
“greatness” which the new god was to acquire in
Hellas®. These performances, and such, Euripides
counted to his disgrace; nor was that opinion
confined to sceptics, if we may judge by Aeschylus,
whose recognition of the Delphian “ Bromios,” in the
prologue to the ZEwumenides, could hardly be less
warm than it is>..  But Euripides seems also to have
thought, at all events after seeing the religion of
Macedonia, that the true Bacchus might disclaim
what was offensive in the Delphian festival, and
that there was a Bacchic religion different from that
of Delphi, stranger perhaps, but loftier and more
moral.

The passage in which Teiresias explains away
the doctrine of the Twice-born, and also the sneer
of Pentheus to which it replies®, are by some dis-
allowed as interpolations. But no one has explained,
when, by whom, and with what motive, the insertions
can have been made and established in the text.
And without them the discourse of the prophet
would be oddly incomplete. In the sense indeed and
substance of his exposition, there would be no differ-
ence. He maintains that the importation of Bacchus
and the bacchanal worship will harmonize with
traditional Greek polytheism as received from
Homer and Hesiod. Manifestly this is impossible, if

1 29. 306 ff. * Eum. 24 ff., discussed in my edition.
3 v, 242-247, 286-297.
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the importation is to include the bacchanal theology,
which signifies a view of the relation between God
and man, a conception of all that religion means,
radically incompatible with the Homeric. Believers
in the Twice-born, real believers, would assuredly
not be supporters of Ares, Athena, Apollo and the
rest. One might almost as well imagine such an
effect in Christianity. Whether then Teiresias dis-
owns the doctrine, or merely passes it in significant
silence, does not affect his position. But for dramatic
purposes silence would be much less proper and less
natural. The bacchants, in their hymn, have made
apparent the unique importance of this point in their
creed and cult’.  And although Teiresias has not
heard this particular statement, theatrical effect
requires that his exposition of the new preaching,
or rather his reply to it, should start from the base
propounded to the audience. The sneer of Pen-
theus is a natural way of furnishing the formal cue;
and the insertion of the two passages (whether by
Euripides or another) was an improvement. As
for the method of Teiresias’ solution—a supposed
ambiguity and juggle of words,—that should not
surprise any one who has studied in Aeschylus, or
indeed in this very play* the favourite devices of
“mantic” interpretation. \We need not necessarily
supposc that the precise juggle here employed was
a genuine product of Delphi. It has perhaps a
touch of parody. Inany case, the disputed passages,
perfectly Furipidean in manner, must be extremely

topr. 89 ff *p. 367.
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ancient, hardly less so than the production of the
play at Athens. And more than this we cannot,
after all, say of any given passage or verse'.

! In 9. 242-247 there are some noticeable details :

éxelvos evai ¢yot Advvoov Bedv,—

ekeivos &v pmpd wor éppddy Auds,—

8s kmvpotrar Aapmdow kepavvius

ovw pyrpl, Alovs 8rt ydpovs &fevoarto.

radr obxl Sewds dyxdwvys dor dbua,

BBpers vfpllew, doris Eorv & Eévos;
In 2. 243 modern texts adopt éppdpfar (Reiske) for éppddy. But
.is this necessary? ¢ He forsooth affirms the divinity of Dionysus!
——he forsooth has been *sown into the thigh of Zeus’!—Dio-
nysus, who was consumed by the thunder-fire....” This is not
nonsense ; it implies that the worshippers of Bacchus, as they
identified themselves with their God, were accustomed to attribute
to themselves, mystically of course and by a religious figure, the
process by which He was taken into the divine nature. Modern
and familiar parallels to such religious language will occur to
every reader :—*“except ye be born again...,” “crudfy your affec-
tions...,” etc. The composition, the way in which the relative ds
reverts to Dionysus, thus becomes very abrupt, but this is not
unsuitable to extreme rage. Apart from this, the only serious
objection is to 8ewys in 2. 246. This epithet seems absurd, if we
assume, with some, that “worthy of the halter” means “worthy of
execution by hanging.” But surely they are right who take the
kalter to be here, as usually in Athenian language, a symbol of
suicide. “Worthy of the halter ” means “enough to make one
hang oneself >—a colloquial form of indignation. 1In such a form,
which of course is not to be understood seriously and literally, the
insertion of the epithet, “ worthy of a mons#rous halter,” though
loose, seems to me by no means unnatural or inconceivable.
There is no valid objection to the metre éor’ déie.—In the second
passage ©w. 293-294 are certainly very obscure, perhaps not
intelligible. The latest suggestion (Murray) that a verse is lost
between them, making up the sense “he delivered the cloud-baby



The Bacchants of Euripides 55

Teiresias, as a type and a man, is admirably
drawn. Whether such a person is to be liked and
praised, is a point of moral taste, upon which people
may and do differ indefinitely. The world is full of
such persons still, and they play a vast part in history.
The creator of this Teiresias did not love him much,
—or he would not be made to say what he does
about religion and vice'. But he is honest, grave,
and in his way wise. To the play as a historical
picture or symbol, he contributes perhaps the most
important truth which it contains, namely that, as in
other things so specially and above all in religion,
revolutions, noisy and even tempestuous on the
surface, may, after all, leave the foundations almost
unmoved. And in the drama, tragedy, story, his
importance is great. Through him chiefly—we may
almost say solely—is cxhibited the case against
Pentheus. The futile Cadmus is a mere irritant
to his stronger-minded grandson; and only prejudice
will find anything conciliatory in the behaviour of
the bacchants or the adept. They are sectaries of

as a pledge, [and, by giving the real Dionysus to the nymphs to
nurse, saved] him from the jealousy of Hera ” may well represent
the intention. But the text may nevertheless be as complete as
it ever was. I would distinguish, in these passages, between the
two questions, whether they are fusertions, and whether they are
genuine, answering both in the affirmative. In a work like the
Bacchants, on which the author was probably engaged to the last,
the occurrence of such additions, perhaps imperfectly recorded
and not yet worked in, is to be expected. This would account
also for some roughness of composition.
Ve 314 fl
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the most exasperating kind. The servants and
peasants have no weight. But for all that, Pentheus
is in the wrong, and, as tragedy demands, he pro-
vokes, without deserving, his fate. And he has his
chance, his fair chance, of suspecting that he is not
in the right, when it appears that his attitude, his
notion of the way to deal with a spiritual agitation,
excites mere pity and dismay in a personage like
Teiresias’.

To Pentheus we now turn. His character,
mind, language, acts are, with those of his adversary
the bacchic adept, the chief material for our present
question :—whether the alleged miracles of the
play are to be taken as facts. That the miracles are
ill-proved, the witnesses slight or suspect, is obvious;
the silence of some who might be witnesses, and
especially the silence of Teiresias, is significant; but
Pentheus, and Pentheus only, expresses and main-
tains disbelief. Now, as the reader will have just
observed, I hold no brief for Pentheus. He is pre-
judiced, rash, violent, deaf to advice. All this is
patent, and not at all affected by the equally patent

' 2o. 358 . As will be seen, I find no need to explain the
acts of Teiresias, with Prof. Norwood, by a supposed private
league with the adept, of which there is no account in the play.
Prof. Norwood appeals to my own view of the Andromacke, a
play which I do hold to be inexplicable without the assumption
of facts which it does not intelligibly state. But he omits to
notice, that what I there deduce is the connexion of the Andro-
macke with some other document, presumably a play, which we do
not possess. Prof. Norwood’s view of Teiresias would require a
like hypothesis for the Bacchae ; but I can see no need for it.
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perfidy and cruelty of his opponent. His main and
fatal error is that which is exhibited to us, for this
reason, immediately upon his entrance :

Scarce had I crossed our borders, when mine ear
Was caught by this strange rumour, that our own
Wives, our own sisters, from their hearths are flown
To wild and secret rites; and cluster there

High on the shadowy hills, with dance and prayer
To adore this new-made God, this Dionyse,
Whate'er he be! And in their companies

Deep wine-jars stand, and ever and anon

Away into the loneliness now one

Steals forth, and now a second, maid or dame,
Where love lies waiting, not of God! The flame,
They say, of Bacchios wraps them. Bacchios! Nay,
"Tis more to Aphrodite that they pray'.

Upon this ground, that the rites are vicious, he is
resolved, and has already taken steps, to extirpate
them. And the ground is hearsay—"I have
heard®”; he cannot have made, and does not pretend
to have made, any investigation whatever. Yet
upon this hearsay he threatens death® and actually
proceeds to every violence short of it. Upon this
and no more, when his nearest friends and coun-
sellors declare against him, he drives them away
with insult and invectivet. Upon this he arrests,
imprisons, exerts, or is ready to exert, the whole
terror of the state. All this for rumour, circulating
amid conditions of excitement which impose the
utmost caution! In a young man prematurely called

oo, 215 . (Murray). ? xAvw, 7. 216.
* er. 239 ff, 355 1 ‘ov 255 fT, 343
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to power*, and vain of his position®, such conduct is
possible ; but it is monstrous, and it may well prove
suicidal.

This error and crime of Pentheus, we should
note, lies not at all in the fact that his opinion, in
the particular case, is false. Not until late in the
play® does either Pentheus or the reader learn that it
is false; and then, as we shall see, Pentheus is by
no means deaf to the testimony. Such religious
performances are mostly dangerous to virtue, and
suspicion is only natural. Some anger too, at the
violence of the enthusiasts, is, on any supposition,
pardonable, not to say just. His whole sin, and it
is enough, lies in punishing upon a presumption—
the most intolerable abuse of authority.

But all this has no bearing on the question,
whether, according to the dramatist, the bacchic
preaching and rites are in this play accompanied by
miracles. We cannot argue that, because improbable
allegations are rejected by a man who in another
way believes and acts unreasonably, therefore they
are true. Certainly the disbelief of Pentheus does
not disprove them. Considering his prejudice, it
may be discounted and go for nothing, just as, for
like reasons, the word of the adept on the other side
is, in itself, worthless. The question is simply this.
Are miracles so exhibited or so reported in the play,
that the audience should naturally take them, for the
purpose of the story, as true ?

1

0. 43 £ o0 319 £
* vo. 686 fi.
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It will hardly be thought that the effects of the
preaching, as assumed in the prologue and at the
opening of the action—the flight of the women, their
““madness,” and the general disturbance—are mira-
culous in the sense which concerns us here. They
do not exceed the known range of experience. It
is certain, only too certain, that religious enthusiasm,
suitably stimulated, is equal to such effects.

Nor is our question raised at all in the course of
the first scene, which displays the relations of Pen-
theus, Cadmus, and Teiresias, or in the entrance-
song which precedes this scene, or in the hymn (7o
Holiness) which follows it. A single allusion occurs
in the entrance-speech of Pentheus, where, in
declaring his intention to put to death the Lydian
adept (on the charge of corrupting women), he
describes him as a “juggler and charmer,” which
suggests both supernatural pretensions and. in the
belief of the speaker, fraud. But the point is barely
touched and drops unnoticed. Teiresias in his
solemn exhortations and warning to the young
prince, and Cadmus in his affectionate but futile
pleading, say nothing of danger to be apprehended,
or conviction to be found, in the personal powers
of the foreign preacher, or in signs by which his
preaching has been accompanied. They do not so
much as mention him. Nor do the bacchants in
their hymns. These negations, though of course
nothing absolute can be inferred from them, are
worth notice and remembrance to this extent: it is

' yons émwdos T, 234.
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no datum of the play, we are nowhere authorized or
asked to suppose, that, before the action begins, there
have been undoubted miracles. The prologue does
not say so, nor the expository scene. We come
therefore, without any direction or prepossession, to
the marvels propounded within the action of the

play.

The first report of such an occurrence comes
from the leader of the servants or guards, who
execute the King's order for the arrest of the adept,
and, at the opening of the second scene, bring him
bound before their master :

Pentheus, we come, who have run down this prey
For which thou sentest us, nor sped in vain.
This wild-beast found we tame: he darted not
In flight away, but yielded, nothing loth,
His hands, nor paled, nor changed his cheeks’ rose-hue,
But smiling bade us bind and lead him thence,
And tarried, making easy this my task.
Then shamed I said, “Not, stranger, of my will,
But by commands of Pentheus, lead I thee.”
The captured Bacchanals thow didst put in ward,
And in the common prison bind with chains,
Fled to the meadows are they, loosed from bonds,
And dance and call on Bromius the God.
The fetters from their feet self-sundered fell ;
Doors, without mortal hand, unbarred themselves.
Yea, fraught with many marvels this man came
To Thebes! To thee the rest doth appertain.
Pentheus. Ye are mad! Once in the toils of these mine hands,
He is not so fleet as to escape from me’.

For the last couplet, the comment of the King,

! oo, 434 ff. (Way).
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Mr Way gives an alternative, representing an un-
certainty in the text:

Let loose his hands. Once taken in the toils,
He is not so fleet as to escape from me.

Professor Murray translates both readings:

Ye are mad |— Unhand him. How so swift he be,
My toils are round him and he shall not fly.

I think, for reasons given below’, that this must be
nearer to the original, though not complete, and that
! palveocfes xepdv Toud év apkvow ydp ov

otk {oTw oVTwS WKDs GoTe p exPuyelv MSS.
pefeabe yepar 7008 Burges, and many texts. Neither the tradi-
tion nor the correction is satisfactory. To drop paivesfe makes
Pentheus pass in silence the escape of the bacchanals and the
man’s miraculous explanation. Drama, if not reality, requires
that he should take some notice of it. On the other hand, to
construe the Mss., we must suppose, according to an ancient gloss
accepted by Prof. Tyrrell, that tot8e means Toide rdvdpos, ie.
{uod, me, which, if possible, is surely not natural. Moreover a
direction to release the prisoner (uéfecfe) is necessary, for released
he is (see 77. 503 f.), and the servants would not do it without
an order. We want both paivesfe and péfecfe, as Murray, by
his version, implies. The true inference scems to be that some-
thing has been omitted, and that the original was such as to
facilitate this accident, e.g.—

palveafe: < xetpdy Todpyov: @Ada 1l Spws

nébeabe> xepav 008+ & dpxvow yap dv

obx oty ovrws wrkds doT & éxuyety,
Here xepdv rofpyov, ‘it is the work of hands,” completes the
comment upon the alleged miracle, and replies to the dvev rmrys
xepos, “ without mortal hand,” of z. 448, while at the same time
it gives a lead for the antithetical xepav roide, “ the hands of fhe
prisoner,” and the order for release.  And the repetition of syllables
(e0e xespwy Tov) might easily deceive a copyist.



62 The Bacchants of Euripides

the King’s words were something like this: “You are
mad! The thing was done by hands. But neverthe-
less you may now release the hands of the prisoner,
for, once in the toils, he is not swift enough to escape
from me.” However the doubt is not important.
Any way the King, expressly or tacitly, treats as
absurd, not worth discussion, the suggestion of the
reporter that the escape of the women was miracu-
lous. And the question is :—with which of the two,
the servant or the master, does the dramatist expect
his audience to agree ?

Now let it be assumed—I do assume—that, as an
alternative, we may agree with the soldier. Butis
it, can it be, the intention of the author, that we
may not agree with the King? If so, why does
Euripides invest the miraculous account with every
circumstance which, according to the habits of
rational mankind, would naturally invite disbelief?
Is it first-hand ? The reporter neither says so, nor
makes any reference to his authority. Ishe a person
likely, from his standing and his state of mind, to
be critical or careful ? We are shown the contrary.
The man’s own words, his account of his feelings in
arresting the adept’, show that he is awed and
alarmed. In the state of the country, after the
conversion and flight of the women, such agitation
must naturally prevail. And this man and his com-
panions, slaves and as such superstitious, have heard
the declaration of Teiresias in favour of the new

' 0. 434-442.
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god’. Of course they are ready to believe anything,
the stranger the more likely. The imprisoned
bacchanals have escaped—miraculously, says rumour.
But why? By whom were they guarded? By
whom but by other servants of the King, in the same
state of mind as those whom we see, the reporter
and his party? They, it is plain, would not, could
not, have arrested the preacher, if he had not so
chosen, would gladly have permitted his escape,
and would certainly have reported it as a miracle.
Yet, because his converts have escaped, chains must
have parted and doors must have opened * without
mortal hand”! In the circumstances shown, any
onc may have done the thing, the prisoners them-
selves, their guards, the adept,—any one, or every
one togcther.  “ You are mad,” says Pentheus ; and
surely, so far as relates to the alleged miracle, that
is the sum of the situation.

The effect of this incident, taken according to its
natural sense, is to show us that, however Pentheus
may storm and threaten, his position is weak.
Scrved as he is, mistrustfully and reluctantly, by men
who believe, or half believe, that he is fighting
against superhuman power, he can be sure of nothing
which he does not do with his own hands. And in
particular we are reminded, that he cannot secure
the safe custody of a prisoner. At the end of his
interview with the adept—over which we may
pass for the moment, since it throws no light on
our question—he remits the captive to the same

U gr. 266 fl.  Ior the presence of the servants see vo. 352 ff.
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servants or soldiers, by whom he has been arrested,
and orders them to shut him up in the stables of the
palace. At this moment our attention is again called
to the fact that, as against a professor of the new
religion, these men are not trustworthy. When the
King commands them to replace the prisoner’s bonds,
he himself loftily bids them abstain. And it is
evident that they hesitate, for Pentheus has to repeat
his order before it is obeyed’. When therefore,
within no long time after being led off, the man
emerges again at liberty, this result, in itself, is not
of a nature to impress a spectator, any more than it
impresses the King, with the conviction of a super-
natural agency.

But at this point, during the confinement and
escape of the adept, occur, or are alleged to occur,
the terrific demonstrations which culminate in the
ruin of the palace by an earthquake. If these are
genuine, if the audience have reason to accept them
for fact, there is an end of our question : the adept
and his adventures are supernatural. And to the
contrary effect likewise : if these demonstrations are
visibly not genuine, but a combination of falsehood,
imposture, and delusion, then also our question is
determined, so far at least as this, that the miraculous
allegations of the play are propounded not for
acceptance but for criticism.

Respecting the earthquake, and the blaze which,
breaking out on the tomb of Semele, seems to set

' ov. s03 fl. See the correct stage-directions in Murray’s
translation.
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the palace on fire, I have little or nothing to add to
what is said by Professor Norwood in his chapter
on “ The Palace Miracle’.” A voice (purporting to
be that of Dionysus) is heard within the palace
commanding these phenomena, and, upon this sug-
gestion, the troop of women without, or some of
them, see corresponding effects®..  But that no
such effects are shown, or are to be supposed, is
proved by the universal ignorance of them, and in
particular by the ignorance and silence of Penthecus
—to whick the dramalist expressly divects our atlcn-
tion. Immediately after the supposed shock, and
while the women still grovel on the ground, the
adept comes forth, and, in a rapid narrative’,
describes first certain delusions which (he says) his
God imposed upon Penthcus, to prevent the King
from putting him in chains, and then the production
of the earthquake and fire with their alleged con-
sequences. As he is finishing, footsteps, which he
truly conjectures to be those of Pentheus, are heard
approaching the door from within :

He will be here directly. What, what will he say after
all this? However high his tone, 1 shall endure him easily; for
a wise man should practise a prudent calm of temper*

Y The Riddle of the Bacchae, pp. 37 fl.

* pw. 576 fl. ® 7. 604 f.

¢ 7. 638-641
o5 8¢ pot Soxei—pogel yolv dpfvdy Sopwv érw—
& mpovamd abriX’ e, T wor dp’ & TovTwy épei;
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“What will he say after this?” We hardly
need this dramatic reminder to perceive that, when
a man has seen his house strewn in ruins by an
earthquake—to say nothing of minor experiences—
and he comes before us fresh from the event, he
will probably remark upon it. Thereupon Pentheus
enters, and the scene proceeds thus :

Pentheus. Tt is too much! This Eastern knave hath slipped
His prison, whom I held but now, hard gripped
In bondage.—Ha! ’Tis he!—What, sirrah, how
Show’st thou before my portals?
[Z7e Adept.) Softly thou!
And set a quiet carriage to thy rage.
Pentheus. How comest thou here? How didst thou break thy
cage?

And not a word more do we hear, from the King or
from any one, about what has passed. The prisoner
has escaped. Except this bare fact, the whole appal-
ling train of events narrated by the preacher, and seen,
in part, by his devotees, remains here and ever after
absolutely unnoticed.

Thus the scene, the words and action of it, is so
arranged as to produce, and to put in the strongest

1 vv. 642-648 (Murray)
e. wémovfa Sewa- Buamépevyé p' 6 Eévos,
8s dpri Beapols Ay KaTYVaYKaT1EVOS.
éa Za-
88 lotiv dvijp- 7 1d8¢; mwas TPOVETLOS
Paivy mpos olxots Tois éuois, v Befds;
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possible light, a contrast and contradiction between
the story told by the prisoner and the facts which
accompany it. To suppose that the author presents
the story for unquestioning acceptance is to charge
him not merely with negligence but with perver-
sity. Short of saying that the man is a liar and the
women dupes, he could do no more than he has done
to force this...possibility upon our consideration. We
have here no casual discrepancy, no separable pictures,
scen to disagree only if we bring them together.
Such things may be found in most compositions,
and in the theatre are of little or no importance.
They may even be admitted wilfully, if any con-
venicnce is thereby gained.  \We might conceivably
so explain, in this instance, the neglect of the earth-
quake and its effects, though visible (according to
the women) in the palace-front’, by those who come
to the palace afterwards from without. Since one
of these persons arrives almost immediately after-
wards, and before any pause in the action’, the
explanation, even there, would be hard. We might
however apply it, and say that the escape of the
prisoner, with all its incidents, is then no longer in
view, but done with and dismissed. But it is not
done with, it is not dismissed, when Pentheus comes
out. On the contrary, we are still expecting, and
are expressly told to expect, the most important part
of it, that is to say, the effect of it all upon the King.
And this effect, the full effect of all that has really
happened, we see: the escape of his prisoner is
' ou. 591 flL * v 657.
5—2
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the whole subject of his discourse. Only the alleged
circumstances of it, such trifling accompaniments as
a fire and an earthquake, are unnoticed, forgotten,
ignored. And the audience, in spite of this, are to
imagine that he has seen and felt them!

And scarcely less damaging to the story of the
adept are the tone and form of the story itself.
This is a point not suitable for argument ; but it may
be seen from the commentaries, that readers are not
very well satisfied with the story, as a description of
such things by one who has passed through them.
The style, though animated and vigorous, is too
light for the themes, and lightest just where solem-
nity should seem indispensable. This is how the
earthquake is treated’:

And in the midst of this came Bacchus and shook the place,
and lit a fire upon his mother’s grave; which when Pentheus
saw, he fancied the house to be burning, and rushed this way
and that, bidding his servants bring water, so that all the slaves
were busy with the vain labour. Then he dropped these efforts,
and, supposing that I had got away, snatched his black weapon
and plunged into the interior of the house®. Whereupon Bromius,
as I think and suppose, made an apparition in the court, upon
which Pentheus rushed at full speed, and stabbed at the bright

1 0. 622 ff.

? Or perhaps ‘““snatched his sword, and plunged into the
darkened house,” reading lerac Elpos xehawdv dprdoas Sdpev oo,
The £ighos kedawdy of the Mss. is a strange variation for élgos péhar,
If the house were on fire, as Pentheus is said to imagine, the
interior, to his eyes, might well appear &/ack (with smoke); and
this leads naturally to the phantom “light,” which the god is said
to raise in the court. See z. 630, where ¢@s (Mss.) may thus be
kept, as against the conjecture ¢doua.
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nothing?, in the belief that he was slaying me. And besides this
our Deily did him the further damage of dashing the house to the
ground, so thal it is all broken stone from stone (?)°, and ke has seen
cause to rue bitterly the imprisoning of me. So, wearied out, he
dropped his sword-play and lay helpless, this man who dared fight
against a God....

Surely it is not thus that a man would paint his
rescue by an earthquake from a dungeon and the
prospect of death. Nor—if we choose to suppose
that the speaker is more than man and forgets the
part he is playing—is the tone fit for a shaker of the
earth. It is neither awed nor awful, it is not even
grave. No speaker of any quality, such as the
mind of man may conceive, could treat the throwing
of a house upon the inhabitants—What became of
them, by the way, and how is it that we neither
hear nor see anything of their horror ?—as a hurt or
mischief added to the rest, a thing thrown in, as
it were, to fill up a reckoning of cost’. Our
translators see this. Mr Way improves the passage
a little both by omission and addition :

Then did Bacchus bring a new abasement of his pride to pass;
For he hurled to earth the building.  Z%ere st /s, a ruin-mass,—
Sight to make my bonds full bitter to him!

1 paewdv <ovdev>. Cf. Shakespeare’s “airy nothing.” This
supplement is perhaps preferable to aifépa (Canter and modern
texts generally) because we can thus explain the omission, the
sense of obdév having been missed.

! gurrddpdrwrar § drav.  But see hereafter, pp. 70, 79

e 632 f.
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And Professor Murray makes a new thing of it :

Then ’*mid his dreams God smote him yet again! He overthrew
All that high house. And there in wreck for evermore it lies,
That the day of this my bondage may be sore in Pentheus’
eyes !

Here is solemnity, not enough perhaps for such a
thing as a penal earthquake, but some solemnity,
enough, as people say, to swear by. Euripides has
none. No competent modern composer, if told to
put these translations into Greek, would offer as
equivalent what is supposed to have satisfied
Euripides.

And more : in order to get these versions, or my
own prose, or anything compatible with the suppo-
sition that the earthquake is real, we must force a
word. “Itlies a ruin,” “it lies a wreck,” “it is all
broken in pieces,”’—such we assume to be the sense
of cwrefpdvwrar & drav. But there is no evidence
for this, and it seems to be a mere figment, invented
to meet the supposed necessity of this passage. An
old Greek lexicographer® interprets cvwrefpdvorar,
evidentlyfor this place, by cvpnérroke, if has collapsed.
We moderns follow, but, having more science, with
misgiving®. For the noun #47anos, the only known
form from which we can derive ¢4ranos, the
only recorded sense here applicable is the beam-end
in building®. But this does not help to show how
synthranosis could mean the destruction of a building,

! Hesychius.

* See Liddell and Scott s.v. owbpavdw and Tyrrell’s note here.
¢ Pollux, cited by Liddell and Scott s.v. fpavos.
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the breaking of it to pieces; neither noun nor pre-
position points this way, but the opposite’. A member
or limb in a body is artkron, and the synarthraoses of
a body is not the dismemberment of it, but a joint.
So also synthrandsis should be the putting together
of beam-ends or beams. We have no right to assume
any other meaning, till this is proved inapplicable;
and, as we shall see presently, we have no need.
The earthquake is a pretence, a delusion, which
the bacchic adept, by suggestion, passes off upon the
excited imagination of his confederates, the atten-
dant women or some of them. He is, as Pentheus
calls him, a conjurer and master of spells, a fanatic,
but also upon occasion an impostor. And some of
his tricks are what would now be called, or lately
would have been called, “mesmeric.” His escape
from prison, though it needs no explanation, gives
him an excellent opportunity for providing a mira-
culous one, thus confirming the zeal of his aids.
He predicts a divine interposition in his favour?;
and the women expect and invoke it accordingly
with rapturous faith®. In this mood they are hailed
from within by the voice of Dionysus, and see ' of
course” (as the adept very candidly puts it)* what-

' A verb like Bpavw or pyyvvui, meaning break, can of course
take the preposition ow- as an intensive (owfpavw, cuppyyvuut)
with much the same sense. But for a verb fpavow meaning break
there scems to be no evidence at all. It is not proved by
Opavicaw, even if we take such a writer as Lycophron for evidence
that this word existed, and was classical.

* re. 497-518. 3 7. §50-575.

1. 60§ golnot’, ds éowke, Baxyiov | diarivafarros x.T.A.
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ever that voice suggests. Half a century ago this
might have seemed surprising ; now there are few
or none who have not witnessed such performances.
The scene of Euripides proves merely that they were
known, and were sometimes used for ill purposes,
in the fifth century before Christ. From modern
experience we should indeed hardly suppose that
actual hallucination could be produced simultane-
ously in so many “subjects” as the tragic Chorus of
fifteen. But neither does the scene so suggest. On
the contrary, from the form of the exclamations, we
should gather that one woman only, or at most two,
are directly so impressed: Dzd you see the architvaves
Slying asunder ?...The fire! Dost thon not see it, dost
thou not 2 On Semele's holy grave /... 1t is as if she,
or they, who do promptly see done what the voice
within has bidden, are surprised to find others less
quick. But all believe, and all lie trembling, face
to the ground, when the master, in his own person,
comes forth to interpret his effects®.. In a halluci-

12 591 f.
eidere Adwa kioow &ufola
Swadpopa Tdde;
20, 596-8
aa,
wip ol Aevooas, odd adydly,
Sepéhas iepov dudi Tddov;
¢ For the distribution of the parts in this scene, see Murray’s
text. In 2. 585 <oeie> wédov xfovos "Ewvvoo wérvia, where “ Dio-
nysus ” commands the earthquake, it is perhaps not necessary to
complete the sense (with Wilamowitz). The intended verb (oeie
or the like) may be drowned in the shriek (@ &) of the terrified
Chorus.
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nant working by suggestion, and having at his
disposal a company of female devotees, prepared
for impression by frantic enthusiasm and the habit
of acting under his command, such effects are per-
fectly natural; and the scene shows us, in part at
least, by what means, in a place where such things
were new, excitement and faith might be stimulated.
In the story of the adept, the fire and the earth-
quake, which have been ‘“seen,” are supplemented
by other incidents not visible outside,—a narrative of
certain delusions which he, or Dionysus for him,
put upon the King:
My derision there I made him, that he deemed he fettered me,
Yet nor touched me, neither grasped me, fed on empty phantasy.
Nay, a bull beside the stalls he found where he would pen me
fast :
Round the knees and round the hoofs of this he ‘gan his cords
to cast,...

...and I beside him watching him
Calmly at mine ease was sitting®....

with more, which I have already cited, of the same
kind. These parts of the story Professor Norwood,
whose conception of the fire and the earthquake I
follow, takes to be true; he would suppose that the
adept really did so hallucinate Pentheus®. But I
do not find it natural, or even possible, to make
this distinction in favour of the reporter’s veracity.
\What he tells of his operations upon the mind of
Pentheus stands p»ima facie on a par with the rest,
is cqually wild, impossible, destitute of confirmation,

Ve, 616 fl (Way). * The Riddle of the Bacchae, p. 105.
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inconsistent with visible facts. The adept is able
by suitable suggestion to excite, in those who
passionately believe and habitually obey him, imagi-
native beliefs and even imaginary sensations, for
which they themselves are prepared by confident
expectancy. This agrees with nature, as we know
it now and may presume it to have been known
in the days of Euripides. But it does not follow
that, by his mere will and pleasure, he could mislead
and hallucinate a mind incredulous and hostile.
Because the bacchants, at his suggestion, attribute
his voice to Dionysus, and because one of them
even sees a fire, it does not follow that Pentheus,
without any preparvation, would take a bull for a man ;
and the dramatist, by showing us the natural per-
formance, gives us no reason to accept a report
of the unnatural. And the facts, the words and
behaviour of Pentheus, refute this as well as the
rest. The hallucinations indeed, as such, Pentheus
might be supposed to have forgotten; but his
labours, his frantic efforts to extinguish the fire,
his pursuit and assault of the phantom-prisoner’,—
these, whether remembered or not, are ex hypo-
thesi real, and their effect should be visible. The
story leaves Pentheus “lying,” as well he may, “ex-
hausted”.” The words are scarcely said, when
Pentheus himself comes out, vigorous as ever, so far
as appears from the dialogue, both in body and
mind! Even for the starting-point of the story, the
! vw. 624-631.

? 2. 634 xéwov & Vmo...wapeirar.



The Bacchants of Euripides 75

assumption that the King himself takes charge of the
captive and personally conducts him to prison’, we get
no warrant either before or after. In the previous
scene the captive is remitted for confinement to the
slaves®; in this scene nothing is said by Pentheus,
or by any one (except the story-teller), to suggest that
this procedure was changed. On the other hand,
it is but natural that the impostor should improve
the occasion, and should supplement the marvels,
which his associates have seen, by a few more
which they will faithfully accept. The deluding of
Pentheus then is a lie, like the rest; and we have
so far no reason to think that the powers of a con-
jurer in the way of hallucination extended, according
to Euripides, beyond such limits as may now be
observed. The point, though of small moment here,
becomes important, highly important, in the sequel.

In the man’s whole story of his escape there is
not one allegation, which is either confirmed by or
consistent with the rest of the action, except that he
has escaped. And this, his escape, we had every
reason to expect, from the known disposition and
desires of those upon whom his safe-keeping depends.
He is let out, or never efficiently confined®, and
that is the whole affair.

1 9. 616 ! p. 509.

3 The circumstances, the behaviour of the guards, would
sufficiently suggest this without other hint. But there is another,
or at lcast there was. “ How were you set free?” asks a
bacchant, and adds, according to the punctuation of the Mmss.,
“ __having met with an irreligious man”: dAAa wds HAevfepdfns
avdpds drogiov roywr: (. 613). The latter words, so far as I see,
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Reading the story as a pretence, we shall find
natural what otherwise ought to surprise us—the
literary form in which it is cast, and the strange,
extravagant, unseemly performance by which it is
introduced. By an exception unique, so far as I
have observed, in extant tragedy, we have here a
narvative in the trochaic metre, which, originally
normal for tragic dialogue, was replaced for ordinary
purposes by the iambic, but retained, as an occa-
sional variety, for moments of heightened agitation
or rapid movement :

BdpBapor yuvaikes, ovrws éxremhyypévar $dfo. ..

That the scene should so commence, and that the
escaped prisoner should enter as in haste, is natural
enough. But elsewhere, when such an entrance is
followed by a narrative, the metre, for this purpose,
passes into the normal*; and here, where the subject

are pointless and hardly intelligible. I believe that they make a
separate clause and question: dANd 7&s jAevfepwbys; dvdpos dv
6ciov Tuxwv; In the second clause the verb (yAevfepdifys) is sup-
plied from the first, with the sense, “ Did you find a religious man
to do it?” The use of dv jAevfepuifys (as distinct from pHAevle-
pabns) signifies the suggestion of the fact as what may or must be
supposed to have happened. Cp. Aristoph. Frogs 1023, etc. The
woman’s conjecture is natural, for the fire and the earthquake,
even if they occurred, would not of themselves explain the release;
and the dvijp 8atos, the possible person friendly to the captive or
overawed by him, is provided in the leader of the guards
(vv. 434—442). And in the question, so read, we find, what
otherwise is wanting, a proper lead for the form of the reply, “ 7/
myself accomplished my own rescue ” (adrds ééocwo’ euavrov, 614),
where ad7ds rejects the suggestion of aid.
! Aesch. FPersae 159-176, Eur. Phoen. 1335-1356.
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of the story, if we are to take it seriously, is so
grave, such a transition would seem specially impera-
tive or desirable. The circumstances, as alleged,
present no difficulty, since the man does not propose
to fly, and indeed, if he is to be believed’, there is no
immediate likelihood of pursuit. He might there-
fore perfectly well have described the miracles by
which he has been delivered, the fire and the earth-
quake, in the accustomed strain of dignity; and, if
the reader will compare the practice of Euripides
elsewhere, he will not easily doubt, that such would
have been the form chosen, if the author had
intended these phenomena to be accepted as facts
and seriously conceived. But if they are a fiction
the form is right. For in that case, since Pentheus,
master of himself, may be expected at any moment
to hear of the escape and to pursue (as in fact he
promptly does), the story must be reeled off as
quickly as possible.  Moreover there is in the
situation, so conceived, a strong element of comedy:
the imposture, if it did not provoke anger, might
easily provoke a smile. And for such situations
the less dignified metre is employed by Euripides
clsewhere®.

Equally appropriate to the imposture, and
equally inappropriate, if we were meant to suppose
a real interposition of divine power, would seem, I
think, to an Athenian dramatist and spectators, the
tablean presented at the entrance of the narrator.

T er. 634-637.
3 QOrestes 1506 fI., Jon 510 fi.
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He finds the women prostrated upon the ground,
and notes with sympathy, and of course without
disapproval, this “Oriental” fashion of expressing
their fear of the present Deity’. Nor is it strange
to us. We ourselves kneel both to God and to
kings. And the Asiatic prostration, though we do
not use it, occurs repeatedly, as a sign of awe, in our
sacred Book. But to Greeks such gestures were
foreign and distasteful. For Greeks, they were
associated not with religion either in practice or in
story, but with servility. They belonged to subjects
of the detested Monarchy, such as the “barbarous”
Lydians who use them here. Even to English eyes,
the spectacle of the women, grovelling and quaking,
and of their director standing above them, could
hardly appear dignified. To Athenian eyes it would,
I believe, be offensive and grotesque,—an impression
fatal to reverence, but eminently suitable to indigna-
tion and disgust.

We have discussed this situation so far without
touching the question of scenery :—whether, that is to
say, the resources of the stage, in the time of Euri-
pides, were equal to the exhibition of such effects
as we now should require in connexion with the
words of the bacchants, supposing that the blaze of
fire, and the “parting architraves” of the palace-
front, are to be taken as realities. This question,
as I conceive, is immaterial. The evidence, in my
belief, is against the practicability, or at all events

! 2v. 600—607. Note especially the invocation: BdpBapot
yvvaikes, ovTos ékmemAyypévar $péfw | wpds wedy TemTOKATE; K.T.A
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the likelihood, of such machinery. But suppose the
contrary, suppose the effects practicable; we have
still no right to introduce them here, since by doing
so we do not explain the dialogue (our only testi-
mony for the scenery), but on the contrary make
inexplicable the language of Pentheus, and other
indications that the alleged phenomena are not truly
facts. And indeed many, perhaps most, of the
modern expositors who take these phenomena for
facts, have been content nevertheless to assume that
no sign of them was shown in the scenery: the
spectator was to imagine what the bacchants see and
Dionysus by his story confirms. This the spectator
might do,—zf k¢ chose. The exhibition, in this as
in all respects, coxld be so taken by a spectator
sufficiently prejudiced, or so explained by the exhi-
bitors, if compelled to maintain their legal piety. But
those who adopted this explanation as the meaning
of the author, did so in spite of the scenery, and of
the dialogue, and of the action. They were not
following the dramatist, but defying him.

And if they had supposed, as modern readers
have done, that the effects of the earthquake, as seen
by the bacchants and described by the adept, were
permanent, they would have been defying the
author's ¢xpress words.  Modern expositors (Hesy-
chius is a modern for this purpose, not superior in
authority and far inferior in science to those who
have interpreted the poet since the revival of learn-
ing) make the adept say, as we saw, that ** Bacchus
dashed the building to the ground, and o s all
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broken to pieces’.” But this version is obtained by
forcing the sense of a word. What he does say is
that “ Bacchus dashed the building to the ground,—
though it is all put together,” or more exactly still,
“—though its beams have been all put together®.”
There is no reason at all for wresting this remark
from its apparent sense. The story of the adept,
rightly understood, demands that, when he has used
his earthquake, and the sensation of it which, upon
his suggestion, the bacchants have experienced, he
should get 72d of it agazn, and eliminate the supposi-
tion of permanent effects, because Zkere are none,
either within or without, and the bacchants, on
returning to calmness, must become aware that
there are none, at all events without. Accordingly
he chooses to say—what of course is in miracle
conceivable, because in miracle all things are con-
ceivable—that the demonstration of power has been
transitory. The building has been wrecked...and
restored! By the form in which he puts this, by
the reference to ‘“beam-ends®” he points directly,
as we may suppose him to mark by gesture, to the
particular injury which was seen by one of his dupes
in the fagade, ‘“the marble imposts upon the pillars

! 9. 633. See above, p. 70.
1 mpos 8¢ Toiod adrd 1d8 dAha Bdkytos Avpaiveras

Supar’ dppyfev xapdle (cvvrebpdywrar & dmav)

mikpordTovs B6vTi Seapods Tovs Epovs.

In the parenthesis, the 8¢ is adversative (but, not and) and
answers to our English use of #4ougt, introducing a reservation
or correction,

8 Gpavor
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starting asunder,” the parting, that is to say, of the
architraves’. For these imposts and their junctures
are just what, in a stone building, would be termed
thranoi. He indicates that here, as throughout,
there is synthranosis, and the effect of the shock has
disappeared! The touch, extravagant as it is, is
necessary to rectify and safeguard his previous
invention. That is the way and the peril of such
impostures. The women, being for the time not sane,
believe him, of course; and so must the reader, if he
will have a supernatural interpretation of the scene.
But the path of the disbeliever is more plain.
The expedient of the Greek lexicographer, to say
that ocvwrefpdvwrar means ovuwénroxe, has collapsed,
would not have been admissible while the language
of Euripides was truly alive. Itis purely arbitrary, like
many devices of antique scholarship, and rests upon
the presumption formulated by the Latinist of the
Renaissance in Browning,—that *those ancients
could say anything.” Modern scholars have per-
ceived this, though they have not hitherto acted
upon the perception (as I think) in the right way.
This however is a detail of little moment. The
broad effect of the scene is to show the adept as a
most dangerous mixture of enthusiasm and fraud.
Pentheus—though he dismisses the suggestion of a
divine deliverance with a sneer*—is much disturbed,

' 2. 591 Adwa xioow &uBola Siddpopa.

? ¢ 652. The stress is on wreidioas.  If Dionysus did it, the
more shame to him. The distribution here is uncertain and the
text perhaps slightly defective. See commentaries. But I believe

V. E. 6
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as he has reason to be, by the escape itself, and
astounded® at the audacity with which the late
prisoner awaits and confronts him. He is giving
orders to secure the gates of the city?, when the
situation is changed by the arrival of a herds-
man with news for the King, his master, from
Cithaeron.

This fellow, whatever we are to think of him as
a witness of miracles, is palpably honest—as Pen-
theus remarks, contrasting him pointedly with the
adept®; and those parts of his story, for which his
good faith is sufficient warrant, are enough to startle
the King and others, as, we shall see, they do. In
the first place, his account of the rites, the first,
so far as we know, which Pentheus has had from
an eye-witness, contradicts altogether the adverse
rumours upon which he has been acting. The
women are sober and chaste, their rites “a marvel
of discipline.” But their fury is terrible. The
herdsmen, trying to capture the King’s mother,
Agave, had to fly for their lives, while their herds
were torn to pieces. The bacchants then took the
offensive, raided the neighbouring villages, sported
at their pleasure with the property of the inhabi-
tants, routed and wounded the men who took arms
against them, and have returned in triumph to the
mountain. Let the King, concludes the reporter,

it to be complete. Both 652 and 653 are spoken by Pentheus,
with a pause (of vexation and perplexity) between.

1 2. 644. * . 653.

% oo, 673 fI.
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submit to this irresistible Deity, especially if, “as
they say and I am told, He gave man the wine that
stills his pains; if wine be lost, there is no love, nor
other delight for poor creatures any more'.”

Frank indeed, and not less simple! The boor
does not perceive that these last words must revive
the suspicion which he would refute, and must
suggest that, whatever he has seen, the new religion
does rely for aid upon the attractions of drink and
of sex. It is not from such a witness as this that
the author, after what he has told and shown us
before, can intend us to accept without question
whatever the man says and believes. \What things,
and how much, has he truly seen?

Now, regarded from this point of view, the story
falls into two parts, widely different in colour and
credibility. In the latter part, that which describes
the strength and violence of the enthusiasts, there is
nothing which, with due allowance for exaggeration,
will not pass as perfectly natural:

Thereat, for fear they tear us, all we fled

Amazed ; and on, with hand unweaponéd

They swept toward our herds that browsed the green
Hill grass. Great uddered kine then hadst thou seen
Bellowing in sword-like hands that cleave and tear,

A live steer riven asunder, and the air

Tossed with rent ribs or limbs of cloven tread,

And flesh upon the branches, and a red

Rain from the deep green pines. Yea, bulls of pride,
Horns swift to rage, were fronted and aside

Flung stumbling, by those multitudinous hands

Yo 677-774
6—:2
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Dragged pitilessly. And swifter were the bands
Of garbéd flesh and bone unbound withal
Than on thy royal eyes the lids may fall.

Though the character, situation, and mood of these
fugitives are not such as to commend the accuracy
of the description, we may presume that it rests
upon fact. It is quite likely that the frantic con-
gregation would revenge upon the herd the attempt
of the herdsmen to interfere with them; and the
massacre of a single beast would be enough, in the
temper of the country, to produce the whole picture.
The raid upon the villages is the same in style and
makes the same impression. We see that the
bacchants showed, or may have shown, some remark-
able powers, dexterity in the balancing of burdens and
apparent insensibility to fire?. The pupils of the
adept, as Pentheus remarks®’, were likely to have
some “tricks.” We may believe, and without the
surprise of the narrator, that even spears and swords,
in the hands of a few dazed and leaderless men, did
not arrest their wildness,—and this without sup-
posing that they were invulnerable or even were
unwounded*. Everywhere, in all this part of the
story, we see facts, things natural in the circum-
stances, and in substance presumably true, though
not observed or reported precisely, and doubtless
coloured by a scared imagination.

But the earlier parts of the story, the descrip-
tions of the bacchanal life and worship, have another

! vo. 734 ff. (Murray). ® o 754 f.
3 pv. 674-676. 4 70, 758 ff.
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character, and are miraculous in a different sense.
Here is something more than exaggeration :

Then they pressed
Wreathed ivy round their brows, and oaken sprays
And flowering bryony. And one would raise
Her wand and smite the rock, and straight a jet
Of quick bright water came. Another set
Her thyrsus in the bosomed earth, and there
Was red wine that the God sent up to her,
A darkling fountain. And if any lips
Sought whiter draughts, with dipping finger-tips
They pressed the sod, and gushing from the ground
Came springs of milk. And reed-wands tvy-crowned
Ran with sweet honey, drop by drop.—O King,
Hadst thou been there, as I, and seen this thing,
With prayer and most high wonder hadst thou gone
To adore this God whom now thou rail’st upon !

Such are the preparations; and when we come to
the actual celebration of the ritual dance, the tale
takes a still higher flight:

And there
Through the appointed hour they made their prayer
And worship of the Wand, with one accord
Of heart and cry—* Iacchos, Bromios, Lord,
God of God born!"—dAnd all the mountain felt,
And worshipped with them ; and the wild things knelt
And ramped and gloried, and the wilderness
Was filled with moving voices and dim stress®.

! gp. 702 ff. (Murray).
¥ g, 723~-727 (Murray)
al 8¢ ™y reraypérypy
apav éxivovv Bvpaov & Paxxeipara,
"lakxov dfpoyw oropart Tov Aids yovor
Bpopiov xalotoars wav 8¢ ouveSdxyev’ opos
xai Gijpes, obdty & v aximrov Spduq.
The translation is somewhat expanded, and the mystical tone is
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« All the mountain joined in their worship, and the
beasts ; and nothing there was but it moved with
their speed.” This is no version, exact or exagge-
rated, of anything which could happen in the
ordinary course of the world. If the man saw these
things, or anything like them, if his report is any-
where near to the sensations which he received at
the time, and to the account which he would have
given at the time, then beyond question the bacchic
rites are accompanied by miracle.

But such is not the case. The man does not
know what he saw, and is not making any attempt
to consult his memory and reproduce the record.
The things which he did see, whatever they were,
were not those which he now pictures, and did #of
make upon his mind the impression which, were the
picture in the least degree true, they would have done.
This, in his transparent candour, he allows us to
see, and actually certifies, by one of those natural
self-betrayals which are the most characteristic note
of Euripidean art. He tells us that, at the pre-
paration, he saw the bacchants draw water and wine,
milk or honey, each at her pleasure, out of sticks and
stones. And he adds that the sight of these things
would have turned any one—Pentheus himself, for
instance—into a convinced adorer of the Bacchic God>.

deepened ; but the spirit is the same, and the plainest possible
rendering would leave, in such phrases as wav 8 ovveBdxxev’ dpos,
substantially the same sense.
oo 712 f
do7, e mwapiaba, Tov Gedv oV viv Yéyes
eixaiow dv perjifes eloidoy Tdde.
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Of course it would ; it must produce in any human
being, at least for the time, a profound respect for
the Power by which such things could be done.
And therefore it is quite certain that the man and
his fellows, whatever he now may fancy, did not
see them, because #4¢n, at the time of the supposed
sight, they were not convinced, nor much impressed.
If Pentheus had been there, he would have adored
(says the man), and yet—
Howbeit, the kine-wardens and shepherds straight

Came to one place, amazed, and held debate;

And one being there who walked the streets and scanned

The ways of speech!, took lead of them whose hand

Knew but the slow soil and the solemn hill,

And flattering spoke, and asked: “Is it your will,

Masters, we stay the mother of the King,

Agavé, from her lawless worshipping,

And win us royal thanks?”—./nd this seemed good

To all®

That is to say, having seen the women served by
their God with miraculous draughts, they imme-
diately planned and unanimously resolved to make
an attack upon them! Nor did the spectacle of the
worship, though the mountain throbbed (we are told)
and the wild beasts danced, bring at the time any
change of mind ; for it was then, after this perform-
ance, or rather in the midst of it, that the attack

was actually made!

! «“Who had tramped the town and had the knack of
words ” would be nearer to the tone. This passage is plainer in
Euripides than in the translation, but the sense is the same.

1 27, 714 . (Murray, omitting rightly . 716 ; see 9. 667).
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It would be absurd to frame in this way a story
of miracle, which was to be accepted on the credit of
the reporter. The man refutes himself. He shows
that, before the panic, before the rout and the raid
on the villages, he himself could and did witness a
performance of the bacchic mysteries without any
awful impression, without any impression beyond
surprise and curiosity. He and the other clowns
may have had fancies, and may have confirmed each
other’s fancies by “competing in report of novel-
tiest” They were much excited; and here lies the
cause of the rout which followed. But so vague
were these fancies, so remote from conviction, that
the sacrilegious proposal of the man from town was
adopted without a dissentient voice. They ensconce
themselves in hiding-places, and watch—doubtless
with growing uneasiness—for an opportunity to
make their attempt, which falls by accident to our
excitable informant. Then ensues the panic. At
the call of Agave, the wild women attack in their
turn. The men, unprepared for this, fly—the
narrator evidently among the first},—and the sequel,
which we have already pursued, requires no further
explanation. Terror breeds terror, until it is fairly
established that a bacchant is proof against steel.

And now one of the fugitives comes, distracted
between the fear of God and of man, to report the
whole to his master. He expects the King’s

! kawdv Aoywy Sdoovres aAilois &ow 2. 715 (C), a preferable

reading, I think, to that of the other ms. (P), xowdav.
? See ov. 728-735.
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displeasure ; the story, however taken, is not to the
credit of the King's servants; he begs that he may
tell it freely in his own way’. And having got this
permission, he launches forth into a description of
bacchanal power, which represents not his know-
ledge but his fright, and the desire to show that his
fright had a cause. He paints the spectacle of the
preparation and the mystery not as he saw them,
but as he figures them, honestly and with full belief,
after he and all his village have fled from the cele-
brants. They bowed, as they must, as the King
will have to bow, before the servants of the God,—
before those who suckle wolves, make snoods of
snakes, and thrill with their motion the rocks, and
the trees, and the beasts of the field!

Though Euripides plainly shows, by the mouth
of the narrator, that the story is throughout a dis-
tortion of the truth, and, in the miraculous part,
sheer fancy, he has nevertheless invested the whole,
and the miraculous part especially, with wonderful
beauty and power. This too is profoundly charac-
teristic of him, and marks the peculiar turn of mind,
which makes his work difficult for all, and to
many a mere puzzle and offence. He never does
pretend, as the way of poetry is generally to pre-
tend, that *“ beauty is truth, truth beauty.” He felt
profoundly, painfully, he saw and is never tired of
setting forth, the beauty, the treacherous and de-
lusive beauty, that belongs and must belong to
ccepted falsehoods : the beauty for whick they are

e 664-671.
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accepted, but which does not make them any the less
false. It is a beautiful and specious imagination
that the self-devotion of a faithful wife should be
rewarded by restoration from death, as religion
falsely supposed in the case of Alcestis. To glorify
such a legend would be a natural exercise of piety
and poetry; to satirize and degrade it, a common
exercise of prosaic scepticism. Euripides does
neither, that is to say, he does both at once. He
turns the story into a bitter little realistic drama,
sheer comedy in the plot and upshot, in which the
resurrection, as matter of belief, is riddled with
corrosive sarcasm ; but he does not blink, he paints
with exquisite sympathy, the beauty of the sacrifice
and the specious fitness of the reward. It was a
noble and winning imagination, which made Hera-
cles, as a type of labour in the cause of humanity,
into a figure triumphantly superhuman. The truth
is, nevertheless, that such labourers are only too
human, notable in weakness as well as in strength.
Euripides founds a tragedy upon this truth, showing
Heracles as noble indeed, but insane; but to the
specious glory of the legendary conception he
devotes a hymn which no piety could surpass’. So
it is with him everywhere, and so it is here in the
Bacchants. 1t is a lovely imagination, responding
to the deepest desires, instincts, cravings of spiritual
man, that spiritual rapture should find an echo in

' 1 would refer to my essays on the Alestis (Euripides the
Rationalist) and the Heracles (Four Plays of Euripides).
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the material world ; that in mental communion with
God we should find sensible communion with
nature ; and that, when the faithful rejoice together,
bird and beast, hill and forest, should be not felt
only, but seen, to rejoice along with them. It is not
the truth; between us and our environment, what-
ever links there are, this link is wanting. But the
yearning for it, the passion which made Wordsworth
cry out for something, were it even the imagination
of a pagan, which would make him “less forlorn,”
is natural to man; and simplicity leaps at the
lovely fiction of a response. Just here is the oppor-
tunity for such alliances between spiritualism and
superstition as are the daily despair of seekers after
truth. Euripides rejects the fiction; but he does
not commit the common, though suicidal, error of
rationalism, by disguising or depreciating the love-
liness.

Nor does he make another too common mistake
of science, by pretending to know everything.
Ignorant people explain strange things fancifully;
but for all that, the world is full of strange things,
and ignorant people do frequently see them. Many
such things, and infinite, there doubtless are in the
prospective dominion of psychology and physio-
logy. What are the exact boundaries of spiritual
and physical force, no one knows, nor knew in the
fifth century n.c. Euripides does not pretend to
know. It is impossible to gather, from what he
puts into the mouth of the herdsman, whether, when
the villagers of Beeotia saw the frenzied women do
things apparently impossible in the way of carrying
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and balancing burdens?’, trick or fancy was, or was
not, the whole account of the matter. Here and
elsewhere the poet, following presumably the effect
of his observations, leaves room for the unknown.
In the meetings of the pious much was seen which
did not happen ; but much also might happen, which
a wise man would not hastily explain.

And similarly in the description of the bacchic
habits and ritual, though the man’s imaginary recol-
lection is wild and self-refuted, the grains of fact are
not meant—at least that is my impression—to be
exactly determinable. The bacchants could not
create wine or honey by the wand ; that is very cer-
tain. But as to the handling of snakes, the suckling
of animals?, and other things on the border-line of
the credible, we are left to suppose what we please.
We have been told before by the Chorus®, and may
well believe, that possessed women put live snakes
in their hair. Here it is said that the worshippers
of Cithaeron used snakes to gird their fawn-skins;
but the context rather indicates that, whatever the
narrator means, these snakes were in fact a ritual
ornament, part of the costume’ The quaintest

L oo, 755 ff ® vw. 699 f.

8 9. 102. See the stories about Olympias, mother of Alexan-
der the Great, cited from Plutarch (Zife of Alexander 1. § 5) in
Sandys’ Bacckae, Introduction p. xl.

4 99. 696-698

veBpidas 7 dveorellavd Soawow dupdrev

ovvdeay’ éNélvro, kai katacrinrovs Sopds

opeat xareldoavro Aixpdow yévur.
The words gvvdesp’ é\éAvro point to an ornament, a snake-clasp ;
Aexpdow yévuy suggests real snakes.
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allegation, that serpents clean with their tongues
the faces of the faithful, appears only after the raid
and the return of the bacchants to their camp*; and
what happened then, the reporter, as his story shows,
cannot possibly know. The trait is purely fanciful.
The news of this outbreak, and of the bacchic
victory, which, however interpreted, are sufficiently
grave, put the King and his adversary, the adept, in
a situation delicate for both, and precipitate the
crisis of their contest. Pentheus, who though rash
and obstinate is neither a fool nor a villain, is struck,
as we shall presently see, by the testimony of the
herdsman to the good character of the sectaries, and
is not sure of his ground. On the other hand, he is
furious at their ‘“insolence,”—not the less so because,
in his very presence, and apparently among his
attendants®, a voice is raised, respectfully but firmly,
in recognition of the new God. His country, as he
conceives, is disgracing the Greek name’, and his
first duty is to restore order. For this point of
view there is much to be said, though Pentheus,
by his own fault, has not a good case, and

1 9. 765 fl. It looks like a misinterpretation of the phrase
Nixpdow yévov (v. 698) * licking their (?) jaies.”  Such an explana-
tion may very probably have been given by the rationalists.

1 g7 775-777- The speech is assigned by the Ms. to a
bacchant (XO.) but, as Prof. Norwood has observed, unsuitably.
If not given to the Chorus, it makes in this scene a fourth speaker
(with the Herdsman, Pentheus, and Dionysus), but that is no
difficulty, since we know that such exceptions were admitted.
Other traces of this speaker appear, I think, hereafter.

S oo779
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wisdom would counsel him not to do anything
hastily. However that is not his way; he is, as

the herdsman has said, *“too quick, sharp-tempered,
and imperious.;’ He gives orders that the Theban

forces, of all arms, shall instantly assemble for the
subjugation of the women'.

Here however the bacchic leader interposes with
protests and proposals, which, though intelligible
perhaps if he be taken for a god, are certainly not
less so for those who regard him as a man. Heis
in truth scarcely less embarrassed than Pentheus.
We are nowhere told that he foresaw or intended
such an outbreak of the bacchants as has now taken
place, and must fairly assume the contrary, since
it compromises what was, for him, an excellent situ-
ation. He cannot desire that the men of Thebes
should be led to battle against their rebellious
women. He dare not let this happen, if by any
means he can prevent it. He declares indeed, and
in his fanaticism perhaps believes, that, led by their
God, the women will rout the whole Theban army®.
But, although the legend of Pentheus apparently
alleged such a miracle®, the play of Euripides, which
is based on the real conditions of the world, rejects
and disallows it; the legend, we are to understand,
presumably magnified some such occurrences as those
at Hysiae and Erythrae, where the bacchants suc-
cessfully defy the casual weapons of a few villagers*,
Manifestly this promises nothing for the result of a

! v2. 480 . * oo 7189 ff., 798 ff.
8 Aesch. Eum. z5. 4 0. 758 .
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conflict with troops. Had it come to a fight, the
women, if not massacred (as Pentheus trucu-
lently threatens'), must, one would suppose, have
suffered severely. But suppose not, suppose a
feminine victory, a rout and slaughter of the men.
What sort of foundation, in the real world and the
real state of mankind, would this be for a new
religion? To common sense it is evident, that the
present success of the movement now depends upon
preventing a battle. To this therefore the adept,
since he too is no fool, now directs his whole
energies, pursuing it steadily and relentlessly by
one tack after another.

His first move, the suggestion that the bac-
chants, as a military force, are invincible, is brushed
aside by Pentheus with scornful impatience®. His
next, made with more urgency? is a practical offer,
specious and well worthy of consideration : he will

L g 796 f.
* 2p. 787-801. There is a doubtful reading in zz. 789-792
AL of ¢nu xmijval o X’ émaipeofar few,
d\\’ fovxdlew- Bpouios odx dvéfera:
xwvodvre Bdxxas eblwy Spdv dmo—
OE. ob py dpevices pe
So the Ms., which I would follow, supposing an interruption by
Pentheus. * Bromius will not permit that, when he brings his
wolaries to battle from their sacred hill, [you and your soldiers
should oppose him with success}” In xwolvri mote, the verb
has its strategic sense. The insertion of o (Lenting) after
Bdxxas is admissible, but not necessary; xwotere should not be
changed.
! Note at 7. 8o2 the change of metre from couplets to single

verses.
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himself put an end to the disorder which he has
raised, by bringing the women home:

The Lydian. Sir, sir, it is still possible to settle this matter
in a good way.

Pentheus. By what way? Submission to women who are my
subjects !

Zyd. 1 myself without arms will bring them to this place.

Penth. Ha! Now you begin to plot treachery against me.

Zyd. Treachery! When I would use my own arts to save you.

Penth. 1t is a plan, to which you have pledged yourselves, for
the continuance of your rites.

ZLyd. No, a pledge, believe me, that I have now given to the

God
Pentheus replies by calling for his arms, and com-
manding the proposer to say no more.

This refusal, the turning-point of the tragedy,
is an error: the gravest, after the original one of
persecuting the sectaries upon an unproven estimate
of their character, which the King commits. His
suspicion, that behind the preacher’s offer of assist-
ance lies a conspiracy of some sort in favour of the
new religion, is not unnatural, though apparently un-
true. But, “too impetuous and imperious,” he does
not perceive that, if this were so, it would be only
a fresh reason for making terms with a movement,
which, as Teiresias saw, cannot be broken by mere
force. It is however only fair to observe, that upon
the vital question, whether the bacchanalia are an
instrument of corruption, he is not yet satisfied ; and

! I accept the Ms. reading, kol pyw Evvebéumy—rodrd ¥y &on—

76 Oy, as punctuated and explained (%oc guidem verum) by Murray
in his edition of the text.
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moreover, that here he is not wrong. The rites are
dangerous, as the prophet has somewhat cynically
admitted ; nor is the decency of the present per-
formances very well established by such testimony
as that of the herdsman.

It is this doubt in the King’s mind, and his
desire to assure himself, which lay him open to his
adversary. As he turns away to put on his arms,
the Lydian, now fairly at bay, arrests him with a
new proposal : Would he like to see the bacchanals
in their camp? He leaps at this with an eagerness
which surprises the proposer himself. He would
give anything, he says, for such a chance ; the sight,
if he finds them drunken, will indeed be painful; but
even so, and on any terms, he will see. Secretly,
openly, anyhow he will go, and he is impatient to
start at once’. The subtle Asiatic perceives the
strength of his hold, and proposes further, that,
since a man detected in spying upon the rites of
the women will be in danger of his life, the King
shall disguise himself, in the bacchic dress, as a
female. Pentheus acknowledges the wisdom of the
caution, but shrinks from such a travesty of his
person—all the more when, at his request, the
stranger describes the details of the costume. Be-
tween these various impulses, to each of which in
turn the Lydian dexterously appeals, he hangs
uncertain, and finally, without deciding anything,
retires into the house, with his counsellor, for further
deliberation.

! o, 810-820.
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This dialogue, and the question of its effect and
meaning, are of such importance to our problem,
that it must be given, with the sequel, at length. 1
prefer, as a guard against prejudice, to use a version
not my own, and select that of Mr Way, which,
though unnatural (according to English habits) in its
adherence to the form of alternate verses, is very
close, and clear of any colouring.

Pentheus (to attendant). Bring forth mine arms! thou, make an
end of speech.

Dionysus. Ho thou!

Wouldst thou behold them camped upon the hills?
Penth. Ay—though with sumless gold I bought the sight.
Dion. Why on this mighty longing hast thou fallen?
Penth. To see them drunk with wine—a bitter sight!
Dion. Yet wouldst thou gladly see a bitter sight?
Penth. Yea, sooth, in silence crouched beneath the pines.
Dion. Yet will they track thee, stealthily though thou come.
Pentk. Openly then!—yea, well hast thou said this.
Dion. Shall I then guide thee? Wilt essay the path?
Penth. Lead on with speed: I grudge thee all delay !
Dion. Array thee now in robes of linen fine.
Penth. Wherefore? From man shall I to woman turn?
Dion. Lest they should kill thee, seeing thee there as man.
Penth. Well said—yea, shrewd hast thou been heretofore.
Dion. Such science Dionysus taught to me.
Penth. How then shall thy fair rede become mine act?
Dion. 1 will into thine halls, and robe thee there.
Penth. What robe? A woman’s?—nay, but I think shame.
Dion. 1s thy desire to watch the Maenads dead?
Lenth. In what garb, say’st thou, wouldst thou drape my form?
Dion. Thine head with flowing tresses will I tire.
Penth. And the next fashion of my vesture—what?
Dion. Long robes: and on thine head a coif shall be.
Penth. Nought else but these wouldst thou add unto me?
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Dion.  Thyrsus in hand, and dappled fell of fawn.
Penth. 1 cannot drape me in a woman’s robe !
Dion. Then in the fight with Maenads blood must flow.
Penth. Ay, true:—first must I go and spy them out.
Dion.  Sooth, wiser so than hunt thee ills with ills.
Penth. Yet, how through Kadmus’ city pass unseen.
Dion. By lone paths will we go. Myself will guide.
Fenth. Better were anything than Bacchants’ mock.
(Dion. 1 will pass in, and what befits devise.
Penth. So be it. I am resolved: my path is clear.
I go; for I must needs march sword in hand,
Or do according unto thine advice. ] Exit.

In the last four lines, where there is a doubt respect-
ing the cast of the parts, Mr Way adopts a cast, and
in the words “I am resolved : my path is clear” he
gives a translation, which are not commonly ap-
proved. Professor Murray represents a better
alternative :

Penth. Forward to my halls
Within I—1 will ordain what seemeth best.

Dion.  So be it, O King! ’'Tis mine to obey thine hest
Whate'er it be.

Penth. Well, T will go—perchance
To march and scatter them with serried lance,
Perchance to takc thy plan....I know not yet™

But in substance both versions agree. Nothing is
yct decided, or even advanced towards decision.
The whole issue, as developed in the foregoing

1 oo 843-846
Ile. MOy & oikovs . . dv doxy PovAeiropac
A Eeori wavry 16 Y éuov eltpemés wdpa.

N ,
Me. oreixop’ dve § ydp omA’ {ywv wopevoopar
N N .
¥ tolgL volor weloopat Bovdevpaoy.
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scene,—the King’s first plan, to march against the
bacchants in force, and the proposal of the stranger,
that he should first see the camp, and the question
of disguise,—all is yet open, and reserved for delibe-
ration within.

Here the King goes within, and the Lydian,
turning to his associates, exclaims in triumph :

Women, the man sets foot within the toils.

Now (he says) shall Dionysus take away his reason,
shall madden him, and so make him do, what sane
he never would do,—put on the female attire, and,
thus degraded, go where his own mother shall
execute upon him the vengeance of the long-suffer-
ing God.

Dionysus, play thy part now; thou art near:

Let us take vengeance. Craze thou first his brain,

Indarting sudden madness. Whole of wit,

Ne’er will he yield to don the woman’s robe:

Yet shall he don, driven wide of reason’s course.

I long withal to make him Thebes’ derision,

In woman-semblance led the city through,

After the erstwhile terrors of his threats.

“I go,” says he, “to dress him for death”:
g y

And he shall know Zeus’ son
Dionysus, who reveals at last a godhead
Most terrible, yet kindest unto men.

With these words, he follows the King into the
palace.

After an interval, filled by the religious comments
of the Chorus, the Lydian appears, and imperiously
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summons forth Pentheus, who comes—a total wreck
in body and mind, dazed, drunken, idiotic, wearing
with delight the garb of his subjugation, the helpless
and servile victim of his conqueror. Dionysus has
done his work.

But how then has he done it? What has passed
within the palace during this interval in the action?
How are we intended to fill up, by imagination, the
scene which is withdrawn from our eyes ?

We are to suppose, it is said, that the stranger,
man or god—for this alternative is here indifferent and
may be dismissed from consideration,—has exerted
the superhuman, or at all events mysterious, force
of his will; and thus, by his fiat or influence, has
reduced Pentheus from the state in which we see
him before his exit to that in which we see him
return. By miracle or mesmerism, by some efficacy
purely psychic, he has converted the man who goes
from us to deliberate into a creature incapable of
thought.

Now I ask the reader to consider, carefully
and without prejudice, by what right or with what
reason this interpretation can be imposed upon the
facts which the dramatist has exhibited, and the
text which is our sole authority for his meaning.

If we ourselves desired to present theatrically
an operation of this kind, a mesmeric operation, in
which one person, by the force of his will and with-
out other instrument, takes away the rational and
even the sensory faculties of another, reducing him
from sanity to insanity and something beyond, to the
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double imbecility of an intoxicated lunatic,—how
should we show it upon the stage? Surely by
showing it upon the stage. On the stage, in the
presence of the spectators, the operation should be
carried, if not to the end, at all events to a decisive
point. But why not to theend? The power, upon
this supposition, is independent of place, and needs
no other opportunity than the presence of the sub-
jugator and the subjugated. This freedom, this
independence of occasion and instrument, is the
very essence of will-power in all varieties, human or
superhuman, mesmeric or miraculous. And in the
visible exertion of it must lie not only its value
in a spectacle, but its persuasive reality as a fact.
Withdrawn from sight altogether, the process will
hardly be realized; and it cannot be realized, it
cannot convince the imagination, if, after witnessing
an infinitesimal part of it, the spectator is asked to
suppose the rest. How is he to suppose adequate,
for the attainment of a given end, a force which,
before his own eyes, and in all the conditions
proper to success, either remains inactive, or acts
without approaching the end?

Now it is in this incomprehensible way that
Euripides, according to the hypothesis which we are
disputing, exhibits the reduction of Pentheus to
insanity by the will of the stranger. The insanity
of Pentheus is evidently, as the subjugator tells us
himself, a condition necessary for the execution of
his plan to disguise the King as a woman and betray
him to the bacchants. “Sane, he will never con-
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sent’.” So we are told, and so we see. From the
moment therefore, when this plan is conceived?, to
make Pentheus insane must be the purpose and will
of the operator. And if by his will he can do it,
why does he not do it, then, there, and before the
audience? Why is it still to be done, when, after a
long colloquy with the subjugator, the patient retires
into the house ? That it is then still to be done, we
not only see but are expressly told :

O Dionyse,
This is thine four and thou not far away.
Grant us our vengeance !—First, O Master, stay
The course of reason in him, and instil
A foam of madness®

‘““ Mow, Dionysus, to work!” But why now, and
not before? If to expel reason and instil madness
is a thing which the speaker can accomplish by
merely willing it, why is it not already performed ?
So long as the victim remains without, the hour of
Dionysus has not struck; it begins with his entrance
into the house. Are we to understand then, that
the will-power of the deity is not operative, or less
operative, in the open air ?

!, 851 L
s Ppover peér e
ob py Bedijoy Bjhww érdivar ool
? 7. 810.
Y pp. 849 f. (Murray)
Awrvae, 1or gov lpyOV' ob yap el mpéow-
reccaped atrdv. mpara 8 ixornoov dpeviy,
dveis iladpav Avooar.
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The stress thus laid by the operator upon this
move, as making his opportunity, would be remark-
able, and hard to reconcile with a mesmeric interpre-
tation of the performance, even if, in the colloquy
which precedes, some approach to the end had been
actually achieved. Even then, the interruption of
the process, the change of conditions, and the plain
intimation that this change is momentous, would be
contrary to the supposed nature of the business. But
it is not the fact that Pentheus, before he leaves the
stage, and by the effect of the colloquy, is seen to be
approaching the condition in which he comes back.
He comes back mad, mentally and physically insane,
talking nonsense and seeing what is not there. He
goes out uncertain of his intentions, unable, as yet,
to decide between certain courses, each of which he
has reason both to favour and to dislike, and pro-
posing to consider them further. This is not mad-
ness, nor any approach to it. It is a condition
common, in circumstances of difficulty, to the sanest.
It may even be (and it is in Pentheus) a mark of
improvement in wisdom and sobriety. It gives us
no ground for supposing that if, as we will for the
moment assume, Dionysus has achieved this much
by the exercise of his will, a further exercise of the
same power, when the scene is transferred to the
interior of the palace, will deprive the King of his
senses.

But again, it does not appear as a fact, that the
hesitations and uncertainty of Pentheus prove, as far
as they go, a mysterious ascendancy of will in the
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other party to the conversation. They are produced,
or rather fomented, by the simple and common means
of throwing out rapidly a string of suggestions, and
objecting to every choice. “Will the King, before
slaughtering the bacchants, at least see them ? He
is eager for it. But his life will be in danger. That
is true. 7hen he must go as a woman. Revolting!
Impossible! But to fight is to shed blood. Again
too true.” By such curves we return to the starting-
point, and Pentheus, to talk it all out, naturally...
takes his adviser into the house. From the
triumph of the stranger upon this move (which he
first suggests'), we learn that he has manceuvred for
it,—and therefore that his project, needing the move,
is something quite different from mesmeric influence.
His manceuvres are dexterous, but not at all
mysterious, and to put this colour upon them we
must aid the poet by alteration. This is how
Euripides should have written :—

PENTHEUS (turning from him).

Ho, armourers! Bring forth my shield and sword !—
And thou, be silent!

DioNysus
(after regarding him fixedly, speaks with resignation).
Ah!—Have then thy will!

[He fixes his eyes upon Pentheus again... ; then speaks in a tone
of command.)
Man, thou wouldst fain behold them on the hill
Praying !

! g 827.
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PENTHEUS

(who during the rest of this scene, with a few exceptions, simply
speaks the thoughts that Dionysus puts into kim, losing power over
kis own mind).
That would I, though it cost me all
The gold of Thebes?!

And so on. Prompted so, we may find mystery
everywhere. But put beside this English the original
Greek, or the English of Mr Way:

PENTHEUS (fo atfendant).
Bring forth mine arms!—thou, make an end of speech.

DioNvysus.
Ho thou!

Wouldst thou behold them camped upon the hills?
PENTHEUS.
Ay—though with sumless gold I bought the sight.

To this version, as to the Greek, the stage-directions
of the other cannot be applied. How should * Ho
thou!” be spoken “with resignation”? The Greek
interjection (&) signifies an excited protest, some-
thing like our “No, no!” or “Stop!” It is surely
no equivalent for the English 4%/ as a sign of
acquiescence, nor is it interpreted, in Euripides, by
any such addition as ‘“ Have then thy will!” Nor

! po. 809-812 (Murray)
Tle. éxpéperé pow debp’ dmha, ob 8¢ wadoar Aéywv.
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can it have been easy to give ‘“a tone of command”
to what, in the Greek, is not a command, but a
question,—‘ Wouldst thou behold them?” But if
we make it an affirmation—* Thou wouldst fain
behold them "—and prefix to it a peremptory voca-
tive, ** Man,...”, then we see how the tone comes in.
And if the suggestions of Dionysus, beginning thus,
end upon a note of obscure menace—

PENTHEUS.
What of the city streets? Canst lead me hence
Unseen of any?

Dionvysus.

Lonely and untried
Thy path from hence shall be, and 1 thy guide!'—

then so much the better for the mystery. And
contrariwise, if he says merely

By lone paths will we go. Myself will guide®

In short, Professor Murray (I would submit) com-
poses the scene, as Euripides, if it were to be
construed and acted as a victory of supernormal
faculty, should have composed it, but did not.
But since in truth, if we follow Euripides, we
cannot suppose that the stranger, having got Pen-
theus to confer with him in the palace, makes an
idiot of him by merely so willing,—how is it done,

' pp. 840-841 (Murray) .
Ille xai 7was & dorews elue Kadpelovs Aabuy;
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and how is the manner of it explained, as of course
it must be, to the audience ? Possibly that may not
now be discoverable. The text of a dramatist,
shorn of the action and not interpreted by directions,
is but too likely to present, as the Greek tragedians
do, some problems not determinable. But there are
some indications, all pointing one way, which, so far as
I know, have not been considered, and perhaps have
not been noticed. Whether they are sufficient, it is
for the reader to decide. I submit them for what
they may be worth.

Foremost, because most conspicuous, may be set
the fact that, when Pentheus comes forth demented,
the first symptom of his state is an affection not
at all mystical, but bacchic in the most vulgar
sense :

Aha! me seemeth I behold two suns,
A two-fold Thebes, our seven-gated burg!*

In plain terms—and the style of Euripides is
even plainer than that of Mr Way—the man is
drunk. He sees double, like any toper reeling out
of a wine-shop. Now surely it was a blunder in
the dramatist, a mistake of judgement and taste, to
put in this trait, unless he really means that the
victim is intoxicated, and has taken something, some
drink or drug, such as would naturally do the work.
Assuming this, the trait is, in the circumstances,

! 0. 918-919 (Way)
kol pnv bpav poe 8o pdv HAlovs Soxd,
dwads 8 @jfas xai oMo émrdaropoy.
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tragically horrible, the more so because of its brutality;
otherwise we should not count it, nor, I think, is it
commonly counted, for a happy thought. It may
fairly put us on the enquiry, whether, as a fact, the
subjugator is shown to have used such a means.

There is certainly nothing improbable either in
the conception itself, or in such an application of it
by Euripides. The stranger comes from Asia Minor,
a home of poisons and poisoners’. As an adept in
ecstasics, a communicator of secret delights, he is
not likely to be without experience in drugs. That,
however sincere in his religion, he is not scrupulous
about the means of advancing it, we have already
seen. He has told us himself that, to forward his
plans, it is now necessary to destroy the King's
reason, and that it shall be done. And done it is,
with a promptitude for which, apart from miracle,
only poisoning, intoxication, will account.

Let us ask then next: has he an opportunity?
While he is in the house with the King, has anything
passed between them, to make poisoning possible ?
Yes. There has been an excellent opportunity,
arising naturally out of the situation. e are told
so by the dramatist, if we read him as given by
tradition. Pentheus and the stranger, having now
made an alliance or truce, have pledged each other,
as usual, 7z drink.

' So Andromache (Andr. 157) is charged, as an "Hrepdrs,
woman of Asia, with using ¢appaxa to produce sterility ; Medea
poisons the wreath of Creusa, etc. The adept of the Bacchants
may be classed for such purposes among women.
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After the unseen interview, the first to re-enter
is the Lydian, who calls forth Pentheus in words
which the translators give thus—

Thou who dost burn to see forefended things,
Pentheus, O zealous with an evil zeal,
Come forth before thine halls’. —
and thus—
O eye that cravest sights thou must not see,
O heart athirst for that which slakes not! Thee,
Pentheus, I call®.—
representing the text as it has been printed from the
Aldine edition (1503) down to this day:
ot Tov wpdlupov vl & i xpedv Gpav
oweidovrd T dowotdaota, Ievfén Aéyo,
0. mdpofe Swpdrwv®,
But the ms., the only one which preserves this part
of the play, gives not oweibovra but onrévdovra.
The Aldine editor substituted oweSovra, catching
at the verbal affinity of omevd- omovd- and the obvious
simplicity of “zealous with an evil zeal!” and
assuming that owédovra, “pledging libation,” was
unintelligible. Changes of this kind, made in the
dawn of scholarship, are like the step over the edge
of a steep. We slide to the bottom, and there stay.
For nearly four centuries Musurus was followed
apparently without enquiry.

! Way. * Murray. % ov. g12 fl.

¢ This affinity and simplicity are arguments rather against
than for the conjecture. They would have protected the reading
oweidovra, had it been original, from alteration to owéSorra in

this place. Nor indeed is the confusion of v and v, so far as I
have observed, a common error of the Ms.
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Nevertheless he was wrong. His correction is
scarcely even plausible, as was at last observed
by a scholar of the present day, Professor Tyrrell.
“ Eager to see what is forbidden and desiring what
is not to be desired” is a tautology ; and Euripides
has not deserved, few writers less, to be accused of
tautology by a corrector’. Professor Tyrrell there-
fore, to escape Musurus, would accept from him
the reading owevdovra, but nevertheless eject, as
spurious, the verse so corrected,

omeidorrd 7 domovdacta, Mevbéa Aéyw,

noting truly that, without it, the sentence is not
really defective? and yet might easily be thought so.
But a readier and more legitimate way of escaping
Musurus is to refuse his gratuitous conjecture.

For not only may onévdovra be the right word,
but it demonstrably is. It is confirmed by the next
speech of the Lydian. The intoxicated Pentheus
sees horns upon the head of his guide—whether in
imagination or because really he has put on those
Bacchic emblems—and demands explanation of
them. The God, he is told, is his companion,
who “before unfriendly, kas now pledged his peace

o us' i —

€ b € -~ ’ » 3 3 4
& Oeds opaprel, mpoolev dv ovr eluevys,

v «
évamovdos ulv.

! See the criticism attributed to him by Aristophanes (Frogs,
1154), to which Dr Sandys alludes, in his critical note on our
passage.

? Sce Eur. AHel. 546, Soph. Ant. 441
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The use of s, not t4ee, is of course ironical, the
speaker affecting to identify the interests of himself
and his captive ; it is between Pentheus and the deity
that there has now been made “truce by libation”
(ocmovdal). Libation then, and the drinking from
the cup which was part of the ceremony, there has
been ; and when Pentheus is described as ¢ making
truce by libation (gwévdorra),” we have simply another
reference to the same fact.

It is natural and necessary that such a ceremony
should be performed between Pentheus and the
servant of Bacchus at this point ; and we have been
prepared for it by a train of suggestions. The
adept, in the previous scene, has pretended a desire
to serve the King’s interest in the difficult situation
created by the raid of the women from Cithaeron,
and has offered, among other things, to give him an
opportunity of seeing the objects of his suspicion.
When the King accepts this offer so far as to invite
the stranger to a conference in the palace, and
consents to discuss the proposal that he should stake
his life upon the fidelity of his adversary, it is natural
and necessary that this truce and trust should be
pledged in form. They have drunk together, with
libation. The libation of Pentheus was doubtless
not poured, not formally, to the new god: that would
be premature. But a #ruce with the god (omovdai),
and in this sense a /Jzbation to him, he has made.
He has done this in order that he may see the
bacchants; and since this desire, as the adept
believes, is impious, he describes the King, so soon
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as he safely can, as * eager to see what is forbidden,
and making libation (truce) not fit to be desired,’
wpobvpov 6v8® & pn xpeav Spav
orévdovrd T domovdacTa

The libation of Pentheus, in so far as it can be said,
bitterly and with irony, to be offered to Bacchus, is
the sign of his defeat and subjugation. He has
purged his rebellion. *He rejects me from Zzbations "
says the deity of the prologue’ (omovdav dmo &fet
pe). ‘ Matke libation and worship him” (owévde
kat Bdkyeve), says Teiresias in his expostulation®.
And libation, says his conqueror, he now makes.

Here then, in the cup from which he pours and
drinks, is the poisoner’s opportunity to do that which
must be done. It is indeed a hideous and revolting
opportunity, open only to treachery and—which, the
cause considered, may appear worse—to sacrilege.
But such are the ways of fanaticism. To make the
King insane, and so bring him to destroy himself, in
appearance, by his own act, is the only sure and
safe means of preventing the military project which,
however it may result, must be disastrous to the
propaganda. For such an end, and to punish an
cnemy of religion, an enthusiast like the adept will
violate any pledge, and profane all rites, not excepting
his own. And we now see why the house is ““a

b 48
? ¢ 313 Sec also pr. 284 f.

olros feoige omévlerar feos yeyuws,
@are Sud Tovrov tdyal' avfpumrovs éxew,

a tragic irony, when we know the sequel.
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trap” for Pentheus’, and why his retirement thither,
and his invitation of the adept to a conference?, are
hailed with triumph as sealing his fate. There
and there only can be done what the minister of
Dionysus means to do.

In retrospect therefore, by the symptoms of the
victim and the allusions of the victor, the nature and
means of the conquest are declared; and this may
be enough for a reader. But in the theatre, for the
information and excitement of an audience, it would
seem desirable, or even necessary, that the purpose
should be in some way foreshown. A plain declaration
in words, whether before or after, is prohibited by the
situation. To the attendants of the King, however
ready to acknowledge Dionysus, the adept could not
safely have revealed that their master was to be
poisoned. He must necessarily pretend, as he does,
that the mind of Pentheus is to be disorganized by
divine and miraculous intervention: “Dionysus, now
to thy work!”  But the spectators, who, if they have
followed with understanding the course of the play
and the scene itself to this point, must instantly
perceive that the man’s confidence rests upon some-
thing more material than faith, may receive from his
action all the further enlightenment that they can

1 2. 848.
% 2 843
é\fovr’ & olkous...dv Soxj BovAedoouad.
The retention here of the dual é\ddvre (Murray), « We will go
into the house, and I...,” is, I think, clearly right, as against éAfuv
ye (Nauck).
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require. ‘“ Dionysus, now to thy work,—/for thou
art not far away. Let us punish him. But madden
him first, and put in him light frenzy.” The means
to do this must be near indeed; it must—there is
no other possibility in the situation—be upon the
person of the speaker. Let him then but put his
hand within his dress, and we, those of us who are
not expecting Euripides to show us a miracle, shall
have evidence enough. He carries about him, as
from his nationality and profession we should natur-
ally suppose, an intoxicating drug, an excitant of
imagination and illusion. For a frenzy, he will pro-
portion the dose.

The scene would thus explain itself, even if we
were to assume that, in connecting the efficacy of
Dionysus with a drug, Euripides was here taking
an original line. But this, in my opinion, is most
improbable. In such a time as the fifth century B.C..
when both the study of medicine and rationalistic
speculation upon the origin of superstitious beliefs
were powerful movements, proceeding from the same
lonic centres of thought, and thus brought naturally
into contact, the connexion of enthusiasm with
intoxicants must have been notorious; and it must,
I should suppose, have been applied, long before the
date of the Bacchants, by those who occupied them-
selves with such conjectures, to explain some of the
performances attributed by legend to Dionysus and
his votaries. The Athenian audience, the educated
part of it, would probably expect the exhibition of
a druy to figure as an element in a Bacchic story

8—:
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presented by Euripides. But even without this,
the scene explains itself, before as well as after the
accomplishment of the adept’s design, supposing
only, at the earlier stage, such interpretation by
gesture as the words and situation imply. To those
who could not or would not see, the choice of a
miraculous interpretation was here, as elsewhere,
left open. But it is not natural, and it is not Euri-
pidean.

Whether by a divine act, a miraculous act, such as
Aeschylus or Sophocles would probably have sup-
posed in such circumstances, the situation would be
made more tragic, is a question which we need not
debate. Tragic it would be, no doubt, that a Being of
superhuman strength and pride, opposed to pride and
strength only human, should reduce the adversary to
idiocy by a mere fiat. But in what sense is it less
tragic, that, in the world as we see it, there are found
such beings as the adept, appalling compounds of
devotion, cunning, and cruelty, men who, to serve
their God, would put venom into a cup of com-
munion? These are two tragedies, different in
kind ; and the last, not the former, was the kind
which interested that “most tragic of poets” who
made his art out of “the things we handle and
among which we live.”

The fact that the madness and subjugation of
Pentheus are produced by a drug will explain, if I
am not mistaken, a later passage in the play, which
has been regarded as desperate. For, when all is
over, when the sanctified means has achieved the
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end and the triumph of the cause is secure, the
Asiatic women, in their exultation, describe the
instrument in terms which, given the fact, are trans-
parent, and, without the fact, are not intelligible at
all. The point is important; for we thus learn what,
in the bare text and without the action, does not
previously appear,—that these barbarians are accom-
plices of their compatriot, and understand, when the
adept predicts to them “the work of Dionysus,” in
what manner that work is to be done. Being adepts
themselves and familiar with his operations, it is
natural that they should understand him ; and their
consciences, as we see everywhere, arc enslaved to
his direction. Whatever they know, they of course
must not reveal anything, placed as they are, of a
mystery so little attractive to proselytes. During
the ode which follows the retirement of Pentheus
and the adept into the house', and that which is
sung after their departure to the camp’, the singers
may not even be alone; during the second they
probably are not alone, for the departure is witnessed
(as we are led to suppose) by some of the King's
subjects, and there is no reason why these should
immediately disperse®. And even if the women
were alone, the door of the palace is no place for
proclaiming that the master of it has been cheated
of his life by means not more sublime than those of
the vulgar murderer. They cannot with prudence
utter it even after the accomplishment, and in
strictness of reality perhaps they would not. But it

1 gn. 862 fI. 'ov. 977 f1 3 See hereafter.
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is conceivable, even in reality, that in their exultation
the truth should slip out, especially since now, for
the first time perhaps, they are left without auditors’;
and in the theatre a declaration to this extent, one
reference in plain terms, would be desirable, if not
necessary, to complete the effect. And this we have.
The triumph of the bacchants over the death of
Pentheus finds expression, naturally enough, in a
reminiscence of the crisis which decides his fate, and
a series of allusions to the scene of his subjugation.
In part, but in part only, these allusions are intelli-
gible, if we ignore the means by which the subjuga-
tion is effected :

Let us in chorus extol our God, and raise our voices to cele-
brate the fall of Pentheus the serpent-born, who took the woman-
garb and the thyrsus-wand..., and with the Bull to guide him
went to his fate?

These are simple references to the facts and the
language of the scene which we are considering.
But to the words “ who took the thyrsus-wand” the
bacchants append the comment, that the wand, the
narthex as they here call it, was a pestos Hades

1 See zv. 1148 f. The other slaves, if any are present, no
doubt follow the example of the speaker.
? pv. 1153-1159
dvayopeiowuey Bdkyiov,
avaBodowper fvpdopav
7dv 700 8pdrovros Hevbéos éxyevéra:
8s Tav OnpAvyeri orolav
vaplyxkd Te...
éafev edbvpaov,
Tadpov wponyyTipa Gupdopds Exwv.
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(vdpbnkd re, moTov "Adav, ENaPBer ebbupoov). It is
impossible, most interpreters think, to find in this
expression any meaning consistent with the facts as
they have hitherto been conceived, or indeed any
meaning at all. The wand of Pentheus was his
“death,” but not ““faithful,” or “trustworthy,” or even
—if we might so press the word—‘ trusted.” A
string of conjectures, of which none has found
acceptance, shows that, from this side, the phrase
defies explanation. But it becomes transparent,
when we know that the King was poisoned by a
drug in his wine. It was remarked by Professor
Tyrrell’, that the word pistos, merely as Greek and
apart from a context, is ambiguous, meaning either
Jaithful (weibopar) or potable (mivw), and that pustos
//ades, mercly as Greek, might mean * potable
dcath, death by a potion*” Not only might the
words have this meaning, but, in themselves and
apart from a context, they could bear no other.
“]7aithful death,” or even *trusted death,” is an
expression barely conceivable; ‘‘death in a drink” is
an expression perfectly simple; and native ears, to
which both senses of pistos were equally natural,
must take the epithet, at least primarily, in the
obvious way. Pistos Hades signifies poison taken
in a draught, and could hardly signify anything else.
And still more obvious, more inevitable, is this
interpretation, when the phrase is appended, as an
explanation, to the word marthex. This word,

' Critical note ad /Joc.
! See Acsch. P V. 480, where morov is a drinkable medicine.
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meaning properly the /ollow stalk of a certain plant,
was extended, by metaphor, to various objects, such
as the bacchic wand, made from or comparable to
such a stalk. None of its meanings are common in
literature ; but one of them must, in daily life, have
been only too well known. In the lack of glass, a
short piece of hollow stalk, stopped at the ends,
offered the readiest way to make a capsule or case
for things small, precious, and requiring careful
protection, such as scrolls, unguents, etc. Hence
the word narthex came to signify such a capsule’;
and in this sense, but no other, it admits naturally
the explanation pistos Hades or death in a drink.
Strictly, of course, it is to the contents of the
narthex, the drug itself, that the explanation applies;
but, in the language of poetry, such compressions
of phrase, by way of metaphor or transference,
are habitual and almost regular. Thus, when the
triumphant Chorus put into the phrase wvdpOnka
evbvpoov, thyrsus-wand, the explanation woTov
"Adav, death in the drink, they are making a fierce
and horrible jest, which doubtless on the stage they
would deliver with the proper laugh. They play
upon two senses of narthex, which they signify by
giving first one interpretation (wiorov "Awdar) and
then the other (edfvpoov). The circumstances, the
facts to which they refer, are such that they could
hardly name the ““wand” without thinking of that
other narthex,—the little deadly thing which did
“the work of Dionysus,” and which, when the adept

! For references see Liddell and Scott s.v.
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promised such work’, they must have divined,
even if he did not show it to them, to be within
reach of the promiser’'s hand. But although the
equivocation is thus prepared and obvious, to use
it as a jest, and by way of comment upon the bloody
narrative of the murder, would perhaps be impossible
to any human beings not hardened by the singular
astringence of religious hatred and religious devotion.
It proves, as nothing so well could, the temper of
their steeled fanaticism.

Thus, here and in the scene of the subjugation, the
traditional text defends and justifies itself by mutual
support. When we bring the points together, and
perccive their relation, it is surely impossible to
belicve, that in one place the equivocation narthex
(pistos), and in the other place the allusion to the
spondai or libations which have passed between
Pentheus and his guest? are the casual, unconnected,
and unconscious product of a blundering pen. Un-
less we will say this, we shall allow, upon the
assurance of the poet, that, according to his intention,
the conquest of Pentheus is achieved by means of a
drug.

Whether the word pisfos, as well as the word
narthex, is equivocal,—whether, that is to say, the
phrase pistos /{ades can have a meaning, if pustos be
taken in the sense frustworthy or trusted —is a
question which I must for the present leave open.
No such inference can be drawn from the passage of
Euripides, because the sense pofable, in this connexion

Vo S48 fL ? 913, Supra p. 110.
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obvious, is sufficient. But if there was such a secon-
dary meanmg, if “trusty Death” was a known ex-
pression, religious and bacchic, the more easily would
the jest have occurred to the poet’s mind, and the
sharper would be its point. And as a mere conjec-
ture, it seems possible that the phrase was known to
religion. Although in this play, as we have before
remarked, nothing, or at least nothing explicit, is
said of prospects beyond the grave, we can scarcely
doubt that, according to the type of religions cognate
to the Bacchic—the Orphic mysteries for example
and (probably) those of Iacchus at Eleusis,—we are
to suppose such prospects and assurances as part of
the more intimate revelations which are occasionally
mentioned”. The initiate was not only strengthened
for this world but also armed for the next. The
bacchic emblems and costume were thus not only a
sign of fraternity, but also, in the religious sense, a
viaticum, a preparation for the great journey. Indeed
we may, | think, fairly see a suggestion of this in
the language which the adept is made to use, when
he goes to dress the King in the attire “ wherein he
shall depart to the house of Death (Hades).” If
bacchants, like some orders, invested their dead
with the religious costume, as an emblem of protec-
tion and promise, putting the fawn-skin upon the

v 73, 471 ff.

* vo. 857-859
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body and the wand in the stiff hand, then we should
have here a ferocious sneer quite appropriate to the
behaviour of the preacher at this crisis. It is not
necessary so to suppose, but I find the supposition
plausible’. Now in connexion with such a habit,
the phrase pistos Hades, “ Death that is trusted” or
‘that may be trusted,” strange as it is, would have
a meaning. To the initiate, the King of the Dead
is an object not of terror but of confidence. To the
question
Wilt thou trust Death or not?

the initiate, like the scholar in Browning, can answer
“Yes.” And thus when the women describe the
narthex (wand) of Pentheus as a pistos Hades, a
sign of ¢rust in death, they would not only be making
their own bitter jest upon the poison, but also
echoing the sneer of the adept at the significance, in
this case, of the protective investiture. That this is
so, I do not say. To prove it, the phrase pistos
Hades, in the religious use supposed, must be not
conjectured but actually found; and I repeat, that
the passage of Euripides, being complete in sense
without any reference to this meaning of pistos
(melBopar), cannot be cited as, by itself, supporting
that reference. I would merely signalize the possi-
bility to the investigators of mystic phraseology™.

! Possibly too this may throw some light on the strange
phrase & té\e in p. 860. It may have meant, in this connexion,
“at the hour of death.”

? The translation “sure to kill,” which has sometimes been
forced upon mwrov "Adav in our passage, is not to be thought of.
As Tyrrell and others have pointed out, it is not derivable from
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There is another passage in the play, which has
been found difficult, and with reason, so long as we
have not remarked that the madness of Pentheus is
effected by poison, but becomes simple when that is
perceived. The sermon of warning, which Teiresias
addresses to the King, concludes with a dark sugges-
tion: “No argument of yours shall persuade me
to fight against deity. For you are mad, most
miserably mad. Medicine will not cure your ill, and
medicine has helped to make 1t*." The last words are
muttered perhaps rather than spoken, and no further
notice is taken of them. But to the speaker him-
self, and to the reader, they must have a meaning;
and their only natural meaning is that Teiresias
already suspects some one of having practised, by
charms or spells or other such means comprised in
the term pharmaka, against the sanity of the prince?;
this appears to the prophet the most charitable
explanation of his behaviour. But more than one
critic has found this suspicion irrelevant, and has
proposed to alter the text; and it is not easy to see,

the meaning of mworés. The words vdpfyka, wordy "Aday, E\afe
might conceivably mean ““ he took the wand which 4e could trust
to kill him ”; but that is nonsense. They could not mean “he
took the wand which was (in itself) destined to kill him.” How-
ever, as I have said, there is no proof that mwrds (wreffopar) has
any bearing on the passage at all.
1 v, 326-327
paivy yap os dAyiora, kodre dapudkors
dky AdBois dv odr dvev Tovrwy vooels.
? A supernatural influence, that of a god, would not come, I
think, within the meaning of ¢dppaxov. But see Tyrrell’s note.
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from a dramatic point of view, why the point should
be brought in, unless it bears in some way upon the
story. But when we know that, in the end, it is by
a pharmakon, in the strictest sense, that Pentheus
is made literally insane, we see why Teiresias
should be made to express a suspicion, which, from
the nature of the case, can be aimed only at the
King’s enemies, the bacchants. It is a point calcu-
lated for the second hearing or second reading.
That Teiresias should attribute dark powers to the
new religious sect, is not unnatural, nor that he
should charge them, in his own mind, with having
used some such power upon their persecutor. But
the reason why he is made, somewhat abruptly and
obscurely, to throw out the hint, is that we, readers
informed of the story, may remark how much nearer
than he knows his apprehension strikes at the
character of the King’s adversary. By *medicine”
indeed it is, that the adept of Dionysus will quench
the light of reason in a resisting mind, but not by
any such remote and mysterious medicine as the
prophet seems to imagine. The plarmakon, with
which Dionysus operates, is of that kind which can
be carried in the purse and dropped into the cup.

In the pitiable and repulsive scene' which ex-
hibits the degradation of Pentheus—the masterful
man, headstrong but not ill-meaning, suddenly con-
verted into a vain and vicious child—there is one
trait which, as I have always thought, is intolerable,
if we suppose his vanquisher to be a deity inflicting

Vo grz fl
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punishment for the refusal of worship. The mind

of the victim is not only enfeebled, but fouled. He
becomes beastly. This at all events, until the
poison unmans him, he is not. It may be, that, by
charging the women-converts with misconduct of
which no proof appears, he suggests, to a strict
judgement, no very favourable estimate of his own
purity. But in his anger at their supposed be-
haviour, and in his desire to resolve his doubts
by seeing -what they do’, there is no mixture, none
apparent in his language, either of malice or of
prurience. Considering who these women are, and
that among them are his nearest kinswomen and his
own mother, it would, no doubt, be monstrous that
he should find pleasure either in the suspicion itself
or in the prospect of proving it. But he finds pain®
In the background of his thoughts there may con-
ceivably lurk some baser element of curiosity, as in
every human thought and feeling base elements do.
But that he cherishes, or consciously follows, any
such impulse, he has hitherto nowhere betrayed.
Now, morally as well as mentally, he is dissolved
into a brute. The suggestion of his leader, that the
virtue of the bacchants will be to him a delightful
surprise, awakes no response : the miserable wretch
is more interested in learning just how he should
hold his thyrsus®. He pictures the worst discoveries
with chuckling anticipationt He can cite the names
of his mother and her sisters, for the silly purpose of

1

2o, 812 ff. ? 2. 814
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getting a compliment upon the finish of his female
disguise, without hint of shame or apprehension'.
He is vile. And the author of this “change of
mind” notes it with pleasure and gratulation!* Even
in a man, provoked by violence and blinded by a
fanatical devotion, such callous wickedness touches
the limit of what is credible or acceptable. How
would it be, if, according to the poet, this murderer
were the true object of such worship as that of the
Hymn to Holiness ?

The Dionysus of this episode, and of almost all
the play, is, like the Aphrodite of the prologue to
the Hippolytus, and like all the gods of the Euripi-
dean theatre, not a possible object of adoration. In
most cascs, as in that of Aphrodite, the obvious
answer to the question so raised, is that the deity,
the personal embodiment of a passion or a force,
being in no way required by the mechanism of the
story, will naturally be dismissed (by those who,
like the poet, so incline) as a revolting and needless
imagination. Here, in the Bacchants, the person of
the adept is the very hinge of the story. But that
he is superhuman, he never gives us any reason to
think; and now he has disproved it. Poison is a
human weapon, not superhuman, and the adept, how-
ever fiendish, is no fiend in respect of his power.

Before quitting this scene, we must notice a
small but not insignificant question, respecting the
number and parts of the performers. It is not
probable that the entrance of the adept and his

Venogeg fl 944
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victim from the palace, and their departure for the

mountain, are witnessed by no one except the women
of the Chorus. The poisoner, in forecasting his
triumph, declares his intention to make the captive
a spectacle to his own subjects'; and we should
expect a corresponding performance. The conver-
sion of the King’s servants—the fact that they are, as
a body, now convinced by the report from Cithaeron
that the stranger is supported by miraculous arms—
is necessary to the development of the situation,
since, without this, they would attempt some inter-
ference. And it is but natural that, when the King,
after his private interview with his new counsellor,
sets forth, so terribly transformed, upon his fatal
journey, fascination should lead some of his awe-
struck household to follow him beyond the door.
We should presume therefore that they do so, and
express by their behaviour the terror which the
adept has inspired, and which is essential, as a con-
dition, to his success. The sequel makes this
certain ; for by one man at least Pentheus and his
guide are followed all the way to Cithaeron, and by
this one at least they are doubtless followed when
we see them depart from the stage. It is from
him that the Chorus, and the audience, receive the
story of the King’s horrible end. His narrative—

When we had got beyond the villages of Thebes and had
passed the river Asopus, we entered upon the bare slope of

Cithaeron, Pentheus, that is, and I, who kept with the master, and
the stranger who was to bring us to the spectacle...%—

' 7o 854 . 2 o, 1043 fI.
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suggests, what we may well believe, that he was the
only companion in whom fascination prevailed over
terror so far. But at the beginning the attendance
would be more numerous.

Among those who follow from the palace, one (the
future reporter) should be supposed to distinguish
himself as leader by his action, thus preparing the
audience for his presence at the catastrophe. But
this preparation, a thing important to the coherence
of the drama, has been already begun, and more
effectively, in the previous scene. There, as we
saw’, upon the conclusion of the herdsman’s narrative,
a bystander, whose language marks him as a servant
of Pentheus, gives voice to his belief in the divinity
and power of Dionysus. And to the same speaker
we should assign an unappropriated verse which, at
the close of the scene, occurs between the exit of
Pentheus and the following speech of the Lydian:
Pentheus. We will go within, and I will decide as seems best.
The Lydian. As you will. In any event I am at your service.
Pentheus (leading the way)®. By your leave. Perhaps I shall take

arms and march, and perhaps I shall adopt your advice.
[Exir.

! See vo. 775 f. and supra p. 93.
* yv. 845-9
e orelyoys’ dv: ¥ yap 6N’ ixwr wopevoonar
7 TotgL goigt weloopar SovAeipacty.
<@epamwr.> e 8t Bdryas, oY favey dvoe dlxyr.
Ac  yvraikes, dinjp & PBodov xabicrarac
Awrvae, viv gov &pyov: ob yap  mpdow.
The Ms. assigns 7. 847 (so placud) to Dionysus, but no one now
accepts this, the third person (j¢e, duore) being unsuitable. See
the commentaries.
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(4 Servant) And he will go to the bacchanal camp, there to

pay the penalty of his life.
The Lydian. Women, he walks into the snare. Now, Dionysus,

to thy work!...

The servant speaks, as he naturally would, to his
fellow-slaves, and expresses the conviction which, as
believers in Dionysus, they doubtless share,—that,
whatever Pentheus may say, an irresistible might
will certainly conquer and destroy him. The pre-
valence of this conviction is necessary to the sequel ;
and for this reason the expression of it, in these
interjectional comments, has a dramatic value, apart
from the more mechanical function which they per-
form, in presenting the speaker to our notice, and
preparing us for his part as reporter of the cata-
strophe.

To the scene of his report, passing over for the
present the choric interlude which covers the time
of the event, we may now proceed. The brief
dialogue, which passes between him and the Chorus-
leader’, brings out the notable point, that the man’s
submission to Dionysus has no resemblance to what
we call, and the bacchants would call, a religious
conversion of the heart. Far from sharing their
exultation, he can scarcely bear it with patience?’.
To superior power, however exerted, he bows, like
the slave that he is, without protest and without

1 20. 1024-1042.

* vv. 1032—1040. The supposition of a loss to the text at
?. 1036 is unnecessary. It is natural that the bacchant (. 1037)

should interrupt the man, whose meaning (2. 1036) is sufficiently
expressed.
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approval’, without moral question of any kind ; and
his natural horror at the event which he has
seen and describes is in no way affected by his
regarding it as the work of a god, and presenting
the incidents according to this persuasion.

But indeed the situation gives little scope for
colouring. In the state to which Pentheus is
reduced, it needs no miracle to accomplish his
destruction ; nor, without a determined expectation,
could any miracle be found in what occurs. The
bacchants are discovered in a glen or torrent-bed,
‘““walled with rocks and overshadowed with pines®.”
The King and his conductor, approaching quietly
by a grassy glade, reach a place from which the
women are visible; but Pentheus, complaining that
he does not see well enough to “‘observe their mal-
practices properly’,” proposes to climb into a tree.
Thereupon the stranger, *‘ with superhuman force*,”
pulls down a pine, and having placed Pentheus
upon it, releases it so as to leave him seated. At
this moment the stranger *“is no more to be seen,”
and a voice “from the air” calls the bacchanals to
avenge themselves and their god. They rush to
the place, and, perceiving their victim, attempt first
to reach him with missiles from a rock opposite ;
but, finding that he is beyond their range, they assail
the tree, using boughs as levers to the roots, and

! 70, 1150 fl.
¥ . 1051-1052
dyxos dpixpnuvov...wevrairt Tvoxialor.
* 9. 1062. ‘ 9. 1069
9—2
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finally “plucking it out of the earth.” Pentheus
comes to the ground with it, and, vainly supplicating,
is instantly torn to pieces.

Such are the facts. They are reported and, as
it were, annotated by an observer so possessed by
superstitious expectancy that even the disappearance
of the Lydian is translated into a prodigy, and
invested with the forms of a divine ascension:

For scarce was my master visible in his perch above, when #%¢
stranger was no more fo be seen, and from the air a voice—doubtless
the voice of Dionysus—cried, “ Women, I bring you him that has
made a mock of you, and me, and of my rites. Take vengeance
on him.” And as ke spoke, between heaven and earth there rose a
wondyous blaze of fire

Comment, analysis, would surely be wasted upon
testimony so naive as this. The performance of the
Lydian at this moment, occurring in the circum-
stances depicted, could not appear wonderful to any
rational mind ; and in view of this incident, if the
rest of the story were filled with prodigies, they
might and should be rejected without examination.

But in fact, except where the stranger is con-
cerned, our informant sees no prodigy; and what he
relates concerning this awful personage is refuted,
so far as it transcends nature, by himself. When
the Lydian pulls down a pine, upon which to place
his victim, the act is described in a manner which, if
we take it for truth, is indeed stupendous :

And here it was that I saw the stranger do that thing miracu-
lous.  Grasping a pine’s top branch sky-high, he dragged it down,

1

20, 1076 ff.
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and down, and down to the ground, bending it round as the
moving-spring is bent, when the running circuit of a wheel is
drawn by the lathe’; even so did the pull of his arms bow to the
earth that mountain-branch, with more than mortal might. Then,
setting Pentheus on the pine, he let the tree rear itself again,
loosing his grasp gently and with care not to fling the rider, till it
rose right up into the air, with my master seated atop®

This is stupendous, if true,—if the tree was, as the
man would have us conceive, a great tree, erect and
firm. But, seeing who and what he is, why should
we suppose any such thing? In a place like that
which is described, upon the broken edge of a
watercourse, one may find in abundance pines of
such size and so hanging, that a man may use them
as the Lydian does this one. If he could pull it
down, it was such and so placed as to make that
possible. So would say common sense, even if the
narrator did not presently prove it. \Ve turn to the
assault of the bacchanals, and we read—

And when they saw my master seated upon the pine, first they
tried to pelt him with battery of stones, from a rock-tower opposite
on which they mounted, and with pieces of pine-wood for javelins,
and some with their wands, which through the air they launched at
their miserable mark, yet reached him not; for the wretch, though
helpless to escape, was perched too high for their purpose. So
presently, with branches which they broke(?) from the trees and

! For the most probable explanation of this simile, see the
description of a primitive lathe by Mr Robertson, cited in Tyrrell’s
note. The exact reading however is doubtful. I would follow the
Ms., except in writing 3} (for ) in ©. 1066 : literally, “it was rounded
like the bow (spring) in the engine (way) by which a wheel draws
the course of its circuit.” The relative 3 refers loosely to rofov.

* v 1063 fL.
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used for levers, they set them to tear up the roots, till, as this labour

did not bring them to their end, Agave said, “ Come, Maenads,
stand about the young tree and lay grasp thereon, that so we may
catch the mounted quarry, and he may never tell the secrets of
the God’s dance.” So they put a many hands to the pine, and
plucked it out of the earth. And down from his seat above came
Pentheus dashed to the ground, lamenting sore, for ke saw that kis
fate was near. ‘'Then, as his mother, arch-priestess of the sacrifice,
fell upon him, he dashed the coif from his hair, that she, alas!,
might know and spare him, and softly put his hand to her face,
and said, “See, mother, it is thy son’”...

In all this (be it observed) the narrator finds nothing
that calls for comment. Nor is there anything.
The picture, as presented here, is consistent and
self-explanatory. The pine has become a sapling
(ptorthos)®, a word apparently not applicable to a
tree of any great size. And small indeed the tree
must be, since Pentheus, falling with it, is not even
stunned. And it stands so, it is so precariously
attached, that the women can think of uprooting it
with “branches,” and, after so loosing the roots, do
actually “pluck it out of the earth,”—although, as
appears in the failure of their first attack, their powers
are neither superhuman nor even remarkable. All
this is natural, credible, consistent. But how does it

! It is worth note that in Prof. Murray’s version this incident
1s m?.d.vertently dropped. Upon the assumptions implied in
describing the act of the stranger (2. 1063 ff.), such a proceeding
_would be unintelligible. The word given as b7oke (avyxepavvoicat)
1s dubious, but does not materially affect the sense.

* ov. 1005 ff.

' 2. 1107.  The BAdompa of 2. 1071 may be the top branch,

not the whole tree, though the ambiguity is notable.
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compare with the miracle attributed to Dionysus?
If the tree is such as these women can disroot, why
in the world, without miracle, should not the Lydian
bend it down for a moment ?

The case is transparent. In the view of a person
like this slave, the mysterious and wonder-working
stranger has now acquired such a glamour, that he
cannot do anything simple. His acts are miracu-
lous per se. If he ceases to be seen, he has vanished.
What his arm achieves musf be more than human
strength could perform, though the same, and more,
may be done by others without exciting surprise.
The story of the death of Pentheus, in so far as it
purports to be miraculous, is self-refuted, and in
this respect agrees with the method of the author
throughout. The fact that, among such a band of
furies, the victim is literally torn to pieces, does not
impress even our reporter as in itself supernatural.
The part of Agave, taken strictly as he relates it,
exceeds perhaps, as he supposes, even the power of
madness :

Then gripping the wretch by the left arm, and planting her

foot against his side, she rent away the shoulder, by divine permis-
sion doing beyond her strength’.

! gv. 1125-1128

Aafodoa & wAérys dpiorepdv xépa,

wAevpaiow dvrifdca Tol Svodaipoves

dreamdpalev dpor, oy Umd chévous,

AN’ & feds edudpeav érediBov xepoiv.
The first line lacks a caesura. But note that a similar verse is used
by Aeschylus (Ewm. 26) in alluding to the death of Pentheus—
Myw 8icqy Mevei xarappdyas pdpov. One may suspect them to
be quotations from some older work.
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But it would be idle to weigh, as matter of evidence,
the details of a description like this, which, from
the nature of the case and the situation of the
witness, must be the work rather of fantasy than
of observation. The trait is however worth notice,
as confirming, by a dexterous stroke, the impression
previously conveyed,—that, up to this point and in
their assault upon the tree, the bacchants have zof
exhibited any remarkable power. If the pine which
they “pluck out of the earth” had been such as it
is made to appear when the Lydian lowers it, the
act of Agave, compared with such a feat, should
pass for matter of course.

Such, if considered as testimony, is this story—
part of it, all that surpasses nature, visibly untrue.
But here again, as in the report of the herdsman’,
we are to note that Euripides makes no confusion
between truth and beauty. The man’s tale, in all
that relates to the stranger, is a travesty and work
of imagination, but it is none the less sublime. The
same blind awe, the same tense expectancy, which
make him a bad witness, make him an excellent
vehicle of sensation. He is possessed, materially
and grossly perhaps, but profoundly and sincerely, by
the terrible apprehension of contact with the Power
of Life and the World ; and seldom has this kind of
emotion been more thrillingly put into words :

And there he set the King,
And slowly, lest it cast him in its spring,
Let back the young and straining tree, till high
It towered again amid the towering sky;

Low 677 R, supra pp. 89 ff.
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And Pentheus in the branches! Well, I ween,

He saw the Maenads then, and well was seen!

For scarce was he aloft, when suddenly

There was no Stranger any more with me,

But out of Heaven a Voice—oh, what voice else?—
"Twas He that called! *Behold, O damosels,

I bring ye him who turneth to despite

Both me and ye, and darkeneth my great Light.
"Tis yours to avenge!” So spake he, and there came
"Twixt earth and sky a pillar of high flame.

And silence took the air, and no leaf stirred

In all the forest dell. Thou hadst not heard

In that vast silence any wild thing's cry.

And up they sprang; but with bewildered eye,
Agaze and listening, scarce yet hearing true.

Then came the Voice again. And when they knew
Their God's clear call, old Cadmus’ royal brood,
Up, like wild pigeons startled in a wood,

On flying feet they came’.

Here, so far as concerns the main purpose of
this essay, the story ends, though the most tragic
part of the spectacle, or the most horrible, is still to
come, in the appearance of the mad mother bearing
the head of her murdered son. Even the fanatics

! 7w, 1070 . (Murray). In 9. 1077, xai 7ov févov uiv obkér’
doopiv mapyy, the version, “ There was no Stranger any more witk
me," perhaps suggests a disappearance seen, if we may so say, by
the narrator. The original does not. The narrator, as is implied
in . 1076, was watching Pentheus, and simply missed the
stranger when he looked for him again. But the translation, as a
whole, is not less faithful than beautiful, and attains the highest
point (vv. 1084-1085) precisely with the poet himself No
“great Light” is to be found in the Greek of . 1080; but it
leads admirably to the fancied flame of v. 1083. If Euripides
had thought of it, he might well have put it in.
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from Asia have pity for Agave’, and upon this point
their silence is even more expressive than their
speech :

Kadmus, for thee I grieve. Thy daughter’s son
Hath but just doom—yet bitter doom for thee®.

Of the justice meted to the daughter they say
nothing, and what could they say? Moreover
respecting Pentheus and respecting Cadmus—whose
conversion or submission, such as it is, they treat as
meritorious,—their opinions are their own, and not
commended, so far as appears, by the dramatist®
But indeed, so far as concerns Euripides and his

play, the question, whether the fates of Pentheusand
Agave, if inflicted as a divine punishment for sceptical
contumacy, would be just, is one which we need
not discuss, because, according to the play, their
fates are not so inflicted. The deity of the prologue
(if we should or may take his remarks as dramatic)
announces no such design, nor any design against
the King more definite than “proving upon him
and all Thebans the divinity” of Dionysus’ And
the “ Dionysus” of the drama evidently has no such
plan, when he makes to Pentheus, unconditionally
and without any demand of religious submission,
his offer to bring the women back to their homes®.
Indeed, to do him justice, we have no warrant from
the dramatist to suppose that he would have chosen
the path of assassination, though he takes it without

1 2. 1200. ? vv. 1327-1328 (Way).

* As to Cadmus, see #2. 1330-1362.

f ooy f. 5 2. 8o2 ff.
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scruple, when it appears conducive to the triumph
of his religion. The design to poison Pentheus
and betray him to the bacchants is formed, on the
spur of the moment, before our eyes’, as an expe-
dient to forestall the possibility of his resorting to
military force. It has not exactly the form or
aspect which one would associate with the counsels
of Providence.

However, such as it is, so, as we have seen, it
is executed. Neither the mad exultation of Agave
nor her sober laments raise directly the question,
whether her destroyer is a personage human or
superhuman. Of her laments, as the play once
contained them, a part is lost,—though whether
this is a loss to art, or even to the completeness of
Euripides, is perhaps open to doubt. The remains
of Pentheus, other than the head, are collected and
brought home by Cadmus. There is external tes-
timony® that, as the play was known and acted in
antiquity, the mother, when the body had been put
together, bewailed it in an elaborate and formal
piece of rhetoric, “taking the limbs in her hands
one after another, and expressing her sorrow in
respect of each.” This testimony is confirmed by
our defective Ms., which exhibits in one place’
what looks like the preparation for such a speech,
and in another place’ what may be the beginning

' . 810 f, supra p. 97.

? See text and commentaries at 9. 1300 and at . 1329.

3 2. 1300. ‘Ay. 7 wiv & dpbpois ovyxexApuévor xaAds;
4 v 1329
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of it. At one of these places it has doubtless stood,
and, as between the two, critics have differed in
opinion. For myself, if it be legitimate, I would
gladly think that the uncertain indication of the
Ms. as to the place of this speech is a sign that it
was variously placed in different texts; from which,
if such were the fact, one might fairly conclude that
it was a recognized insertion, and not part of the
work as it was left by the author. A posthumous
production is naturally open to such additions or
variations, which are conspicuous (for example) in
the /phigenia at Aulis. To judge the speech pro-
perly, we should see it; but I can hardly suppose
that it was dramatically appropriate, or anything
better than an unfortunate concession to the lower
sort of theatrical demand, going farther in this direc-
tion than any other example in the extant works of
the poet,—a surmise which is not disproved by the
special attention which the speech seems to have
received from rhetorical students and expositors.
It should be added however, that, in one sense, the
Bacchants was certainly finished by the author, that
is to say, he had composed the finale. The scene
or epilogue between Dionysus, Cadmus, and Agave,
which follows the god’s oration ex machina, is mani-
festly his, and there is nothing to suspect in the
surviving fragment of the oration itself,

That the spectacle should be adorned with such
an apparition and address—a divine epilogue answer-
ing to the divine prologue—is, according to the
method of Euripides, a matter of course. In the
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injury of our copy’, the entrance of the god has been
cut away, so that the precise manner of it cannot
be ascertained :—whether, that is to say, it was so
staged as to suggest a real scene, in which the
Lydian of the drama personates the deity, or whether
frankly as an impossible and theatrical exhibition,
with a figure suspended in the air and other like
accessories. The first way, in this play, would be
conceivable, since there is a human performer capable
of the function; but analogy decidedly favours the
other, and so does the tone of the dialogue. Dio-
nysus, when we find him, is addressing Cadmus, to
whom, in the usual way and with the usual frigidity,
he is revealing the sequel of his career according to
legendary prescription :—

...Thou to a serpent shalt be changed: thy wife

Harmonia, Ares’ child, whom thou didst wed

When man, embruted shall to a snake be changed.

Thou with thy wife shalt drive a wain of steers

Leading barbaric hordes, Zeus’ oracle saith,

And many a city with thy countless host

Shalt sack : but when they plunder Loxias’ shrine,

Then shall they get them bitter home-return.

Thee and Harmonia shall Ares save,

And stablish in the Blesséd Land your lives.

This say I, of no mortal father born,
Dionysus, but of Zeus’.

So, very faithfully, Mr Way. From Professor Murray
the god gets a richer style—** griefs and wonders in
the winding years”...* she whom thou didst bring
Of old to be thy bride from Heaven afar”...*“a wild

' er. 1329-1330. ? ¢ 1330 ff. (Way 1331 ff.).
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array of orient spears”...“back driven on stormy
ways and steep,”—and he is made to declare himself
“Son confessed of no man but of Zeus,” a position
for which one would not easily find support in the
scene of Euripides. Not even Cadmus’, though
doubtless a believer, makes any such acknowledg-
ment to the deity of the machine, and Agave not
only treats him *“almost with disdain®” but expressly
renounces, for herself, the practice of the triumphant
religion®.

The revelations of Dionysus, regarded as an
appendix to the foregoing drama, are as futile as
they are dry. Between the world of Euripides and
that of mythology there is no possible continuity ;
and the perfunctory recital of legends, here as in
other parallel situations, has inevitably the effect of
mockery. Cadmus forsooth is to become a snake,—
the Cadmus of this tragedy! Nor is it of any use
to tell us that he and his Harmonia—a personage
with whom the play has no concern—are to come
eventually, either as snakes or human beings, to the
Land of the Blest. The beauty of that picture, as
a tempering consolation for the horrors of Theban
story, is known to many readers in the lyrical version
of Matthew Arnold. If properly developed, and
linked to a play suitable in colour, it might well
serve, in the theatre, as a final repose for the
imagination. We may guess that before Euripides,

! It is Cadmus who responds to Dionysus in 1344—1 348, not

Agave. So the Ms., and Murray in his recent text.
* Murray. * 2. 1387 Bdkxats 8 dAawge péhotev.
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perhaps by Aeschylus, it had been so used with
sympathy and good effect. But in the mouth of
this Dionysus, the meagre statement,

Thee and Harmonia shall Ares save,
And stablish in the Blesséd Land your lives,

rings as false as the rest; and we are not surprised,
when Cadmus, after commenting bitterly on his imme-
diate prospects, dismisses the promise of Paradise
with a sneer: he is to be denied even the quiet
of the dead!

The plain truth is that, apart from the mechanical
requirements of the Athenian theatre and a popular
audience, Dionysus, such as he appears in this
epilogue, has no interest for Euripides or his reader.
About Cadmus and Agave, and about other matters
more important, such as the future of the Bacchic
religion at Thebes and in Hellas, the drama itself
foreshows us all that we want,—a sequel in which
there is no place for human serpents. One question
indeed we might like to put, but not to a Dionysus—
whether anywhere, at Thebes or beyond, a suitable
reward awaited the zeal of the Asiatic apostle.

The play, as we have it, concludes with the
peculiar choric ‘“‘tag "—found also in the 4/estis,
Medea, Andromacke, and Helena,—which describes
“the event of this action” as a surprise: “That
which was expected comes not to pass, and for what
is not expected Heaven finds a way; and such is the
end of this story®” As I have said elsewhere, I see

! yo. 1360 ff. * pv. 1388 fl. woAhai popeai x.7.A.
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no reason to suppose that this is not the genuine
work of the poet, and authentic in each place where
we find it. It marks very well—and it was presum-
ably so intended, used, and understood—the dis-
cordant, irrelevant, mythical fizale, which Euripides,
for obvious reasons, almost regularly appends to his
realistic and anti-mythical plots. So understood, it
is perfectly appropriate, as we have just seen, to the
Bacchants, the finale of which, with its absurd
theophany, is not less inconsistent with the purport
of the action than that of the Andromacke or the
Medea. 1f the tag was appended to this posthu-
mous tragedy by the exhibitors or actors, we may
approve their intelligence and acquiesce in their
judgement.

In the course of this survey, we have passed
over, for the sake of clearness, certain portions of
the play, as not affecting, directly at least or materi-
ally, our primary subject,—the poet’s treatment of
the supernatural. Thus of the scene in which the
apostle of Dionysus is brought before King Pentheus
as a captive, and of the choric odes for the most
part, we have taken little notice. But since these
are just the places where the preacher and sectaries
are seen to most advantage, to leave these in the
shade would be to ignore the sincerity and candour
of the dramatist, and to disturb the balance of his
work.

The éalance—let us insist and observe. It is
not the way of Euripides to hold, as it were, a poetic
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court, and deliver judgement on the persons and
transactions which he exhibits. It never can be the
way of those who seek first, as he did, to show men
and the world “as they are.” It is not true that
characters, tendencies, movements can be classed as
good and bad. On the contrary, any strong and
marked disposition of mind will be good for some
purposes and bad for others. That, just that, will
be, humanly speaking, the final sentence upon it.
So it is with the religious enthusiasts of this tragedy.
Their unscrupulous cruelty is hideous. Their faith
in divine support, however genuine, is mixed in
the leader with fraud, and, in the assistant troupe,
with an abject and mischievous credulity. But for
all that, their creed is of a high and spiritual type,
their rites are pure and their morality exalted, and
they seek the conversion of the world with disin-
terested zeal and admirable courage.

Even the leader, detestable as upon the whole
he is, proves himself an ardent and brave devotee,
who, in the part of captive and martyr, confronts
the oppressor with a dignity which compels our
sympathy’. His mildness, candour, and trust in an
invisible protection contrast to great advantage with
the petulance, prejudice, and violence of the King.
Horace in a well-known passage, following probably
some Greek precedent, applies this scene as a Stoic
parable, to illustrate the serenity and independence
of the virtuous man, who, however threatened, has
always the power to die*. The comparison, though

Ve 453 ®* Hor. Zgp. 1. 16. 73.
V. E. 10
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legitimate enough as such, cannot and need not be
strictly pressed: we need not suppose Horace (or
his authority) so to misunderstand Euripides, as to
think that the prisoner of Pentheus, when he says

The God himself will release me, whenever I willy

is contemplating a release by suicide. But the
parable or comparison, though loose, is not without
a bearing on the interpretation of Euripides. It
does seem to imply that, in the scene of Euripides,
the prisoner is presented for our admiration, and
that his conduct is to be regarded as virtuous. And
this, I think, is the natural impression, and seems to
be, more or less, the general impression of readers.

Penth. How is thy worship held, by night or day?
Dion. Most oft by night; ’tis a majestic thing,
The darkness.

Penth. Ha! with women worshipping!
"Tis craft and rottenness!
Dion. By day no less

Whoso will seek may find unholiness.
Pentk. Enough, thy doom is fixed....
Dion. ...What dire thing wilt thou do then?
Penth.  First shear that delicate curl that dangles there.
(He beckons to the soldiers who approach Dionysus.
Dion. 1 have vowed it to my God; ’tis holy hair.
[ The soldiers cut off the tress.
Penth. Next yield me up thy staff!
Dion. Raise thine own hand
To take it. This is Dionysus’ wand.
(Pentheus takes the staff.
Penth.  Last, I will hold thee prisoned here.
Dion, My Lord
God will unloose me when I speak the word®

1 2. 498 Moe i’ 6 Salpwv airds, drav éyd Gélw,

* v, 469 ff. (Murray).
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It is natural to think, and readers do generally
think, that this angelic behaviour, this patience,
faith and courage, is conceived by the dramatist as
genuinely virtuous and admirable. But surely, to
view it so, we must suppose that the prisoner is in
danger. If he is merely playing the martyr, if his
talk of trust in God is a mockery, if he himself, as
God, commands and is ready to use such weapons
as fire and earthquake,—what is there to admire?
I conceive that he really is in danger, that the
King's denunciations of torture and death' are no
idle threats, and that, were it not for the ascendancy
which the man has acquired over the servants of
Pentheus, and strengthens by his demeanour in the
King's presence?, he might at least have lain long
in the lightless dungeon to which he is sent®. And
I find this reading of the scene not only more
interesting, but more obvious, than that which makes
the captive omnipotent and his submission a merci-
less trick.

In the women of the Chorus, their character and
opinions, and the estimate of them which the play
should be taken to recommend, we have a branch of
enquiry where we feel especially our lack of external
information. Even for contemporaries, nay, even
for the poet himself, their case may have been
ambiguous. But we increase our difficulties gratui-
tously, if we assume that everywhere, or anywhere,
they speak, directly and precisely, for Euripides.

! . 241, 356.
? pr. 434 1, 504 M

* . 510,

I10—2
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No dramatist has suffered more than he from the
practice, never legitimate and always perilous, of
construing dramatic language in this inartistic and
arbitrary way. It is true that the Greek Chorus,
being in some respects an adjunct to the drama rather
than part of it, could be used as a mouth-piece more
easily and less improperly than ordinary personages
of the action. But it is not true of Euripides, that
he was in the habit of identifying himself with
the Chorus in particular; and I think it perfectly
clear, that he does not mean to be represented,
generally or at all, by the Chorus of the Bacchants.
Their part throughout, including the choric odes, is
strictly relevant to the drama, and there is nowhere
any sign that they speak otherwise than properly for
themselves. A large portion of their sentiments,—
for example, their exultation, both before® and after-
wards®, over the horrible fate of Pentheus—is plainly
not shared by the dramatist. This being so, we
bave no reason anywhere to hear his voice in what
they are made to say. If they are consistent with
themselves, if their feelings, doctrines, acts are
natural or conceivable as a whole, the dramatist, as
such, is quit of any further responsibility.

Nor again are we bound, or entitled, to seek any
precise harmony between the Chorus and other per-
sonages in the play, not even those who may be
counted, more or less, as upon their side. Their
quality is different even from that of the master
whom they serve. Moral elevation is more marked in

! w2, 977-996. * 99, 1153-1164.
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them than in him',—perhaps a distinction of sex ; and
he, perhaps as a man, is of a more ruthless temper.
We cannot say whether they, unprompted, would have
devised or executed his crimes against Pentheus, or
whether he would share their pity for the mother.
Much less, and almost nothing, have they in common
with Cadmus or Teiresias. Of the chasm—it is
more than a rift—which divides them from the
prophet, we have already spoken®. Between what
they preach as the religion of Dionysus, and what
Teiresias receives, there is hardly any resemblance
beyond the name.

It is this last point especially which should be
remembered, in considering the connexion and
bearing of the Hymn to Holiness’. This ode imme-
diately follows the scene between Pentheus and
Teiresias, upon which, in the natural course, the
Chorus must be supposed to comment. If we realize
the dubious and embarrassing position in which the
missionaries are placed by the declaration of the
prophet, we shall not be surprised that their com-
ment is in part obscure. It is equally impossible
that they should reject his support of their cause
and that they should pass without question his
astonishing glosses upon their doctrine. They pru-
dently do not name him, and direct open censure
only against Pentheus. But Teiresias is not less
in their thoughts, and much of what they say is
designed for him, either by way of agreement or of
dissent.

'V pp. 370 fl. ¥ Supra pp. 48 fi. $ . 370 ff
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It is to meet the views of Apollo’s prophet that
they here dwell twice upon a topic which elsewhere
they hardly touch, and plainly do not regard as vital
to their religion,—the connexion of their God with
the vine, the grape, and the gift of wine®. Teiresias
makes this fundamental, and uses it, after his fashion,
to couple Dionysus with Demeter, Goddess of the
Earth and giver of food”. The Chorus, who other-
wise ignore his harmonistic combinations, support
him on this point to the extent—it is little enough
—of praising “ Him who amid wreaths and good
cheer rules the happy hour, to whom belongs the
dance inspired, the sound of laughter and pipe, and
rest from care, when the grape-juice comes at the
feast of gods, and merry men ivy-wreathed win
sleep from the mantling bowl,” and again, “the Son
of Zeus, who, though glad to make merry, yet loveth
Peace, Peace that giveth stove and children jfair.
Egually fo rich and to less he grants delight of wine
that bringeth no pain®” Between these passages,
and immediately before the latter, stands the
emphatic reference to Macedonia, as the best
seat for the true religion, which we have noted

Y oo, 378 ., 417 ff. See supra p. 42.
2 v 274 f
® g, 417 ff. 6 Salpwv & Aids mais
xeiper pev Gadinwow,
blel & ABoddrepar Ei-
prjvav, kovporpddov Gedv.
loa & & 7¢ Tov SABiov
T0v Te Xelpova ddk Eyew

olvov Tépyw dlvmor.
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before’. We remark that the women, if they praise
the cup, are firm for temperance,—no quarrelling, no
waste, no luxury. In this doubtless they speak as
women, and also perhaps as admirers of Macedonia.
That name does not indeed suggest temperance ; but
the drunken Macedonian of history is generally a
man of high rank. The force which, when the Bac-
chants was written, Macedonia was soon to put forth,
was never drawn from a people of sots ; and whatever
the sobriety of the men, the women, we may pre-
sume, did their best to maintain and strengthen it.
It is to “men” (dvdpda:?) that, in the first passage,
they assign the bowl ; nor is it clear that by “men”
they mean both sexes. In the repeated sarcasms of
Pentheus® the worshippers of Dionysus have good
reason to avoid the least appearance of a lax rule in
such matters for the woman.

To Teiresias again, and to his uncongenial
theology, the Chorus allude, when they deprecate
“that wisdom (760 co¢dv) which is no wisdom, nor
fit for the thoughts of a man*” In a short life, they
say, ‘“he that pursues the great may miss the near,”
which is madness and mischievous. And to the same
vein they return in the conclusion, when they com-
mend ‘““the wisdom of keeping the heart and mind
from men superfluous” (wepioowv ¢wrav), men who
exceed the mark. ‘“What is held and used by the
many, the humbler sort,” that, say they, is enough for

''p 29. ? 9. 38s.
3 . 221 ff, 260 ff.
‘v, 395 fl. 70 ooov & ob godin k.T.A
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them® All this is irrelevant to the present issue
between the preachers and Pentheus, whose crude
notions of order and sense are as far as possible
from excessive speculation. It is aimed obliquely
at what is repugnant to them in the attitude of the
prophet, at his ingenious conciliations of new and
old, at his evasive subtleties and rational mythology,
at the policy of a hierarchical tradition, to which all
faiths are fundamentally indifferent, at the philosophy
which disdains to fight against a doctrine when you
can so easily explain it away! To a vital faith,
plain hostility is less disagreeable than this. And
best of all, say the women, is the simplicity of com-
mon folk, who are not too proud to believe what
they can use.

How far Euripides, in his own mind, was ready
to go with such religion, we have no means to
determine, nor is it necessary for the appreciation
of his play. Negatively, as against Delphi, such
religion would probably please him well enough.
He saw, at all events in Macedonia if never before,
its beauties, its powers of spiritual energy, lovely
imagination, passionate zeal. He saw also its moral
and intellectual dangers, its hunger for miracle, its
ferocious and sanctified hate. He saw these things
and excellently painted them; and as a dramatist
he is committed no further.

We cannot pass from this ode without touching,
by way of curiosity, on the question whether, in the

! oo, 427 ff. oopdv & dmwéyew x.m.A.  Note here the coincidence,
in the word ¢wrdy, with the language of 7. 401.
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second strophe’, the women should be understood
to express a special affection for the seats of the
worship of Aphrodite—Cyprus, Paphos, and (accord-
ing to one explanation®) the Egyptian Delta with its
famous temple at Memphis. If they do, why do
they, and how is it proper to the situation? Nothing
of the sort occurs elsewhere, either in this ode or in
the play. It is characteristic of their zealotry, that
they show no care for any gods or rites but their
own. And of all deities in the Pantheon, Aphro-
dite, one would suppose, is the last whose patronage,
at this moment, they would desire to claim. That
their worship is in fact paid to the goddess of sex, is
the very charge which Pentheus repeatedly alleges as
the ground of his severities®; and this is the sole
connexion in which her name is found. \Why then
should the women, who are repudiating this charge,
wish themselves at Paphos, and in what honest
sense could the wish be understood? It is no
explanation to say that with the worship of Aphro-
dite that of Dionysus was sometimes associated, as
it also mixed, truly or nominally, with most forms of
pagan polytheism. These women show no taste
for such alliances, and this is the very alliance
which they have here most reason to renounce or to
conceal. Do they intend a defiance to the King's
accusation, and mean that, ¢cen at Paphos, their
religion would be practised with'purity? They do

Vo gor f

¥ See Tyrrell ad /Joc, with whom so far 1 agree. See infra
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not so explain themselves; and moreover, since they
are alone?, the defiance could have little point. Is it
a self-betrayal, an inadvertent confession of weak-
ness? In the situation, this is hardly conceivable.
From every point of view, such language seems
inappropriate and incomprehensible.

And further, they proceed in the next sentences
to declare for « Pieria” (Macedonia) as the chosen
home of their cult, and this distinctively, exclusively:
“thither,” they say, “thither would they be led, ¢%ere
may the bacchant duly celebrate her rites.” To
preface this by a cry of yearning for Paphos and
Memphis appears something worse than irrele-
vant.

Some years ago I suggested, as an escape from
these difficulties, that the sentences expressing affec-
tion for Aphrodite might be understood, with the help
of inverted commas, as attributed by the women to
the “mad men ill-advised,” of whom they have just
before spoken, so that, for themselves, they would
be rejecting, not adopting, the sentiment. Several
critics®, while admitting the difficulty, have demurred
to this solution, and I must admit that it is
artificial and unsatisfactory. But the difficulty,
and the need of a solution, I feel more strongly
than ever.

And it should at all events be observed, that the

! Though the exit of Pentheus at v. 369 is not indicated, nor
his re-entrance at o. 434, to keep him on the scene seems ex-
tremely unsuitable. See especially the reference to him in 2. 373.

* E.g. Professor Norwood in 7%¢ Riddle of the Bacchae.
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accepted reading, which gives the sense “O, to be
in Cyprus!” (ixoipav wori K¥mpov), is not traditional
but conjectural. The mss. give

ixolpav mori Tav Kimpoy,

vagov 1ds "A¢podiras,...
but this no one accepts. It is unmetrical and un-
grammatical. The common remedy of omitting rav
is facile, but has no other merit. For grammar it is
not even sufficient, nor does it well account for the
tradition. And considering further that it produces
no satisfactory meaning, surely upon the whole it is
not entertainable.

The context, the whole position, demands, I
think, that the speakers should disclaim any desire
for Paphos ; and the only question open is whether
and how this meaning can be recovered from the
confessedly false tradition. Now there is some
reason to think that the name “ Cyprus” comes from
an annotator, not from the poet. To the description
“the isle of Aphrodite” (rav vacov ras "A¢podiras),
the addition of the name is, for poetry, needless and
somewhat flat. Onmitting it, we are left with

ixolpav mori Tav
vagov Tas "Adpodiras,
which, though not acceptable, does perhaps suggest
an acceptable correction :
ixolpav—r{ ror’ dv Tav [Kewpor]
vacor tas "A¢podiras,
V' ol Beldippores vémov-
rat Gvaroiow "Epuwres

! Elmsley.
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Tdgor, dv' § éxardoropor

BapBdpov motapod poai

kapmilovaw dvopfBpot;

o8 8 & kalMorevopéva

Meepia povoeos €dpa,

ceuvd khris "ONdpmrov,

ixeid dye pe, Bpouie, Bpopte, x.T.\.
“T would seek—Ah, why should I seek the isle of Aphrodite,
where in Paphos dwell the Loves that make weak the hearts of
men, or why that isle? which the strange river with its countless
mouths makes fertile without rain? Nay, where in Pieria rises
majestic Olympus, noblest seat of song, thither would I be led”...

Here, from the first, the main thought is “O, to
be in the land of true religion (Macedonia)!”—ikoi-
pyv v Mepiav, Revolted both by the hardness of
Pentheus and by the coldness of Teiresias, the
women long to be with the simple folk of the North.
But, recalling the accusations of the King® and the
dubious exculpation of the prophet!, remembering
that Pentheus has asserted, and Teiresias not denied,
an affinity in practice between the rites of Dionysus
and those of Aphrodite, they are seized with anger,
and burst into a disclaimer which is the more effec-
tive because it suspends and deflects the course of
the period. But this irregularity, unless explained
by punctuation, might easily defeat the reader; and
IKOIMANTITTIOTaNTAN, Written so, might well be remodelled
into the ikomanmoritan which we find.  Of course this
cannot be demonstrated, and, were I printing the

! Retaining in 2. 421 {oa & &, the reading of the mss. This
however is a separate question.

? dv e (vagov). The Delta (?). * vv. 225, 236. ¢ vv. 314 ff.
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text, 1 should merely mark the tradition as faulty.
But the modern vulgate—ikolpar mori Kvmpovr—I
find inexplicable. Enough however, and perhaps
too much, of a question which we may be content
to leave unanswered.

The enthusiasm of the Chorus for Macedonia
finds expression again in the next ode’, where indeed
they seem to imply that the religious destiny of the
country was marked (like that of Parnassus accord-
ing to Aeschylus®) by the most ancient names of its
geography. For we can hardly doubt that when
they speak of the river Lydias as “ Father®,” they
have in mind their own Lydian origin; and, in view
of this, we should find a like import in the sentence
before, which declares that their God *“shall pass
the .-/xzos to bring (a€et) the whirling women of his
dances.” Itis not likely that Euripides invented these
expositions, which for him would have little attraction
or meaning. He adopted them rather from what he
was told in the country itself.

Except the Hymn to Holiness—where a certain
obscurity is produced by the necessity of caution
in criticism of Teiresias—the choric odes are clear
in drift and, for the most part, even in detail. The
finest, and the most dreadful, is that which fills the
time while ““the work of Dionysus” is being done
upon the body and mind of King Pentheus*. Itisa

! . 565 fl. ¥ See Eum. 11 with my note there.

* ;. 571.  The arrangement of this passage, which is adopted
by Murray from Wilamowitz, seems the best.

¢ 17, 862 fl. dp° & mavvuylos K T.A
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passionate outpouring of hope and trust, punctuated
with a terrible refrain of victorious exultation, which
reminds us of passages in the Psa/ms. Indeed the
whole piece, though remote from us in form, in
substance resembles exactly the most familiar types
of religious composition:—the rescued believer
compared to a fawn that has escaped from the snare
into happy pastures’,—the strength of Heaven slow
but sure?-—the air of simplicity (“ How little it costs
to believe |”?) combined with a staggering confidence
(dissent is “madness,” and belief is obedience to
“the law”*),—the world a sea and the church a
haven®—all is in the typical strain of popular faith,
the quintessence of its strength and beauty. That
all this exalted feeling is devoted, for the moment,
to the praise of a perfidious assassination,—this too
belongs to the type. Doubtless the Te Deum for
the massacre of St Bartholomew was sung with
ardour, and the prayers which accompanied the
slaying of Sharp were more than commonly
fervent.

From a dramatic point of view, in distinction of
character and essential relation to the plot, the
Chorus in the Bacchants is an uncommonly successful
attempt to naturalize this accidental and precarious
form of art. There is real cause for their presence,
and true propriety in the expression of their feelings
by dance and responsive song. There remains
indeed a note of conventional fiction in the im-

1 oo, 866 ff. 2 pv. 882 ff. ® op. 893 1.
* po. 887, 891. ® vw. goz ff.
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munity with which, in spite of threats?, these loud
and voluble disturbers of the peace must, from
theatrical necessity, be permitted to exercise their
freedom in the teeth of the imperious oppressor.
But this is a trifle compared with the objections to
which the average Chorus is liable. Served as he is,
Pentheus finds it more than enough to deal with the
principal, and the case of the subordinates may well
be supposed to stand over.

We have now touched summarily, but for the
present purpose sufficiently, upon those parts of the
play which do not directly concern our question, and,
returning to that, may draw to a conclusion. Com-
paring the ZBacchants with other extant works of
Euripides, what we should find new in it is neither
the tone and method of the play, nor the opinions,
so far as any opinions are implied, of the author.
‘The range of imagination, the pitch of the characters,
are the same as elsewhere, realistic, limited by ob-
servation and experience. The conventional forms
of Athenian tragedy are used exactly as he had used
them before. What is new and unique, not only in
Euripides, but in the classical literature, as we
possess it, of ancient Hellas, is the thing, the human
phenomenon, observed and depicted, which is, in
one word, faitk, or a faith,—religion as we mostly
now conceive it, exclusive in belief and universal
in claim, enthusiastic, intolerant, and eager to con-
quer the world. To us the phenomenon has long
been familiar; but we gather from the play that in

Y gp. 511 ff
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Hellas it was hardly to be found, or at all events
that Euripides, when he went out of Hellas, saw for
the first time its genuine traits.

What he reports of it, if translated into mere
prose, would seem to be this. It is a spirit which
appeals chiefly to simple folk ; it is more congenial
to women than to men, though a man possessed by
it may gain, especially over and through women, an
almost unlimited influence. It is rapidly infectious.
It is highly dangerous to political and hierarchical
authority, thrives by repression, and, if intemperately
handled, may convulse and even destroy society ; but
by temporizing, compromise, and the appearance of
concession it may be weakened, absorbed, and even
entirely dissipated. Though likely to breed disorder,
it is not, in its essence, unfavourable to virtue, but,
on the contrary, elevates and stimulates it. Of certain
virtues it is especially productive, as of courage, both
to suffer and to act. It bestows upon the faithful an
exquisite happiness, a supreme sense of harmony and
joy, so that, in comparison with it, all things seem
light and of no importance. It is credulous, rich in
imagination, and averse from control,—indifferent
therefore or hostile to science and to rational specu-
lation, but open to fraud and easily roused to frenzy.
Its love is ardent, its hatred furious,—a hatred which
can obliterate all other feelings, and, in regard to
an enemy of the faith, can even extinguish every
sentiment of honour and humanity.

And we may agree that he has seen far and
said well.



NOTES ON THE BACCHANTS.

I App here remarks on a few passages which

I have not had occasion to touch.
7. 506 olx olal’ ot {fs, ob8 opds, ovf Garis el

This verse, though immensely emended, seems to
me quite sound. Literally, *“ Thou know’st not what
thy life is, nor seest, nor what thou art.” In English
this is awkward, because nor...no7, having no con-
nexion, embarrass the ear. But in Greek, where
the forms are different (o08¢...00te) and cannot be
connected, no such objection arises : 008 6pgs relates
to ovk olofa, but ovf’ daris el to 6t {ps. In smoother
sequence the sentence would be ovk olofa ovdé 6pgs
o o7 {ps ovf Goris €l. The slight disturbance
seems natural to an angry speaker.

. 661 ff.
"Ayy. ke Kilfapdy' éxhordy, o' ovmore...
[Aevkiis xiovos dreioay ebayers Bolal]

e jxes 8¢ molay mwpootifeis omoudyy Adyov;
“Versum fictum ad aposiopesin tegendam censet
Verrall: ¢f. 7. 7" 253" (Murray, ad Joc.). Compare
also*Bacch. 10271, &s o€ orevdlw, Sovhos dv uév, AAN
Spws.  [xpnorotor dovhois Evpdopa Ta deamordv],
where, as all agree, a verse from the .Jedea has
been imported to fill up a construction (aA\’ Juws)
which is really complete, though some reader did
not understand it. And so also in other places.

V. E. II
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“I come from Cithaeron where never...do the snow-
showers cease” Were this true (though Euripides
and all Athenians must have known that it was not),
it would be irrelevant here. The story, which is
laid in summer, has nothing to do with snow. The
genuine verse, if any there was, is lost. The sense
required is shown by the question of Pentheus:
“And what is the news which you make so urgent?”
The man must have shown or implied urgency, as
thus: “I come from Cithaeron, where never...were
such things seen before as I have to tell!” But
why then suppose any loss? Wild and breathless,
the herdsman would naturally finish his sentence by
gesture, throwing up his hands, or the like. For
want of efficient punctuation and stage-directions, this
baffled an ancient editor, who borrowed from some-
where a verse (really referring, as we may suppose, to
Cithaeron, and describing some particular occasion
7n winter) to fill the supposed gap. The borrower
may be responsible for the unusual metre (dveicav
xwvos Dindorf), though we need not think so. I
find this a clear and interesting specimen -of a pro-
cess which, in our copies, has doubtless gone farther
than we can trace it. If the Medea had been lost,
who would have suspected Bacck. 1028 ?

0. 753157
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See Sandys’ note: 6méoa, as he suggests, includes
the 7ékva, and we need not suppose the text de-
fective. The full form would be 7pmalor pév éx
dpuwv téxva, npmalov 8¢ kal dMa, kal ém dpos
élegav: omdoa & éfedav, ov deopdv vmo.... The
compression of this, by leap from point to point, is
surely not surprising, but proper to a wildly excited
narrator. By “not bronze, not iron"” is meant that
even heavy things of metal, utensils, weapons, etc.,
were so snatched up and carried. This also, with
deference to those who feel difficulty, I find natural
and simple.

I1—2



THE FIRST HOMER!

Tue discussion of Homer flows on, a noble
stream, broadening and deepening with the accession
of tributaries from prehistoric archzology and other
sources. We admire the spectacle, but are not
without apprehension that the volume may obliterate
the channel, and that, like Father Thames in 7%e
Critie, the river may need a reminder to keep
“between his banks.”

In general, the very last thing that we get from
disputants on either side is an exact construction
and estimation of what, truly or falsely, is recorded
about the history of Homer. The tradition, such as
it is, is hardly ever even correctly represented. The
most punctilious of scholars (Grote, for example) are
in this matter not to be trusted. It is the internal
evidence which, on both sides, furnishes the main
artillery ; the tradition, when it gets a turn, is treated
with little respect, and, what is less justifiable, is
construed with little attention.

It is not surprising if, in these conditions, we
make little progress towards agreement. Internal

! Reprinted (by permission), with modifications, from Z%e
Quarterly Review of July, 19o8.
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evidence about the history of a book, if not controlled
by record, is liable to infinitely elastic interpretation.
From a given phenomenon, such as a discrepancy in
the narrative or an inconsistency of manners, different
conclusions will be drawn with equal legitimacy,
according to the circumstances of the time at which
we know, or may suppose, the composition to have
been executed. If these circumstances may be
placed anywhere in the course of some three or four
centuries at least, about which we know almost
nothing except that they were a time of profound
changes—and this is, in effect, the licence which we
are apt to assume in discussing the problem of
Homer,—how can we expect that we shall produce
any mutual impression? But, before we accept these
conditions of debate, we should exhaust, by the most
scrupulous construction, the possibilities of such
external testimony as may exist. \We cannot but
think that the ancient tradition about the origin of
Homer suffers unfairly from certain prepossessions,
which all would disclaim, but which are more easily
disclaimed than abandoned.

For us modern readers it is scarcely possible,
whatever we may say and however we may try, not
to take the name ““ Homer ” as meaning, prima facie
and presumptively, a book consisting of the //iad
and the Odysscy as we possess them, or the author
of such a book. Nothing else of importance bearing
that name has been extant since the revival of
learning; and of the far larger mass which originally
bore it, and which, if we believe what we are told,
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was extant long after the Christian era, nothing of
importance, except the JZad and Odyssey, was
accepted as “Homer” in the learned ages of
antiquity—that is to say, from about 300 B.C.—or,
after that date, was commonly read or even studied.
It is natural therefore, plausible, and inevitable, that
we should not only use “ Homer” as a compendious
expression for these two poems, but, if we raise the
question of authorship and origin, should put it to
ourselves in the form “ What was the origin of the
Iliad, or of the Odyssey?”, assuming these as the
starting-point for discussion.

Nevertheless we must not so begin if we would
study the tradition fairly. If we do, we practically
forestall some of the most important conclusions
which we have to verify. As a matter of record,
and apart from inference or hypothesis, this “ Homer”
of ours, comprising the two poems in their extant
form, appears as an artificial product of scholarship,
the result of a critical process; and the validity of
this process is precisely one of the principal things
which we have to consider. Nor must we presume,
before proof, that the //ad or the Odyssey, meaning
the poems as we have them, had either of them an
independent beginning at all. Upon the record,
they first appear neither as constituting Homer nor
as independent, but as parts of Homer. Whether,
and in what shape, they existed before, is matter for
inference and investigation, but cannot be investi-
gated to much purpose if we begin by assuming an
answer.
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The history of “Homer” as a definite book, with
a fixed extent and content, begins, upon tradition, in
the middle or latter part of the sixth century B.C.,
and at Athens. Then and there, but not before, nor
at that time elsewhere, we have testimony to the
existence of a definite book or collection commonly
entitled ‘the Poetry of Homer.” Possibly it bore
also, as we shall see, another and a better title, but
this one it certainly bore. That it had a definite
extent and content is proved by the fact that it was
the subject, like our Bible, of official sanction and
enactment. There were precise orders about the
recitation and study of it, a thing impossible unless
the book or corpus was itself determined.

Of any earlier *“ Homer ” existing in these con-
ditions, or any conditions of fixity, we know nothing
from testimony; and what we do know about
political and literary conditions generally is alto-
gether against the presumption of such a fixture. [t
depends, not upon the use of writing—a matter
which in some stages of this discussion has played
too large a part—but upon the practice of reading.
It is by readers, and the recognition of readers, that
fixed and definite books are protected. We shall
not here prove, but it will hardly be disputed, that a
body of rcaders existed nowhere in Greece before
the sixth century. At that time, and in one par-
ticular State, the nucleus or foundation of such a
body was formed, by a revolution in the method of
education not less momentous than any movement
in history. The formation or collection of “Homer”
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is said—and we believe it—to have been a part or
instrument of this movement. The book, or perhaps.
we should rather say, the library, was adopted, and
(we are told) was arranged, as the material of
improved education at Athens.

The movement itself, the novel development of
education, and its immeasurable importance, would
be known by inference, even if it were not recorded.
The whole history of Athens and of Hellas is but
the sequel and effect of it. The amazing and
unprecedented success of the democratic experiment,
in itself no novelty, which was made at Athens in
the last years of the sixth century, is explicable by
nothing else than a sudden and incomparable
increase in the diffusion of intelligence and intel-
lectual culture. Literature tells the same story, upon
which it is needless to insist. It would be absurd,
of course, to suppose a high standard of acquirement,
or to think that in the sixth century, or in the fifth,
Athens was, in the later and modern sense, a place
of learning. But all things are measured by com-
parison. The population which embraced and
realized the democratic conception of Cleisthenes,
and achieved, as a people, in every department of
life, the triumphs which Athens achieved between
the birth of Aschylus and the death of Euripides,
however far from erudition, had plainly an immense
superiority of mind in comparison with their pre-
decessors and contemporaries.

This lead, with all its consequences, the
Athenians themselves, looking back upon their
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great age from the less advantageous position of
the fourth century B.c., ascribed wholly to the better
education which, by the efforts and encouragement
of their successive governments, they adopted and
established in the sixth. Such is the lansuage of
the statesman Lycurgus, in an eloquent passage of
his extant speech (§§ 102-107). He treats it not as
matter of theory, but of notoriety, that the whole
Athenian triumph, the repulse of the Persians,
Marathon and Salamis, the Athenian hegemony and
the Athenian empire, had a principal cause in the
studies which, in the previous generation, they as a
people had adopted and espoused. It all came, he
says in the plainest terms, from their familiarity with
certain literature, to wit, ‘“ the Poetry of Homer.”

Nor is there reason to doubt that, under proper
interpretation, this view was as completely true as
any such simplification of history can be. The
success of Athens had many contributory causes or
occasions ; but the main cause clearly was that, in an
age when not even the elements of literary education
were yet diffused among any of the peoples with
whom Athens had to contend, those elements at
least, by energetic public efforts, were diffused in
Attica.  Before the close of the sixth century the
Athenians were, what as yet no other people was,
generally familiarized with at least one great book,
and had the advantage of this mental stimulus.

\We should remark, indeed, that it is not upon
the mental stimulus that the Athenian statesman
himself insists, but rather upon the moral instruction
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which the Athenians derived from their studies. It
was by familiarity, he says, with the patriotic senti-
ments to be found in the Poetry of Homer that
the Athenians became eminent in patriotism; and
similarly, we are doubtless to assume, in other
virtues there exemplified or inculcated. But, though
we need not deny this moral effect, and may well
suppose that, upon the whole, Homer was in this
way a means of elevation to a people starting from
the general level of Greece in the time of Pisistratus,
it is nevertheless, we think, plain, that, in insisting
exclusively upon this side of the matter, Lycurgus,
and the Athenian public opinion to which he appeals,
overlooked much, perhaps most, of the truth. The
mental advantage, immense when it was a singular
privilege, of being generally trained in the compre-
hension and exposition of some good literature, had
surely more to do with making the Athenians into
the leaders of Hellas, than the fact that more men
there than in the other cities could repeat the lines
in which Hector commends the sacrifice of self to
country. A not dissimilar question arises upon the
effects of the Protestant movement and the conse-
quent diffusion of training in the Bible. Apart from
the moral lessons, this education enlarged the class
of readers, who discussed their reading, and who
thus became better thinkers and more competent
generally in all the business of life. The example of
Scotland is notorious. And similar, we may suppose,
mutatis mutandis, was the effect of the Athenian
book, simply as a book, widely taught in Athens at
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a time when as yet no such teaching was common
elsewhere.

By Lycurgus this whole educational movement,
and the adoption of Homer as the basis of it, is
attributed to the Athenians as a people, without
distinction of persons or of any particular authority.
By others (the testimonies are familiar and we need
not cite them) the movement, and the operations
on the book “Homer” connected with it, are at-
tributed, now to one, now to another of the persons
powerful at Athens in the age when the thing was
done—to the sons of Pisistratus, especially Hip-
parchus, to Pisistratus himself, and even to Solon.
There is no need to reject or suspect any of these
ascriptions, which have presumably the same measure
of truth as the connecting of the Reformation now
with one and now with another of the princes or
statesmen of the sixteenth century. Hipparchus in
particular is described (by no late or contemptible
author, but by an Athenian whose work could be
attributed to Plato) as extraordinarily and almost
fanatically active in the diffusion of intellectual
culture (Hipparchus, p. 228 B). That the movement
was zealously supported by authority may safely be
assumed from its rapid success; and that we know
little or nothing of the methods, probably very
simple, is no reason for doubting the fact of official
activity. And as to the making or collection of the
educational book, * the Poetry of Homer,” it cannot
possibly have been completed, as we shall see, in
any very short time, and may well have extended
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over the forty or fifty years (say 570-520 B.C.), which
would include all the names traditionally associated
with it.

By both the above-mentioned witnesses, and
elsewhere, stress is laid upon one particular ordinance
respecting the national book or literature, namely,
that it should be regularly and publicly recited at the
great festival of the Panathenza, celebrated in every
fourth year. The emphasis laid upon this, as a
proof of respect, is very proper; but we should
observe, as having an important bearing upon the
question, what was the nature and content of the
collection, that neither in those places nor (we
believe) anywhere is it suggested that this occasional
recitation was the principal use or design to which
the books were applied. The practical effect of such
performances could hardly be anything; and we
should attribute nonsense to Lycurgus, if we sup-
posed him to ascribe the greatness of Athens to the
fact that an Athenian might hear Homer for a few
hours, upon perhaps some ten or a dozen occasions
in the course of his life. But this is not said or
suggested. In Lycurgus, the whole context, and in
particular the comparison which he makes between
the Athenian use of Homer and the instruction of
the Spartans, shows that by the “hearing” of
Homer he means the habitual hearing, by all in the
course of education, and by many subsequently in
recitation and reading aloud. He speaks of
‘“ hearers ” where we should say “readers,” because
instruction and literary communication generally, in
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the times of which he speaks, was mainly oral. In
the Platonic treatise, and what is there said about
Hipparchus, the reference to education, and to
Homer as an instrument for that purpose, is
explicit.

From this Athenian Homer of the sixth century
our extant Homer is unquestionably derived, and
probably with little or no other change than common
accidents of transcription. Directly or indirectly,
the Athenian texts, diffused from Athens as the
source and ruler of learning—until, as was said, all
Greece, as Athens first, had been “educated by
Homer "—were the principal, and, it would seem,
the only important factors in forming the texts which
we read to-day.

What then was the determinate book or collec-
tion, which at Athens, in the sixth century, was
called * the Poetry of Homer”? That it consisted
of the //iad and Odyssey, or that these poems had in
it any distinctive mark, there is, so far as we know,
no evidence whatever. There is some direct
evidence, and much indirect, for the opinion (no
new one, though not established) that the Athenian
* Poetry of Homer " was substantially identical with
what is otherwise known as the ‘ Cyclus,” the
«Circle” or “ Round "—either with the whole of it
or with some part. This was a sort of history, in
¢pic verse, beginning with the beginning of the
world, and carried down through the heroic age of
the Theban and the Trojan wars until the end of
the latter and the return of the Greeks. It is known
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to us mainly by a partial abstract, dating probably
from the fifth century A.p., when it is said to have
been still extant. It was at all events extant and
notorious, though little read, in the flourishing ages
of ancient learning. It is described as a narrative
continuous from beginning to end. The /Zad and
the Odyssey, such apparently as we possess them,
were parts of the story, standing in their proper
places. The exact dimensions of the whole are
uncertain, but were certainly vast, much larger than
the two extant poems put together. We are
positively told® that the whole, the ““ Circle ” as such,
was regarded as the work of Homer by “the
ancients,” a statement which can mean nothing but
that it was so regarded in the sixth century; for
before that time there was no history of literature or
established opinion about such matters, and for all
later times we have proof that part, and most, of the
“Circle” was not generally accepted as *“ Homer.”
Moreover, in the sixth century, when the legends
were still regarded as matter of fact, the compilation
of such a poetical history, if there were material for
it, would command interest, whereas in later times it
would have been futile and out of date. In short,
unless the Athenian Homer of the sixth century
was the “Cycle,” we cannot conceive how the Cycle
came into existence, or was preserved, or got, as it
did, the name of * Homer.”

! Suidas. The statement, like every part of the tradition

about Homer, has been explained away, but, as we think,
without reason.
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Further, this supposition at once explains and
accords with the tradition, that the Athenians of that
age not merely adopted or compiled, but “arranged’
their collection. This detail does not appear in
the authorities chronologically nearest.  Neither
Lycurgus, for instance, nor the Platonic “ Hip-
parchus” says so; they speak merely of adoption
and collection. But their language in no way ex-
cludes an arrangement or redaction, as alleged by
others, principally by Cicero in the first century B.c.,
and by Pausanias in the second century a.p. These
statements, that Pisistratus arranged the poetry of
Homer, have bcen treated by some, in the modern
controversy, with a kind and degree of scepticism
which, if applied impartially, would make astonishing
holes in ancient history, chiefly because they have
been supposed (quite unnecessarily and erroneously,
as we hold) to apply directly and specially to the
[liad and Odyssey, and, if accepted, to prejudice the
question how those two poems were composed. But
the statements relate to ‘‘the poems” or * poetry of
Homer,” by which, if they are well-founded and
descend from the sixth century, must be meant what
was then so accounted and called. We see no
reason to doubt (though the wildest expedients
have been adopted in order to avoid the con-
clusion) that they do descend from the natural source,
the Athenian antiquaries of the fourth and third
centuries, who were in touch, by a solid train of
literary tradition, with the time of the alleged
arrangement.
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In some sense, indeed, in order to be made, the
Cycle must have existed earlier, since it is never
said that the Athenians actually composed their
Homer. But the situation and the operation are
not hard to conceive in a natural way. We can
readily understand and explain them up to, or rather
down from, a certain point. The material was
poetry, in the conventional epic style, which had
been composed, and hitherto diffused, by professional
reciters or story-tellers, principally, it would seem,
in Ionic Asia. The subjects were taken from a
common stock of popular and more or less har-
monious legend. If we assume the creation of some
specially successful and authoritative poem—an /%ad
or a 7hebaid—embodying a part of the story, the
production of other poems closely related to it,
prefaces, continuations, and supplementary incidents,
would be the natural course of things in the circum-
stances, the natural effect of a double desire in the
story-tellers to give their audiences something novel
yet easily intelligible. Such a process, given the
assumed nucleus or nuclei, would produce a mass of
poems tending to constitute, though not actually
constituting, such a history as the Cycle was. If
they were collected, it would not be difficult, by
selection, some correction, adaptation, and a little
composing of connexions and completions, to make
up a total having as much consistency (far from
perfect) as the Cycle seems to have had. But, for
the actual production of the history, the arrangement
or redaction would be an indispensable factor. It
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could not actually come into existence as a complete
thing, and much less could it be preserved, under
conditions conceivable (to say nothing of evidence)
in the seventh century or earlier. The Athenian
educational movement supplied, it appears, what was
requisite for the production, and the public sanction
of Athens what was requisite for the preservation.
All this process, however, assumes, as a starting-
point, the authoritative and stimulating nucleus or
nuclei; it assumes, for the Trojan part of the Cycle,
the existence first of something like an //iad and
something like an Odyssey. Assuredly neither of
these poems, such as they now are, could be pro-
duced, by such operations as are attributed or
attributable to Pisistratus, out of pieces having
originally no other connexion than a general agree-
ment in the story and a similar conventional style.
In both, the artistic unity, the ruling conception, is
far too strong for this. But, let us once more
observe, the Greek authorities do not say, though
they are frequently discussed and criticized as if they
did, that Pisistratus ‘‘arranged the /J/zad” or ‘‘the
Odvsseyv.”  The thing arranged, and in a sense con-
structed, by the Athenians was “the Poetry of
Homer,” by which we at all events understand the
“Cycle,” and, with this understanding, have no
difficulty in accepting the tradition. It is perfectly
consistent with the tradition to suppose that the
[lliad was adopted, as a part or a chapter in the
Cycle, cxactly as it previously existed and was
or'igina]]y created by a single author.  Whether this

V. E. 12



178 The First Homer

was so, or was not, must be determined not by the
tradition, but by the internal evidence of the poem.

But, before we turn to this, let us say a word or
two more, first of the Cycle and its title or titles, and
then of the critical process which evolved from it the
later and modern conception of “ Homer” as con-
sisting of the //iad and the Odyssey. The poetry
out of which the Cycle was made seems to have
been generally recited and circulated, all of it, as
anonymous. In the absence of libraries, histories,
biographies, and scholarship, it is likely that the
audiences of the reciters were little interested in the
question of authorship. If any name was given,
Homer, author probably of some determinant
nucleus, an /Ziad or 7hebaid, had the credit of all.
The collection, therefore, as a whole, bore his name,
at all events in popular parlance, as “the Poetry of
Homer.” But we must not presume that the col-
lectors either believed in the single authorship of
the collection, or even warranted the name.

For anything that appears to the contrary, the
appellation “cycle” or “circle” may be as old as the
thing ; and, though this is not generally supposed,
we think it probable, for this reason. The attempts
to explain the name “circle” from the content or
form of the work appear to us altogether unsatis-
factory. A thing is not “circular” because it is
large, or full, or compact, compendious, complete.
Such applications of the name are cited, but can be
explained only by false analogy, from resemblance,
in the points noted, to something which was called
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“circle:” for some better and proper reason. Such
a reason, for the Athenian collection, exists, not in
the book itself, but in the purposes for which it was
used and intended. [t was to be taught and to be
studied as a course of reading ; and the course, we
presume, when finished, was to be begun again. It
was ‘“the circle” in which study was to revolve.
And similarly perhaps with the recitation at the
Panathenza. More than one of our authoritics, in
mentioning this, specifies that the recitation was “by
way of resumption,” one recitation beginning where
the last ended. This detail, otherwise unimportant,
is essential if the ordinance originally referred to the
Cycle, of which only a small part could possibly be
given upon a single occasion.  Here also the pro-
ceeding was to be “circular”; successive parts were
to be taken, until all had been taken, and then da capo.
Such, we suppose, may have becn the original design.

But neither these uses of the Cycle, nor the
ascription to Homer, could long survive the effects,
infinitely greater than can have been foreseen, of the
educational movement, The literature, which, under
the new stimulus, was produced at Athens in a single
century, was alone sufficient to exclude from general
notice, by competition, so vast a body of antique
story. And criticism, even the most rudimentary,
as soon as it existed, must demur to the attribution
of all to a single authorship. In Herodotus, about
a century after Hipparchus, we find that the cutting
down has already vone far.  The allusions of Hero-
dotus to the subject are just what we might expect

I2—2
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them to be, if, préma facie and apart from criticism,
“ Homer ” was the Cycle. He gives, just incident-
ally, a reason why the “Cypria” (part of the Trojan
story in the Cycle) should not be reckoned as
Homer's—namely, a disagreement with the //iad.
Why it might be, he does not think necessary to
specify. He speaks as if it was in “ Homer,” as
“ Titus Andronicus” or “ Henry VI1.” is in “ Shake-
speare.” Already, for Herodotus, the 7%ebaid itself
(or part of it) is doubtful “ Homer”; and, in short,
we are well on the way to the point at which common
opinion stopped—that the /Zad and Odyssey only,
or almost only, are “ Homer.” It is noticeable that
Herodotus pretends to no external information about
authorship; and it is, to say the least, doubtful
whether any trustworthy discoveries of that kind
were made later. No such supposition is needed to
explain the result. The //Zad and the Odyssey were
left to Homer because they were the best parts of
his putative work. No more was left to him, because
this was quite enough to assign to one man. Rejec-
tion went no further (though some wished to go
further and divide the two poems) because the two
together did not seem clearly too much.

The next step, as might be expected, was to
distribute the rejected mass among supposed authors.
This we need not and cannot here follow out. The
attributions are extremely suspicious, for reasons
which have often been stated. The very names of
the alleged poets are not mentioned, none of them,
we believe, in any extant work of the fifth century,
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when the poetry afterwards assigned to them was
still popular.  This may be explicable, but it is odd.
The assignations vary, and were never generally
established. We are probably best advised if we
follow the more cautious critics of antiquity, and
treat as anonymous all parts of the Cycle which we
do not choose to call “ Homer.”

Such, in very brief and summary statement, is
the tradition as we understand it. And now to the
main question. When the Cycle was collected,
arranged, and made up, what, if anything, was done
to the //zad, or to the Odyssey? Possibly nothing,
or nothing of importance. So say the * defenders
of unity”; and the tradition proves nothing to the
contrary. If we hold otherwise, as most at present
do, it is because the poems, both of them, or at all
cvents the J/:ad, exhibit a profusion of peculiarities
for which, as we think, nothing will fairly account
except an artificial and rather violent process de-
signed to accommodate them, as parts, to such a
quasi-historical compilation as the Cycle was.

We take an instance from the //iad, a familiar
instance, though we shall state it partly in our own
way. The Greeks, for want of Achilles, are defeated
and driven to their ships, to which the Trojans are
actually beginning to set fire. At this crisis Patroclus
persuades Achilles to let him lead the Myrmidons to
the rescue. The scene is a turning-point in the
story, and the narration of it vivid and unforgettable.
We proceed. Patroclus, after some triumphs, is
slain, and the armour of Achilles, which he wore, is
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lost. To replace it, Thetis obtains new armour from
Hephzstus, to whom, in making her request, she
naturally recounts the loss and the cause of it, the
sending forth of Patroclus by Achilles (//iad, xviii.
446). But to our surprise she relates this, not as we
were shown it before, but with utterly different
circumstances. According to her, the Greeks were
beleaguered, and so hard pressed that they could not
go out or sally from their camp. Thereupon certain
elders approached Achilles with entreaties and gifts.
He refused to give aid himself, but armed Patroclus
and sent him with a strong force to the war. The
two accounts are manifestly not discrepant merely,
but absolutely different in conception. Both are
clear; both give effective situations; on the one side
the extreme crisis of firing the ships, the entreaty of
Patroclus, and the sudden rush to the rescue; on
the other side the beleaguerment and the solemn
embassy. In either way the thing might well
happen, but by no possibility in both at once.
Now, if the ¢ Making of the Armour” was
designed as a sequel to the “ Sending of Patroclus”
—as of course it was if our //zad was shaped as we
have it by one author—why do they not agree? It
is surely idle to plead negligence or a lapse of
memory. Lapses are common, but not of this
magnitude or kind. Why should the narrator forget
completely a scene which no reader can forget, a
principal moment in his story? Why should he
reconstruct it ? What put into his head the new
scene and the impossible embassy ? Nor can it be
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a case of interpolation. The second account is no
loose or inaccurate or garbled version of the first, but
a complete and self-consistent reconstruction, with
new circumstances and a different purpose. Nor
does it help at all merely to make a distinction of
authors, and assign the “ Making of the Armour” to
a new hand. If the new hand meant his work for a
continuation of the other’s, he would have told the
previous incident as he found it. He would be even
less likely to reconstruct the scene than the original
narrator, because more conscious of his obligations
as a continuator.

Twist the matter as we may, the obvious and
natural supposition is, that the  Making of the
Armour” was composed by some one who had
before him, or rather behind him, the " Sending of
Patroclus” described as he describes it. The
“Making of the Armour” should be part of an /Ziad
in which the “Sending of Patroclus” was told
according to the *“ embassy-version” (so to name it),
and not, as in the extant book, according to the
¢« fire-version.” And the question is, here and
repeatedly elsewhere, when, by whom, and above
all why, was a compound made, which takes the
“Sending " from one version and the * Making of
the Armour” from another, and combines them
without reconciling.

Another example, recurring throughout the work,
is the ever-changing aspect of the Greek camp, now
not fortified, or fortified at most with a ditch, now
with a rampart hastily run up in consequence of the
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defection of Achilles, and now again with a wall so
solid as to rival that of Troy—the three pictures
not successive and connected by explanation, but
assumed and dropped and reassumed with tacit
indifference. Neither for one composer nor for a
plurality of composers is such treatment natural or
(to us) explicable, if the composer or composers were
free to design, and actuated only by the motives of
an artist.

The more conscious we are of the unity of the
work and the dominance of one general conception,
and the more we are convinced that all parts of the
actual story (with perhaps some trifling exceptions)
must have been designed as parts of a story closely
similar, the more puzzling is their imperfect adapta-
tion. Who was the composer, and what can have
been his motives, who took these freedoms with his
materials, and took no more ?

Now the alleged Athenian collection and arrange-
ment of Homer afford an answer, so suitable to
the internal evidence that, if we had not such a
tradition, we must have invented it. That is to say,
we can, quite probably, suppose the Athenian
redactors to find this part of the Cycle—the /Ziad—
in such a condition or conditions that, in their situa-
tion and with their purposes, they would make of it
what we have.

Take the case of the double “Sending of
Patroclus.” Be it supposed that (never mind when,
in the tenth century B.c., or the thirteenth, if any
one pleases) Homer composed the //ad with what
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we called the ‘“fire-version” of this incident, the
version of it which is first narrated in our book.
Let us call this /Zzad A. Might it not presently
occur to a reciter-poet, stimulated by the example,
that the * embassy-version” would also be a good
one, giving a different opportunity? But the
‘““embassy-version” requires a fortified camp, in
which the Greeks are beleaguered and unable to
sally, but otherwise act at leisure. Accordingly our
second composer (B) fortifies the camp, which (we
will suppose) A did not, and remodels accordingly
those scenes of the story where the camp is actually
assailed. Also (suppose for simplicity), this same B
invents the ‘“Making of the Armour,” and, of course,
there narrates the “Sending of Patroclus” according
to his own version, with the embassy. Subject to these
changes, he adopts A bodily, as why should he not ?

Now suppose (we simplify the case, intending
mercly to show the general nature of the process
assumed) that these //iads A and B, verbally iden-
tical for the most part, but totally different in the
‘“embassy-version” and certain connected episodes,
come both, from different quarters, into the hands of
the Athenian collectors. \What should they have
done with them, and (a different question) what
werce they likely to do? ‘“Keep both as they are,”
we should now say, and so would have said Cicero,
or Aristarchus, or Aristotle—any one in the ages of
erudition.  “ Both are mere fictions, and each good
in its way.” But in the sixth century the stories
could not possibly be so estimated. This view was
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to be afterwards evolved, by Thucydides and others,
products of the movement which the collectors were
initiating. To the sixth century, the Trojan war,
heroes, gods and all, was a reality, which the
Homeric poems more or less exactly represented.
Probably, before the collection, no one was clearly
conscious of the divergences. And what the collec-
tors made and wanted was a book to be learnt, to
be the basis of national instruction, a history com-
piled from the epics, with the //ad as a part of it.
What then more natural and proper than to combine
the versions in a harmony, supposed to represent
the truth, or the nearest approximation to it obtain-
able in the circumstances ?

Upon these principles, between two totally in-
compatible versions of the same incident, you must
choose. For the “Sending of Patroclus” we take
the version of A, the “fire-version,” discarding
that of B, the “embassy.” But this would be no
reason for discarding the “ Making of the Armour,”
an episode of many hundred lines, which, as a whole,
is equally compatible with either version of the
“Sending.” It goes in therefore as we find it; and
by an oversight, such as is sure to occur in con-
structions of this kind, and does occur in harmonies
far more skilful and elaborate than could be com-
manded by Pisistratus, it is allowed to carry with it
the half-dozen lines (xviii. 446~452) in which the
“embassy-version” of the “Sending” is summarily
related by Thetis.

Further, if we turn to the “Sending” itself
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(xvi. 112 foll.), we see that, though based mainly on
the conception (A) that the resistance of Achilles
is overcome by the firing of the ships, it contains
passages which are not easily attributed to a poet
possessed by that conception. Let the reader peruse
what passes, or is related, in our //zad between the
moment, when Achilles descries the fire, and the
outrush of Patroclus and his men (xvi. 130-256),
especially the incident of the cup, libation, and
prayer (6. 220 foll.), and consider whether this is
the way in which the thing would naturally be
imagined, upon the supposition that the ships are
now burning. All is fine poetry, but is it all proper
to the situation ? Does it not ignore the urgent and
desperate crisis, and assume, on the contrary, that
there is no need for haste? But according to Thetis
and her “embassy-version,” there was no need for
haste. \We suspect therefore strongly, that here
also, along with the version of A, we have elements,
as much as seemed possible, incorporated by a
harmonist from the version of B.

From B, or a closely related version, comes also,
we may naturally suppose, Book ix., the embassy to
Achilles, the difficulties of which, within itself, and in
relation to the rest of the work, are well known and
generally admitted. It lacks connexion, it seems to
be forgotten, and there are other doubts. More-
over, though this is not so generally admitted, we
ourselves agree with those (for instance, Dr Leaf®)

' Sev, in his edition of the JZad, the Introduction to Book ix.,
and the notes to ix. 168 foll., and elsewhere.
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who say that the book itself exhibits imperfect har-
mony. We have sometimes two ambassadors, but
also an ill-connected third (Phecenix) who, it would
certainly seem, did not originally figure here. All
this is the more perplexing because both the general
conception and the parts (if they would but fit) are
magnificent. But whence and why did Pheenix
come in? To this question we have not seen any
satisfactory answer. We would suggest that he is
one of the elders who, according to Thetis, went
as ambassadors to Achilles and procured the send-
ing of Patroclus. The version B, or some version
closely related, contained two embassies, one (that
which forms the bulk of Book ix.) to which Achilles
conceded nothing, and a second, comprising Pheenix,
to which, as related by Thetis, he granted the send-
ing of Patroclus. The first could be adopted in the
harmony without offence, and accordingly was; the
second was plainly inadmissible; but, upon the
common principles of harmonists, some of it, as
much as seemed possible—the presence and speeches
of Pheenix—was amalgamated with the first, ‘‘though
not without leaving clear traces of the joints.”

We cannot here work this out, nor do we
pretend that it could be worked out to any precise
distribution of A and B and other letters. But upon
some such hypothesis we can account to ourselves
for the actual relations between Books ix., xvi., xviil.
of the //iad ; and we cannot account for them upon
any hypothesis which does not somewhere import
a harmonist—no poet, but the compiler of a history.
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To this operation we should attribute, not exclu-
sively but mainly, those peculiarities in which, as it
seems to us and to many, the two epics, or at all
events the //zad, are unique. We cannot here illus-
trate the matter any further. But this, we think, is
the cause, for instance, of the strange fluctuation
between different conceptions of the scene (the
Greek camp). Manifestly this discrepancy, if pre-
sent in the contributory sources, could not be ¢li-
minated without thorough and bold recomposition,
which was not (as we apprehend) within the design,
or perhaps the powers, of the harmonists. And
above all, to this cause we assign that characteristic
of the //iad which, though some can ignore it, we
cannot ignore. The main design is mastcrly, the
parts are almost all admirable—yet they do not fit.
Repeatedly the thread seems to break, the track to
be lost; and we arrive, after some wandering, at a
stage of progress already reached before. Such is
the natural, the inevitable effect of a harmony.
And (to repeat this essential point) if it is asked
why the harmony should have been attempted, and
why it was possible, we reply, «“ Because the contri-
butory versions were, each with each, to a large
extent, not only concordant in matter, but verbally
identical.” Therefore they could be united; and
the historic impulse, natural though mistaken, gave
the motive for such a combination.

It cannot be proved that the harmonizing was
the work of the Athenians, or connected with the
redaction of the Cycle. It may conceivably have
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taken place elsewhere and earlier. Only this seems
a gratuitous supposition. We have no tradition
suggesting it. The required conditions of purpose
and mental attitude are not, we think, so likely to
have existed anywhere or at any time as in the city
and age of Pisistratus.

Whoever made the harmony, he or they had
doubtless not the least intention to suppress or
replace the versions, or any expectation of this effect.
They made such an /Zzad as they wanted for a new
purpose, presuming, if they considered the matter,
that others would circulate as before. How could it
be foreseen that in no long time the new education
would make an altered world, would create a polity
and society never before imagined? That Athens
would for ages rule the teaching and supply the
books of all civilized peoples, as in some degree she
does to this day? That in a few generations the
“rhapsode,” the reciter of Homer, would be an
extinct profession, and epic poetry, all but a small
reserve, a drug in the market? In the events
which happened, the Athenian Homer of course
obliterated and extinguished whatever competitors
existed. Nor indeed do we suppose that it had
much to compete with. Respecting the diffusion
and influence of Homer before the Athenian
movement, much more is sometimes asserted or
assumed than the evidence warrants. But of this
we cannot here speak. We suppose, and we think
it natural, that when, some centuries later, text-
criticism arose, all sources for Homer, except those
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directly or derivatively Athenian, had long dis-
appeared.

The silence of the ancient text-critics respecting
the Athenian operation, or rather the fact that appa-
rently they did not use the tradition as a ground for
analysis, and anticipate the modern treatment of the
Homeric question, has been taken by some as dis-
proving the operation, or indicating that it cannot
have been important. We do not see this. It is
quite likely that the Alexandrian scholars, knowing
what we do about that operation, knew little or
nothing more. They seem to have assumed that
the Athenian //zad, their //iad, was substantially the
work of one author, descending, in the manner of
transmission familiar to themselves, from a remote
prehistoric antiquity. If they so assumed without
warrant, they only did what has been done by many
moderns far more experienced than they in research
and criticism.

With respect to the Odyssey, we admit of course
that the traces in it of a harmonist, if any, are far
fewer and less convincing than those in the /Zad.
Were it not for the //Zzad, they would hardly have
been suspected. Nevertheless, the analysts of the
Odyssey do seem to have proved that, at least in
some places, the treatment of materials is harmonistic.
There are some mere patches, notably in the “Slaying
of the Suitors” and the exchange there of the bow
for the spear. As to a common authorship for //zad
and Odyssey, or rather for an /liad and an Odyssey,
that is a matter beyond the scope of this article.
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Now it will be seen, and we would specially
insist, that the question we have been considering,
whether the actual state of the epics, or either of
them, is partly the result of a harmony, has no
necessary bearing whatever on many of the issues
which students of Homer debate. It is on this
point especially, we think, that controversy tends
to confusion and prejudice. A harmonistic theory
of the //7ad implies nothing whatever, ger se, as to
the date and origin of the supposed components, or
the value of any part, or of the whole, as evidence
upon customs, culture, and other such topics. Ifit
were ever so completely proved that our book was
made in the sixth century B.c. by a mechanical, or
partly mechanical, amalgamation of versions, all the
versions, and every substantial part, might none the
less be as ancient and as nearly contemporaneous as
we please to suppose. We ourselves think it pro-
bable (so far as, in conditions almost wholly unknown,
one thing can be more probable than another) that
the components of the /Zzad do mainly belong to
a time more narrowly limited than some analysts
would suggest, and that what we called the variant
“versions,” those that lasted and determined the
eventual product, all followed at no great distance
upon that of Homer, the original designer. At all
events this may be so; and the question between
unitarian and harmonist ought not to be affected, as
it frequently is, by arguments or theories about date.
For example, the different views about the Homeric
armour, and whether it represents a reality or a
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conventional confusion, are all of them consistent
with a harmonistic theory respecting the genesis of
the existing text.

Indeed there is no inconsistency, in strict theory,
between the view that our text is a harmony and
the view that all parts of it, all the materials, are by
one author. And in the circumstances, such as we
should imagine them, of poetic composition in the
agc of Homer, it is quite possible that some variant
versions, or variant episodes, of the story were actually
composed by the original designer. To attribute
to one hand so much variation of treatment, as the
existing combination seems to require, would be a
rather violent conjecture; nor do we see the need of
it, or the difficulty of supposing a few successors
to the designer, perhaps nearly contemporaneous,
who, stimulated by his example and using the same
conventional style, could achieve as near a resem-
blance to his manner as, for our part, we find
between different portions of the JZzad.

Nor again is our view inconsistent with what is
called, or should properly be called, *‘expansion” of
the original story, that is to say, the insertion of
episodes, freely composed by poets, which really
were intended to fit without discrepancy into the
original frame. \We do not, for the present purpose,
either assert or deny such expansion; still less do
we assume that expansion, if such there was, ex-
tended over a long period. \What we say is that,
expansion or no expansion, the extant //zad, at all
events, cxhibits the phenomena of a harmony, the

V. E. 13
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quasi-historical combination of versions partly in-
compatible and not designed for union. Whether
the versions were narrowly or widely separated in
time of origin is a distinct enquiry. And the nearer
they were, and the more concordant therefore in
natural and conventional colour, the easier and
the more tempting would be the operation of the
harmonist. For this reason, and for others, we
doubt, as we said before, whether the development
of versions, or of those versions which lasted and
contributed to the final result, can have been
distributed over so long a time as some would
assume.

The proof of the harmonistic operation depends
of course on the number of “sutures”—plain breaks
in the context, and discrepancies such as no free
composer could be tempted to make or to pass.
However plain these may be, we cannot expect, as a
rule, to determine precisely what the harmonist has
done, and what was the scope of the material which
he has not preserved. Of this we can have a
glimpse, only if in any case the rebelliousness of the
materials, or the maladroitness or timidity of the
operator, has led him to include matter absolutely
irrelevant to his composition and explicable only
by what he has omitted. Considering the literary
inexperience, which we may or must attribute to
harmonists of the sixth century B.Cc. or earlier,
instances even of so gross a handling may be ex-
pected to occur, as in fact they do. One such
instance we propose to investigate in the following
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essay, to which this will serve as an introduction,
explaining our point of view.

As we have spoken with more respect than is
common of what some would call “the Pisistratean
legend,” we will repeat that there is no necessary
connexion between the demonstrable dislocations of
our //zad and the hypothesis that the Athenians
were wholly or mainly responsible for them. Con-
tempt for the Athenian tradition is fortified, un-
fortunately, by the authority of many cxccellent
scholars; but the texts, as we have said, are not
treated fairly. It would be much if the defenders of
unity, and controversialists generally, would perceive
that there is room within the record for them all.
If it could be shown that the internal evidence of
the //iad favours the hypothesis of single authorship,
there is nothing against it in Cicero and Pausanias.
For anything they say, or the rest say, Pisistratus
may have done nothing to the //ad, separately and
as such, except to purchase and have copied a s,
dating from the days of the original poet. Only,
we say, somebody must have done to the //zad what
no onc is so likely to have done as the Athenians
of the sixth century. \Ve think, indeed, that some
operations have been assigned to that epoch, which
go beyond the likelihood. We do not suppose that
any considerable modification of the text was made
in the interest of Athens or her princes. The
**sycophant of Pisistratus,” as the Athenian operator
has been derisively called, is, we rather think, a
fictiious personage.  But the tradition is not

—2
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responsible for him. Indeed the tradition, fairly
read, has no essential concern with the personal
action of Pisistratus. If his name be displeasing
(though we respect it), let us say, with Lycurgus,
that the Athenians conceived and carried out the
profoundly important educational movement, in con-
nexion with which—as others say, who may well
have known—they arranged, as well as collected,
their “ Poetry of Homer.” That they did things
with it altogether novel and, in the circumstances,
stupendously effective, is proved by all history to
this day. Having new purposes, they may naturally
have made a new book. We believe them to have
made in good faith a quasi-historical harmony of
certain ancient poems, which were in such condition,
and so related, as to invite the operation. If, new to
the business, and taking the first stumbling steps
towards the foundation of European learning, they
did some mischief which we could have taught them
to avoid, it is due mainly to them and their Homer
that we have any learning at all. It is possible to
feel a mild resentment when one reads of “the Pisis-
tratean legend.” We should ourselves as soon speak
of the “legend” that the authorized version of the
Bible was a product of the Protestant Reformation.

However we have no quarrel with any one, and
we expect no immediate agreement. It has been
said by some that there is a reaction coming against
expansionists, harmonists, and all such. It may be
so. But the sutures of the //Zzad are there, and will
be seen whenever men look.



THE MUTINY OF IDOMENEUS.

A LOST BIT OF HOMER.

THE origin and composition of the //zad passes
with some for a problem too indeterminate to yield
any results. Granting (they say) that the existing
book has features not commonly found, more dis-
crepancies in the story and a less straightforward
progress, there is no evidence, properly so called,
to show how these features were produced. A
single authorship (unitarian view), development by
successive hands (expansionist view), the artificial
combination of divergent versions (harmonist view)
—all these hypotheses, with various modifications,
are equally possible ; and the choice, resting in the
last resort upon purely subjective impressions, is no
profitable matter for debate.

To those who are of this mind—now perhaps a
minority among students—the following pages are
not addressed. In my opinion, the harmonist view,
not excluding but not demanding “expansion,” has
been proved over and over again'; and [ cannot
suppose that I shall move in this direction those

! For a summary statement of it, see the preceding essay.
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who remain immoveable after studying (for example)
the commentary of Dr Leaf. But to those who are
satisfied that the harmonist view contains at all
events some part of the truth, I would submit an
illustration of the process supposed, which may be
found interesting and perhaps suggestive.

No portion of the //Ziad exhibits the natural effects
of the harmonistic process more strongly, perhaps
none so much, as that portion which lies between
the retreat of the Greeks to their camp and the
consent of Achilles to lend them the aid of his men
under the delegated command of Patroclus (Books
x1—xv). The reason for this, upon the principles
here assumed, is obvious. Among the divergences of
incident, introduced by the fancy of poets, or a poet’,
rehandling the common theme, one of the most
important was the fortification of the camp by a wall,
a condition profoundly modifying the course of the
narrative. Which version, with the wall or without
it, was the older, may not be now ascertainable, and
may at all events be left indeterminate without
prejudice to the assertion, that the extant story
sometimes assumes and sometimes ignores such a
fortification, and therefore (since no narrator, com-
posing with natural freedom, could plan a story
ambiguous in such a particular) must have been
produced by combining artificially a version or
versions, in which the wall existed, with another or
others, in which it did not. The motive for such a
combination was the only possible motive for a

* On this point see preceding essay, p. 193.
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harmony, the motive which has produced other
harmonies, such as those, once popular, of the Four
Gospels. The harmonists, accepting all the stories
as representing, each partially and imperfectly, an
underlying truth and common basis of historical fact,
endeavoured to reproduce this truth by the method—
still common in popular criticism, and expelled but
recently, if it has been completely expelled, from the
procedure of the learned—of putting together so
much of all versions as could be united without
sheer contradiction. In the case of Homer, we
know of one occasion upon which such a process
may naturally have been used,—the collection and
arrangement of Homer by the Athenians of the
sixth century B.C.

Now at the end of the existing Book xi, the
story of the //iad has reached a point at which,
between :wal/ and #no wall, the embarrassments of
the harmonist must culminate. The Greeks have
been beaten to their camp ; and presently, at the end
of Book xv and beginning of xvi, their ships upon
the shore are to be fired by the pursuing Trojans.
Between, if anywhere, must come a taking (or
takings) of the wall, and a fight in the walled en-
closure. Yet if these were to find a place within a
frame not meant to embrace them, distension and
confusion were inevitable. And in fact both disten-
sion and confusion are visible and enormous. The
huge and erratic combat here inserted must be sup-
posed, according to the existing narrative, to be
covered in time by an incident (the errand of
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Patroclus’) grossly incommensurate even in its
actual and extended form. So much for the disten-
sion. And the confusion is also plain. Even an
inobservant reader, a reader for pleasure, in passing
through this part of the poem, will become aware of
its impediments in a general way. He will some-
times, not seldom, be unsure of the line on which
he is supposed to be moving, unable to say where
he is, what precisely is happening and what may be
expected next. The experiment is not very often
tried ; for in truth, to read the //zad continuously
is less common, especially after the first reading,
than might conventionally be assumed. To fix
upon definite points or grounds of objection requires
of course not mere reading but examination. The
results, the decisive results, of such examination
have been often stated. The narrative abounds
with dislocations, signs of patching and forced con-
nexion, not the less certain because for the most
part the breaches are not violent, the points of
juncture not always conspicuous and sometimes not
precisely determinable.

That is to be expected. In tacking together
two or more narratives actually parallel, that is
to say, treating with variations the same stage of
a common story, there could be no necessity or
temptation, generally speaking, to make very violent
connexions. What could not come in, except
on such terms, would naturally be omitted. But
it is to be expected, unless the harmonist were more

! x1 611 ffl, xv 390 ff,, xvi 1 ff.
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expert than the harmonists of the //zad can possi-
bly have been, that sometimes the breaks, sutures,
mechanical connexions, will deserve the name of
violent. Sooner or later the harmonist will grasp at
more than, upon his principles, he can properly
hold, and will bring in an episode, or a portion of
it, which admits of no attachment even plausible to
the ear, with the result that, after the juncture, the
narrative will be, for some space, unintelligible.
Our present concern is with a juncture of this kind,
a violent juncture, and its consequence, a piece of
narrative unexplained and unintelligible. \What 1
propose to show is the cause of the phenomenon,
and why the harmonist has here made a connexion
manifestly not justifiable or plausible. It was
because he was compelled, by the nature and rela-
tion of his materials, to begin a new extract, a large
extract which he was unwilling to discard, so as to
include in it the termination of a certain episode, for
which, as a whole, the harmony afforded no place.
From certain passages of the extract, irrelevant and
meaningless in the existing connexion, we can
divine the general course of the episode suppressed ;
and we may confirm our conjecture by reference to
other parts of the //iad, which are obscured by
corresponding suppressions, and by corresponding
restorations can be made clear.

The case shall be stated as briefly as possible,
and without elaborate argument. The merits of
such a case, if it has any, must lie in its appearing,
upon statement, fairly obvious. The facts alleged
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in support should be seen to meet together, so to
speak, of their own accord. Moreover, as to the
facts themselves, the separate items of the construc-
tion, proof is already accessible. The observations
upon discrepancies and difficulties in the existing
story, which are here used, have, in general, all been
made and often repeated by students, from the
authors of the Greek commentaries downwards,
who did not suspect any connexion between them’.
This at least is in our favour. We take, as they
are given, points fixed and recognized, and have only
to add that they lie, if we may use such a metaphor,
upon a certain symmetrical curve.

The dislocation, from which we start, is found in
Book xmm, at the place (v. 206) where the story
recurs to the person of Idomeneus, King of the
Cretans. It marks the entrance of that hero upon
the well-defined battle-scene in which he, with
his squire Meriones, plays the chief part,—the
Aristeia of Idomeneus, as it is called. The scene
extends back from this point to ». 136, and forward
through the greater part of the book. It is free in
the main from interior difficulties, but exhibits traits,
such as the participation of chariots, which are sur-
prising, to say the least, when the action is supposed,

! To Dr Leaf’s commentary, in particular, I should be under-
stood to refer for all observations upon the text, which do not
involve explicitly the supposition of a suppressed episode. In
general, I follow him closely, though I do not repeat this on
each occasion, nor notice shades of difference which are of no
importance to our present subject.
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as its place in our //iad requires, to be passing in
such space as could be included within the limit of a
wall and of a populous camp or rather military city.
To this peculiar situation the scene makes no allu-
sion, so that, but for its place in the //iad, all might
and naturally would be supposed to pass in open
ground. That will be worth notice hereafter, though
it is not the point on which we are first to fix our
attention. W ithin itself, the narrative is simple,
except a passage or series of passages extending
from the first appearance of Idomeneus until he and
Meriones go forth together to the battle (ve. 206-
294). All this, in its present connexion, is irrelevant
and unintelligible.

Before we consider it, let us recall the character
and rclation of the personages. Idomeneus, King
of the Cretans, is one of the first figures in Homer,
and his special distinction is Mcriones. No other
prince has a personal attendant so high in rank and
in prowess—a man of equal birth, his own nephew,
and a warrior equal to the best, attached to him as
servant and follower. Homeric princes have some-
times special and familiar companions, such as
Patroclus is to Achilles; they have household officers
with certain functions, heralds, cupbearers and so
forth, of various degree down to mere slaves; and
they have attendants. But they have not, as a
rule, attendants comparable in quality to Meriones.
Agamemnon himself has none such. Meriones, as
a person, is a match for any; he can himself, on
occasion, sit in council with the greatest; he is no
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dependant of the King, but neither is he simply his
friend ; he attends him though his equal. To us,
who have kept with regard to royalty the spirit of
the feudal ages, such a relation is not surprising.
But it is remarkable in the //z2d; and it not only
marks the Cretan prince, whose personal merits are
great, with a high note of dignity, but also sets in a
strong light the connexion between the pair.

And now, returning to the Aristeza, let us fix
the situation in our minds, both as it affects the
combatants generally and with reference to Idome-
neus in particular. The Greeks have been defeated,
first in the plain (Book x1), and then at the wall,
which has been carried by the Trojans (Book xm).
Idomeneus is prominent, as he usually is, in both
combats (x1 sor1, xi1 117). Amid wild confusion,
the beaten defenders of the wall have been rallied
for a stand within the camp by the aid of the god
Poseidon'. The fight has recommenced, but of
Idomeneus we have not yet heard. And here?® the
narrative proceeds thus:

So he (Poseidon) set forth to go by the huts and the ships of
the Achaians, to spur on the Danaans, and sorrows was he con-
triving for the Trojans.

Then Idomeneus, spearman renowned, met him on his way
from his comrade that had but newly returned to him out of the
battle, wounded on the knee with the sharp bronze. Him his
comrades carried forth, and Idomeneus gave charge to the
leeches, and so went on to his hut, for he still was eager to
face the war.

1 Xt 1-135. ? 45, 208,
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Then the mighty Shaker of the earth addressed him, in the
voice of Thoas, son of Andraimon,...}: “Idomeneus, thou
counsellor of the Cretans, say, whither have thy threats fared,
wherewith the sons of the Achaians threatened the Trojans?”
Then Idomeneus, leader of the Cretans, answered him again: “O
Thoas, now is there no man to blame, that I wot of, for we are
all skilled in war. Neither is there any man that spiritless fear
holds aloof, nor any that gives place to cowardice, and shuns the
cruel war, nay, but even thus, methinks, must it have seemed good
to almighty Kronion, even that the Achaians should perish name-
less here, far away from Argos. But, Thoas, seeing that of old
thou wert staunch, and dost spur on another man, wheresoever
thou mayst see any give ground, therefore slacken not now, but
call aloud on every warrior.” Then Poseidon, the Shaker of the
earth, answered him again: ‘Idomeneus, never may that man go
forth out of Troy-land, but here may he be the sport of dogs, who
this day is wilfully slack in battle. Nay, come, take thy weapons
and away: herein we must play the man together, if any avail
there may be, though we are no more than two. Ay, and very
cowards get courage from company, but we twain know well how
to battle even with the brave.”

Therewith the god went back again into the strife of men,
but Idomeneus, so soon as he came to his well-builded hut, pus
on kis fair armour about his body, and grasped two spears, and
set forth like the lightning....

And Meriones, his good squire, met him, while he was still
near his hut—he (Meriones) was going to fetch him a spear of
bronze’—and mighty Idomeneus spoke to him: *“Meriones, son
of Molos, fleet of foot, dearest of my company, wherefore hast
thou come hither and left the war and the strife? Art thou
wounded at all, and vexed by a dart’s point, or dost thou come
with a message for me concerning aught? Verily I myself have
no desire to sit in the huts but to fight.”

1 A description of Thoas.

* From his own quarters. See X1l 168 olodpevos 8dpv paxpov
¢ ol k\irindt AéAarmro, where we also learn that he had broken his
spear in fighting.
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Then wise Meriones answered him again, saying: ‘“Idome-
neus, thou counsellor of the mail-clad Cretans, I am going to
fetch me a spear, if perchance thou hast one left in the huts, for
that which before I carried I have shivered in casting at the
shield of proud Deiphobos.”

Then Idomeneus, leader of the Cretans, answered him again:
‘“Spears, if thou wilt, thou shalt find one, ay and twenty, standing
in the hut, against the shining side walls, spears of the Trojans
whereof I have spoiled their slain. Yea, it is not my mood to
stand aloof from the foe when I war; wherefore I have spears,
and bossy shields, and helms, and corselets of splendid sheen.”

Then wise Meriones answered him again: “Yea, and in mine
own hut and my black ship are many spoils of the Trojans, but
not ready’ to my hand. Nay, for methinks neither am I forget-
ful of valour; but stand forth among the foremost to face glorious
war, whensoever ariseth the strife of battle. Any other, me-
thinks, of the mail-clad Achaians should sooner forget my prowess,
but thou art he that knoweth it.”

Then Idomeneus, leader of the Cretans, answered him again :
“I know what a man of valour thou art, wherefore shouldst thou
tell me thereof? (Here jfollows a long and eloguent enlogy of
Meriones’ courage: in no strait would Idomeneus desive a better
comrade.) But come, no more let us talk thus, like children,
loitering here, lest any man be vehemently wroth, but go thou to
the hut, and take thee a mighty spear.”

Thus he spake, and Meriones, the peer of swift Ares, quickly
took a spear of bronze from the hut, and went forth after
Idomeneus, with high thoughts of battleZ

Now, as far as I am aware, there is not any one,
and perhaps there never has been since the begin-
ning of Homeric studies, who maintains that this
passage, as it stands, is satisfactory as a composition

' Better “near,” oxedév. The point is that the quarters of
Meriones are distant, not close by, like those of Idomeneus.
* xu1t 208-294. Translation of A. Lang (slightly modified).
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intended for this place. Nor can it be made so by
correction. From first to last, in every part as in
the whole conception, it presumes some totally dif-
ferent state of affairs. Each paragraph, and almost
every clause, raises some new and unanswerable
question. Why has Idomeneus disarmed, just
when the wall has been carried, the triumphant
Trojans are pouring through the camp, the Greeks
rallying for a last resistance, and he (we are told)
““is minded still to iight”? \Vhy then has he dis-
armed ? How is such a thing c¢ven conceivable ?
And if explicable, why is it not explained? \Vhy
is it not cven stated as a fact? \What rele-
vance, in the given situation, has the language of
Thoas (Poseidon)? Why does he reflect upon the
behaviour of Idomeneus not as senseless and incom-
prehensible (which it is), but as disloyal (which, so
far as we are shown, it is not)? And what, above
all, arc we to make of the dialogue between Idome-
neus and DMeriones? The two are inseparable
companions, bound together not only as lord and
liegeman, master and servant, but by the strongest
affection. Meriones has urgent, instant need for
a spear. The quarters of ldomeneus, which we
should presume to be also those of Meriones, are
close by. \Why does the squire not take thence
what he wants as a matter of course? \Why must
he go to his own quarters (. 168), which, without
explanation, we are to suppose distant? \Vhy,
upon meeting Idomeneus, does he change his mind ?
Are we to suppose that he is thus reminded of his
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lord’s existence? 1f the loan of a spear must, or
could at such a moment, be matter of request, why
should Meriones frame the request with ceremonious
formality ? Why should Idomeneus pick offence
out of an expression (‘“if you have a spear left”) in
which no malice is apparent? Why is Meriones
equally sensitive? Boast and counter-boast, retort,
reproach, and apology,—what is it all about?
Confronted with such a mass of riddles as this,
we have no right to attempt either justification or
mending. All is wrong, all out of place, not this
line or that speech in particular, but the whole,
Nor can we reach more tenable ground by attri-
buting the passage, as an original composition, to a
harmonist, the maker of a patchwork, desiring to
make a link between materials not designed for
combination. We do not see how such a purpose,
any more than that of a free composer, could require
or naturally lead to the creation of these difficulties.
A harmonist may be, and should be supposed, not
less rational than a poet, or any other man. Why,
to fill a place, should he compose what does not fill
it? What reason had he to assume that Idomeneus
could here be found without his armour? Or that
Meriones lived apart from him? Or that the friends,
in such a situation, could talk as they are made to
do? Why he, more than Homer, or than ourselves?
If any real explanation and solution is to be
found, it must start with this proposition: the
passage, in its original connexion, was natural and
intelligible. Nor is there any difficulty in so sup-
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posing. The passage, as we have seen, is part of
an episode—the battle-piece known as the Aristeia
of Ildomeneus—which was not made for its present
place in our /Zzad. The whole episode is no fight
within the wall, as our //iad makes it. It is a fight
in open ground, taken from a variant version of the
story, and put here (in the extant //zad) because, for
some reason, no better place could be found for it.
So far, in substance if not in words, all will agree
who are likely to pay attention to this essay. If
then, within this episode, we find included a passage
which (1) is not intelligible, and (2) commences with
a breach of continuity, what should we infer?
First, that the story or version, from which the
episode is taken, comprised facts, precedent to the
episode, which made our passage intelligible ; and
that, since these facts do not appear in our //iad, they
wcre excluded as not compatible with other versions
which, in this respect, were preferred.  And secondly,
that part of these facts, or some reference to them,
stood, in the original composition, immediately
beforc the cnigmatic passage, which owes the
abruptness of its commencement, and its obscurity
venerally, to the necessary suppression of this
reference.

The questions which thus arise are these.
(1) What are the precedent facts to which the
cnigmatic passage points, or, in other words, in
what conditions would it be intelligible ? (2) Why
were these facts rejected, when the episode was
taken into the frame of our //iad? And (3), since

v.OE. 14



210 The Mutiny of Idomeneus

the explanatory facts were rejected, why was the
enigmatic passage nevertheless retained? Now it
is only too likely that these questions may be un-
answerable. A harmony of versions, when the
versions are lost, will present many such questions
(and the /Zzad does) to which, however sure we may
be that there was an answer, no definite answer can
now be given. But on the other hand, in a par-
ticular case, the true answer, or part of it, may be
discoverable ; and our chance of discovery is mani-
festly the greater, in proportion to the bulk of the
incompatible matter which the harmonizer, by the
straits of his task, has been compelled to admit. The
more glaring the difficulty, the more we may hope to
solve it. And the present case is in this respect
uncommonly promising.

What then (our first question) are the conditions,
in which the unintelligible passage would be intellig-
ible? This is no matter for argument. No answer
can have any value, which is not obvious. But
when the passage is studied from this point of view,
some things do seem obvious.

First and chiefly, before this scene could occur,
there must have been a quarrel, and a complete
breach, between Idomeneus and Meriones. Meri-
ones for some reason has actually renounced the
service and company of his lord, has left their
common quarters, and moved to another and a dis-
tant part of the encampment. Hence, when he
wants a spear, however urgently, he must go for it
to that distant place. He will not go, he does not
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think of going, to the lodge of Idomeneus, though
that actually lies in his way.

But again, he there meets Idomeneus, who asks
his errand. Thereupon he instantly changes his
mind, and proposes to furnish himself, if permitted,
from the quarters of the King. Why this change?
What has he discovered? What has happened ?
This only, that Idomeneus (whom we first find at
his quarters and without his armour, though a battle
is actually raging) has put on his arms, is visibly on
his way to the battle, and decclares his purpose
“not to sit in his tent, but to fight.” This intention
then on the part of ldomeneus is a new thing, a
surprisc to Meriones ; and it elicits from Meriones
an instant move towards the resumption of their
habitual relations. Therefore the breach of those
relations was due to what is now changed,—?/ke wilfu/
abscnce of Tdomencus from his scriiwce as one of the
Greck army.

\What we see, in the dialogue here passing
between the two, is a hasty repair of the breach.
Pointless and meaningless, unless the quarrel and
the ground of it be presupposed, the scene, upon
these conditions, becomes simple, vivid, and drama-
tic. The two men, loving each other heartily, have
parted and broken off intercourse, because Meriones
would not follow his leader in a mutinous abstention
from the field. The King, having come to a better
mind, desires and expects to get his liegeman back ;
and naturally, being the offender and the superior,
would fain achieve this by simply ignoring what has

14—2
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passed. “What brings you from the fight, friend?” he
asks, as if nothing were amiss. “King of the Cretans,”
answers Meriones, surprised but eager to be satisfied,
“I am going...to fetch me a spear from your lodge,
if there is still one there (for me).” Itis an accept-
ance and offer of peace. But the King’s uneasy
conscience suspects an insinuation: ‘“Spears! There
are scores at my hut, my spoils from the enemy!
I am not suckh a skirvker, but that spears may be found
there, and all other weapons in plenty!” Wounded
by the unmerited rebuff, the squire begins in the
same tone: “Nor am I without spoils of my own,
and lying at my quarters,—w#kick indeed are not
near. 1 too am no coward, but one that, when
called to battle, am ever found in the front of it!”
It is bitterly spoken, and with cause; but here, in
spite of the provocation, the old affection prevails:
““And if,” continues Meriones, ‘““there is one man in
all the army, who should not have forgotten what I
am, who knows what I am,—it is you!” Even the
pride of Idomeneus is not proof against this, and he
breaks into warm protestation : “Indeed and indeed
I do know it. The bravest of men you are, and
the best of comrades you are; none so much to
be trusted, let the peril be what it will. In ambush
none so steady,...,” and so on and so on, with rising
enthusiasm, till he is sure that all is well; then:
“But let us be children no more ; fetch you a spear,
and follow me to the fight!”

Such is the substance of the scene; which surely
is unmistakable as a scene of reconciliation, produced
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by the return of Idomeneus to the field after a time
of wilful abstention. He has been following for a
while the pernicious example of Achilles, and
punishing the fault of Agamemnon at the expense
of the common cause. Like Achilles too, he has
held out personally even after permitting his men to
serve ; for they are fighting, and he not armed, at
the point where our mutilated passage begins. But
he has already resolved to join them, moved perhaps
partly by the wounding of a dear friend, the “ com-
rade” who is mentioned in our text' and must have
been named in the context originally preceding but
now suppressed. With this purpose he is about to
arm, when he is accosted by Thoas (Poseidon).
Here we note, as fitting the situation so conceived,
and as confirming what we have already deduced,
the insulting tone of Thoas, and the meek and
cvasive answer which Idomeneus makes to his
rebuke: “So far as / am aware, no one is zow at
fault?,”—in effect a confession of past delinquency,
though like most men, he prefers to accuse Heaven
rather than himself’. His chief and very intelligible
desirc is that Thoas will carry his exhortations some-
where else’.  But Thoas does not depart, for all
that, without a denunciation of “the man that /-
Jully neglects to fight®,” which surely no prince or
man could hear with patience and without reply,
unless he were both conscious and repentant.

! xinn 21, * gb. 222. > ib. 225 .
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But further,—and this is a point of great signifi-
cance,—it is implied by the passage, if we consider
it carefully, that the inaction of Idomeneus, his
refusal of duty, has been something more than the
affair of a moment. It is not enough to suppose
that, in a fit of petulance or weariness, he has quitted
the fight now in progress. We might perhaps,—
supposing the battle-field not very near—account in
this way for his disarming, and for his behaviour to
Thoas, but not for the estrangement of Meriones.
The attendant prince has changed his quarters,
and removed from the encampment of the master
to a distant place. This he cannot have done in
the midst of a battle; he could scarcely even know,
in such circumstances, that the retirement of his
master was deliberate. The King’s revolt from duty
has been followed by a quarrel between the friends,
and this by a formal separation, for all which we
must suppose occasion and time. Nor (we may be
sure) was it here, in the midst of the battle-scene,
that all these facts were related by the composer of
it. They must have been related somewhere, but
not here, in that version of the whole story or of this
episode to which the battle-scene properly belonged.

Now it is obviously possible, and even probable,
that this version has been used by the harmonists,
the framers of the existing //ad, elsewhere, and
that this battle-scene, the Aristeia of Ildomeneus, is
not the only matter, peculiar to the version, which,
more or less successfully, they have incorporated in
their collection. And in any such matter there may
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remain traces of the same incident, the mutiny of
Idomeneus, which has left traces so deep in the
Aristeza.  Of course, since the incident was not
admitted into our //iad (why not, we shall see here-
after), references to it will have been suppressed, so
far as possible. But traces not only may remain,
but almost certainly will, if in fact such references
were originally comprised within any piece which
has been taken from the version into the harmony.
From a composition designed for continuity it is,
gencrally speaking, impossible to make any con-
siderable excisions without leaving signs of the
process, or so that the resultant residue shall seem
altogether complete and satisfactory.

What we now propose to show is that the version
or story in question, the same which contributed the
Aristeia of Idomencus, contained also Book x of our
llad (the Doloneia); that in the earlier part of that
Book the narrative is notoriously faulty, unsatis-
factory, and imperfect; and that this imperfection is
due to the excision there of what was originally and
properly the principal theme of the narrative,—the
beginning of our suppressed episode, the beginning
of the mutiny of Idomeneus. Here again we shall
build upon observations established and even ancient.

It will surprise no student of Homer, that ele-
ments, foreign to the main scheme of our //iad,
should be sought and found in Book x. The Book
is visibly extraneous; that is a commonplace of
criticism.  But within itself it is, for the most part,
singularly compact, continuous, and free from suspicion
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of flaw. That isindeed a chief part of its peculiarity.
All of it belongs plainly to one and the same design;
and there is scarcely another Book or equal portion
of the poem, concerning which we can confidently
say the same. But though all belongs to one design,
that does not prove that the text, in its present
form, contains all which the designer gave. The
absence of insertions does not disprove omission.

It is true that on this side also the Doloneza,
in one sense, may defy attack. The Doloneia proper,
the portion of Book x which narrates the expedition
of Diomede and Odysseus, the capture of the spy
Dolon, and its consequence, the disaster of Rhesus,
is in completeness, as in continuity, unexceptionable.
These qualities, merely for themselves, would not in
most compositions be noticeable. To pursue clearly
and steadily a definite purpose is not in itself a
distinction among story-tellers, They achieve it
generally, the worse as well as the better. Butin
the stream of our //Zzad, so smooth a reach is rare,
All are aware of it, and it is a principal factor in
theories about this particular Book.

But, as students and readers are also aware, the
description is not applicable, without reserve, to the
Book as a whole. From the moment when the
nocturnal enterprise becomes the subject of debate,
as soon as Agamemnon and his counsellors are
brought to their meeting-place beyond the dyke, all
is well. But the preliminaries, the steps taken to
get the council thither, are not so well. They are
spun out, that is to say, they raise expectations
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which the sequel does not satisfy. The council in
the plain, regarded merely as a preface to the story
of Dolon, impresses us as a device (to apply the
formula of Aristotle) “possible indeed, but not
necessary or probable”; and the impression is
strengthened by the elaborated business of the
summoning. Consequently the descriptive details,
though appropriate, stand out in disproportionate
relief.  Critics of all shades are agreed in taxing
the author of the Doloneia with these defects.

Let us however say at once, with the utmost
clearness and emphasis,—for mistake would expose
our method of criticism to just reprehension,—that
there is nothing here, in the conduct of the story,
which would by itself justify us in suspecting the
solidity of the composition. A bit of spinning out
is no astonishing phenomenon; and to argue that,
because the assembling of the council in the plain is
somewhat unnatural, superfluous, and over-elaborate,
the narrative is therefore likely to have been garbled,
would be absurd. Only, in such a field as the //iad,
any irregularity becomes a point for enquiry. In
ground which is known to contain ruins, the least
mound is a place to be probed.

And first, before we probe, let us look at the shape
of the mound, or, in plain words, let us summarize
this episode, the council in the plain, as it stands.

We are here of course at a stage in the story of
Achilles preceding that of Book xur. The Greek
camp is still intact; but the Greeks, in consequence
of the defection of Achilles, have already sustained
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such reverses that Agamemnon, the cause of that
calamity, is discredited and almost desperate. Wild
to try something, he is yet so conscious of impaired
authority, that he dares not give an order upon his
own responsibility. It is night, but he cannot sleep.
The Trojans, eager for the morrow, have en-
camped outside their city, and he can see their fires
from his tent ;—for the Dolonera, like the Aristein
of [domeneus, is one of those episodes of the //zad
which takes no account of a Greek wall. At last
he decides to consult Nestor, in the hope of some
helpful suggestion. But while he is dressing, arrives
Menelaus, equally anxious and already up, who
suggests the sending out of a spy, though he adds
a significant doubt whether his brother will get any
one to undertake such a service. ~Agamemnon
replies that, in their appalling situation, assuredly
they both want all the advice they can get. “Go
now,” he continues’,

Run swiftly by the ships, and summon Aias* and Idomeneus.
I will betake me to noble Nestor, and bid him arise, if perchance
he will be fain to go to the chosen band of sentinels and
lay on them his command. For to him above others would they
listen, since his own son® is chief among the sentinels, he and
the squire of Idomeneus, even Meriones, for to them above all
we entrusted this charge.

Then Menelaus of the loud war-cry answered him: “How
meanest thou this word wherewith thou dost command and
exhort me? Am I to abide there with them, waiting till thou
comest, or run back again to thee, when I have well delivered to
them thy commandment ?”

!x 53 ? i.e. the greater Aias. ® Thrasymedes.
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Then the King of men, Agamemnon, answered him again:
*“There do thou abide, lest we miss each other as we go, for many
are the paths through the camp.”

Having further impressed on Menelaus that,
in delivering his message and ‘“bidding the men
awake,” he must be punctiliously courteous and even
deferential, he dismisses him, e} émirethas. Refer-
ring to this order later, in conversation with Nestor’,
Agamemnon says that he expects to find Menelaus,
and those to whom he was sent, at the place without
the camp, where the sentinels are posted, “for there
I bade them assemble.” We will assume therefore
(for the moment) that the order is so meant and
understood.

Agamemnon then proceeds to the quarters of
Nestor, rouses him, and proposes that they together
should visit and inspect the guards, who (he says)
may probably be negligent. Nestor consents, but
desires to be accompanied by others, in fact by all the
chief leaders, Diomede and Odysseus, Aias the less
and Meges, Aias the greater and Idomeneus. Aga-
memnon informs him that the last two are summoned
already and will be found with Menelaus at the guard-
post. Nestor, accompanied by Agamemnon, rouses
in succession Odysseus and Diomede. The latter,
protesting with friendly vehemence against the old
man's activity, is sent to summon the remaining pair,
Aias the less and Meges, whom he brings to Nestor?

"ov. 126127,

* To Nestor, as we must understand, not to the post of the
guards, for nothing is said to Diomede about the guards or the
intention to visit them (2. 159-179).
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At this point' the scene is transferred to the
guard-post, where we are to suppose both parties,
that of Menelaus and that of Agamemnon (or rather
of Nestor), to have arrived. The council then add
to their number the two captains of the guard,
Thrasymedes and Meriones, and, so augmented, go
beyond the dyke to deliberate. Nestor, still taking
the lead, proposes that some one should make a
nocturnal expedition, to ascertain the intentions of
the enemy. After a pause, Diomede offers, and
asks for a companion, whom, readiness being now
general, he is permitted to choose. He chooses
Odysseus ; and the pair are equipped and set forth®.

Now it needs no microscope to discover, why
this scene of complicated preparation is viewed by
critics and readers, as the fact is, with no favourable
eye ; why holes are picked in it, with and also without
much reason, and there is a general disposition to
convict the composer of little faults. We feel that
we do not want the thing, because, in plain truth,
it comes to nothing. The purport of the scene, con-
sidered in itself, is clear, and vividly clear. It
exhibits the conscious and perilous weakness of
authority, in an army brought to the verge of ruin
not merely by the error, but by the gross offence and
misbehaviour, of the commander. The best mili-
tary machine might in such a case get out of gear;
and the Greek host, a confederacy of clans and
chiefs, is no such machine. It is not indeed yet
broken. The sentinels, though distrusted, are found

! 2. 180. * 9. 272.
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to be doing their utmost’. The chiefs, as persons,
are prompt, tireless, and courageous. But—no man
ventures to give an order; that is the sum of the
situation. The commander-in-chief is demoralized
and self-effaced. To get advice and direction, from
Nestor, from Idomeneus or Aias, from somebody,—
that is his one hope. It has come to this, he says
bitterly, that he and his brother, if they have a
request to make, must carry it themselves, and be
content, even then, to recommend 1t by address and
humility?. A dangerous service is likely to be
refused®. Even cexhortation 1s a delicate matter,
demanding  the choice of an acceptable agent*.
Having got Nestor, Agamemnon gets behind him
and acts no morc®, except—a poor exception—when,
by a transparent hint, he excludes Menelaus and
himself from the list of possible comrades, which is left
to the choice of Diomede’. Even Nestor will not
command, nor advise, nor even inspect, without the
concurrence of supporters’; and the chiefs, when as-
scmbled, demand nothing of anybody but themselves.

It is all natural enough, well imagined, and well
drawn.  But, as a factor in the story, it does not
satisfy, for this reason, that nothing comes of it all.
On the expedition which follows, all these fears and
precautions have no effect. If Menelaus, the origi-

Vo 98 ff, 181 e 67
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' Sce the proceedings at the guard-post and in council,
e, 190 f.
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nator of the plan?, had simply proposed it to Diomede
or Ulysses, or any fit agent, the result, so far as
appears, would have been the same. Now to the
possibility of the proceedings, as matter of fact, that
is no objection. Useless machinery is in real action
common enough, and nothing commoner than ex-
pectations and apprehensions, which in the sequel
are neither fulfilled nor contradicted, but just drop.
But not so in a story, where the whole bargain,
as between narrator and auditor, is to show and per-
ceive connexion. Here, if it is laboriously impressed
upon us, that a certain person or persons have lost
authority, something, we are bound to suppose, will
be seen to come of that loss. If the royal brothers
fear to be disobeyed, some one, we suppose, will
prove disobedient. Our cue is to suppose so. And
if nothing comes, if all are obedient, we are thrown
out, and seem, as it were, to be cheated. For this
reason the council in the plain is unsatisfactory, a
clear mistake in machinery.

But before we dismiss it as such, we should
make sure that we read it right, and that the mean-
ing of the designer was unquestionably what we
have assumed. Now in this direction we cannot
look far without finding reason for doubt, and more
than doubt. Agamemnon (we have said) conducts
a party to the guard-post, where Menelaus brings
others to meet him by his command. This command
is an indispensable link in the chain. But that link
is not to be found. No such command is in fact

o 37.
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given by Agamemnon or received by Menelaus.
Here is what Agamemnon says®:

Need of counsel have I and thou, royal Menelaus....But go
now, run swiftly by the ships, and summon Aias and Idomeneus.
I will betake me to noble Nestor, and bid him arise, if perchance
he will be fain to go to the post of chosen sentinels, and direct
them.  Him they are likeliest to obey, since his own son is chief
among them, he and the squire of Idomeneus, Meriones ; for to
them specially we gave the charge.

Now here is a simple question. Would my
reader write this, or could any one write it, to signify
a command from Agamemnon, that Menelaus shall
bring Aias and Idomeneus to meet Agamemnon at
the guard-post? There is not a word of any such
matter. Nestor, if he will, is to visit the guard-post.
But that any one else is going there, or is to go,
Agamemnon or Menelaus, Idomeneus or Aias, there
is surcly not a syllable to say or show. The words
arc perfectly clear, so far as they go, and signify
that, when Agamemnon has done with Nestor (whom
he proposes to send to the guards), he wishes to have
an interview (for counsel) with Aias and Idomeneus,
whom Menclaus is to summon for that purpose.

"7 43-59
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And so Menelaus understands, as appears by his
question, “Am 1 to stay there with them, waiting
till thou comest?”, to which Agamemnon replies
“Wait there, lest we miss each other’.” By there
is of course meant the place to which Menelaus is
sent, the quarters (which lie together®) of Aias and
Idomeneus®. Shall they await Agamemnon there, or
shall Menelaus return to Agamemnon, wherever he
then may be, and leave the others to follow and find
him ? Agamemnon has left this alternative open, so
that the question is necessary; and his decision,
that they shall wait for him there, is best in the
circumstances for the reason given. All is clear
and natural. But if Agamemnon has appointed the
guard-post as a rendez-vous, and Menelaus so under-
stands, what is the sense of his question ?

When therefore presently we find Agamemnon
furnished with a couplet, whichsays, or at least ismeant
to say*, that he has ordered Menelaus (with Aias
and Idomeneus) to assemble at the guard-post, what
does that prove? He has not given any such order;
he has said nothing from which such an order is or
possibly could be extracted. On referring to what
he has said, we may indeed perceive, that, by scrutiny
and inference—Dby putting together (1) the mention

! 9. 60-66. 2o 113

¥ See Leaf’s note. He remarks truly that this is what we should
naturally understand, though the sequel (vz. 126-127) assumes
otherwise.

‘ On the strange syntax of zp. 126-127, see the commentaries
there, and remarks hereafter.
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of Idomeneus as one of those whom Agamemnon
wishes to meet, and (2) the remark that Nestor, as
father of Thrasymedes, one of the captains of the
guards, will have influence over them, and (3) the
mention of ‘“Meriones, squire of Idomeneus,” as cap-
tain of the guards together with Thrasymedes—one
may reach this conclusion : that Idomeneus, through
Meriones, might have influence with the guards, and
that some such thought might be (though there is
nothing to show that it is) in the mind of Agamemnon.
But that this obscure and remote suggestion of a con-
ceivable motive for sending Idomeneus to the guard-
post is Agamemnon's way of telling Menelaus to
bring there Idomeneus and also Aias, and that this
command is what the composer of the passage really
meant to signify,—that is impossible to believe. No
one ever wrote so, and no one could. The com-
poser meant something quite different, and has
made his meaning perfectly clear: Menelaus is to
go to the quarters of Idomeneus and Aias, summon
them, and wait there with them for Agamemnon.
What then, once more, does the subsequent
couplet prove'?  \What can it prove, but that the story
has been garbled and distorted by the author of the
couplet ?  The author of the couplet, by implication,
has put a false and impossible meaning upon the
speech to which it refers. The misinterpretation
suits, and is plainly devised to suit, the conception
that the whole story tends merely and directly to the



226 The Mutiny of Jdomenens

assembling of a council at the guard-post. The
misinterpretation is a device, presumably the least
violent that could be found, for forcing the story,
or portions of it, into this frame, when the true
purport of the speech, and the course of things,
evidently quite different, which the speech really
contemplates, had become, for some reason, inad-
missible. And it is but fair to suppose that, in its
original form, as designed, the story responded better
than it now does to the expectation which it raises,
and showed some effect as resulting from the dis-
integration of authority in the Greek army, and
in particular from the discredit and impotence of
Agamemnon.

The natural effect, the effect which we should
expect, isa mutiny. Some one will do what the royal
brothers fear; some one will refuse obedience. Andso
in the original version it was, as we are going to prove.
The relation has been excised, but must have been
given in connexion with the unfinished errands of
Menelaus and Diomede. Nestor, Odysseus, Dio-
mede, are all compliant, as we are told in ample detail’.
But here there is an abrupt change of style. The
success of Diomede, who is sent for Aias the less and
Meges, is recorded in a single verse®; “he went his
way and he brought them.” And of Menelaus, when
Agamemnon has sent him to the quarters of Aias
(the Telamonian) and Idomeneus®, we hear nothing

more till he is found among the council in the plain’,

1 2. 73—-178. 2 g 179.
3 g 72. s 2. 230.
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—an elliptic method of narration (let us note in
passing) which, even if the connecting movements
were really foreshown and accounted for, is not in
the epic manner, nor suitable to the apprehension of
auditors. Among these four then, whose answers
we do not hear, Aias the greater, Aias the less,
Idomeneus, and Meges, we must look for those who
refused ; and the sequel shows us which they were.
It is no easy thing, as we have remarked before, to
trim a story with complete success into a shape for
which it was not composed. Swubcrunt vestigia. \e
actually have, not in form but in effect, a list of those
present at the council,—a passage which makes it
unlikely that Meges was there, and certain that
Idomeneus was not.

Nestor has asked for a scout, and, after a pause,
Diomede, breaking the icc, has volunteered to go,
if he may have a companion.

So spoke he, and they were fain, right many, to go with
Diomede.  Fain were the two Aiantes, comrades of Ares’ com-
pany, and fain was Meriones, and right fain the son of Nestor,
and the son of Atreus, Menelaus, spearman renowned, yea and
the hardy Odysseus was willing to steal into the throng of
Trojans, for always daring was his heart within him?,

In short cvery one, the lead once given, is eager
to redeem his hesitation; from gallant men we could
expect nothing less.  And in fact every one present
ts named. Even Agamemnon, though scarcely to
be thought of for such a service, here puts in a
remark®, which, though the practical effect is to

1 2

. 227232,

oo 234 fl.
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withdraw Menelaus, seems to include among the
available not only his brother but himself. But
of Meges and Idomeneus—nothing.

Now as to Meges, we might suppose inadver-
tence. Though a king with voice in council, he is
not a very conspicuous personage. But Idomeneus
has hardly a superior, either in rank or in personal
qualities. How should he be forgotten, when
Meriones, his satellite, is remembered and named ?
And in truth the presence of Meriones itself goes
far to prove, in the circumstances, the absence of
Idomeneus. Meriones is no ordinary associate of
the councillor-kings, nor naturally could be: he is
young, and he is subordinate, not an independent
voice. In this very Book, when counsel is at a
premium, neither Agamemnon nor Nestor proposes
to consult Meriones. And if his chief were present,
he is the last person whose advice could be wanted.
But when the kings arrive at the guard-post, they
take with them two supernumeraries, Meriones and
his brother-captain Thrasymedes’. In our text, no
reason is given for this irregular proceeding; but
there was one, as we now can see. The kings, as
a councll, are short of two, because Idomeneus and
Meges have refused. The captains of the guard
are the readiest substitutes, and Meriones, if willing,
specially appropriate as, in some sort, a representative
of the absent Cretan.

All fits and converges to the conclusion, that on
this occasion Meges and Idomeneus (severally and

1 2. 196.
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independently so far as we see) refuse their service.
The occasion is probable. \Waked in the dead of
night, for no definite purpose, and at the call of a
commander justly detested, men better disciplined
than the Greek princes might rebel. Of Meges’
insubordination there seems to be, in our //zad, no
further trace, and we may suppose that it was tran-
sient, ending perhaps as well as beginning with the
refusal to disturb himself, which he must have
conveyed through Diomede. If this were so, if he
returned to duty in the morning, there could not be
(as we shall presently see) any further note of his
conduct in the existing narrative. His part was
presumably thrown in, after the manner of skilful
story-tellers, to lend colour, by likeness and unlike-
ness, to the principal matter, the revolt of I[domeneus.
This, as we know, was a grave affair. IFrom the
termination of it (still extant') we have seen that
his anger survived the night, and more than the
night, and kept him for some time out of the field.
The suppressed matter, the bulk of the story, we
cannot reconstitute with precision. But one thing
we may note with interest and satisfaction, that
therc was an encounter between Idomeneus and
Avamemnon, in which the King of men must have
heard truths; for in figuring the movements of the
night, we must of course follow the real sense of the
order given to Menelaus, and not that preposte-
rously put upon it by the extant version®. Menelaus

l

X1t 210-294.  See above.
? X §3-66, 1:6-127. See above.
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goes to the quarters of Aias and Idomeneus, wakes
them, and waits there, as arranged, for Agamemnon,
who presently follows. All is thus laid in train for
the explosion. The temper of Agamemnon we see.
His savage mortification, his accusations of heaven
and earth (. 15), have no affinity to repentance;
even in preaching politeness to his brother, he shows
how much he loathes and resents the necessity for
such behaviour (v2. 67—71). That Idomeneus, his
equal and scarcely less proud, would be, in the cir-

! What were the intermediate movements of Agamemnon in
the original story, we cannot say, nor does it matter. The present
text makes him change his first plan, and speak as if he meant
to accompany Nestor to the guard-post (z. 97, 126-127); and it
implies, without definitely asserting, that he does so. The
plurals odeas (140), dAaofe (141) and adrods (149) must include
Agamemnon, who must therefore accompany Nestor at least so
far as the quarters of Odysseus. Here we lose sight of him till
he is found (z. 233) at the council. It is not impossible that, in
the original also, Agamemnon followed Nestor to the guard-post,
before proceeding to the quarters of Idomeneus as arranged with
Menelaus (2. 53-66). But this is not what, from that arrange-
ment, we should expect; and even the present text is hardly
consistent with the supposition. The singular 8% (Nestor) in
2. 136 is surprising, if such a companion as Agamemnon is to be
included ; and it is strange that, in the interviews with Odysseus
and Diomede (v2. 137~176), such a person as Agamemnon should
be present yet never noticed. It is perhaps more probable that
Agamemnon really parted from Nestor either at Nestor’s quarters
or (at the furthest) at those of Odysseus, and that the present
suggestion is due (as certainly are 29. 126-127) to the trimming of
the reviser. However this question is of no importance. At some
point, in the original story, Agamemnon left Nestor, and went to

the quarters of Idomeneus and Aias, where they, and Menelaus,
awaited him.
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cumstances, neither gracious nor patient, we can well
imagine ; and the rest would follow of itself.

We have seen already, from the termination of
the episode, that Meriones preferred the common
cause to the quarrel of his chief’. The beginning
agrees; for Meriones attends the council, although,
upon the arrival of Agamemnon and his party at the
guard-post, the breach with Idomeneus must have
becn patent and declared. And seeing how far the
chief carried his quarrel, we cannot wonder that it
led, as we saw, to a complete rupture between him
and his servant. The scene of this rupture has of
course disappeared ; but one interesting incident of
it is recoverable from a surviving allusion.

Since, in the examination of this, we shall insist
upon a linguistic detail of that sort which some,
who claim to defend Homer, are apt to depreciate as
microscopic, we will take occasion to remark that,
in the present enquiry as a whole, it is not to our
case, but to that of the defence, that the term
“ microscopic,” if a reproach, will apply. We rely
upon observations large, obvious, and prepared for
us from the beginning of criticism. It is to support
the coherence of the existing narrative that the
microscope must be used, and abused, in order to
discover, in part of the composition, a meaning
which is not there* But it is a good instrument
nevertheless, and a necessary.  The harmonistic pro-
cess, as it leaves big traces, leaves also some less

' xnir 240 i See above.
? See above on X 53-66.
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big. Upon one of them we are now to turn the
glass.

Let us go back to the end of our episode, to the
reconciliation between Idomeneus and Meriones in
Book xm1 Meriones, we remember, has broken
his spear in the fight ; he is going for another to his
own distant quarters, when, at those of Idomeneus,
the king, armed for battle, meets him and asks his
errand. Upon this the squire, changing his mind,
replies :

Idomeneus, bearer of counsel for the mailed Cretans, I am
going to fetch me a spear from your lodge, if there is still a spear

left there ; for we broke the spear which I carried before, casting at
the shield of proud Deiphobus™.

“We broke,”—why we? The plural jars the ear in
English, and in the Greek is worse, because of the
singular participle (karedfapev...Baldv) which must
be taken with it in spite of the intervening singular.
We know of course that in some languages the first
person plural may be used when the speaker is
not referring to any individual except himself, as for
dignity, or as a mark of function (we of authorship),
or for other like purposes of which the shades do
not here concern us. And in some styles, as in
Latin for example and occasionally in Attic tragedy,
this is carried far, so that such a plural may be

1 X 2535
"I8opeved, Kpyrdv BovAyddpe yalroyirdvwr,
¥ ¥ Id L 3 N\ Id 2
épxopat, el T{ ToL éyxos &l kMhoipo Aéletrra,
oloduevos: 76 vv yip katedfaper, 8 wplv Eyeorov,
domida Avnigdfowo Lalav vmwepnropéovros.
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hardly distinguishable from a singular. But in no
style will be easily found such a we as this of Me-
riones, gratuitous, misleading, and simply wrong.
Moreover, to the Greek of Homer plurals of this
class, even in proper conditions, are almost, if not
absolutely, unknown'. /l’e and oxr are in Homer
plurals proper. With reluctance therefore, and under
protest, do scholars assume, as our text requires,
that we éroke here means / éroke. \What it ought
to mean, the only thing which in Homer it properly
can mean, is that the spear was broken by Meriones
and Idomeneus.

And this it did mean, according to the intention
of the composer, now concealed from us by the
addition of a verse®, which, at the expense of a
solecism, identifies the spear with that which Meri-
ones has just broken in battle. Nor hitherto have
we known of any occasion on which the breaking of a
spear by the two friends can have occurred. But it
did occur, as surely ought now to be plain, at the
rupture of their friendship, when Meriones renounced
the service of his mutinous lord, and quitted their
quarters for a distant place. The breaking of a
spear was a symbol, probably a customary symbol,
of such a renunciation. Till then, the spears of
Mcriones, with all that was his, were kept of course
in the common stock. Upon the quarrel, a spear of
his was solemnly broken, in sign that, as the angry

! In the examples here cited, evidently without faith, by Leaf,
a true plural sense is always admissible, and sometimes necessary.
1 g, 258, domida AyigéBoo Barwy U €pIOpEOVTOS.
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men then meant, the breach was final and the bond
on both sides dissolved. Whether the weapon was
broken literally between them, or by one of them
for both, the act was mutual, and is properly
described by the plural,—“we broke the spear,
which I carried before.”

When therefore Meriones says, “I am going to
fetch me a spear from your quarters, zf there is one
still left there; jfor we broke the spear which I
carrvied before,” he means that he is ready to be
reconciled and return to his allegiance, if (for in the
surprise of the moment he is not sure), if that is
really open to him, though Idomeneus has not
actually said so’. The words “for we broke my
spear” do not refer to “I am going...,” as the text now
assumes, nor do they merely convey the information
that he seeks a spear because he is without one.
They refer to the doubt “if there is a spear still left
in your quarters,” and, taken so, they signify what
is in his mind,—*“if, which from what passed between
us I must doubt, there is still a place for me in your
service.” The ambiguity of expression, natural to
an uncertain state of feeling, is devised, very skil-
fully, as an opportunity for the misconstruction put
upon it by the conscious and suspicious Idomeneus®
And the mishap of Meriones in the battle®, whereby
he comes to want a weapon, is of course also
arranged expressly for the purpose of this dramatic
turn.

! See X1II 249~253. 2 0. 259 ff., see above.
® 0. 159 fL
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The history and state of the text here are pecu-
liarly interesting. They give us a glimpse of the
linguistic habits native to the harmonist. He, and
his public, must have been familiar with loose uses of
the first person plural. This trait is not Homeric, nor
is it characteristic of Greek. But it was familiar to
the ancient habits of Attic, as we still see in tragedy.
Further, it is instructive to note that the text, as the
harmonist left it, is so plainly unsatisfactory that it
has barely escaped further mutilation. The forma-
lity of the address, ‘“ Idomeneus, counsel-bearcr of
the mail-clad Cretans,” is grotesquely unsuitable to
the situation as supposed in our //:ad, and it makes
one verse. Hence, as far back as we can trace, there
have been votes for omitting this verse’. But in
the true situation such an address was proper, not
only because the man is not sure how he stands
with his master, but because it touches precisely,
after the manner of Greek invocations, the thoughts
which are passing through his mind. The counse/-
bearer (BovAnddpe) glances at the beginning of the
quarrel, when Idomeneus refused his duty as coun-
cillor, which devolved upon Meriones. And maz/-
clad marks the new and essential fact, that the
prince, like his subjects, is now in arms.

\We may add then, to our relics of the suppressed
cpisode, the fact that, when Meriones renounced
Idomeneus, the rupture between them was signified
by the breaking of a spear. And with this we reach
the limit of what, so far as I see, is ascertainable,

' 7. 255 1s absent in many Mss.
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and have completed such answer as can now be
given to our original question,—What are the pre-
sumptions which would make intelligible the end of
the episode, the reconciliation-scene of Book xrm?
We were next to ask, why this episode, the
mutiny of Idomeneus, was excluded from the frame
of our //zad. The answer is obvious and simple.
The episode was incompatible with other versions,
which, in this part of the story, the framers of the
Iliad were compelled by their scheme to prefer.
The mutiny of Idomeneus occurred, as the place
and purport of our Book x show, before the crisis
of the story, the driving of the Greeks to their ships™.
The conclusion of the episode, the battle comprising
the Aristeia of Idomeneus, was part of the crisis
itself, as presented in that version; and Idomeneus
was there represented as inactive during the earlier
part of the day’s fight®. But in the version which
furnishes the main outline of the //ad, the version
which some Homeric scholars distinguish as “the
Achillers” and regard as the original, there was no
room for this inactivity. Idomeneus was active and
conspicuous in the battle of that morning, as we see
in our Book x1>. And this was confirmed by that
version, or those, which equipped the camp with a
wall. (The ¢ Ackilleis” recognized perhaps no
fortification at all ; the mutiny-version, so to call it
has a dyke but no more’.) When the Trojans
' How long before,»we cannot exactly say. The allusions of

Book x111 seem to require a lapse of at least one day.
2 xim 210 ff.  See above.  XI 50r1. * See Book x.
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carried the wall, Idomeneus was active in the de-
fence’. Now in Book x1 the story of the critical
day is carried up to the very last point to which the
taking of the wall, if it is to come in, can be deferred,
—indeed rather beyond that point. To the taking
therefore, and the fights within the wall, we here
proceed?, discarding necessarily the abstention of
Idomeneus, and therefore the whole of his mutiny.
It is likely that this necessity was rather agree-
able than otherwise to the makers of the harmony, if
(as we have every reason to think) they were those
who collected and arranged the Athenian Homer of
the sixth century. The purpose of that collection
was educational, and in Athens at all events,
even at a much later date, Homer was popularly
esteemed as an instructor in war, useful in forming
the minds and morals of warriors. For this purpose,
self-will and insubordination (it might be thought)
were quite sufficiently represented in the story by
the case of Achilles. We need not suppose, and
I do not, that the harmonists, belicving the revolt
of Idomeneus to be true, suppressed it on moral
grounds. As historians, which in their way and
according to their powers they were, they had
reason, upon a balance of authorities, to think it
apocryphal. But the belief was probably welcome.
Nevertheless, the episode, as a development
of the plot, was well-imagined. It is likely that
Achilles would not lack imitators, and the spread of
disloyalty was an effective addition to the discomfi-

boXIorag. 2 Book xi1 and the bulk of X111, x1v, XV.
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ture of Agamemnon and his army. And the author,
whether Homer or another?, was a great artist,
The reconciliation? is a masterly bit of drama, and
there is more of the same kind, as well as other
merits, in Book x. The loss of the episode is
among the most regrettable of the sacrifices which
can be traced in the harmony.

We proceed to our third and last question,
Since the mutiny was suppressed, why were the
extant allusions retained? The answer is again
simple. Because they were inseparable from other
matter, which the harmonist had neither reason nor
desire to suppress. The Doloneia proper, the night-
adventure of Diomede and Odysseus, is in no way
discredited, as matter of fact, by the rejection of the
mutiny, and it is highly interesting. But, as an
extract, when and how was the night-adventure to
begin? A glance over the early part of Book x
will show that to this question there were but two
possible answers. Either the actual beginning (that
of Book x) must be taken, or a new preface to the
expedition must be composed. The latter way was
neither warranted by the principles of a harmony,
nor suitable perhaps to the capacity of the harmo-
nists. So they took the other, and retained so much
of the introductory part as their plan would admit,
excising all mention of the revolt, and trimming the
remainder, as best they might, into a mere preface

! We have remarked, in the preceding essay, that variant
versions do not necessarily presume difference of hands.
? XIII 240-294.
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for the expedition. The omissions here must be
very large, not less perhaps than the bulk retained.
The errand of Diomede is cut off (after = 178), to
suppress the refusal of Meges. And at ». 130,
where the existing story leaps abruptly to the guard-
post, a huge cut has swept away the whole errand
of Menclaus : his coming to the quarters of Aias and
Idomeneus, their reception of him, the arrival of
Agamemnon, the quarrel of the kings and mutiny
of the Cretan; the report of this disaster, by the
royal brothers and Aias, to Nestor at the guard-post;
the behaviour of Meriones at this crisis, and the
arrangements lcading to the council. This is the
lcast extent of the excisions, which may of course be
greater. But of insertion, on the other hand, there is,
as in a harmony there should be, the bare minimum,
and indeed less. The indispensable requirement
for joining the ends was to get Mcnelaus (and his
supposed companions) to the guard-post; he must
be ordered to bring them there. This, as we saw, is
effected, with discreet audacity, by a couplet in which
Agamemnon tells Nestor (what is simply not true)
that he has given such an order : ** But let us be going ;
and them shall we find before the gates, among the
sentinels, for that is where | bade them assemble ” :
AN’ Topev: xelvovs 8¢ xeymooueba mpd mulawy
& Pukdxeaa’ iva ydp odw émédpador yyepéfesbai’.

' X r126-127, where see commentaries. It will be observed
that the couplet is not only unnecessary to the context, but inter-
rupts it. Nestor (= 129) replies to what precedes the couplet
(77 120-125), including perhaps a verse or two in the sense of
v 67-71.  This would explain ovrws in 7. 129.
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Even this couplet, we may suspect, is rather a mosaic
than an original composition. The extraordinary
syntax of the last clause (iva) is just what might
be produced by the misapplication of a fragment.
Similarly, at the great cut, one verse replaces the
errand of Diomede to Aias and Meges, and the next
transports all parties, with judicious vagueness of
designation, to the guard-post:

“ And he (Diomede) went his way, and roused the others from
their place, and brought them ”:

B & lbva, Tods & Hbev dvaomicas dyev fpuws’-
followed by

“ Now when #%¢y had come among the assembled sentinels...”

ol & dre &) ¢uAdregow & dypopévorw Euxfev...?

This last (as has been noted by those who
certainly had no notion of making evidence for
me) is borrowed from 111 209,

AN’ dre &) Tpueoow é&v dypopévorrw Euiyler,

and the borrowing is not happy, for the description
“assembled” is proper in the original place, but
here improper and insignificant. V. 195 too, ’Apyeiwv
Baagilnes, coor xexhjato Bovhiy, is not from the
author. But a few such verses are the sole composi-
tion, if such they can be called, inserted in this
place by the revisers.

2. 170.

? 9. 180, where see Leaf’s note. In 7. 181 note odd¢ péy,
which, in the present connexion of the verse, is surely incorrect.
It looks as if the reviser really meant . 180 for an independent
sentence, using &re 8y for in due course, presently,—as in v. 127 o
is practically made to mean #%ere.
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It is an interesting point to remark, that the
remodeller, not the original composer, is responsible
for the strange device, often noted with blame, of
summoning a council for consultation outside the
camp. In the original story, the assembly there
was not planned by any one, but arose from a
series of accidents. Agamemnon sends Nestor to
visit and stimulate the guards; Nestor insists on
being supported by others, whom he summons for
the purpose; meanwhile Agamemnon’s own busi-
ness, the consultation of Aiasand Idomeneus at their
quarters, ends in a quarrel and an ignominious
failure. Nothing is left to him then but to join
Nestor and his party, bringing with him Menelaus
and the obedient Aias. That is a very different
thing (far more natural and intelligible) from a
deliberate arrangement to hold a council at the
guard-post. This the remodeller devised, as the
only way to retain this part of the story and yet
to suppress all the incidents for the sake of which it
was originally contrived.

The result is a narrative in which plainly some-
thing is amiss, though the nature of the defect could
not have been suspected, had not the other end of
the story been preserved in Book xm1. Here the
same causes have worked, but in conditions less
favourable to the product. It was natural, in the
story of the revolt, that the repentant mutineer
should redeem his fault by signal exertions. Hence
the .dristeia of [domeneus. This indeed, as a battle-
piece, may conceivably have existed before the

V. E. 16
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composition of the mutiny-episode, and have been
adopted by the author of that episode. We shall
so believe, if we think, with some, that the language
of Book x marks an authorship distinct from
any other part of the /Zad. But this question we
may leave untouched. The exertions of Idomeneus,
the Aristeza, might in point of fact have occurred
without the mutiny, and, so far, were admissible to
the harmonistic collection. There was not indeed
in it any proper place for the piece. It is not really
possible, as attentive readers have long ago observed,
that the Arzsteia of [domenens should take place in
the camp. But a harmonist cannot afford to main-
tain a high standard of possibility. And, to say the
truth, the distension of the framework, in this part
of the //zad, is so enormous, that the importation of
a fight or two is a trifle. If all the fighting at and
within the wall was to be intercalated within the
errand of Patroclus’, it made little difference, in
respect of harmony, if the Aristeza were intercalated
in the intercalation, as accordingly it was. But
there was this difficulty. The effect of the scene
depends wholly upon the entrance of Idomeneus in
the midst of the battle. That is the very purpose
of it. The result of transferring it to a narrative,
which did not recognize Idomeneus as absent, was
inevitably what we see,—a cut, deep and conspicuous,
at the point where we enter on the business of
bringing Idomeneus back®

1 See above p. 200. ® X1 206.
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Whether the operation might have been per-
formed more artistically, we cannot judge. It has
in fact been performed with scarcely a pretence of
art, and so that what follows the cut, to the extent
of near 100 verses', is all more or less unintelligible.
How this came about, we may still in part at least
discern.  The return of Idomeneus contained a
scene, in which he was rebuked and exhorted by
Poseidon®. Now according to the narrative of the
fight within the wall, it was Poseidon who, when
the wall was lost, reanimated the resistance of the
Greeks’. Here was a possible link of connexion;
which however could not be used, unless in the
return of Idomeneus were included his interview
with Poseidon. And although the ensuing dialogue
with Mcriones* has, in the present connexion, no
point or even meaning, it is yet inseparable both from
the sequel and from an earlier passage of the episode’,
so that, if dropped, it must have been replaced
by an original composition upon similar lines. In
short, the problem here attempted by the harmonist
—to rctain the .ds7steza and efface all trace of the
mutiny—was insoluble ; nor need we suppose him
unawarc that his product was not tlawless. By
straining a point, he enriched his collection with the
Aristeia, cexpecting doubtless that auditors, at the
Panathenaea and elsewhere, would be carried over
the rocky places by the volume and force of the
stream.

VXl 200+ 194 X111 2r10-238.

? XIL 1-13§. 4 X111 239-294. ' X 155-168.

16—:2
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And in this expectation, as the experience of
ages has proved, the harmonist was abundantly
justified. None will deny this, or is in the least
concerned to deny it. Nor on the other hand will
any prudent man deny, what was observed as soon as
there was any one to make such observations,—that
the return of Idomeneus in Book x111 of our //zad
was never composed, as it stands, for the place in
which we find it. But with this observation we
enter at once upon a track which will carry us far.
I have endeavoured to show where it leads.



RHYME AND REASON

IN THE DIALOGUE OF ATTIC TRAGEDY.

“ Do you know,” says the drunken Heracles of
the A/cestis, when he lectures on the duty of cheer-
fulness the poor serving-man who mourns for his
mistress, *‘do you know the conditions of mortality ?
Doubtless not; how should you? Now listen to
me. Death is the debt of all mankind, and never a
mortal hath assurance that he will live through the
coming morrow. For the term of fate is dark, and
the way of it not to be taught or comprehended by
skill. Having then listened to this lesson of mine,
cheer up, and drink..."” etc,, etc.

1a Omrd mpdypar’ oldas dv Ixe Piow;

oluar udv of+ wéber yip; AN dxov’ dpot.
Bporois dmagi xarfavely dpeiderar

xotx &ort Gwprav Somis éfericTaran

v avpov pé\hovoar € Bucerar:

5 s Toxms yop ddavis ol mpofyoeray,
xdor ob Sudaxrov ovd dAiokerar...Texry.
radr’ oby dxovoas xai pabdv éuod wdpa,

a¢pave gavrdy, wive'.

v Ale. 780 ff.  Why d\ioxera: is marked, will appear when we
return to this passage in conclusion.
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Listen to me, says the drunken Heracles, and
Having listened to me, says he. But it is of no use.
Clatter as he may, we do not hear him with our
ears. The habit of silent reading has made us
slow to catch the sound of what is written. And
moreover, used to language and poetry constructed
on principles not merely different from the Greek
but diametrically opposed, our attention, even if
given to the sound, brings us no natural and instinc-
tive report. To logic, rhetoric, pathos, we are alive;
and upon these heads the tragic poets are criticized
minutely; but as to noise, we will not notice it, not
even if we are bidden and bidden again. Commen-
taries on the A/cestss, scrupulous about other matters,
pass in silence this jabber of Heracles, though itis a
phenomenon more startling, in Euripides, than any
vagary of syntax, and strongly illuminates the charac-
ter of the personage and the tone of the scene.

The five verses, to which Euripides invites the
attention of our ears, are elaborately rhymed, that
is to say, they are ugly, offensive, and comic.

Of rhyme as we conceive it, and as our language
admits it, rhyme as a harmonious decoration and
pleasing method of emphasis, Greek is by its structure
hardly capable. Assonance, if used in Greek, must
fall chiefly upon mere formative elements, inflexions,
suffixes, etc. ; and nothing could be more futile than
to throw a metrical stress upon the fact that an ad-
jective agrees with its noun, or that two adjacent
clauses are both in the same tense. But indifference
to rhyme, in verse built on the Greek principle of
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strict musical measure, is a thing impossible. The
repetition of the same sound at regular intervals, if
the sound have any considerable volume or the
repetition any considerable extent, must be percep-
tible ; and it must either please or displease. In
Greek the effect was necessarily uncouth, and rhyme
therefore, generally speaking, was of service only to
the artist in grotesque. To him it was invaluable.
Aristophanes revels in it, and gets from it many
of his broadest effects. Such for example is the
description, in the Acharnians', of the clamour and
bustle over the despatch of a naval expedition. This
is how the grumbler vents his spleen :
v & dv n mohis wAéa

BopiBov arpatiwrdy mepi Tpnpdpxov Boijs,

piofod Sdopévou, TaAradiwy xpvoovpévay,

oTods orevaxovovs, ouTiwy perpovplvov,

dakav, Tporwripwr, kddors wrovpdvwy,

axopduy, éAady, xpoppdwv év Sucrvous,

arepdvwr, Tpixidwy, avdyTplduwy, irwmiey,

70 vedpiov 8 ab kwméwv mAarovpévey,

TeAwr Podovrtwy, Balapwy Tpomovplvay,

avhav xeXevordy, viyhdpwy, ovpiypdtev.

ratr’ old ot dv pate.
And to the like tune, with single and double asso-
nance, gocs another grumble over the unpunctuality
of the Assembly*:

kgt éradav & povos,

oréve, xyra, oxopdwopar, mépdopat,

dmopa, ypdgw, mapariAopar, Aeyllopas,

aroBAémwy és Tov dypov, elprims épav,

oTUYGY pér dory, Tov & &uov Sjuov mobev,

Yoy 545 f ? Acharn. 29.
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and so on. This again describes a student, whose
studies are made impossible by the vermin of a dirty
school*:

dméMvpar defhatos: & Tod oriumwodos

Sdxvovoi w éfépmovres oi Kopivbiol®,

kal Tds wAevpos dapddmrovaLy

kal Ty Yoy éxmivovaiy

Kai TO‘:JS aPXGIS t’fe’)\xouctv

kal TOv wpuwkToV SiopvrToveLy

kai [’ dmwolovay.
It is needless to accumulate examples, for almost
any scene of Aristophanes will supply illustrations®
of the ugly effect produced, in a language like
Greek, by metre which hammers upon the termina-
tions, an effect generally reserved, even in comedy,
for situations, emotions, expressions peculiarly dis-
agreeable and unpleasant. For that purpose, an
assonance of more than one syllable is the more
easily made effective ; but even the single rhyme is
treated as offensive, whenever it becomes noticeable.
An amusing passage in the Kwnig/kts*, representing
a contest of loudness between the demagogue Cleon
and his enemies the Chorus, depends chiefly for its
point upon the symmetrical combination of double
and single rhymes. The bawling-match developes
into a sort of hideous stanza, in which the two

v Clouds 09. * Kopets, bugs.

® Ack. 30 foll, 180, 199, 356, 547 foll, 595 foll, 878 foll.,
1003 foll.; Knights 81, 111, 269-276, 372 foll, 1154 foll,,
1377 foll.; Clouds 64, 77, 126 foll, 494 foll, 710 foll., 1428,
1456, 1504,

4 266 foll.
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parties roar -a: and -e at one another till the stronger
wins :
KAEQN. (vverixaol vueis; éyo §, Svdpes, 8 vpds rvmrropas
o7t Myav yvopny ue\hov us Sikawv & mole
lordvar pimpueiov vudv dotw avdpelas xdpuv.
XOPOZ. s & dhafuv, ws 8¢ pdoBrns: fBes of vmépyerar
domepei yépovras fpds kdxxofakixederar;
dAX’ v Tadmy ye vikg, Tavrpi memAyferas,
Wv & vmexwhivy ye devpl, 16 oxéros xvpnBdoe.

KA. & wohis xai &jp’, ve' olwv Onplwy yaorpifopar.
XO0. Kal Kkéxpayas, womep de Ty TOAw xataoTpéder.
KA. AN &y6 oe 1) Pofj Tavry ye mpiTa TpéYopar
Xo. dA\" dov pev Tovde' vikds T Bopj, Tivelhos el.—

W 8 dvaldely wapéNfy o, fpérepos & mupapols.

When comedy and satire used rhyme in such a
spirit and for such a purpose as this, the composers of
dignified drama could have but one rule about it,—to
shun it like a poison.  And such is in fact the general
practice in tragic dialogue, where rhyme, perceptible
rhyme, is rare almost to non-existence. Between our
three extant poets there is no substantial difference
about this. Of a single syllable indeed they are habit-
ually not observant. A single repetition of -ov or -at,
or even of -tov or -tat, could hardly attract attention,
unless attention were specially called to it>. And
though it would not be true to say that such asso-
nance, a final assonance of one syllable, was never
used in tragedy with purpose, yet pairs of this kind
occur not seldom, and sometimes more than a pair,
where evidently the composer is unaware of the fact
or indifferent. But perceptible rhyme is taboo; and

! The sausage-seller, as rival demagogue.
? As in Soph. Trach. 787 ; see below, p. 251.
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since the assonance of more than one syllable is
likely to be perceptible, it is avoided. Aeschylus
and Sophocles give d@bout 2-3 such assonances in
a play, Euripides not much more; and these are
limited to a single repetition, a single pair of verses.
Beyond this, in the way of rhyme, the tragic poets,
so long as they mean to be tragic, will not go.

Now the mere rarity of the thing, proving dislike
and scruple, would suggest that, when it does occur,
it is calculated for some purpose; and inspection
soon makes this certain. The fact that Medea,
distinguished in this (I think) from all other speakers
in tragedy, #krice closes a speech upon a couplet
with double assonance’, would alone show that Euri-
pides could use such assonance with intention, and
therefore probably does so use it, when he admits it
at all. But as to the nature of the purpose, an
English reader, who has not examined the facts, is
likely to be mistaken. It is natural for us to take
such a final couplet, if we observe it, as a sort of
decorative and harmonious close, like those of the
Elizabethan dramatists. But this conception is the
reverse of the Euripidean ; violence, roughness, dis-
harmony are the qualities which Euripides attributed
to such an assonance, and the rhymes of Medea are
not a chord but a scream.

All the double rhymes® in the dialogue of tragedy,
if we ignore a few cases possibly negligent, are

' Med. 314, 408, 757.
? I do not count as rhyme the repetition of the same word

(e-g. Eur. Med. g25). The effect of this is quite different from
mere assonance.
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accounted for by the principle, that the sound, to
Athenians, was harsh, sharp, and unmusical—a
wound to the ear.

We will notice first some places—from the
nature of the case not many—where the disagree-
able quality of the sound expressly illustrates the
context. Thus Odysseus, when he complains that
the horrid noise of the agonized Philoctetes made
decent life impossible for his comrades in camp,
explains himself to the ear by an assonance:

ot ovre AofBis nuiv, ovre Bupdrwy
mapfv éjhots mpoobiyetv, dAX’ dyplois
xarely del mav oTparomedov Suadmulass,

Bodv, orevalwv'.

One can well believe, and the practice of Sophocles
tends to show, that the sound of -iais was not
such as a delicate versifier would care to press upon
his auditor’s attention. That here it is done with
purpose, becomes certain, when we find an approach
to the same effect, an assonance of one syllable,
in the 77rackiniae’: when the cliffs echo to the
screams of the tortured Heracles, the verses echo
too :

domaro yip médove xai perdpotos,

Bodv, Wwyv: dudi & éxTvrow mweérpar,

Aoxpdv Speror mpaves EbBolus 1 dxpar.
For the like reason Admetus rhymes®, when he
insists that the repast of his visitor Heracles shall

! Soph. Phil. 8. ? 7. 786.
* Alcest. 548.
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not be disturbed by the lugubrious sounds of a
funeral from another part of the house:
&v 8¢ xk\joarte

6épas pecatrovs: ol mpémer Gowwpévovs

xMew arevaypsv ovde Avreiolar {évovs.
So also in the Phoenissae’, when the narrator, who
reports the victory of Thebes and the death of her
princes, breaks out at the close into a reverberating
wail, that “glorious celebration” should thus be
mingled with “grievous lamentation,”—

woree & dydves ol pév eiruxéorarol

™8 é£éBnoav, of 3¢ SvoTuxéoTaTor,—
the hearers, thrilled by the sound and catching sight
at the same moment of the procession which brings
home the slain, exclaim that “the ZJamentation is
now not audzble only but visible” :

ovk els dxods ér dvarvyia

ddpatos tjkers mdpa yip Aebooew

wrdpara vexpov.

Similar in principle, but different according to the
character and the occasion, is the rhyme of the
disgusted Polyphemus®, who finds his enslaved satyrs
dancing, and roars out his commands to stop their
noise and get to work :

7{ Baxxuiler; olxi Awwvoos Tdde,

oU kpdrale XaAkod Tuprdvev T dpdypara.

wds pot xar dvrpa vedyova flacmipara;...
and so on. And for the like reason probably the
Persian in Aeschylus®, when he relates how the sea-

1

2. 1478. * Cyclops zo4.  Pers. 3009.
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washed corpses at Salamis, as they go to and fro,
‘““butt against the strength of the victorious rocks,”
enhances the horror by a clash which seems to echo
the dunt:

oi & audi vjoov Ty mehewolpéppova

vikipevor kipwaov loxvpav xféval.

Instances of this kind, where a harsh sound is
directly associated with the rhyming verse, are
necessarily few; but they show the principle, and
account for almost all other applications of it. The
great majority fall into two classes. First, hard-
ness or harshness, as a moral quality, is associated
naturally with hard and unpleasant sound, and there-
forc in Greek tragedy is repeatedly illustrated by
rhyme. Stubbornness, insult, arrogance, defiance,
so speak and are so described. Secondly, mere
violence of feeling, the extremity of distress or other
emotion, is permittcd to produce this disorder of
speech, but only under certain remarkable restrictions:
the application of rhyme, in this looser way, is mainly
confined to the speech of women, and the exceptions
serve only to bring out the principle of the rule.

Of the first class, a simple and compendious
specimen is found in that scene of the Prometheus,
in which the stubborn will of the hero meets and
defies that of his persecutor represented by Hermes.
Prometheus strikes the note :

xM85; xAddvras Gde rols duods lyd
ixBpods o kai gt & &v rTovrors Alye,
' There is evidence, as we shall see, that a difference of tonic
accent did not save an assonance from objection.
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Hermes enforces his warning in the same way:

mpds Tadra PBovAer’: ds 68 ov memdaopévos

6 kdumwos, dAAG wal Aav eipypévos.
And finally the Chorus, who would fain save Prome-
theus from himself, repeat the counsel of Hermes
with the same minatory emphasis:

v pév ‘Eppis ovx dkepa Paiverar

Méyaw: dvwye ydp oe Ty avfadlav

pebévt’ pevvav Tiv godnv ebfovdlav’,

Sophocles gives the like tone to each of the
arrogant and tyrannical brother-kings of the Aias,
both to Menelaus,

kol pn Sokdpev Spdvres dv 7ddpeda
otk avruicey adbis dv Avrdpeda,

and to Agamemnon,

el Tods Sixy vikdvras wbpoopev

kal Tovs Omioler & 70 mpoobev dfopev.
And Teucer, thus provoked, barbs his insulting
defiance of them with the same sharp note:

avros 8¢ pyrpods éfédus Kproons, éd 9

AaBuv émaxtdv dvdp’ & durioas marip

éprikev E\Mots ixBiow Swadbopdv.

Towodros dv Toidd dvedilers omopdv?;
Euripides gives it twice to Theseus transported by
rage beyond the control of reason and overbearing
the remonstrance of his innocent son®, and twice to
the Pentheus of the Bacchae* in his reckless and

' P. V. 972, 1030, 1037 (see 1034-5).
? Aias 1085, 1248, 1295.
S Hipp. 917, 937 4 22, 459, 642.
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obstinate wrath against the preacher of the new
religion. Peleus comes very near to an assonance,
when he scolds Menelaus in the Azdromache®, and
Menelaus, goading him to fury, drives home his
retort with a final couplet®:

7w 8 bfvbuugs, ool pév 1 yAwooakyla

pellwy, duol Ae xépSos 3 wpounfla.
King Agamemnon in Aeschylus opens with a
couplet the haughty and unfeeling speech which so
fitly precedes his fall?,

mwpwtov pev "Apyos xal Geovs éyxwplovs

8{xn mpuoeamely, Tols fuol peracrlovs

vooToy, ...
offensive alike to sentiment and ear. In the LEuri-
pidean Owestes, both the criminal pair, both Electra®
and her brother®, give vent in this way to the
passions by which they are destroyed; and their
fierceness finds an echo in the furious partizan
who relates their condemnation to death®. The
Sophoclean Aias means to assume the tone of
softness and submission, when he says,

dravl’ & paxpos xdvapifunros yporos

¢ve T ddnha xal ¢avérra xpimreTar

xovx ot dedwrov ovdév, A\’ dhioxerar

\@ Sewds Spxos xal mepioxelels ppéres’,
But the harsh sounds warn us that the ** hard mind”
is there.  And so in the Oedipus at Colonus, when

' v. 010, ? v. 689. 3 Agam. 810.
4 7. 55. * 2. 567. ¢ 0 928, 945.
T Ai. 646.
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Polynices would propitiate his father by the appear-
ance of humility, his speech bewrays him :

7{ ovyds;

ddynoov, & mdrep, Tt pij p dmwoorpadys.

ot® dvrapelfe W obdév; AN’ dripdoas

wépyas dvavdos, odd 4 ppias ¢pdoas’;
Close to the surface here is the temper which
belongs to the man by name and nature, and which
presently breaks out again when he speaks of his
brother’s usurpation®. We are prepared to see such
a speaker repel the pleading of his sister, and rush,
self-condemned, to his fate. Harshness, intentional
or involuntary, the harshness and hardness of pride,
defiance, or anger, is the common note of these
speakers and of others®.

Similar, and indeed scarcely distinguishable, are
those cases (we have cited one already’), in which
extravagance of this kind, though not itself expressed
by assonance, is noted and condemned by assonant,
and therefore offensive, comment on the part of
the observer,—an unpleasant echo. We have a
simple case in the Phoenissae’, where Eteocles, the
brother and counterpart of Polynices, is vainly
admonished not to despise a formidable invader.
The headstrong youth replies with contempt, and
promises soon to carry the war into the enemies’
country. “So I hope,” says the monitor, “but I see

1 O0.C 1271, 2 7. 1294.

® Aesch. Suppl. 946, Eur. AZ%. 631, 771, Iph. A. 954, Andr. 435,
Hec. 326.

¢ Aesch. 2 V. 1037. 5 9. 718.

-
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many difficulties”; and he clinches the reproof by a
rhyme :

ET. fdpoe vdy avrdv mediov éumhijow dpdvov.
KP. 6féhoy’ dv- d\i 1008 6pé moMhod mévov.

Similarly the Chorus of the Agamemnon’ mark
and condemn the fury of Clytaemnestra against
Cassandra,

KA. od pyv whéw pifac’ dripacbicopar,

XO0. &b &, &rowrelpw ydp, ob bupdaopar,—
and so also the prudent worshipper of Aphrodite
rebukes the presumption of Hippolytus,

. oddels p' dpéoxer vurti avpaoros Gebv,
OE. rwalow, & wai, Saudvwv xpiiolac xpedv?

And the old friend of Admetus betrays similar
irritation in protesting against the futile attempts
of the king to explain and justify his behaviour in
the reception of Heracles:

AA.  ...adros & dpiotov Todde TUyxdrw {évov,
drav wep "Apyous Suplav iAfw xféva.
XO. mds odv éxpumres Tov mapdvta Saimova,

Pihov poldvros dvdpds, ws abros Aéyes?;

' 7. 1068.

? Eur. Hipp. 106. This identical rhyme (fedr, xpewr) occurs
in two other places (Aesch. Swpp. s02, Eur. Heraclidae §87), a
strong indication that in all three places it is intentional. The
others arc noticed below.

3 Aleestis 559. In this class we should include Bacch. 951,
where the bacchant rhymes in his mocking protest against the
mad vaunts of Pentheus. The case is somewhat different, as here
both rhymes belong to the speech of the protester; but the reason
of the cacophony is essentially the same.

V. K 17
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In all these the point lies in the offensive sound of

the echo. .

This use of rhyme, the offensive use, is the only
one which in the dialogue of tragedy 1s generally
admitted, admitted for all speakers without dis-
tinction. All kinds of persons speak in verses with
final assonance, when their speech is meant to hurt,
or plainly has that effect. But a different and
special treatment is applied to the emotions of
women. In the case of women, but generally
speaking in their case only, mere distress, mere
agitation, if sufficiently violent, is held by the poets
to be appropriately marked by such assonance. The
fact is certain, and proved by a list of examples from
every part of our collection. They are so simple,
that it will suffice to quote a few, and to indicate
the remainder by reference.

Queen Atossa, scared by her dream, and flying
for advice to her councillors, concludes her appeal
with a couplet :—

mpds Tdd, ws odrws éxdvrov Tavde, oiuBovlo Adyov

T008¢ pov yevéole, Mépoar, ynparéa mordpata:

wdvra yap Ta kédV' & Tuiv éorl por Bovdelparal,
Nor does the distressful repetition fail to strike the
auditors ; for they answer, “ Be assured, O Queen,
that, so far as we had the power, thou should’st not
bid us twice.”

The wail of Atossa for the disaster of Salamis is

! Pers. 170.



Rhyme and Reason 259

rhymed to an extent hardly known in tragedy proper,
rhymed almost on a system':

& arvyve Balpor, us dp’ Hpevoas Ppevav

Hépaas: mupav 8¢ mals éuds Tyuwplay

kAewav "Adnvav nipe, xobx dmijpxeoev?

ovs mpéole Mapabuy Bapfdpuv drdleaey-

av dvrimowa mais duds mpdfew Soxav

ro06vde wAffos mypdrwv éréomacey.

In such a sequence as this, even the single rhymes

on -wv would not be lost.

So also the horror of the gentle Danaid, divided
between duty to father and husband, is reflected in
the assonance of

play 8¢ maldwv Iuepos GéNfe TO p3)
xretvar {vvevvor, AN’ drapBivvbioerar
yvéumy, dvotv 8¢ fdrepov BovAijoerar
kAUew dvalkis u@Adov 7§ puapovos’.

So also speak in extreme distress the women of

Sophocles :

dyvoka yap & Purds ymarnpévy
kal s malaids xdpiros éxSBeSAnpévy.

L ’ 8 ’ 14 4
otpol, TL Opaow, TeExvov';

and the women of Euripides:
xai v Pépovad gou véous ijxw Adyous,
$dBy pév, €l Tis deomoriv alobroeray,

olkrg B¢ 1§ @ Sewd yap Bovieerar
Mevédaos ¢s o¢ mais Te’

v Pers. 472.
¥ dmrjpreae(v), Cod. Med,, is right. The later mMss. change it to

dmyjpxeaav, to suit the plural o¥s. But the slaughter of Marathon,

regarded as a guantity, is not a plural idea.
> P. V. 86s. 4 Ai. 8o7. * Andyr. 6o.
17—2
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The agony of Eurydice’,
vrrrio. 8¢ xAivopar

Selcaca wpds Spwalor kdmomAjooopat,
and of Deianira? the furious agony of Phaedra’,
the frantic entreaties® and loathing insinuations® of
Hecuba, all raise the same sharp note. Megara so
cries in despair® to her lost Heracles,

aoi 7dd, “Hpdrhets, Néyw:

Oviores warp ads xal tékv, SAwpae § iy,
and again at the sight of her husband, in a revulsion
of such joy as is not distinguishable from pain,

o8 éoriv Ov yijs vépbev elonxodopev,

el pj ¥ ovepor & pdet v Aedooopev®.
And the Sophoclean Deianira in similar circum-
stances does exactly the same’. The Euripidean
Electra so expresses the horror of expectation with
which she watches the approach of her doomed
mother®. Macaria so expresses the passion of a
martyr’. The maid in the Alcestis so weeps over
the sacrifice of her mistress®. The assonant verses

1 Antig. 1188.

? Trach. 9o7—914; note that the narrator is also a woman.
2 Hipp. 727. t Hec. 28q. ® 75. 825.

& Heracles 491, 516. ? Track. 232.

® Eur. Electra 965. The value of the assonance here makes it
probable that nothing is lost (as some have supposed) between this
verse and the next. There is merely a pause. See Murray's text.

® Heraclidae 587.

© Al 161. See also Iph. A. 1443, Helena 786. Helena
1387 would prima jfacie be included here, but will be considered
separately. None of these (I think) are negligent.
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which in the Bacchae' describe how the possessed
women tear live animals to pieces—

dAAat 3¢ BapdAas Siepdpivy omapdypaciv:

IBes 8 dv 5 mhedp 4 ShmAov {ufaoiy

purréper’ dvo Te Kai xdtw....
reflect perhaps the ficrceness of the bacchants rather
than the horror of the narrator.

But it is the passions of Medea, fierce, hard, and
intensely feminine, which find in this form most
conspicuous expression.  Not only has she four
couplets to her name? a list hardly to be matched,
but three of these are so placed, at the close of a
speech or scene, that they cannot but catch the ear.
The purpose manifestly is, little as our habits of
language would suggest it, to stamp the temper of
Medea as something almost exceeding, in violence
and discord, the limits of harmonious representation.

Precisely why the tragic poets of Athens thus
habitually assigned this little note of sharpness and
disharmony to feminine emotion, is a question which,
at this wide interval of time, space, and manners, we
can hardly with prudence pretend to answer. But
neither do I find the fact surprising. It seems to me
consistent with Attic views both of women and of art.
- To masculine speakers, assonant verses, as a sign
merely of violent emotion, are very rarely permitted,
and the exceptions are significant. Assonant verses
were, on Attic principles, something harsh, inhar-
monious, improper. Male speakers rhyme when

Ve 7139 ¥ Med. 256, 314, 408, 757.
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they wilfully transgress harmony, women in all
kinds of painful or violent emotion, apparently
because (in the Attic view) they were, in such
circumstances, always liable to transgress harmony.
And the few males who imitate them are those from
whom, in their state or position, control could not
be expected. It is not surprising that a man should
so speak, when he has but just recovered from a fit
of homicidal mania, and his half-sane mind is tottering
on the verge of another collapse?’;

bépy, AN & dAp &) T Spwijce mwéAw:

kdreald tmroPlervpetd ds éyvwopévo,

vyAdoons mikpols kéyrpowot kKhpdouxodpevor:

‘ody obros & Auls, Os Téxv’ Ikrewédy more

Sdpaprd Te;—
Nor is it surprising, though instructive, to observe
that this same Heracles utters the like note in an
earlier scene?

dAX' €’ Spapreir’, & Téev, & Sépovs marpi-

kaMiovés Tdp’ eloodor Tov £oSwy

71'(1’.P€L0'LV {)’.l.‘l:ll' a’.)\)w‘. eafptros ZO'XETE

kel vdpar doowv unkés efaviere.—
a scene in which his violent behaviour foreshows
and almost anticipates the approaching outbreak of
his disorder®.

Two decrepit men, in both of whom the effort
to surpass the strength and capacity of nature is
carried up to, if not over, the verge of the ridiculous?,
betray by assonance that, in pain, their feelings are

' Heracles 1286, and 5. 1362. * Heracles 622.

® See Four Plays of Euripides, pp. 156 ff.
‘ See Heraclidae 680—747, Bacch. 170—369.
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not under masculine control. In the Cadmus of the
Bacchae this is made especially conspicuous; for he
enters with a couplet, when he brings from the
mountain the mangled remains of his grandson®:

irealé por Ppépovres abhov Bépos

Mevféws, émeole, mpdomoror, Sopwy mépos.
The effect is much the same as when later, in a
scene of lamentation, an assonant couplet is divided
between the old man and a woman®*.  For the like
reason doubtless the aged lolaus of the /Heraclidac
twice rhymes at a critical and agitating moment,
once in his first appeal to the protection of Athens,
and again when the self-devoted Macaria offers to
dic for the family®:

o8’ aloyivopar

Tols gois Adyow:, T Tixy & dAydvopan.

A couplet is divided between Orestes and
Pylades, when, arriving at the Tauric temple, they
first discover, from its bloody decorations, the
hideous peril of their plan to plunder it*:

OP. ...dAAa wpiv favelv, vews émt
Pelywpey, rep Setp’ éravoTodnoapey.
1Y, ¢elyar pév odx drextor, ovd' eiwbapev...

raot 8 amaMaxférre xpiywper Sépas. ..

If this is not negligent—and it is not likely to be—
it marks the sharpness of a fear that is almost beyond
control.

Slaves and other servants, both male and female,
under great excitement use assonance in several

' Bacch. 1216, * Bacck. 1361. But this may be negligent.
S Heraclidae 92, §41. ¢ Jph. T 102
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places’, as we should expect. Control and propriety
are not expected of them. We may wonder rather
that the Nurse in the Chogphori does not rhyme;
but her part is so short as to give little opportunity.
One speaker, I must say, shows a tendency in
this direction, for which I cannot account,—the
young temple-minister Ion, who rhymes no less
than four times, and upon occasions which, judged
by the general practice, are inadequate®. The repe-
tition seems to forbid the supposition of negligence,
and so does the fact that two of the rhymes are
made upon the same word (kektyuévos), as if the
later situation had in some way recalled the former.
But I have found no explanation which satisfies me ;
and negligence is of course conceivable.
Exceptional also, but showing clearly with what

consciousness and care these assonances were dis-
posed by the Athenian artists, is the fact that
Sophocles twice introduces one at the critical point
of a narrative. The breaking out of the fiery poison
in the robe sent by Deianira to Heracles (the shirt
of Nessus) is related thus:

kai wputa pév Sefhatos IAew ppevi

kOopw Te xalpwv kal oTolf karqiyeror

brws 8¢ aepvdy Spylwv &alero

PAOf aiparnpd kdmd weelpas Spuds,

ipws dvyjer xpoTl kal mpogwricoerar

wAevpaiow aprikoAlos, dore TéxkTovos,

.4 > ¥
X'.T(‘lﬂ’ amray «KaT apopovs.

v Agam. 31, 511, Antig. 272, Jon 1106 (entrance couplet),
Med. 4, 46, 72. Some of these may be negligent.
? Jon 322, 430, 590, 641. 3 Track. 763.
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The rhyme here one would naturally take to be
involuntary and negligent; but it certainly is not,
for in the relation of the death of Oedipus at
Colonus, the mysterious disappearance of the trans-
lated hero is heralded by the same artifice of
sound',—two instances, be it remembered, out of
a score in all the plays of Sophocles together. The
precise effect intended we can hardly define or
appreciate; but it must be some sort of prick to
the ear. Euripides too uses the same device in
relating how the bride of Jason was devoured by
the poisoncd robes of Medea’, a parallel so close to
the passage from the Zrac/inzac, that we may count
it among the traces of Euripidean intluence in that
play.

There is one passage of Aeschylus, which,
though not c¢xhibiting any perfect assonance, can-
not be omitted here, being from our point of view
most remarkable, and in tragedy perhaps unique.
If therc is any feeling, to the expression of which
a trick of sound, essentially disagreeable, should
scem appropriate, it is perplexity and indecision.
The condition is irritating, both to feel and to see;
and it is not dignified. The comic stage loves to
exhibit it; and, as we might expect, on the comic
stage of Athens it had all the advantage, or dis-
advantage, of rhyme. Strepsiades in the Clouds,

V0. Co1647.
3 i 1184. This point is in favour of the variant reading
#yelpero.  Note that the assonant syllables (-ero) are the same as

in Soph. Trach. le.
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when, deserted by his son, he debates the question
of submitting himself to the discipline of the sophists,
rhymes almost without pause for seven lines on end,
in six lines out of the seven:

AN 038 &yd pévror werdy ye keloopar,

AN edédpevos Toiow Beols diddfopar

adros Badilov & 76 PpovriTiipLov.—

wds odv yépov dv kdmljoper kal Bpadis

Aéywv dxpifév axwdaldpovs pabjoopar;—

irgréov. 7 raiT Ewv oTpayyedopar,

AN odxl wémra T Opav; wai, madlovl.
The effect is incompatible with dignity, and in
tragedy I have found no parallel. But the King of
Argos in the Aeschylean Swuppliants, in pondering
on a painful choice, comes nearer to the tones of
Strepsiades than might be expected®:

kal yAdooa Tofeboaca py T4 Keipia,...

vévorro pifov pibos dv Behkrripros®. ..

dhyewd Bupod kdpra kummipia...—

orws 8 Spapov alpa py yerjoeral

3t kdpra Glew xai weoelv xpnorTipa

Ocotor woAAols oA, myuovis dky.——

7 xdpra velkovs TobS éyw wapoixopar.
We may observe that, in such a passage, it is
needless to rectify any irregularities of construc-
tion. The syntax is proper to the sound, and
not more surprising. An Aeschylean speaker, who
thus chimes in his verses, may well break his
sentences too. There is indeed no perfect and
sequent assonance; but there is something very

Y Clouds 126, cf. ib. 494 foll., etc. 2 9. 446.
® Behxryplois Cod. Med., perhaps rightly.
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near a quadruple assonance on three syllables,
-aipia, -npeos, -npia, and again -ypta. | can find
no other such example, and venture to doubt
whether Aeschylus, when he composed the Orestea,
would have cared to tread so close upon the confines
of comedy. A touch, but far lighter, of the same
quality is given by Sophocles to the hesitation of
Philoctetes, whether to go or not go with Neopto-
lemus to Troy':

olpo, 7{ Spdow; mds dmwrnjow Adyos

Tois Tovd, 85 ebvous dv époi mappvecer;—

adA\\' eixdfu 377°; elra wids & Svopopos

& dos 1d8 épfus elpe; T mpoovyopos;...

The Ocdipus Tyrannus presents a singular
couplet®.  Creon, reporting the command of the
Delphic Apollo to discover the murderer of Laius,
and being asked by Oedipus, where and how this
can possibly be done, replies thus:

&v 18 épaoxe yp- 10 8¢ {yrodpevov

dAuwtdy, ¢kpeyer ¢ Tduedolpevov.
That this assonance is conscious, one cannot doubt ;
but it scems to be quite abnormal. Rudcness is not
to be suspected. The speaker, a man, is not even
cxcited, and such ecmotion as he has is rather
pleasurable.  The sentence, * What is sought, may
be caught, but what is neglected, escapes,” has the
air of a saw, and possibly in this quarter lies the
explanation of the form. Rhyme, whether liked or
disliked, aids the memory. It may be observed
that Apollo in the Eumenides, when he addresses the

' Phil. 1350. 7. 110.
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Areopagus in his oracular capacity, more than once
delivers his principles in the form of single-rhymed
couplets, for instance:

médas piv dv Moewerv- Eori ToDS dxos

kol kdpra oA} pmxavy Avriptos-

dvdpos 8 émeadov alp’ dvaomdoy xovis,

draf Bavdvros otkér’ & avdoracist.
It is conceivable that such forms were oracular,
which would explain the rhyme of Creon. But
if this were so, we might expect more evidence of
it; and we should rather suppose reference to a
popular saying, or citation from some older poet,
who was not in this matter so sensitive as our
three. Some explanation there must be; for such
an assonance in such a place, however it may sound
to an English ear, is in Sophocles almost portentous.

The Cyclops, as a satyric drama, might well

exhibit a comic licence in rhyme, as it does other
such licences of language and metre. And there is
in fact a slight difference, not of quantity but of
quality. The slave-god Silenus, when he sees the
Greek voyagers approaching the home of his can-
nibal master, utters his compassion and dismay in
semi-comic tones?®:

op& mwpds drrais vads ‘EANados oxddos,

kdmys 7' dvaxras v orparphdry Twi

areixovras és 168 dvrpoy, dudl & adxéot

Telxn Pépovor kevd, Bopds xexpypuévor,

kpoogols & WBpyhovs. & radaimwpor Eévor,

' Eum. 645 ; see also 5. 658.
2 Cycl. 8s.
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rlves mor' dolv; obx loagt Seamorny

IoAigmpor olos éorw, dfevov oréyqv

8! qufeBires, xai Kvkhwmiav yvifor

v dvdpofpira SvoTuxds dpeypévor.
And at the end of the play Odysseus defies the
Cyclops with a strong rhyme :

xakas yap dv Tpolav ye Siemvpwobpny,

e pij o éralpov Pdvov érypwpnobpny?,
This, as intentionally offensive, would be permitted
even in tragedy, and is clearly proper to a personage
who condescends to such language as k\dew o’ dverya,
“Go to the deuce!”?

To sum up then our review,—final assonance
upon more than one syllable, in the dialogue of
tragedy, is plainly limited in general by principles,
and employed as an artifice. But it may neverthe-
less be in some places attributable to negligence,
just as in English a composer careful of his rhymes
will, once in a way, give us a weak or a bad one.
In Aeschylus, as a fact, I do not find any clear
negligence’. In the Swuppliants there is indeed an

' Or perhaps mjv (Bothe), an archaic equivalent for the
regular Tjvde. It is not unlikely that a satyr, at such a moment,
might archaize. And it is to be considered, whether we should
change KuxAwmiay yvdfov to the archaic yvdfov KuxAwwiny, which
would keep up the rhyme on -pv.

' 9. 694. Swervpuoaper Fix, but the middle voice (‘brought
to pass the conflagration of Troy’) should be kept.

* 9. 701.

¢ Cho. 117—118 is scarcely within the general limits, but as
both the speakers are women, and the situation tense, the ex-
ception is not striking.
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odd instance : the Argive king is about to conduct
Danaus to the city, leaving the Chorus (Danaus’
daughters) in a place which he supposes to be safe :

arelyour dv, dvdpes, says he to his attendants,
b yap o févos Aéye,

ryeicfe Bupods doriods, Oedv &pas-

kai fvpBolotow ob molvoTopely xpedv

vavryy dyovras Tov8 épéoriov Gedv.

XO0. r7ovre piv elmas, kai Teraypévos «iov.

éyd 8¢ was Bpa, mwod Opdoos vépes éuol;!
Why both King and Chorus should rhyme, is not
clear to me; but, if we have observed the practice
of the poet, we shall not easily suppose such a
quatrain to be unintentional. That the alarmed
women should have a couplet is natural, but that
of the king I must leave to the ingenuity of the
reader.

Both in Sophocles and in Euripides there are
a few assonances which we may well suppose neg-
ligent, not merely as having no visible reason, but
because they occur in places where negligence might
naturally be expected. When Sophocles brings on
a deus ex machina, one is not surprised to find a
certain negligence in the oration :
o & "AckAymidy

wovoripe. wéupw ofis véoov wpos "IAiov?,
The very nature of such a personage invites to
hasty and perfunctory execution, evidence of which,
in one way or another, appears in almost every such

' ow. 500 ff, ® Phil. 1437.
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composition of Euripides. In Euripides the pro-
logue and epilogue to the Bacckae’, and the Electra®
in both prologue and epilogue, exhibit rhymes without
reason, and for which no reason need be sought. It
is natural in such appendages to be careless®. [ am
not sure of the purpose, or that there is a purpose,
in 7roades 1127, and still less in Electra 371:

78 yap oy dvdpe yevvalov marpds

10 pndév ovra, xpnora & &k xaxdv Téxva,

Aoy T &v avdpos mAovoiov dporipars,

yvapny 8¢ peyahyy &v wémT cdpars.
Possibly Orestes here, like Creon in the Oedipus
Tyrannus*, may be repeating a popular saw. But
the assonance is less conspicuous than that in
Sophocles ; it may be merely negligent; and other
such there may be, which I have not observed or
have wrongly explained, but not, I will venture to
say, sufficient in number to affect our judgement.

A few cases may be noted, which, for one reason
or another, must be excluded from the reckoning.
In the AHeracles, v. 1110 rhymes to v. 1111; but it
appears, on considering the action of the scene, that
these verses are separated by a long interval of
silence, and the assonance therefore not noticeable,
Two fragmentary verses, describing locks of hair
offered by Orestes to his native river and to the
grave of his father, have been placed in the prologue

" vv. 15, 1354. ! vv, 20, 1285.

* Compare the anapaests at the end of the Zrachiniae, in which
not the least fault is the assonance. They are poor, but it is by

no means certain that they are not by Sophocles.
‘ v. 110; see above pp. 267, 268.
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of the Choephori’. Each ends in -rijpiov, and, if
contiguous, they would make a triple assonance;
but there is no proof that they were contiguous,’
The Swuppliants of Euripides will be found, in
almost any investigation of tragic or Euripidean
practice, to provide a surprise; and it does so here.
In the body of the play I have not noted one double
assonance®; but the speech of Athena, the goddess
ex machina, ends with an assonant couplet. She is
promising to the Argives vengeance for the defeat
of Adrastus by Thebes, and foretelling the success
of the Epigoni:

wikpol yap adrois Héer éxrebpapuévor

oripvoL Aedvrwy, moAeos éxmopbiropes.

[robx v dMhws, "Exyovol® & dv’ “EArdda

kAnbévres @bds doréporat rjorere-

Tolov oTpdrevpa oVv Oed wopevoere. |
The assonance is conspicuous and apparently in-
tentional, but it is unusual; and seeing that the
author also gives an unusual title to the ZEpigons,
one may suspect the three last verses to have
been added by another hand. An audience fairly
acquainted with Greek legend would not need
them; but the plays of Euripides came to be per-
formed before audiences not so acquainted. In
Troades 437—438, dubious rhyme adds a note of
suspicion to a passage which is justly suspected,

' vw. 6, 7.

? &éfatro—yjobero (393—4) is not perfect, nor wéAw—udAw
(1208—9).

¢ So the Mss. (v. 1224).
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and indeed cannot be correct as it stands’. Such
also are the lines which describe how Orestes in
his madness took the voices of animals for cries of
the Furies:

) mwapijv & opdv

oV Tavta popdis oxnpar, dAN HAAdocero

dloyyds Te pooywv kai kivdv vAdyuara,

tds ¢ad’ 'Epuids iévar pyjpara?
Here nothing is certain but that the last verse is
erroncous. The true remedy, I believe, is simply
to omit it : YANdoaero, ke converted (misinterpreled),
requires no explanation, though some one might
think that it did®

I have reserved for separate consideration two
examples of double assonance in the Helen of Euri-
pides, not becausc either is difficult to justify, but
because the passages in which they occur deserve
special attention for the light which they throw on
the character and purpose of that strange play.

The heroine, it will be remembered, is there
pursucd by the unwelcome addresses of her host
and protector, Theoclymenus, King of Egypt. Her
husband Menclaus having arrived secretly, she ar-
ranges with him to deceive Theoclymenus, by pre-
tending that she has discovered herself to be now a
widow and is therefore ready to accept his proposal,
so that he shall provide her and her true spouse

! Sce commentaries ad /oc. P I[ph T 291
3 /ph 4. 8og—810 is hardly worth notice. No one will
suppose that Euripides left this speech as we read it.

V. E. 18



274 Rhyme and Reason

with a ship, in which they will escape to Greece.
For this plot she requires the connivence and fidelity
of the Chorus, a band of Greek women captured and
enslaved, to whom she holds out hopes, very unsub-
stantial, of their ultimate deliverance from captivity,
and appeals in the following terms®:

GAN éxmepd yip dwpdrwv & Tovs éuods

yduovs érolpovs &v xepolv Exew Soxdv,

(TLWTE’OV pot® K(ll 0'% WPOUWOLOI;PEOG

€1’;VOW’ KpllTEIV TE 0'1'6/1.0.1'09, ""]V 8”1’(‘;}‘-60&...

owbévres adrol kai o¢ gvoodoal mote.

The situation and language present, like all this
part of the /Zelen, a close and even verbal resem-
blance to the /phigenia in Taurica, a resemblance
which must be designed to recall the earlier play
to the minds of the spectators.

I have given elsewhere®* my reasons for thinking
that the AHeler is not a serious drama, and that the
relation of the play to the /phigenia in particular is
that of a travesty or parody, in which unreal dangers
and futile expedients are humorously substituted for
the genuine perils and escapes of a tragedy.

Now in the use of assonance by Helen, in her
rhyme upon the syllables -uefla, there is nothing
remarkable. If Iphigenia had so spoken in the like
situation, as a woman addressing women in poignant
and painful emotion, the touch would have been per-
fectly accordant with tragic use. But the remarkable
thing is this, that in the words of Helen the note of

1 2. 1385,
* Essay on the Helen in Four Plays of Euripides.
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pain and distress is put into a sentence so framed that
it must provoke laughter. I must now be silent,”
she says, “and I would enlist you also as loyal
helpers, and would have us control our lips, if we
can...perhaps effect your escape hereafter as a sequel
to our own.” Now surely in no language, native
and familiar to the composer and to the intended
audience, could a playwright frame such a sentence
with the expectation that it would be heard with
gravity. A ruinous misunderstanding is not only
risked, but courted. A pause after the words ““if we
can” is not only admissible but suggested by the
versification.  Yet if the least pause were made,
even by accident, the audience must laugh.  That
women cannot hold their tongues or keep a secret
is a proposition perhaps untrue, but familiar to the
comedy of all ages.  No man using his native
language, to say nothing of Euripides, could write
such words, much less recite them, without becoming
aware of their perilous ambiguity. The sentence
is eventually finished so as to save appearances, but
should anyone titter at v Svvdpefa—and what else
could be expected ?>—the belated rescue of the mean-
ingr would serve only to raise another laugh. In such
a composcr as Luripides the thing must in fairness
be rcgarded as intentionally ridiculous ; and the note
of emotion given by the assonance must be intended,
and would certainly serve, to signalize and sharpen
the jest.

sull more significant is a passage, uncommonly
assonant, which occurs in the subsequent narrative

18—2
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of the escape. To appreciate it, we must recall the
plot. The pretext upon which Helen and Menelaus
obtain the loan of a ship is the alleged necessity of
performing at sea, and at some distance from the
shore, a funeral rite for Menelaus, who (they say)
has been drowned. This fiction succeeds, because,
strange to say, not only the enamoured king of
Egypt, but all his servants, accept and promote it
with enthusiasm. It requires, among other things,
that the Greek crew of Menelaus, who have escaped
with him from their shipwreck, and are lurking on
the shore, shall be admitted to the funeral-ship.”
This is effected thus: the king is induced without
difficulty to say that his ship and seamen, for the
purpose of the funeral, are to be absolutely under
the command of the Greek stranger (Menelaus).
When the Greek crew, some fifty in number, appear,
and are politely invited by Menelaus to take part in
the rite, the Egyptians, though dissatisfied, admit
them, on the ground (as the reporter maintains)
that they could not infringe the royal order to obey
the foreigner! In the same spirit of misapplied
subservience they choose for the funeral-ship a new
ship in the Egyptian fleet; and moreover, for no
reason whatever, they actually supply it with sails,
although, according to the purpose alleged, the vessel
is merely to be rowed out a mile or so and rowed
back again! It should, I think, be unnecessary to
insist, that such a story, in a respectable and reason-
able author, cannot be serious, but is essentially
humorous and comical.
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Now this aspect of the affair is especially to be
remcmbered when we come to the equipment of the
vessel.  “On arriving at your enclosed docks,” says
the narrator to King Theoclymenus, “ we launched a
ship of Sidon, one new to the sea, having oars and
benches to the number of fifty "—the number, as it
happened, for which Menelaus could supply Greek
hands. ““And from this to that the work went on,
some planting the mast, some putting in the oars
with blade and handle, and white sails too...for
a futurc day, or dropping into place the rudder and
rudder-bands.  In the midst of all this (for which, it
appears, they were in watch) a company of Greeks,
the sailors who had been with Menelaus, came to
the shore, dressed as they had cscaped from ship-
wreck, comely fellows though sordid of micn.” These
“ notwithstanding thenn suspicious number,” upon
the invitation of Menelaus are taken on board, and
presently scize the ship’,

as & jAboper oov weplBolov vewplwy
Sdwviav vady mpwromlovw xaleldxoper,
{vyér Te mermikovta KapeTpov pérpa
ixovoav: &pyov § épyov émpelfSero-

6 pév ydp iotdv, 0 8¢ whaty kabivaro?
Tapoov Te xewpl, Aevkd 0 lorl...es &l
mdald Te {elylaioe mapaxafiero.

xayv 1@de poxfyp TobT dpa oxomOVpevoL
"EX\nves dvdpes Mevérep Evvépmopor
wpoaijAfov drrals, vavplopois jobnpévor
wémhowawr, eladels pér avyunpol & Spdv...

v Helena 1530 ff. ? xafigraro Barnes, perhaps rightly.
3 s &v v Ms., duer’ jv Boeckh, alif alia.
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The prevalent assonance is remarkable, but has
here a purpose sufficiently plain. The verse, like
the topic, is noisy, and imitates in a mild way the
rattle of Aristophanes, when he describes the fitting
out of a fleett. Whether Euripides would have
admitted such an effect into poetry meant to be
dignified, we may question ; but it is proper enough
to the Helen and to this story. And observing this,
we have a larger range for interpreting the words
presented to us in the unintelligible form of \evka
@ ior els év v.  The vocabulary of tragedy does not
offer any probable reading, but comedy offers one
obvious and exactly suitable. To supply the galley
with sails is, as we noted above, an absurd act on
the part of the Egyptians. The situation, and the
pretended purpose of Menelaus, are such that he
could not even ask for sails without betraying his
fraud. Yet sails are put in, apparently without the
asking, and even “ white ” sails, that is to say, fresh,
new, and fit for the long voyage which the Greeks
have really in view. It is the acme of that wilful
blindness, that voluntary subservience to deception,
which is displayed by the barbarians throughout this
business of the escape, and which converts the
description into a mere parody of romance, a piece of
comic humour. And to make the point clear, the
narrator is allowed to drop for a moment into plain
jest. He is made actually to say (with a wink, as
we might suppose) that the gratuitous sails are * for

t Acharn. 545 ff., cited above p. 247.
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a future day”—for the time when they would be
wanted, and are presently used; and he says it in
the vulgar tongue, the language not of tragedy, but
of comedy.

Such, and so defined, is the use of final assonance
in the iambic verse of the three tragic poets. The
examples above discussed, including all which I have
observed, except that of Heracles in the A/cests,
support what we advanced, that one repelztion of a
disyllable (or, muck more ravely, of a trisyllable) is
the limit which the poets will not exceed. Even
the recurrence of the assonance in a neighbouring
line', so that the same disyllable, or nearly the same,
appears as a termination thrice in four lines, is of
extreme rarity ; and three such, actually contiguous,
are, | believe, nowhere to be found. And now let
us listen again, as Euripides bids us, to the Heracles
of the Alestis (780):

Td Ovyrd mpaypar oldas Gy Ixe pvow;
olpar pev oV mofev ydp; dAN dxov' éuod.
Bporots dract karfavely ddeiderar,

kodk ot Bvyrav SoTis éferioTaTan,

v adpiov péAhovoarv € Buwoerar

16 Tis TUXYs yap addavés ol mpofyoerar,
xdor ov Sibaxrov odd dAlokerar...Tépy.
Tait olv dxovoas xai pabov éuol wdpa,

ewdpaive gavroy, mive,...
First, we have here, in effect, four repetitions of

assonance. Secondly, this effect is designed ; for

! Sce for example Persae 474, Antig. 1188, Medea 1182,
Helena 1533.
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although the run of the sentence might, if we suppose
the writer to be very careless, bring in é¢eilerar,
Bidoerar and mpoBijoerar, the introduction of émiora-
tau, which completes the sequence, would be perverse,
if it had not a purpose. Thirdly, the bad effect of
the rhyme is capped by the equally bad effect of
prematurely dropping it. Ugly as it is, after four
repetitions we come to expect that it will continue
until we reach some natural close. And in the fifth
line, the last of the five specially commended to our
hearing, the expected -era: does appear, but appears
too soon, in the fifth foot, so that réyvy, which
follows it and completes the verse, has the air of an
afterthought. It sounds as if the speaker really
meant to say

kdor ol Téxvy didarrov ot dNlokerar,

which would bring his favourite termination to the
right place. Having dropped the word 7éywy by
accident, he has to put it in at the end. And there
is reason to think that this is so, that Heracles is
quoting, or rather misquoting, from poetry, and
that his memory fails him. For if not, what do we
make of this ?—

“ra Gvyra wpdypar oldas Gy e dlow;”

olpar pév ol wibev Ydp ;

“Know you the nature of mortality?”

No, I suppose. How should you?

What is it that the slave cannot be expected to
know ? That people die? The suggestion seems
too stupid for drunkenness itself. What Heracles
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means is that the ignorant menial is not provided
with such apposite and philosophic reflexions, as
will occur to an educated person, acquainted with
literature, like himself. The verse

186 Omra mpdypar' oldas Gy Ier Pvow ;

shows by its language (oidas, for the normal olofa),
that either (as is more probable) it is actually cited
from an lonic poet, or (which is practically the same
thing) it is meant by Euripides to sound as if it
were.  We may suspect then that the common-
places which follow—

Bporots dmact xarbaver delderar,

ol {rte Bprdy Goris éerioTarat

™ avplov pméddovoar € Buicerar

70 Tijs TUXMs yap davis ol mpoSroerar

kdar’ ov Téry SidaxTov otd dAiokeras,
were also familiar maxims of the copy-book. To
popular saws the form of rhyme seems appropriate,
and we have noted cxamples elsewhere’.  But com-
bined like this, they make a torture to the ear,
especially since Heracles, who, we are told, has been
cheering his solitary repast with ** howls unmusical®”
is doubtless careful to enforce his wisdom by bawling
the verses, and particularly the rhymes, at the top
of his voice. Even comedy will hardly supply a
more extravagant example of this kind. It would
be received, by an audience trained upon Euripides
or Sophocles, with laughter and disgust,and is enough

! Sce above pp. 267, 271. ? 7. 760.
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in itself to deprive the scene and the personage of

all pretence to dignity.
Euripides, says a Greek commentator, “errs in

making the demi-god moralize when he is drunk
and would be apt rather to ridicule such reflexions
in another” : odk edAdyws 1OV Tjpwa eiorjyaye pihogo-
dodvra & péfy, bv éder kai dA\ov ¢ilocopoivros
dwamailew. Unfortunate Euripides!

Most readers, however, will not find it surprising
that a drunken man should try to be impressive and
succeed only in being ridiculous. But I must leave
it to those who think that the Heracles of the A/estis
is meant for a hero, a personage above the common
level, to account for the fact that he is here made
guilty of an offence in tone which apes, if it does
not rival, the Aristophanic performances of Di-
caeopolis and Strepsiades. And those again who
believe that, according to the conception and purpose
of Euripides, the demi-god, after this exhibition of
his quality, goes forth to an encounter with Death,
from whom he victoriously rescues the soul and body
of a self-devoted heroine,—these also have here
something to consider. It is for them to say how,
in that case, we should estimate the taste of the poet,
or of the Attic audiences, who, seeing, as they must
have seen, this trait and many other such in the

story, nevertheless continued to suppose that Euri-
pides meant to depict in it the circumstances of a
resurrection.



REMAINS OF PHRYNICHUS IN
TIHE PERSIANS OF AESCHYLUS.

“AccorpING to Glaucus On the Plots of 1eschylus,”
says the Greck prefatory note to the Persians, “this
play was composed upon the model of the Phoenissae
of Phrynichus. He alleges, zn/cr alia, the beginning
of the Plocnissac,

Of those who long ago from Persia marched,

These are..,
Only in Phrynichus it is a eunuch who begins by
announcing the defeat of Xerxes, and prepares
certain thrones for the assessors of the sovereignty,
whereas here the opening is spoken by a Chorus of
Elders. The scene of the play is at the tomb of
Darius, and the theme is as follows: NXerxes made
an cxpedition against Hellas [with a great power,
bringing with him cavalry without number and ships
one thousand two hundred and seven, or fourteen]’,
and after being defeated by land at Plataea and by
sea at Salamis, fled through Thessaly and passed
over into Asia”

This statement is in both parts remarkable
among the notes of this kind which are preserved to

! These clauses are not in the principal Ms.
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us : the first part for interest and precision, the latter
part, the summary of the Persians, for a degree of
falsity which, with every allowance for ignorance
and inattention, cannot easily be explained.

The Persians was exhibited in 472 B.C., seven
years after Plataea and eight after Salamis. It
followed therefore close upon the exhibition of the
Phoenissae of Phrynichus, which is assigned to the
year 476. The relation between the two plays was
evidently close and peculiar, going far beyond a mere
similarity of subject. What sort of resemblance is
meant by the expression ‘“composed on the model of
the Phoenissae” (ék Tov Powiorodv mapamemorijobal),
appears from the example cited. The commence-
ment of Phrynichus,

Tdd éori Mepody 7év wdhae Belyxdrov...,
is verbally paraphrased by that of Aeschylus,
Tdde pév Ilepaiv Tdv olyopévov....,

and the general resemblance of the openings was so
close that a difference of speakers is marked asanotice-
able exception. It is further implied, that this was
but one among other such parallels’. Aeschylus
then, it is plain, not only followed Phrynichus on
this occasion in the choice of a theme, but used his
play by way of pattern and material, and, far from
disguising this debt (which indeed in the circum-
stances would be impossible), was at pains to make
it conspicuous.

1 éxrifyo 8¢ xal Ty dpxiv...Note xai, “inter alia.”
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Now the Persians, as | propose to show, exhibits
certain phenomena which, without this information,
would be puzzling, but in the light of it are intelli-
gible and instructive. It contains some passages
which, as appears from internal evidence, cannot be
the pure and original work of Aeschylus, but must
come, in the main, from some other hand. Further
there is, in the structure of the play and the relation
of the story to historical fact, a certain difficulty and
inconsistency, such as would arise from the adaptation
of material not perfectly suitable to the plan ; and this
difficulty, upon examination, is found to inhere pre-
cisely in those passages which are marked by internal
evidence as of foreign origin. The prefatory note
illuminates and accounts for this state of things, and
indicates, as a near and natural source for the foreign
elements, the work of Phrynichus which was used as
a basis. Considering that we have elsewhere scarcely
a verse of tragedy from any predecessor or contem-
porary of Aeschylus, the specimens of Phrynichus,
which may thus be disengaged, are of some interest.

Conversely, the extant play throws light upon
the latter part of the prefatory note, and invests it
with an interest which otherwise it would not merit.
As a summary of the Persians, it is strangely and
perversely erroneous. The writer states, clearly
and explicitly, that, in “the play,” by which evidently
he means the play of Aeschylus, the battles of
Salamis and Plataea are combined together as con-
stituting the defeat of Xerxes, who, after this event
or these events, retreats and repasses into Asia. But
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according to fact, and also according to the Persans,
the return of Xerxes intervened between the battle
of Salamis and that of Plataea, which was fought,
after his return, by the army which he left in Greece.
In the Aeschylean play, which represents the arrival
of Xerxes at his palace, the event of Salamis is
narrated, but that of Plataea is still future, and is
the subject only of forecast and prophecy”. In these
circumstances we are moved to wonder how the
framer of the prefatory note in its present form,
who may have been ignorant or inattentive but had
no motive for falsehood, was led to make a statement
which is false not only to history but to Aeschylus.
The explanation I believe to be this. In the play
of Phrynichus, as appears from portions of it em-
bodied by Aeschylus, the historical facts really were
thrown into such a perspective as the note suggests.
The campaign under Mardonius, and the battle of
Plataea, were slurred over, sunk and embraced in one
defeat and retreat of Xerxes. This is not the plan of
the Perszans, but it was the plan of the Ploenissae ;
and to the Phoenissae we should refer the statement
in the note respecting ‘the theme of the play,”
although, in the course of transference from the
original authority to our extant writer, this truth has
been mistaken and misrepresented.

First then, we are to show that the Persians
comprises passages which were not originally com-
posed by Aeschylus.

! #0. 780—8z0. (The numbers are those of Dindorf’s Poefac
Scenicr, but 1 do not adopt his changes of the text.)
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The principal of these passages is the narrative
of the Persian retreat. It is in two portions. The
first (Persians 465—471) is attached without pause to
the story of the defeat at Salamis and its conclusion
in the massacre of Psyttaleia :

“ And Xerxes cried aloud to see the depth of the
woe ; for he had a seat commanding view of all
the host, upon a lofty hill near the main sea. He
torc his robes and shrilly wailed, and sending an
order quick to the armament on land, sped® them in
disordered flight.  Such is the Jamentable misfortune
which thou must add to what went before.”

Herc the narrative is interrupted by a lament
from Queen Atossa, after which, and in reply to
a question on her part, it continues thus (v. 480):

“And the remnant of the ships, under their
captains, took hasty flight, in no order, as the wind
might carry them. The rest of the host mean-
while was perishing, partly in Boeotia, where some
were lost in struggling for the spring water in their
thirst, while wc others, our breath all gasped away,
passed on into Phocis, and into the land of Doris,
and the bay of Malis, where Spercheus waters the
plain with kindly draught; and next the Achaean
soil received us, and the towns of Thessaly, scanted
as we were of food.  There most died of thirst
and of hunger, for there were both together. So
we came into Magnesia and the country of the
Macedonians, to the stream of Axius, the marshes

' Or “rushed away” ({yot). The ambiguity is perhaps not
insignificant.  Sce hereatter.
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and reeds of Bolbe, and the mountain of Pangaeus
in the land of Edonis. Here in a night God made
cold beyond the season, and froze all the river of
holy Strymon. He that never believed in gods
before, then offered supplication, with reverence to
earth and sky. Then, after many an invocation
done, the host passed over the ice-bound stream.
But only those of us, who set forth before the rays
of the Power in heaven were cast abroad, had the
hap to escape. For the sun’s bright orb, blazing
with light, loosed asunder the stream in the midst
with heat of flame; and they fell one upon another ;
and happy was the man who soonest cut off the
breath of his life. Those that were left and found
deliverance, having traversed Thrace with pain and
sore labour, came safely, some few, to the land of
their homes. Wherefore the Persian state may
bewail the loss of our country’s dearest manhood.
These things are true, though my tale has omitted
much of the woe which high Heaven hath hurled
upon Persia.”
465 Eéplys & dvdpwlev xaxdv 6pdv Bdbos:
&pav yop eixe mavtds ebayi oTpartod,
wmAov oxbfov dyxt welaylas dAds:
prifas 8¢ wémhovs kdvaxwxioas Avyv,
wel@ mapayyellas ddap oTpaTedpare,
470 o’ dxdopy v duyd. Toudvde oou
wpds ) wdpofe oupdopiv mdpa aTévew.
48 vadv 8¢ rayol Tdv Adheyupévev ovdyy
kat ofpov obk elkoopov alpovtar duyry:
orpards & 6 Aowrds & 71e Bowwrdy xfovi
SudAM, ol peév dudi kpmvaiov ydvos
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Siyy wovovrres, ol & v’ doBuaros xevol
Siexmepoper &s Te Dukéwy xbova

kai Awpi® alay, MyAia re xdAwov, oV
Smepxess dpder medlov ebpevel more:
xivresfev fuas yis "Axacddos médov

xai @egoaldv mohes vrermaviopévovs
Bopis ééfavr’+ évba & mAeioror Gdvoy
iy 1€ Apg T+ dpdpérepa yap v rdde.
Mayvyrigy 8¢ yailuv és Te Makedovay
xwpav dpwopeat’, ér' "Afwd mopov,
BoABys 6" @eov 8ovaxa, Hayyasv 7 opos,
'H8wvi® alav: vusri & é&v Tadry feos
Xepav' dwpov dpoe, myvvow 8¢ mav
péefpov dyvot Ztpupbrvos. Beovs 8¢ Tis
70 mpiv vopillwy otdapod Tér’ niyero
Airalot, yaiav olpavév Te mpookuvdy.

émel 8¢ moAda BeoxAvroy émavoaro
oTpards, mepg xpuvoTallomiya S mwipov-
XOoTIS pev udv, mpiv oxedachivar fead
axtivas, wppuiby, oecwopévos xupet.
PAéywr ydp adyais Aaumpds HAlov xixAos
péoov mopov duijke, Oeppaivav Proyi-
wiwrov & én dAAphoww: mimixe 8¢ Tol
doTis TdytoTa wvetp dméppniev Biov.
6oot 3¢ Aourol xdruyov cwryplas,

Oprixny wepdoarres poyis oG movy,
7Kovoy éxpuydvTes, ob moXlol Tuves,

éP’ éoTiobyov yalay: os oTévew molw
Hepoav, mobovoay phrdryy 48y xfovds.
radr’ lor dAnfi: moAld &' éxhelmw Aéywy

xaxov & Iépoais dyxaréoxner Geds.

That these passages have been touched by
Aeschylus is possible, and certainly cannot be dis-

proved

; but that they are his pure and original

composition, we are not free to suppose.

V. k.

19
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The principal, or most patent, ground for sus-
picion is that of metre, respecting which we may
say, not less truly than briefly, that these passages
violate every fundamental rule and practice of
Aeschylean versification. The prosody, the rules of
quantity, are those of Aeschylus, but in everything
else upon which the effect of verse depends, this
writer exemplifies what the way of Aeschylus is not.

First, as to word-division. The familiar rule, in
all the three tragic poets, is that every verse, with
exceptions so rare as to be negligible in the general
effect, must have word-division in one at least of two
places :

Tplev pév, & déomowa, | 70V wdvTos KakoT

davels dAdoTwp | ] xaxds dalpwv mwobév.
The exceptions are not only extremely rare, but
subject to various reservations, of which we will
here notice only two. Firstly, some of the irregular
lines (and this is a point specially interesting to us
here) have the appearance of quotation from older
poetry, for instance :

€lwov 8¢ ral mpiv, obx dvev Srjpov TdSe

mpdfays dv, odd¢ wep rpardv, wy kel wore

e’lfwy AE(I;S, E: 71'01; TL ’L?‘] TO:OV TI;XOL,

$émjAvdas Tydy amdhecas woAwl’
It is obvious to suspect that the last verse may be
proverbial, a quotation®. Secondly, in the majority

! Aesch. Supp. 398. The reading uv roiov is doubtful, but
possibly correct, “something other (than was calculated).”

* See also Aesch. Eum. 26, and Eur. Sugpl. 303, the first

a professed reminiscence (see the context), the second likely
to be a popular locution.
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of such lines the missing word-division is actually
marked in some way, however slightly, as it is in
that just cited by the separation of the preposition in
am-éheoas. All this, though the statistics are slightly
different for the three poets respectively, is true for
Aeschylus as well as his successors, including as
Aeschylean (for the moment) all instances in the
Persians not comprised in the story of the flight.
But this story, in both the component passages,
obeys an opposite rule, proper enough in itself, but
incompatible with that established by Aeschylus,—
that divisionless lines (as we will call them) are a
normal and desirable variation of the rhythm. In
forty-two verses there are six without division'; and
if in some a particular design may be supposed, in
others® it cannot. In four of the six® the regular
divisions have not the slightest mark, and in three
of them* (a thing equally remarkable in Aeschylus)
not any foot is divided between two words. There
is also a line of that rare type in which normal
division is represented only by an elision,

xwpay dpuwopeata, | ér’ "Afwl wopov®.

In short, the neglect, or rather avoidance, of
division is treated by this writer as a thing habitual
and commonplace, a regular variation. This point
is justly pressed by Palcy, who assigns to ‘‘another
hand " the first of our two passages and a portion

1
7

. 465, 409, 439, 501, 503, 509.

. 489, §Ol. ¥ . 465, 469, 503, 500.
4 e, 465, 409, 509. ' 7493

19—2
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(vv. 488 ff.) of the second, but calls them “inter-
polations,” and leaves us to suppose that they were
substituted for some different passage or passages,
which (ex /Aypothesz) must have originally occupied
the same place and function. The difficulty, or
rather impossibility, of saying by whom and with
what motive the work, as left by Aeschylus, can
have been so handled, is, I suppose, the reason why
the criticism of Paley has not been much regarded.
All his remarks here deserve careful attention.

Equally unlike Aeschylus is the method of
punctuation. In Aeschylus the stops, especially
the stronger stops, are found (1) regularly at the
verse-end or at one of the normal word-divisions,
(2) not unfrequently, as a variation, after the first
foot or in the middle of the second?, (3) rarely any-
where else. But these forty-two lines have two
strong stops after the fourth foot’, a liberal in-
fusion of minor varieties, and above all, one stop
which Aeschylus, so far as I can discover, never
exhibits, and which is indeed inconsistent with the
regular movement of his verse :

kal Awpi® olay, M\ Te koAmov, | ob
Smepxeads dpde wedlov edpever word.

Irregular also is the resolution of long syllables
(vv for -), types of which, rare in Aeschylus, are
here not rare®. The effect of all this is to give the

Y Persae 391, 409.

* vv. 470, 497. In all the rest of the play I find but two
other such, #v. 180, 454.

3 . 491, 492, 501.
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verse a movement widely different from any other
part of the play, or any passage of Aeschylus else-
where.

Now if this peculiarity of rhythm stood alone, we
might perhaps suppose’it an artifice, designed to
represent by the disorder of the sound the confusion
of the disorderly flight. Whether this, as an artistic
motive, would be adequate, and whether a composer
could if he would, or would if he could, thus change
in a moment his principles of metre, are questions
which we may set aside. For the peculiarity of
rhythm does not stand alone. We have to ask why
the composer, at the same moment, should adopt a
different notion of poetry, an imagination different
in species and order. And why another language ?
And why, above all, should he assume for these
few minutes a conception of the story discrepant
from the rest of his work, and likely, as he else-
where admits, to give a false impression of his
meaning ?

First then, the style, the quality of imagination,
is not that of Aeschylus. I do not say that it is
inferior ; it is in its own way powerful and impressive ;
but Acschylean it is not.

The style of Aeschylus, especially in descriptive
passages, is signally bold and picturesque in imagery,
full of decoration, richly adorned with phrases and
points not copied from the object or the fact, but
supcradded to it for the sake of dignity. Let us
take specimens only from the narrative of the battle,
the narrative which immediately precedes this story
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of the flight. The straits of Salamis are *sea-
sounding,”

Ikmhovs puidooay kai mopovs dAippdfovs,

not for the sake of fact, but because to call them
so heightens the tone. The sunlight “ dies” (¢éyyos
7\ov karépliro); the Persian officers are ““masters
of arms” (ém\wv émordrys); day comes ““with white
steeds” (Aevkdmwhos fuépa), and ‘fair-bright to the
eye” (eddeyyys iew); the trumpet ““blazes over” the
Greek quarters (mdvr’ ékelv’ émépheyer) ; the Persian
cheer is like the talk of the waves (Ilepaidos yAdoons
pdfos); the massacre of the drowning is “like the
spearing of tunny-fish” (@ore #rvovs); night has a
“ darkened eye” (kehawijs vukrds oppa); the island of
Psyttaleia is “the haunt of dancing Pan” (v ¢ ¢théxo-
pos Ilav éuBaree). These are but specimens of a
habit which every reader of Aeschylus will recognize
as characteristic, and which any Aeschylean narrative,
such as that of the beacons in the Agamemnon, or
the wanderings of Io in the Promethens, will illustrate
copiously. But where does this habit appear in our
forty-two lines ? The vocabulary of the writer is
doubtless decorative : he uses many words (such as
kpvoraomy€) which could not appear in prose,—and
some, as we shall see, which are scarcely natural to
the dialogue of Aeschylus. But in thought he is not
decorative ; he is precise, realistic, a man who writes
with his eye on the object. In all the forty-two lines
there is not, so far as I can perceive, a single touch
which is not literal matter of fact, or at least so
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intended, unless we class as such the title of Power
(feds) bestowed on the sun’, but this too, as the
context shows, is meant literally. By merely alter-
ing words, by changing ydvos to S8wp, feokhvrav to
evxduevos, and so on, sentence after sentence might
be turned into prose. But try this experiment on the
beacons or the storm in the Agamemnon, or on the
battle of Salamis in this play. And again, the style
of Aeschylus is full of metaphors, 7éuevos aifépos,
pedpa oTpatod, xakdv wélayos, ouugopa dvrion-
kovoa, ppafavres 6mhois déuas®; of adjectives purely
ornamental, ednperpos, ebdeyyns (Huépa), enpuyor
(Opacos), xakkdoropa (éuBola), evyalkos®, of figures
purely imaginative, such as olpwyy xareiyer dAa,
“wailing took possession of the sea‘.” But our writer
has nothing of the kind; for a poet, a forcible poet,
a descriptive poet, he is remarkably bare and plain.
In the whole piece there is scarcely a superfluous
word, and absolutely nothing in the way of decora-
tive imagination, unless it be imaginative to speak
of woe as deep or drink as Amd/y°. The freezing of
the Strymon, as a natural or miraculous phenomenon,
may be incredible; but for the writer evidently it
is a fact, and he describes it simply as fact, giving
in plain terms exactly what he supposes to have
happened, without any excursion of thought or
fancy whatsoever. His conceptions and colouring
arc those of a historian, and with Aeschylus he has

1 p. 502. 2 Persae 365, 412, 433, 436, 456.
* b 376, 387, 394, 415, 457. * ib. 426.
7. 465, 487.
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nothing in common except the vocabulary common
to verse.

In the mere vocabulary and grammar there
is little or nothing which might not come from
Aeschylus. But this we should expect if the piece
were by a contemporary. Average pieces of Euri-
pides and Sophocles will show no decisive discrepancy
of this kind. A little divergence there is, not in itself
noticeable, but significant in the whole estimate. On
the one hand, the diction of our writer is all drawn
from the common fund of poetry. There are no
words of original stamp, such as one might suppose
never to have been so used before or again, words like
Sudmoos (in the sense sailing to and fro) or rooovr-
dpifuos (so many in number)', a species of which
Aeschylus is prolific. But on the other hand, the
common stock of poetry is employed in our passage
with less discrimination of quality than we generally
find in Aeschylus. The eightylines describing the first
part of the battle®, while they do present the highly
characteristic compounds just cited,do not present any
word which we might not naturally expect in the dia-
logue of tragedy, any word which one would naturally
rank as lyrical®. But ddap, guzckly, is such a word;
dyxt, ovdnp, and pdyis?, though warranted or warrant-
able, are on the border-line; so is péefpov, instead of
pelfpovr. Not one of them, nor all together, would
deserve remark in a passage otherwise normal; but

1 0. 382, 432. ? po. 353—432.

® kvédas is perhaps an exception, but it has authority.

* 9. 509, if we can trust the Ms.



Phrynickus and The Persians 297

if it is thought that the proportion is not more
than might be expected, let an experiment be made
on any equal piece of Aeschylean dialogue taken at
random. My own conclusion, after experiments, is
that our writer, in respect of vocabulary, is less in-
ventive than Aeschylus, and a little less punctilious
in choice. He seeks variety by the use of rare
material, Aeschylus rather by original combination
of common material’.

But about all such points, and about the range
of variation which may be expected in the same
author, individual judgements will differ. Metrical
and linguistic cvidence alone, though it may favour
an opinion upon authorship, can seldom constitute a
proof. What clinches the argument here, and does,
in my judgement, complete a proof against the author-
ship of Aeschylus, is the discrepancy of substance
and statement between this passage and the play as
a whole.

This story of the flight is in some things reticent
and ambiguous, notably so as to the personal move-
ments of Xerxes, but in one thing it is perfectly
clear. It purports, beyond possibility of question, to
account for the whole Persian armament, both naval
and military. The narrator professes indeed to be
summary, and to have ‘omitted many disasters®”;
but this remark only strengthens the impression that
his relation covers the whole of what is foreshown

! Sce further Paley, who notes several peculiarities not remark-
able singly, but collectively significant.
T 513
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in the first announcement—* The host of Asia is
utterly destroyed,” orpards mis 6Awke BapBdpwr'—
the final loss and annihilation, as a belligerent force,
of the entire expedition. The disastrous retreat
which he describes is expressly attributed to the
whole armament with the exception only of the ships?;
nor is there anywhere the least suggestion that the
generality of this term is subject to any further
abridgement. No one could suppose, and the com-
poser certainly does not conceive, that the stronger,
if not larger, portion of the Persian army may still
be left in Greece, to expect a second campaign in
the following year. Yet this was the situation at
the time supposed, both in fact and according to the
play of Aeschylus.

Nor has this inconsistency escaped the notice
of Aeschylus himself. The subsequent dialogue
between the ghost of Darius and the Persian coun-
cillors has been curiously framed so as to diminish
the objection as far as possible’. The councillors
look forward to revenge. “We shall send,” they
say, ‘“a picked force, light and easily moved.”
‘“Nay,” says the prophetic spirit, “not even that
army, which now remains in Greece, shall find
safe return.” “What mean you?” exclaims the
respondent in natural surprise. “Does not the whole
armament of Asia pass from Europe over the Strait
of Helle?” “Few out of the many, if we may trust

1

2. 255.
* v, 480 ff. vadv Tayol,...c7pards 6 Aouwds.

* oo, 795 ff.
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prophecy,” answers Darius, and proceeds to reveal
the future disaster of Plataea:
XO0. n&s elmas; ob yap wav orparevpa BapBdpwy
mepg Tov "EAAys mopfuov Edpumns amo;
AA.  waipol ye woMav, el Ti wioTevoar feav

xp Qeoddroae.

The question, it will be observed, is ambiguous,
and more distinctly so in Greek than in English.
The tense—Do they not pass? od mepa ;—may
refer cither to present time or future—A4re they not
passing ? or Awre they not destincd to pass ?7—and
according as it is construed will imply or not imply
that the speakcr now hears for the first time of an
army left in Greece. Prima facie, it would bear
the present sense, but Darius takes and answers
the question as referring to the future. Clearly
this ambiguity is deliberate: the composer is steer-
ing with some care round a difficulty created by the
original narrative of the flight.

But why was the difficulty created, or permitted
to exist?  Doubtless it is dramatically proper and
nccessary that the episode of Plataea should be
reserved entire for the revelation of the ghost; and
for mere omission this would sufficiently account.
We should not expect, according to the plan of the
Persians, that the narrative of Salamis would lay any
stress upon possible developments of the enterprise,
or perhaps even point to them at all. But neither
could we cxpect that the author, having in mind
the event of the year 479, and intending to make
use of it, should, of his own motion and without
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prompting, compose a narrative which, upon the
face of it, excludes the possibility of such an event,—
and this although his audience knew the facts. For
“what conceivable purpose should he thus mislead
them as to the scope of his work and its relation
to history? That the story is not reconcilable
with history is indeed in itself a thing of little or
no significance. A poet, even in matter of history,
may suppose almost anything that he pleases. What
is significant is the inconsistency with the Perszans,
that is to say, with Aeschylus. Paley has perhaps
impaired the force of his striking observations by
combining or confounding these different objections.
If the narrative agreed with the Perszans, we might
dismiss with small concern difficulties based upon the
actual practice of the Empire in the transmission
of despatches. These things Athenian poets and
audiences could ignore. But it is another thing to
find Aeschylus cutting away the foundation of his
own scenes.

In my opinion, this discrepancy of substance,
taken with the suspicious details of workmanship,
compels the inference that the narrative of the flight
is imported into the play of Aeschylus from some
other source ; and the adoption of it must be due to
Aeschylus himself, since for subsequent interpolation
of this kind there could be no motive or opportunity.
The source, and the motive for adoption, we could
not guess, were it not for the evidence of the
preface, that the play was a confessed imitation of
the Phoenissae. This being so, it was natural that
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some of the original work, if any adaptable piece
could be found, should be actually embodied and
retained, as an acknowledgment and compliment
to the originator. Of plagiarism, we should remark,
there could be no question. The fact that Aeschylus
followed the lead of Phrynichus was palpable, and,
considering the close proximity of time, one might
even suppose that he did so with consent. At all
events he did it without disguise; and therefore,
the nearer he could keep to the track, and the more
he could adopt of the model, the better and the less
invidious would be his rclation to the predecessor.
The Phoenissae, we must remember, was not a
failure, but a success. Fifty years later, the lyrics
in it were still remembered and repeated with
affection’. The design of Aeschylus, as appears
by the conspicuous borrowing noted in the preface,
was not to obliterate the preceding work, but to
put beside it a parallel though dependent work, in
his own different and probably much more dramatic
manner. To avoid the appearance of hostility was
the part of prudence, to say nothing of taste; and
for this purpose nothing could be more effective than
to include some considerable adaptations.

Now there is no difficulty in conceiving a play,
to which the narrative of the flight, as given in the
Persians, would be strictly appropriate, a play in
which the naval victory at Salamis, the Athenian
victory, was treated as practically final, and the sequel,
Plataea and all, was dismissed summarily in a vague

! Arnistoph. Hasgs 219 f.
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outline of rout. Such a plan might well be adopted
by an Athenian composer—provided that he kept
to it—even when the sequel and whole event were
actually known. And moreover it is possible that
Phrynichus, when he planned the Phoenzssae, was
without this knowledge. It may have been written,
or shaped, as early as the autumn of 480 3.c., before
it was known or could be known that the Persians
had resolved to try their fortunes again, and when
the Greeks doubtless hoped, and perhaps believed,
that the whole land-force would forthwith retreat,
as it does in our story of the flight.

At all events there are indications that the
Phoenissae, whenever written, presented the story
in this light. First the title, proving that the
Chorus were “ Women of Phoenicia,” shows that
the destruction of the navy, in which their country-
men served, was the principal subject of the piece.
The Phoenicians had nothing to do with Plataea.
And secondly, as we noted above, the preface to
the Persians describes such a play, a play showing
how Xerxes, defeated by land and sea, fled by way
of Thessaly and the Hellespont into Asia. The
compiler of the preface appears to think that the
play so described is the Persians. 1 should be the
last to insist on the virtues of these prefaces, in
which valuable information is mixed with all sorts
of error. But so prodigious and gratuitous a false-
hood seems to demand explanation, and will obtain
it, if we attribute the description to the play of
Phrynichus, and suppose it to be derived, but with
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misapplication, from the book On the Plots of
Aeschylus, in which the two plays were compared.

Why Aeschylus, if desirous to adopt some con-
spicuous passage from his predecessor, chose this
one, is easily guessed. It is precisely at this point
that the rough style of the insertion (for the style
is rough) is most effective in contrast with his own
stateliness. The juncture, though it is not perfectly
artistic, and though it involves some disturbance of
the Aeschylean plan, is telling at the moment, and
would readily be accepted under the circumstances
of the composition.

The seam, in the Ms. text, is a little more
distinctly visible than in some modern editions.
The narrator of the flight pauses after mentioning
the order of Xerxes for the retreat of the land-force,
and resumes his story in answer to a question from
Atossa as to the fate of the fleet. But he begins his
reply irregularly with an Azd':

vagy 8¢ Tayol TGV Aedetppévwr gudyy....

This 8¢ was of course long ago' changed to ye, but
the correction cannot be allowed as certain, in view
of the fact that another 8¢, not normal and not thus
corrigible, appears in another place, where the very
words of Aeschylus suggest that he is arranging
material not quite obedient to his purpose. '‘ Now
go back” says Atossa to the narrator, when he has
given the roll of the captains slain at Salamis, “Go

' Robortello, but see on the contrary Hermann, Paley and
others. A ye, though intelligible, is not pleasing.
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back, and tell me this. 4#d what was the number
of the Greek ships, that they dared to contend with
the Persian armament ?”
ardp ¢pdoov po. Tobr dvacTpéfas mdAw:
wéoov 8¢ whfbos v vedv EAMpilov’;
The conjunction here is admissible, but it is not
usual®>. After 7odro, Z4ds, one would expect simply
wdaov w\fjfos; Nor is it hypercritical to ask why
Atossa should speak of “going back,” as if the
present question came out of its place. There is
no earlier point in the dialogue at which it should
or might more naturally have been asked. But all
is accounted for if the composer is following and
remodelling a known text, the track of which he
has quitted and here re-enters. Just such slight
irregularities, as are these two conjunctions, might
be looked for in a work produced, however skilfully,
by such a method. If the verse
wéoov 8¢ wAijfos v vedv EXpidov;

comes from Phrynichus, it presumably required, in
its original context, the copula which, in the present
context, is only possible.

It is noticeable, and has been often noticed?, that,
in the answer to this question about the numbers
of the contending fleets, Aeschylus insists on his
accuracy in regard to the Persians, and appears
to be correcting somebody’. The mere existence
of discrepant statements would hardly account for

1 oo, 333 ff.
* See examples cited by Paley after Peile.
* Paley, ad Joc. * 9. 341 xai yap olba.
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this not very graceful attitude in a poet. But it
is excusable, perhaps necessary, if Aeschylus here
varies, upon an important point, from a poet whose
work he uses and professes to follow. Among all
competitors for the honour of the observation
Phrynichus should certainly be preferred.

The next question of Atossa, which calls for and
produces the narrative of Salamis, suggests by its
language one of several doubts which we cannot
scttle.  * How did the clash of the ships begin?
Tell me. Was it the Greeks who attacked first,
or was it my son, contemptuously confident in
numbcrs?”

rlves karjpfav, morepov "EXAqves, pdxys,

» -~y 7 , ’ ~
1} WAL €pOS, 1r)\77(9u KG.TO.'UXT;(ICIC Vewy

In the last verse the normal word-division (in kar-
avyraas) is not regularly, but only slightly, marked.
Of course this may signify nothing. The licence,
as a licence and rarity, is Aeschylean, and may or
may not be here duc to adaptation or imitation of
Phrynichus. But the //ocnessae must have contained
a story of Salamis —very different in style, we may
he sure, from that of the AZcrsians—and a similar
question leading up to it If the mals éuds, my son,
were attributable to the predecessor, we should have
to suppose that he too had an Atossa. There is
no evidence (so far as [ can perceive) either for or
against the supposition.  And generally, the extent
and limits of borrowing or imitation are beyond our
discovery.  There is however one passage where

V. E. 20
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such influence is probable, because it exhibits that
discrepant view of the story and situation, which
belonged to the work of Phrynichus. It is the first
general announcement of the disaster :

& yis dwdons *Acwidos woliopara,

& Mepois ala kal wols whovrov Ayajy,

os &v d mAnyR karédfaprar wolds

oABos, 10 Mepady & dvfos oiyerar meadv.

dpot, kakdv pdv mpoTov dyyéAdew xakd-

Suws & dvdayky mav dvarrifar wdbos,

époar orpards yip wis dAwhe BapBdpwvt.
The last words, “QOur whole armament is lost,”
though inconsistent with the situation in the Perszans,
placed in time between the campaign of Xerxes
and that of Mardonius, would of course not in them-
selves afford ground for suspecting an alien influence.
They would pass for the exaggeration of grief. But
in the actual circumstances of the composition, they
are more probably due to adaptation; and to the
same source therefore, to adaptation or imitation of
Phrynichus, we should probably assign the irregular,
though expressive, phrase :

s & wd mAnyy xar-épbaprar woAds

oA Bos.
But neither is the passage pure Phrynichus, if we
estimate that poet from the story of the flight. The
phrases wide haven of wealth and Persia's fallen
Sower exhibit precisely that note of Aeschylus in
which the “ Flight” is signally deficient. Thus, as a

L oo, 249 ff.
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wholc, the passage confirms that impression of the
relation between the two poets, which is suggested
by the specimen cited in the preface :—the Persians
was in part and to some extent a #ifacimento of the
Phoenissae, following it actually in words and phrases;
but even in these parts the material was worked
over, and converted into something essentially differ-
ent. Large portions of the play, and the most im-
portant, such as the dream of Atossa, the narrative
of Salamis and Psyttaleia, and the whole part of
Darius, are doubtless Aeschylus pure and simple.
And, in pcneral, the relics of the predecessor
are probably confined to words, phrases, and other
tessellae,—everywhere but in the story of the flight.
Here, 1 think, we have certainly more, some forty
lines of Phrynichus, which Aeschylus may have
touched indeed, but cannot have altered much, or
they would not be so bare, as they are, of all that is
characteristic of his hand.  Small as it is, the speci-
men serves to illustrate what Aristophanes means
when he speaks of the ‘“solemn phrase” of tragedy
as the original product of Aeschylus'; it serves to
show how very much, which extant tragedy makes
us conceive as fundamental, was so established by
Aeschylus first and singly. Phrynichus, a contem-
porary, had a widely different notion of the way to
write iambic verse; and, if these fragments are near
his average, he was far indeed from pomp and from
majesty. The work is fine in its own way, very

v Frogs 1005 f.
)

20—2
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fine, as we should expect it to be, if it comes from
Phrynichus. The author of

Bépbns 8 dvdpofer xaxdy Spiv Bdbos,
and of

wirroy § &’ dAMjlowowe ydTixer 8¢ Tou

doris rdyora mvevy' dméppniev Siov,
had great gifts, both of thought and speech. But
they were different from those of Aeschylus; nor
did he comply with some of the technical rules,

which Aeschylus imposed both on himself and his
successors.



THE LADY OF COS.
A STUDY IN THE SOURCES OF HERODOTUS®

Tur purpose of this essay is to prove, in two
cases of spccial interest, the truth of a proposition
which, taken generally, is not likely to be disputed :
that Herodotus depended, for some part of his many
statements and anecdotes of which the source is not
obvious, upon the evidence of public monuments.
That he was a diligent visitor of the places where
such monuments were collected is as plain, in all
parts of his work, as that he was not an explorer
of archives, not even of such modest repositories as
certainly existed and were accessible in his time.
Explicit refcrence to the monuments, and professed
quotation, we should not expect from him; it would
be inconsistent with the tone and manner of his
narrative.  But for all that, it may be possible in
some instances to trace his proceedings and even to
recover his texts, as we may see from the parallel
case of the treatment which he applies to literature.

! Reprinted (by permission) from the Classical Revfew, Vol.
xvi1 (1903).
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To quote poetry for decorative purposes formally
and openly, after the fashion of Cicero and Plutarch
and generally of all writers accustomed to libraries,
is not the practice of Herodotus nor suitable to his
colouring.  Yet not only is it visible that, in the
treatment of topics which are akin to popular poetry,
he is profoundly influenced by it both in thought and
style; but not unfrequently it will be seen, upon closer
inspection, that his imitations are, in all but form,
quotations, the poetical material being reproduced
so exactly that we can with ease reverse the com-
poser’s process and restore the metre which he has
turned into prose. For example, when he writes

(8. 3),

3 g N\ ~ 4 > € 3 ~ 7’ 7
dvrifdvrov 8¢ v cuppdywy, elkov of *Abyvaior, uéya memompévor
wepretvar Ty "BANd8a, kai yvdvres, €l oracidaovot wepl s yepovins,
e A
ws droléerar 1) ‘EANds, 8p0d. voebvres+ ardois yap Eududos molépov

.1 s ’ ’ / 3 o ’ 3 7
6L0PpOVEOVTOS TOTOUTY KAKLOV €0TL, 60W ToNepos elprjrys,

the change of style and vocabulary in the final
sentence does not escape the ear, and the conjecture
is obvious that this change is due to the imitation of
a proverb in verse. But the truth is, that the very
words of the gnomic poet are before us:
. 6pbo. voedyres-
elprs yap Sow mwepos, [roca@le] xdkiov
Eupvdos molépov ordows éoriv Spogpovéovros.

Two entire hexameters has the historian consciously
or unconsciously reproduced without the change of

a syllable, except the necessary translation of
Tooo@de into the corresponding prose-form TogOVUTY.
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Nor is it only gnomic poetry proper which furnishes
material for such treatment. The maxims of Attic
tragedy are also susceptible of it. Thus in that
banquet at Thebes (9. 16), which is perhaps the
most tragic in feeling of all incidents in the history,
the Persian guest is made to express his useless
foreknowledge of disaster in these terms:

Eéive, 3 T Bel yevéobar éx 10D feod, durjxavov drorpéfar dvlpumey-
ot yip mord Aéyovat i0éle melfeolar obdels. Tadra 8¢ Mepoéwv
\ ’ ’ s » ’ » , ,
ovxvol émwrduevor émdpefa avaykaly évdedepévor Exbiorn 8¢ 88tm
dori Tdv dv dvBpdmoiot adTy, oAl Ppovéovra undevos xparéerv.

Here those words which belong only to the special
occasion, the sentence ravra 8¢...év8edeuévor, are
genuine prose, original prose, which, like other such
composition, cannot be converted into metre of any
sort without changing the substance. But the
general maxims, with which the speech begins and
ends, are not such prose, as the very sound and
feeling of them betrays. The second is a transcript
of two verses from tragedy :

38w & & dvbpdmocy éxfiom [wéle]

alvmy), ¢povoivra woAAd pndevds xpateiv,
The mé\e, characteristic of the proverbial style in
tragedy, Herodotus could not borrow, but must
translate ; nor could he dispense, like the poet, with
the article rév. But so far as he possibly could,
he borrows the very words, not shunning even the
palpably poetical turn of the phrase ¢povovrra moAAd.
Having seen this, we may fairly suspect that the
preceding maxim also imitates poetry not only in
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tone (this is plain) but in words; and the suspicion
is confirmed, as the reader may ascertain, by the
facility with which the sentence will run into hexa-
meters.

Now such remarks, in themselves merely curious,
point the way to possible observations of higher
interest.  Literature in whatever shape, dramas,
tales, moralities, was not the only kind of metrical
composition with which our historiographer was
familiar, nor the most nearly related to his purpose.
The sacred places of Hellas were already full of
monuments, interesting to the enquirer and ex-
plained not unfrequently by inscriptions in metre.
What we now see is this: that where Herodotus
made use of such, as we may presume that he
occasionally did, there is a likelihood, from his
habits of composition, that we may learn from his
work more than he designed to tell us. We may
expect that a narrator, whose taste and memory
prompted him to verbal fidelity in the adapting of
mere decorations, will deal sometimes not less
faithfully with verses which furnished the very
foundation of his story. If so, he will supply us
with an instrument of no small importance, especi-
ally in our dearth of such instruments, for criticising
and estimating his method.

In his account of the battle of Plataea there is
one incident, which, both in the character of the
facts and in the manner of telling, presents a remark-
able contrast to the rest of the narrative. For the
most part, indeed everywhere else, that account is
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merely such as from the means open to Herodotus
we might expect it to be: it includes nothing, and
pretends to no exactness, which may not fairly be
accounted for by popular tradition. For example,
while Herodotus claims to have, as he well might
have, a clear and tolerably complete knowledge of
the military movements on the Greek side, those on
the Persian side are left vague and obscure. The
story is made less intelligible, but more authentic,
by a dcfect corresponding to the natural limits of
his information. In few places is there any minute-
ness of detail, and in these, for the most part, only
with regard to incidents which, like the parading
of the corpse of Masistius or the mutiny of
Amompharetus, must or might be widely known,
and might therefore naturally be learnt by that sort
of enquiry which, in reference to transactions within
memory, Herodotus seems to profess. One incident,
and onc only, is otherwise related, related with a
fulness of detail such as could be really warranted only
in an cye-witness; and this is the more remarkable,
inasmuch as the particular fact is of such a nature,
that at first sight we cannot easily imagine any
probable way in which the details could be preserved.

When the Barbarians had been laid low by the Hellenes at
Plataca, there approached to them a woman, the concubine of
Pharandates the son of Teaspis a Persian, coming of her own will
from the enemy, who, when she perceived that the Persians had
been destroyed and that the Hellenes were the victors, descended
from her carriage and came up to the Lacedemonians while they

were yet among the slaughter.  She had adorned herself with
many ornaments of gold, and her attendants likewise, and had
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put on the fairest robe she had. And when she perceived that
the director of all things there was “ Pausanias,” being before well
acquainted with his name and birth, which she had heard often,
she knew him for who he was, and taking hold of his knees she
said thus: “O king of Sparta, deliver me thy suppliant from the
slavery of the captive: for thou hast also done me service hitherto
in destroying these, who have regard neither for demigod nor yet
for god. I am a native of Cos, the daughter of Hegetorides son
of Antagoras; and the Persian took me by force in Cos and kept
me a prisoner.” He made answer thus: “Woman, be of good
courage, both for that thou art a suppliant, and for that perchance
thou speakest true, and art the daughter of Hegetorides the Coan,
who is happily my best friend of all that dwell in those parts.”
Having thus spoken, for the time he gave her in charge to those
Ephors who were present, and afterwards sent her away to Aegina,
whither she herself desired to go

If we compare this story with the context, we
must be sensible of the contrast above indicated,
and shall see reason for asking why, of this par-
ticular scene, concerning people of no importance
and not elsewhere mentioned, Herodotus claims
to be far more exactly informed than of anything
else which passed upon the Plataean field. No
other scene is presented with anything like this
completeness of persons and properties: chariot,
jewels, dress, attendants, ephors. That Herodotus
thought himself at liberty to invent all this, no one,
who will study at length his account of the battle
and sequel, will easily suppose. From what witness
then did he derive it? Not from any witness, but
from a document, a document of which part, but a
part only, was in writing and is reproduced by the

' 9. 76; translation of G. C. Macaulay, slightly modified.
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historian with the utmost exactness compatible with
his manner of using it. The speech of the rescued
lady to Pausanias has been copied closely and care-
fully, word after word, from a version in five hexa-
meters. Here is the original':
*Q) Backed Zmaprys, Aboal p' ixérw [Sopidsfrrov]
Sovhootvys. ob yip & 68 Gmoas Tove8 amolésoas,
Tovs oty [fpwwv?] ob fedv dmw [ovrw'] éxovras.
Kgn 8 elui yévos, Bvydrmp ‘Hynropidao
'Avraydpao* Bip 8 AeBiv K¢ p' dyev & Leépas.
And here is the transcript of Herodotus:

*Q Bacihed Swdprys, Aoal pe Ty ikérw alypalarov Sovhoovvys:
ab ydp kai & T8¢ dwmoas Tovode dmohéoas, Tols olre Sarpovwy ovire
Oedv omw Exovras. elui 88 yévos piv Ky, Ovydrgp 8¢ "Hynropiew
Tod "Avraydpen.  Biy 8¢ pe AaBuv év K§ elye 6 Iépoys.

[t appears that 8opu\vjwrov, the only word not
admissible in prose, has been translated (as wé\e. to
éori in the before-cited fragment of tragedy) into
the precisely equivalent ailyu-aldérov, a translation
which also has the desirable effect of obliterating
the close of a hexameter. With the same purpose
ovrwa is dropped; in the other three verses the
effect is accomplished, or rather accomplishes itself,
by the mere substitution of the Herodotean forms
for the epic. The epic locative K@ in the last verse

! The words in brackets are inferred from the text of Hero-
dotus, but not found in it. In 9. 3 Tovs ovre Sauovwy (Herodotus)
points prima facie to Tois ob dawuoriwv. But it is doubtful whether,
even for metrical convenience, Sawdviov could be used at this date
(cire. 475 B.C.): fpwwv was suggested to me by Sir R. C. Jebb.
Possible also are avriféwv and jubéwv: see L. and Sc. s. vv.
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becomes of course év K@ ; some less common term
(%pws ?) is replaced by the normal Saipwy ; the article
(mjv . 1, 7ob . 5) is inserted where prose requires
it and verse rejects; and a few additional conjunc-
tions (kai, 7, 7€, pév, 8¢), natural to common speech,
complete the disguise sufficiently. We notice how-
ever that the disguise is not quite perfect ; for, as in
the tragic proverb the poetical phrase ¢povir molhd,
so here the poetical combination aixudlwros Sov-
Moodvn remains to a careful ear perceptible, though
the narrator doubtless felt, and with reason, that in
a scene of so much passion and pathos it would not
offend. We may notice also, as a justification, if
any were needed, for the historian’s fidelity, that
even this change of a word, necessary though it is,
slightly obscures the connexion of the whole as
framed by the original composer; for Sopi-Mjmrov
points forward to AaBdv in the final verse, which
the substituted aiyudAwrov does not. ’

Now upon observing this, we might at first
suspect that the whole story is taken from an
original in verse, a thing in itself by no means
inconceivable or even improbable. But such is not
the fact; for this speech is the only portion sus-
ceptible of such re-translation, a thing not otherwise
to be naturally explained but by supposing that this,
and this only, is a translation. We may try the
experiment upon the preceding sentence—

bpéaa 8¢ wdyra éxelva Siémovra Tlavoaviny, Tpdrepdy Te T6 ovvopa
demoTapéry kal Ty wdTpny, doTe woAddris akovoaca, fyvw Te TOV
Havoaviyy kai AaSopérn Tédv yovvdrwv Eeye Tade—
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where a very brief inspection will prove that restora-
tion of metre is impracticable. Even the reply of
Pausanias, which might well be expected to follow
the model, if model there were, exhibits such hope-
less material as this—bs éuot fewos pdhiora Tvyydre
éwv TGV mepL keivovs Tovs Ydpovs olknuévwr. The
speech of the lady therefore, and nothing more,
Herodotus had before him in hexameter verse; but
this he derived from a source so authentic that he
thought fit to preserve it textually.

Now the problem so presented, at first sight
puzzling, becomes, I think, not difficult of solution,
when wc note that the narrative, full as it i1s, contains
nothing which would not be given by a picture of
the principal situation, a picture in the Greek style :
the lady upon her knees before the *“king,” Persian
corpses upon the ground (one of them named,
dapavddrns Tedomios), two maids on the one side
balancing two cphors on the other (these also
identified by their costume or by lettering), and the
chariot for a background. Such a representation,
drawn or in bas-relief, with an inscription explain-
ing its purport, the hcroine of the story seems to
have dedicated, in gratitude for her escape, at some
temple in Aegina. Hence the historian is able to
say that to Aegina she was sent; and we see that
this is just all that he can tell of her subsequent ad-
ventures,—except indeed that Aegina was ** whither
she wanted to go.” not an extravagant inference
from the fact that thither she went. That the
declarations of her speech, as inscribed, were the
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cause of Pausanias’ clemency is also a fair inference
from the mention of them; and Herodotus accord-
ingly expresses this in his usual manner, by a speech
assigned to the king, which acknowledges the name of
Hegetorides as one which especially appeals to him.

As to this name, however, the historian has
followed a construction of the document which,
were it not for his authority, would be disputable.
He assumes that, in the verse, ‘HynropiSao ’Avra-
vépao is the genitive of ‘Hymropidns ’Avraydpao
‘“ Hegetorides, son of Antagoras,” as of course it
might be; and perhaps he knew of such a “ Hege-
torides” otherwise. But he gives no sign of such
knowledge ; and, as an interpretation of the docu-
ment, [ should certainly have otherwise preferred
“Antagoras, son of Hegetor,” taking ‘“Hegetorides”
as a patronymic. Nor, as it is, should I absolutely
discard this interpretation, although, or perhaps
because, it would curiously illuminate the king’s
acquaintance with the name of his ‘“best of friends.”
That he commended the lady to the ephors is more.
certain; it would appear in the picture from his
attitude. That Pharandates was the Persian captor
Herodotus deduced, and properly, from the other-
wise irrelevant assignment of that name to one of
the corpses; and the place, Plataea, was indicated
sufficiently by the name of the king. The rich
attire of the suppliants was visible upon them, the
“gold” no doubt actually gilded; and we may go
with Herodotus in supposing, all things considered,
that it was their best. Nor need we object to his
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prudent and highly characteristic intimation, through
the mouth of Pausanias, that the lady’s account of
herself may have been more pathetic than true;
Pausanias preferred the charitable assumption,—ei
8y wpos ToUTe Tuyxdvers d\nféa Aéyovoa.

At this same Aeginetan sanctuary, we may
observe, Herodotus probably also learnt, from some
pious cicerone commenting on a monument, the
edifying story of the noble Aeginetan Lampon,
which almost immediately follows (9. 78). It
savours strongly of the preacher, and recalls the
manner of Delphi.

The other example, which 1 would allege as
exhibiting the use of a verse-inscription, is closely
similar. The description of the events which im-
mediately followed the battle of Salamis, otherwise
natural and probable, is interrupted (8. 114) by an
astounding statement. The Spartans (we are told),
receiving at this moment a command from Delphi
“to demand of Xerxes satisfaction for the slaying of
L.conidas, and to accept whatever the king should
offer,” actually despatched a herald with the commis-
sion, who, taking *the quickest way,” overtook the
retreating monarch *‘in Thessaly” before he had
parted from Mardonius, and delivered his message
in the presence of both; whereupon Xerxes, point-
ing to Mardonius, said that * here was the man who
should give such satisfaction on the part of the
Persians as the Lacedaemonians ought to receive”
— which in due course and to the glory of Apollo
Mardonius did at Plataea.



320 The Lady of Cos

The historical value of this anecdote is scarcely
worth discussion. It has every mark of the apocry-
phal, improbabilities moral and physical, amounting
almost to the impossible, vagueness and uncertainty
in all the circumstances. Assuredly if any Greek
had at this time bearded the Great King, and re-
turned to report the interview, it would not have
been forgotten who was the hero and where was the
scene of this transcendent experience. What may
be worth enquiry is the nature of the evidence upon
which Herodotus, who about oracles in particular
expressly claims to be reasonably though not
obstinately critical, accepted a statement, the ob-
jections to which he did not overlook™.

We have some light upon this question when we
observe, that, while the rest of the anecdote was
composed freely, so far as appears, by Herodotus,
the speech of the herald, like that of the lady
from Cos, was not so composed, but translated
from verse:

& Paocihed Mydwv, Aaxedaipcviol Te ¢ovoro
airotolv oe dikas Swdprys dmo § “Hpaxeidar,
‘EM\dda puvoperdv odw o1t kretvas Bagidio.

The prose of Herodotus runs thus :—

& PBacikeéd Moijdwv, Aakedaiudviol 7é oe kal “Hpaxkeidar ol dmd
Swdprys alréovar Ppovov Sikas, o odpéuv Tov Pacihéa dmékTewas
fuépevov v ‘EAAdda.

! Note the simple but significant suggestion that the herald
took “the quickest way.” One might wonder what way, at the
moment, this was. It is uncertain whether Xerxes was then in
Thessaly at all.
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As in the former example, so also here, the
document is followed word for word. The posses-
sive-dative (o¢w, in ©. 3) might perhaps have been
retained without offence; but with the prosaic
arrangement and emphasis, the genitive od¢éwr,
answering to M»y8wy, is more natural. The other
changes are merely those inevitable for prose.

Here again therefore we have to do, not with a
narrative in verse, but with a fragment of a narra-
tive, such a fragment as could hardly exist except
as an inscription, as an explanatory appendage to
a reciprocally illustrative work of art.  From this
work itself, the painted or sculptured group, comes
the principal scene, Xerxcs answering the herald by
“ pointing to Mardonius”; and the story comes from
the religious custodians of thc¢ monument, the
Declphians or whoever they were. But we may now
divine how and by what stages this story grew and
came to be accepted. It is open and natural to
be supposed, that the authors of the work neither
asserted nor intended it to represent an actual event.
It was a symbol, legitimate and appropriate, of the
truth that Plataea was the Spartan’s revenge for
Thermopylae. But when the exhibitors, for obvious
reasons, preferred to regard and explain it as his-
torical, it secmed, to a mind perfectly honest but not
sufficiently versed in the sifting of such testimony,
to be an independent witness of the truth. It pro-
duced upon Herodotus the sort of effect which, upon
persons not accustomed to analysis, is now produced
when something, which they are not unwilling to
believe, is actually shown to them in print.

V. E. 21



THE DEATH OF CYRSILUS,
ALIAS LYCIDES.

A PROBLEM IN AUTHORITIES.

FEw events so remote as the year 479 B.c., and
perhaps none relating to the fate of an ordinary
person, are so well known to us and so fully attested,
as the vengeance taken by the Athenians on the
unfortunate councillor, who ventured to recommend
for consideration the proposal of Mardonius,—that
Athens, upon favourable terms for herself, should
make peace with the King of Persia and abandon
the common cause of the Greek nation. We possess
three notices of the story, two summary and one
more full, which have, all of them, high pretensions
to authenticity. Of the two summaries, one at least
is derived directly from an official document almost
contemporary with the event itself. The fuller
account is not indeed thus warranted, and may be
supposed rather to depend on oral relation ; but our
narrator must have had and used the opportunity of
consulting eye-witnesses. All three accounts may
be combined without difficulty, and, except in one
unimportant detail, they exhibit no discrepancy.
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The outline of the story is this. The Persian
proposal was laid before the Athenian Council by
an envoy sent from Athens, which was then in
the hands of the enemy, to the island of Salamis.
Here the Athenians, or so many of them as had
ventured to return to their homes upon the retreat
of Xerxes in the year before, had again taken
refuge, when Mardonius, after wintering in Boeotia,
had re-occupied the desolate city. One councillor,
apparently alone, moved that the terms offered
should be referred to the Assembly. By the
exasperated patriotism of his colleagues this advice
was regarded as treacherous and corrupt; and such
was their indignation, that, upon the rising of the
Council, they and others joincd in stoning him to
death. The Athenian women, upon hearing what
had occurred, were seized with a like fury, rushed
to the man’s house, and killed in the same manner
his wife and his children. These proceedings
became the subject of a decree (psephisma). The
text of this document is not preserved, nor its
purpose specificd; but since it is cited as approving
what was done, we can hardly be wrong in sup-
posing that it was designed to put a legal face upon
the matter, and to prevent the perilous consequences
likely to arise out of acts which, however popular,
were in law nothing better than murders.

In all these facts our three authorities, Herodotus
(9. 4). Lycurgus (contra Leocratem 122),and Demos-
thenes (de corona 204), so far as they go, concur,—
Demosthenes not less than the others, as shall

2I—2
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presently be shown. The decree is mentioned by
Lycurgus only, who cites it, though the quotation,
as usual, is omitted in our copies of his speech. He
describes the decree as ““concerning” or “relating
to the man who came to his end in Salamis” (wepi
To0 & Salapive Televrjoavros),—a phrase which
could not naturally be used of a sentence to death,
but only of an enactment “concerning” the death,
that is to say, relating to it ex post facto. With this
agree the allusion of Demosthenes, which implies?,
and the story of Herodotus, which asserts, that the
man and his family were not regularly executed, but
lynched. Doubtless therefore this is the meaning
.of Lycurgus also, though in saying that “the
Council” stoned the man, and that before doing
so they “took off their wreaths,” he colours the act
with certain touches of solemnity. The participa-
tion of persons from the Council, as individuals, is
affirmed by Herodotus; the colours of Lycurgus
come probably from the decree, which, if designed,
as we must suppose, to give a retrospective sanction,
naturally put upon what had been done the most
plausible construction which it would bear. The
act of the women, the killing of the wife and the
children, cannot possibly have been legalized
a priove; and it is plain, upon all three accounts,
that the killing of the man, however the decree may
have coloured it, was also a mere act of popular
vengeance and equally without formal justification.

1 By including the action of the women, which cannot have
been legal.
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We may doubt indeed, though we need not here
discuss, whether at this date any Athenian court
would have deliberately awarded, for a lawful ex-
pression of opinion, a species of punishment which
an Athenian poet, only twenty years later, classes
with impalement and other tortures, as a barbarity
fit only for fiends’. However that may be, our
authorities agree in showing that upon this occasion
there was no legal award.

It is extremely important to note, for reasons
which will presently appear, that Demosthenes,
though he does not mention the decree and has no
need to do so, cannot reasonably or fairly be sup-
posed ignorant of it. The allusions of both orators
are so introduced as to convey the impression that
in their time thc case, and the public pronouncement
on it, as examples of the fervency of Athenian
patriotism, were notorious and celebrated. And
when we consider what were the character, vocation
and pursuits of Demosthenes, it is beyond belief
that he was not acquainted, and perfectly familiar,
with a document so remarkable and in all respects
so intcresting to him as this. \We may presume
then, and must necessarily presume, that the account
of the affair, which he gives in the most famous and
finished of his compositions, is consistent, so far as
it goes, with the authoritative record. In the case
of Herodotus there is of course no such presumption.
He was neither lawyer nor consulter of archives;

" Aesch. Ewm. 18g. It seems, however, to have been a poss-
ible punishment ; sce Macan on Herod. /e
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and although the decree, being no part of the story
as a story, would not perhaps have interested him
much if he had heard of it, we may suppose more
probably that he never did. Nevertheless, as to the
main and material facts, his graphic narrative agrees
with those of his more learned successors. His
conception of the event is just that which we might
have formed by combining the data of Lycurgus
and Demosthenes, and discarding their flourishes.
One addition he makes, though it cannot be called
a discrepancy. He tells us, at the close of the
terrible tale, what neither of the orators chooses to
comprise in his encomiastic allusion,—that the crowd
of enraged women pelted to death not only the wife
of the delinquent, but also his children: kara pév é\ev-
ooy avTod T yvraika, katd 8¢ 7a Tékva. Lycurgus
refers to the man only, Demosthenes only to the
adults. Their motives for such limitation are ob-
vious; and their reticences afford no reason to
doubt, that the recital of the decree, if we had it,
would be found to confirm the completeness and
candour of the historian.

In one detail only, and that not affecting the
substance of the narrative, Herodotus disagrees with
those who had access to the official document; and
here he must have been misinformed. The name
of the offender, according to Demosthenes, who had
for it the testimony of the psephisma, was Cyrsilus
(Kdpaihos). Herodotus gives it as Lycides (Auvkiys).
Whether his variation may be accounted for, we
will consider presently. But if it cannot, if it is a
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mere error, there is nothing in it to raise difficulty
or suspicion. In things of no significance, the best
oral tradition will be inaccurate; and in this case
the personality of the victim was apparently of
no significance. It is not alleged that, apart from
his fate, he had any importance, nor does the story
imply it. In Lycurgus he is actually anonymous—
0 €v Zalaptvt Tehevrjoas. That Herodotus should
have picked up a wrong name is not surprising and
hardly worth notice.

Lct us repeat then, and firmly remember, that
this instructive incident, in its substance and essen-
tial features, is absolutely certain. It must have
happened when, where, and as these authorities
assert. Evidencc so authentic and concordant
would outweigh much improbability. But there is
no improbability. The Athenians of Salamis and
Plataea werc incomparably the most civilised people
of the time. But they were not more civilised, or
more safe from excesses of passion, than the
Hollanders of the seventeenth century, who, in
a crisis not dissimilar, tore in pieces the innocent
and illustrious De \Witt.

Where then, it will be asked, is the problem?
\Why, in editions of Herodotus or the de corona, is
the story treated as a puzzle? \Why are there
histories in which it is canvassed as dubious, or
cven altogether omitted ? The cause is typical, and,
as such, worthy of attention.

In the dc officits of Cicero (3. 11, § 48) the
anecdote is cited as follows: “The Athenians,
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being unable to withstand the Persian invader,
determined to abandon their city, putting their
wives and childven in Troezen, and themselves on
board the fleet, whick was to defend at sea the
ltberties of Greece; and they stoned to death one
Cyrsilus, who advised that they skiowld remain in
Athens and should admit Xerxes” Now between
this version and that of the Greek authors no con-
ciliation is possible. Cicero has changed almost
every circumstance,—the date, the place, the position
of the Athenians at the time. Above all, he changes
the essential matter, the proposal of Cyrsilus and the
connexion of his conduct with his fate. According
to Cicero, the proposal was, that in the year 480,
and before the battle of Salamis, the Athenians
should submit wholly and unconditionally to the
King of Persia. Nothing is said of any offer to
them from Xerxes, nor indeed would it be credible
that, before Salamis, any offer was made. Athens
and Attica, with their population, were to be sur-
rendered to the King and the army then under his
command,—a surrender which would have ex-
tinguished the Athenian state as a factor in resist-
ance, so that the naval force of Hellas would have
been practically annihilated, and, as Cicero plainly
and necessarily supposes, no sea-defence whatever
could have been made. How such a submission
could have been * advantageous (ufz/e)” for Athens,
is not apparent; but certainly it would have been,
in the highest degree, “dishonourable.” Moreover
(a point more vital yet) we are told that by Cyrsilus
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this submission was positively approved and recom-
mended. But in Herodotus the Athenian councillor
is not so committed. Mardonius offers, in con-
sideration of a separate peace, to respect the
independence of Athens, and to give her what
territory she chooses to ask (Herod. 8. 140, 9. 4).
The offer is made to “‘the Council,” and the proposal
of the councillor is simply that it should be referred
to the Assembly. To treat this as a proof of treason
was a mere extravagance, a frenzy of popular en-
thusiasm ; and Herodotus expressly allows that the
conduct of the councillor may have been honest.
But the Ciceronian proposal, that Athens should
accept slavery without striking a  blow, without
reward, and with every reason to expect the severest
treatment, would havc gone near to prove treason
(if not rather insanity), and the execution of the
proposer might well have followed in course of law,
as Cicero would let us think that it did.

But the disagreement of Cicero with the Greek
authorities would of course not suffice to impeach
them, or to throw upon them any shadow of doubt.
It would be enough to say that his statement,
improbable upon the face of it, is proved by history
to be altogether erroneous. \We need not even ask
how he came by his mistake. He is mistaken, and
there we might leave him.  Why then, we have still
to ask, have the Greek authorities been treated as
dubious ?

Because it is said, and repeated in book after
book, that, on the essential point of date, Cicero is
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supported by Demosthenes : that Demosthenes also
puts the affair of Cyrsilus before the battle of
Salamis, and represents the offers, which Cyrsilus
wished to accept or to consider, as having been
made by Xerxes during his march upon Athens
in the year 480.

Now if this were so, we should have a problem
indeed, and a problem hopeless of any satisfactory
solution. Both Herodotus and Demosthenes, for
different reasons, are in this matter authorities of
the greatest weight. Yet to accept both, if in sub-
stance they differ, and to suppose that an incident
so remarkable was repeated, with no other variation
than the name of the principal victim, in two suc-
cessive years, is an escape not worth discussion.
The logical and practical conclusion would be that,
for the most interesting part of Greek history, we
have no trustworthy witnesses at all.

But we are in no such position. It is not true
that the blunders of Cicero are supported by
Demosthenes. It is true that they can be read
into Demosthenes. But that is an injury to the
orator, who says nothing which is not consistent
with the truth as it appears in the other Greek
testimonies.

Demosthenes says (de coroma 204) that the
Athenians had the endurance (dméuewar) to abandon
their country and city, and take to their ships, rather
than do what the Persians required of them; and he
adds, in proof of their resolution and stubbornness,
that “they elected Themistocles, the adviser of this
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course, for their strafegos, and stoned to death
Cyrsilus, who suggested compliance.” Now if this
were our only account of the matter, and if we knew
nothing about the history of the time, we might
doubtless suppose that these two facts, the advice of
Themistocles and the suggestion of Cyrsilus, were
contemporaneous, and therefore that the act of
Cyrsilus as well as that of Themistocles took place
in the year 480, when Themistocles was elected
strategos.

But why should we so suppose, since it was not
the truth, and since not only Demosthenes, but
many or most of his audience and readers, must
have known that it was not the truth? Demos-
thenes does not say so. The abandonment of
Attica and Athens extended (in effect) from the
summer of 480 to the autumn of 479, from before
the battle of Salamis until after the battle of Plataea.
Demosthenes here speaks of it, quite correctly, as
one single course or action, disregarding, as in such
a retrospect is natural, whatever precarious and
temporary re-occupation may have occurred in the
winter between. The facts which he subjoins are
given as illustrations of the resolution with which
this painful policy was adopted and pursued. The
clection of Themistocles marks the deliberate adop-
tion of it; the treatment of Cyrsilus displays the
passionate adhesion to it in spite of bitter experience.
To suppose the two facts contemporaneous is not
only unnecessary to the purpose of the orator, but
unsuitable ; since the two together would then only



332 The Death of Cyrsilus, alias Lycides

show the high spirit of the Athenians before the
trial, and not their perseverance in enduring it.

Nor is Demosthenes incorrect or inaccurate
when, in a passage preceding (§ 202), he says that
the offers, by which Athens was tempted to abandon
the cause of Hellas, came “from the King of Persia”
(mapa 700 Iepodv Baozéws). He does not thereby
say or suggest that they were made by Xerxes
during his personal campaign in the year 480. The
offers of Mardonius in the following winter and
spring, the offers recommended for consideration by
Cyrsilus, were made on behalf of the King, by his
express sanction and command (Herod. 8. 140, and
by reference 9. 4), and indeed would not otherwise
have been worth attention. The terms offered are
described by Demosthenes as they are by Herodotus;
he translates Herodotus, we may say, into language
of his own'. There is no reason therefore to doubt,
that it is to the offers made by Xerxes through
Mardonius, the only offers ever made, that Demos-
thenes refers; and he speaks truly when he says
that, rather than accept them, the Athenians (for
the second time) abandoned their country.

But though the statements of Demosthenes are
true, they are ambiguous, and would easily be
misunderstood by a reader having no external in-
formation. Probably they misled Cicero, or the
intermediary person, if there was one, by whom

! Herod. 8. 140 7obro pév Tiw yiv o dwddos, Todro 8¢ dAApw
b
mpds Tavry é\écbuy adrol, fyrwa dv é9éhwor. Demosth. de cor. 202
7’ ~ ~
ori Boverar AaBodoy (4 moAet) kai T8 éavrijs éxovary.
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Cicero was misled. For this ambiguity, as for any,
two different causes may be suggested. It might
be thought intentional. Demosthenes, we might
suppose, was willing to hint what he dares not
assert, namely, that Athens, though she received
no offers from Persia before the battle of Salamis,
might then or at any time have obtained advantages
at the expense of Hellas, if she had chosen to ask
for them. But there is an alternative supposition,
more candid and more reasonable,—that the ambi-
guity, unperceived by Demosthenes, was possible to
him just because the facts were notorious, and
because the false construction, the construction of
Cicero, was not thinkable. It never occurred to
Demosthenes as imaginable (and why should it have
occurred ?), that Xerxes, before receiving any check,
would have consented to favour, or even to spare,
the state which was the chief object of his ven-
geance. Unfortunately Cicero was capable of this
conception; and Cicero, by a natural consequence,
has misled others, who, but for him, would have done
Demosthenes the justice of taking his words, as
they may be taken, consistently with the facts of
history.

But when we have made this observation, the
historical problem disappears. The date given by
Cicero for the stoning of Cyrsilus is a blunder, a mis-
reading of the de corona. Demosthenes, Lycurgus,
and Herodotus all give, or admit, the true date,
after Salamis and in the year of Plataea; and they
agree in all other respects, except that Herodotus
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gives the name of the victim not as Cyrsilus (which
it was) but as Lycides.

It remains only to consider, whether the name
Lycides is, as it well may be, a mere error, or
whether it admits of explanation. Is it not possibly
a patronymic? There was such a name as Lycus
(Avkos). May not Avkidns represent 6 Avkov? We
cannot, of course, suppose that Herodotus so under-
stood it, since he does not use patronymics, and in
any case would not prefer such a description to
the true name. But if it were, in this sense,
applicable to Cyrsilus, it may well have been used
for its significance (wolfling) by those who stoned
him for treachery. It is even possible, in that age of
omens, that this ill-sounding appellation contributed
to his horrible fate. Herodotus himself (7. 180)
makes a like conjecture about one Leon (Zon), who
was killed by the Persians as a sacrificial victim,
possibly, as the historian supposes, because of the
name. His conjecture, whatever it may prove about
the Persians, is significant as to the feelings of a
Greek. If thus explained, the use of the appellation
by Herodotus would be not so much an error as
a misapprehension. But upon this we need not
speculate. In any case the misnomer, corrected
(from the documentary evidence) by Demosthenes,
is no reason for questioning the narrative of
Herodotus, or for raising any doubts respecting an
incident unimpeachably certified.



CHRIST BEFORE HERODL.
Luke xx11 1—1i6.

Tue part played in the proceedings of the Passion
by Herod Antipas, tetrarch of Galilee, is one of
those incidents which are peculiar to the third
Gospel of the canonical four. The narrative has
been vigorously assailed by modern criticism. Some
have declared it destitute of any foundation. And
even in the more conservative historians we find
assumptions and concessions, respecting the purport
of the story as intended by the Evangelist, which, if
valid, create difficulties and doubts. The purpose
of this essay is to suggest, with the submission due
from one having no special competence in the
subject, that the case against the narrative is itself
entirely mistaken, and rests, so far as it has any
basis at all, upon a traditional misapprehension and
misinterpretation of the statement impeached.

The present position of the question, as it appears
from the sceptical side, will be seen in a full quota-
tion translated from the commentary of Loisy. My

! Reprinted (by permission) from the Jfournal of Theological
Studies, Vol. X p. 321.
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investigation of the matter, as a case in some ways
typical and important, was conceived in the course
of studying his two elaborate and interesting volumes
on the Synoptic Gospels. Criticism, he says’, has
seen in this episode

a legendary fiction accepted, or even invented, by Luke. The
latter hypothesis must be rejected as improbable, since everywhere
else the evangelist depends upon written documents. He found
the mention of Herod in one of the gospels which he knew and
used. But did this document deserve complete confidence?
May not its daza have been somewhat modified by Luke for the
purpose of inclusion in his narrative? It has been remarked
that, not having mentioned the silence of Jesus before Pilate, he
has put this touch into the appearance before Herod; that the
accusation of the priests seems to be imported from the same
source ; and that the soldiers of Herod and the “splendid robe?”
similarly take the place and part of the Roman soldiers, who, in
the first two Gospels, and in the fourth, array the Saviour in a
robe of purple. The “splendid robe” of Luke need not be
white®, and if it be, the purple may have been discarded by the
evangelist as an object not possible for the mockery of a king.

On the other hand, the story of Luke has long prepared us for
the intervention of Herod. We are informed first that the tetrarch
desired to see Jesus® and again later®, that he designed to put
him to death, and that upon this occasion the Pharisees who gave
warning of the design were requested by Jesus to tell Herod that,
for the death of a prophet, the only possible place was Jerusalem.
All this, in the conception of the evangelist, is connected with
the incident now before us. But the train of events he probably
did not make; he found it ready-made in a document or
documents, containing notes of the relation between Jesus and
Antipas. A passage in the Acdfs® a prayer of the disciples in

1 Les Evangiles Synoptiques 11 638. 2 yobe brillante.
# Some Latin versions render the adjective by a/bus.
*ix . ® xili 31, ¢ iv 27,



Christ before Herod 337

which Herod is expressly noted as a participant in the condemna-
tion of the Saviour, is inspired by the same source or derived
from the same tradition. In that passage is mentioned a
prophecy, which was in the mind of the author when he describes
in his Gospel the parts taken, in the story of the Passion, by the
Jewish priests and people, by Pilate, and by Herod: “Why did
the nations rage and the peoples imagine vain things? The
kings of the earth assembled, and the rulers were gathered
together, against the Lord and against his Christl” This text
from the Psa/ms may have had some influence in shaping the
Gospel-narrative, but has not affected it very much, and certainly
cannot have created it.

It was supposed by Renan, that Luke was acquainted with
a document, “in which the death of Jesus was by mistake
attributed to Herod,” and that, ““in order not to lose this datum
totally,” he ‘“ pieced the two traditions together.” A pure mistake
it could not be, but there is room for mistake with design. The
apocryphal Gospe! of Peter gives a glimpse of the way in which
legend enlarged the part of Herod in the Passion, and thus
improved upon the lead of the Synoptic Gospels in shifting the
responsibility from Pilate ; but the part of the procurator could
not conceivably be suppressed. The document, upon which
Luke has drawn for information about the attitude of Herod
towards Jesus, cannot, so far as concerns Herod's part in the
Passion, be that which was used by Mark. It was a source
resembling the Gospel of Peter, possibly a former edition of this
Gospel, and parallel to Mark and to Matthew. In it, all the
main points of the trial by Pilate were transferred to Herod, so as
to let it appear that the tetrarch gave the sentence and directed
the execution. So free a treatment of history the framer of our
third Gospel could not admit; but he has summarized that
version in a scene, which, so far as it goes, serves to exhibit the
innocence of Jesus and the goodwill of Pilate, and to throw upon
the Jewish king and his soldiers the odium of the mockery really
enacted at the residence of the Roman governor....The purpose
of clearing Pilate explains why, in the original document, his

1 Ps.iig, 2.
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place was in a manner filled by Herod, and the substitution may
be, to some extent, an echo of the original daZa respecting the
measures which Antipas was disposed to take against the preach-
ing of Jesus in Galilee.

Now it will be seen at once that the key-stone of
this criticism, the base, hinge, handle, sum of it, is
the resemblance, between the trial by Pilate and
the trial (so called) by Herod, in the remarkable
particular of the mockery. Were it not for this, the
suggestion that the two scenes are suspiciously
parallel, and the inference that one may be an
invention which imitates the other, would never
have occurred to any reasonable mind. Except in
this, the resemblance, so far as it exists, is the
natural and even necessary result of the circum-
stances. The accused, who made but little answer
to the examination of Pilate, made none to the
questions of Herod. We may well suppose so.
The accusers were in both places the same persons
or some of them. Of course they would be. But
the repetition of the mockery is a different
matter. The derisive play or performance of the
Roman soldiers after the condemnation, whatever
its nature or occasion, is an exceptional and irregular
incident, a thing which, though in no way improbable,
could by no means be presumed from the circum-
stances. And if, as all seem to understand, and as
we must understand from the description of the
interview with Herod as now interpreted,—if it is
alleged by the author of the third Gospel that the
tragic farce of the legionaries was previously re-
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hearsed, as it were, by the Jewish prince; that at
an earlier and totally different stage in the proceed-
ings Herod anticipated the Roman performance
both in idea and in detail; that he also fixed upon
the title “King of the Jews” as a topic for
sport, and expressed his parody by a symbolic
investiture, and above all, as if to eke out the lack
of resemblance in his own person, actually incited or
encouraged his soldiers to assist in the exhibition ;—
if that is the allegation of Luke, it is certainly sur-
prising. And when it is added, that of the four
canonical narratives, that of Luke, the only one
which notices the act of Herod, is also the only one
which does not notice the act of the legionaries, the
suspicion of a transfercnce, repetition, or mistake of
some kind cannot with prudence be rejected, and,
if admitted, may, or even must, extend to the whole
source, in the use of which the third Gospel is here
peculiar. It would be easy to show that such doubts
have had their legitimate effect upon minds as
remote as possible from prejudice against the
canonical witnesses.

It is therefore of some interest to enquire, what
precisely is the extent of resemblance between the
behaviour of Herod Antipas, as described by
St Luke, and that of the Roman soldiers as
described by the rest. \We may, perhaps, find that
in fact there is no resemblance, and that the
contrary assumption, though ancient, wide-spread,
and readily explained, is none the less certainly

wrong.
22—2
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To approach the subject properly, we must first
review what is said or suggested by the first three
Gospels, and especially by the third—the fourth has
nothing relevant—respecting the attitude or senti-
ments of the tetrarch towards the movement in his
little dominion, which has given him such an un-
enviable celebrity. In this respect already, there is
a noticeable difference between the original docu-
ments and the common colouring of accounts which
are intended to reflect them. The “hostility of
Antipas,” “the designs of Antipas,” “the danger
from Antipas,” are phrases easily found, as one may
say, anywhere except in the Evangelists. Nor is
this surprising. The tetrarch of Galilee, by all
accounts, was a bad, weak man, whose poor appear-
ance in history would be unnoticed, were it not that,
during certain obscure occurrences, soldiers, who
swore by his head, must have stared in the streets
of Chorazin and Capernaum, of Nazareth and of
Nain. He shares the horror of a name, which,
wherever the Bible stories are told, has perhaps of
all names the most detestable sound to the ears
of the simple and tender. The “Herod” of infantile
imagination, the legendary “ Herod,” compiled from
the criminal record of the whole family, is a creature
scarcely human. It is rather a sort of ogre, who
massacres the babes of Bethlehem, to whose table
the head of John Baptist is brought in a charger,
who stretches forth his hands to vex certain of the
Church, who kills James, the brother of John, with
the sword, who, “because he saw it pleased the
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Jews,” proceeds further to take Peter also, and
whose proper and exquisitely hideous end is to be
eaten of worms and give up the ghost. It may not
be altogether easy, even for the learned and critical,
to disengage from this genial confusion, and to
weigh strictly upon evidence, the question whether,
in a particular case and relation, the wickedness of
an individual Herod was of a specified quality,—
whether the sentiments of Antipas, respecting the
Preachcr of the Kingdom, are, or should be, defined
as hostile sentiments. They are not so described in
the Gospels. The first two can scarcely be said to
throw any light on his feelings; the third is ex-
plicit about them, and excludes the supposition of
hostility.

If we depended only on St Mark and St Matthew,
we should hardly regard the tetrarch as having any
connexion, except indirectly and remotely, with the
figure and story of Christ. In those narratives he
is connected rather with the Baptist, and upon the
death of the Baptist disappears from the scene.
We are told indeed with some emphasis, that when,
by the preaching and works of the Twelve, the
name of their Master was brought to the ears of
“the king,” then, among various popular opinions
about him, the one which commended itself to
Herod was this,—that the new prophet must be in
some sense a resuscitation of the former: ‘it is
John, whom I behcaded ; he is risen from the
dead’.” The notice seems to promise a sequel, but

! Mark vi 16 (cf. Matt. xiv 1).
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there is none. This silence however is significant
and expressive. It forbids us to attribute to the
ruler of Galilee or his government any overt act of
hostility to the movement; of which surely, had it
occurred, the tradition must have preserved some
trace. It forbids even the supposition of anything
properly called a design; for to imagine this would
be to raise gratuitously the question why the design
was not executed, and who or what it was that
protected from the sovereign the humble objects of
his machination. It is clear that, so far as Christian
tradition remembered, Antipas, during the activity
of the Founder, neither did nor devised against him
anything at all. Of the prince’s mere disposition
and feelings, so long as this was the case, people in
the rank of the disciples could scarcely know any-
thing ; nor do they pretend to know. If we were
to admit, as literally and precisely correct, the state-
ment about Herod’s opinion which is quoted above,
what sentiments should we properly infer from it?
How would a king esteem, and how would he be
likely to treat, the resuscitated embodiment of a
person whom he had reluctantly put to death? It
seems impossible to say, and the Evangelists give
us no guidance. Only, inasmuch as they here take
occasion to relate the story of Herodias and her
daughter, of which the plain purport is, that in
persecuting the Baptist Herod acted against his
own feelings and will; that it was the women of
his family who forced him to imprison, and tricked
him into beheading, a man whom he personally
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regarded with interest and a certain awe; we
should perhaps suppose, if anything, that upon
this view he would be rather disinclined than
inclined to molest another John who gave no
provocation.

For by the successor no provocation was given ;
and this again is a point in which the silence of the
Gospels is significant for our purpose. On one
occasion only, and that private, are any words,
referring to the tetrarch personally, attributed to
the Saviour. The passage is from Luke’, and will
be considered presently. On another occasion?, also
private, the habitual warning against the religious
leaders of the time, against the “leaven” or spirit
of the Pharisees, is coupled with a warning against
“the leaven of Herod,” the mixture of Jewish
practices and foreign culture, of which the family
were representative. And elsewhere in private dis-
courses an oblique reference may be discovered or
suspected. But in the preaching not a word is
reported reflecting even remotely upon the ruler
of Galilee or his administration. On political topics
the Preacher, so far as appears, was invariably
silent; and indeed it is obvious that, apart from
any consideration of danger, no other course would
have been consistent with the essential novelty of
the teaching, the non-political colour which was put
by the Teacher upon the announcement of ‘‘the
Kingdom of God.” At the very end of his career,
his enemies are still trying, and trying in vain, to

! xiil 31 * Mark viii 15.
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extract from him a condemnation or repudiation of
the secular authorities®.

This last affair, concerning the test-question of
the tribute-money, is one of the few places in which
the Gospels bring upon the scene the persons or
class who are described as “the Herodians.” The
impulse of the attack comes from the religious
adversaries, “ the Pharisees,” but ‘*“ Herodians” are
for this occasion joined with them. And similarly
in Galilee, when the religious leaders become
definitely hostile to the new teaching, and design
to get rid of the Teacher, they endeavour, apparently
with some success, to draw in supporters of the
tetrarch: they take counsel on the subject with
“the Herodians®.” It is manifest that, for persons
destitute of official protectors or patrons, this situ-
ation, however small the number, and however
limited the powers, of those moving or disposed
to move against them, was in itself dangerous.
There was from this time danger in Galilee; and
we may legitimately use the fact to explain whatever
it will explain—the interval of privacy in the teach-
ing, the journey in the direction of Tyre, and the
like. But when we come to the question with
which we are here concerned, how nearly these
“ Herodians” were connected with Herod, and
whether what is said about them implies anything
about him, the answer must be purely negative. In
a recent book by a specialist in this history, the

' Mark xii 13, Matt. xxii 15, Luke xx 20.
? Mark iii 6.
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Pharisees who take counsel with the Herodians
are described in modern terms as “complaining to
the police’.” The expression is probably adequate.
For the less high in rank we place the persons
concerned, the more natural is the apparent fact,
that their acts, if they acted, and their measures, if
they took any, had no visible result, and that, during
all the months, or perhaps years, of the Galilean
ministry, ncither Master nor disciples were on any
recorded occasion arrested, molested, or even pro-
hibited, by command or in the name of the public
authority. When the most is made that can be
made of ‘‘the Herodians,” it remains possible and
not unlikely that, from Herod and those about him,
from the government, the Christian movement, as
a matter of politics, had received no consideration
at all.  And we shall see that this, or something like
it, is assumed and implied by St Luke, when he
describes the action and behaviour of the tetrarch
on the day of the Passion.

If, going beyond the record, we ask what is
presumable, we shall be as far as ever from the
conclusion, that Antipas, from the necessity of his
position as ruler of Jewish subjects, must have
revarded the Messiah with hostility. The assump-
tion is not uncommon, but it seems to overlook an
important and essential part of the facts. If the
expectation of a Messiah and of a theocratic state
had been now first created, if the announcement of

1 Burkitt, The Gospel History and its Transmission, p. 91. See
the whole context and chapter.
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“the Kingdom” had been, as such, new, then in-
deed it would of course have been dangerous and
detestable to a ruler in possession. But since the
expectation and the political danger of it already
existed, why should such a ruler be alarmed or
displeased by the doctrine that “the Kingdom” was
not to be realized by force? Surely nothing is
more certain than that such was the doctrine of
Christ, and that, so far as the new teaching bore
upon politics, precisely here lay its novelty, and the
distinction, for example, between Christ and the
Baptist. The effect of this doctrine, if accepted,
was surely to eliminate the existing danger; and if
all the Jewish subjects of the tetrarch could have
been instantly converted to the principles of the
Sermon on the Mount, his position would have
been, so far, not less but much more secure.
Undoubtedly the new Messiah proclaimed, like the
predecessor, that “the kingdom of heaven was af
hand,” and that in some way, but without rebellion,
without violence, without ordinary means, it was in
some form to appear and be established forthwith.
But, without entering into subtleties of interpreta-
tion, which were certainly not in the view of
Antipas, we may surely think that, in a statesman
of Greek education and Roman experience, this
prophecy, merely as such, would excite feelings
quite different from alarm. When we add that,
according to the Gospels, the Messianic claim, during
the Galilean ministry, had been, so far as possible,
concealed, and that in Galilee, so far as we are told,
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no demonstration had occurred, upon which it was
even possible to put a political colour, it will appear
that, if we are to speculate, the indifference of the
Galilean government and sovereign, as politicians,
should be supposed rather an indifferent goodwill.
And now let us consider precisely the statements
of the third Gospel. These are, after all, our only
authority for the expectations which the author
means us to bring to the interview which he only
describes. When we have noted, but without
pressing, the indications that the source or sources
special to him, as compared with Mark and Matthew,
were connected in some way with the person or
household of Herod?, let us next observe that, when
he uses the same sources as the other two, he omits,
if he had before him, even the slight traces, which
they exhibit, of collision between the Christian
movement and the party or principles of the prince.
The ‘“leaven of Herod” and ‘‘the Herodians” dis-
appear, when passages, which in the other versions
contain such mention, are almost identically repro-
duced®. We may perhaps, without affirming any-
thing upon this evidence, infer safely that it was not
in the design of the author to prepare us for enmity
on the part of Herod against Christ, since he has
neglected what, for this purpose, lay to his hand.
Over the relations between Antipas and the
Baptist he passes summarily, but without changing
materially the dafa of Mark. In the description of
' Luke viii 3 (cf. xxiii 49).
* Luke xii 1 (Mark viii 15), Luke xx 20 (Mark xii 13).
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the Baptist’s ministry, his imprisonment is mentioned
by a brief anticipatory note’, with the addition that
the rebukes, by which it was provoked, referred not
only to the connexion with Herodias, but to the
“many other evil things which Herod had done.’
His immorality is common ground and unquestion-
able. The death of John is not related at all, but
is assumed in describing how Herod regarded the
successor’. Here St Luke modifies the common
tradition significantly. Upon the variety of popular
opinions—that in the new preacher and worker of
miracles “ John was resuscitated,” or “ Elijah had
appeared,” or ‘“one of the ancient prophets had
arisen "—Herod remained in doubt: ‘*‘]John,” he
said, ‘I myself beheaded ; but who is this, of whom
such things are reported to me?’ And he was
desirous to see him.” The correction, by which the
supposed resuscitation of the Baptist is no longer
represented as credible to the tetrarch, points to
better knowledge of him, or at least a more likely
conception. What the narrator asserts positively,
and all that he asserts, is that the report of the new
performances, and especially of the remarkable
cures’, excited the prince’s curiosity, so that he
wished to see the Physician, to whom, and to whose
pupils, such things were attributed. To this care-
fully limited proposition the Evangelist recurs in the
final scene. To keep in his track, we must ignore
what he ignores, and hold by the statement, as the
' Luke iii 18. ? Luke ix 7.
* See the context.
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whole of what we are to assume about Herod, that
he was curious about Jesus, especially as a per-
former of miracles, and therefore desirous to see
him.

Between this and the interview, St Luke has but
one reference to Herod. The passage is peculiar
to his Gospel, and must be read in the author’s own
light. It occurs among the mass of anecdotes,
remarks, and discourses which the Evangelist puts
together, without pretence to definite sequence or
chronology, in connexion with the last journey to
Jerusalem'.

Just at this time® came some Pharisees, saying to him,
“ Depart and go hence, for Herod desires to kill thee.” And he
said to them, “ Go and tell this? fox: Behold, I cast out devils
and accomplish healings to-day and to-morrow, and the third day
1 am perfected. Only I must journey on to-day and to-morrow
and the day after, for it cannot be that a prophet should perish
out of Jerusalem. O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, thou that killest the
prophets, and stonest them that are sent to thee, how often did I
desire to gather thy children, even as a hen gathers her brood
under her wings, and ye would not. Behold, your house is to be
left unto you desolate.  Verily, I say to you, ye shall not see me
till the time be when ye shall say, ‘ Blessed is he that cometh in
the name of the Lord.””

The reader will consider, whether there is here
anything relevant to our enquiry. The main point

! Luke xiii 31 ff.  For a full discussion see Loisy, Evangiles
Synoptigues, 1i 125.

1 (4 abr 1 jpépg (or dpg). But the context (see 1. z2) does
not give any place or time, and we must take the phrase loosely.

" ravry, not (as in .\. V) “f4at fox.” See further the note at
the end of this essay.
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is plainly the imminence of the end, the foreseen
imminence of the only possible end. The warning
of the Pharisees, mentioned for the sake of the
answer, implies what the author has told us before,
that Herod was a bad man, to whom an evil purpose
might be attributed. And so much the answer
confirms, But that more is meant, that we are to
infer anything positively about the tetrarch, seems
impossible, since everything material to such an
inference is undetermined. With what purpose and
in what spirit the warning is given, whether it is
true, whether authorized, whether believed,—all is
uncertain. We have still therefore, as the sum of
what the narrator has told us of Herod’s mind, the
statement, that he was curious about the reported
performances, and desirous to see the performer.
Coming then, with this preparation, to the final
scenes at Jerusalem, we read in Luke that, after the
night-arrest, the prisoner is detained at the house of
the high priest till morning, when a meeting of the
Sanhedrin is held there. From his replies to ques-
tions touching his Messianic and superhuman claims,
they conclude that, from their point of view and
on grounds of religion, “no further testimony” is
needed to justify their next proceeding?, which is to
go in a body to Pilate, the Roman governor or
procurator of Judaea, and prefer at a public audience
an accusation of political treason. “We found this
man perverting the nation, and forbidding to give
tribute to Caesar, saying that he himself is Christ

1 Luke xxiil.



Christ before Herod 251

a King.” Pilate, after an examination, declares that
no crime is made out. The report of the interroga-
tory is extremely concise, and does not signify the
topics or the ground of conclusion; but from the
reference in the accusation to the payment of tribute,
a point upon which, as we have been expressly told,
the enemies of the defendant had recently tried,
and failed, to obtain from him a declaration suitable
to their purpose, we must understand that, so far,
the case has rested upon what has happened in
Jerusalem since the triumphal entry. The pro-
curator decides, as he well might, that these
proceedings, as described in the Gospel, do not
support the charge of rebellion against the Empire.

The accusers however persist, and try to
strengthen their case by a new statement’: “ He
stirreth up the people, teaching throughout all
Judaea®, beginning from Galilee unto this place.”
The emergence of Galilee, as the place where the
alleged agitation had commenced, draws from Pilate
the question, whether the man is a Galilean. *“And
on learning that he was from the dominion of Herod,
he sent him up to Herod*, who was himself also at
Jerusalem in these days.” The last words probably

! Luke xx zo0.

2 émioxvov Aéyorres in 7. § seems to be so meant.

* Used, as the context shows, loosely for the Jewish parts of
Palestine.

4 émeyvods O éx s éfovaias ‘Hpubov doriy, drémeuyer adrov
mpds ‘Hpwdyr. The preposition in dréreufev, for which we have
no exact equivalent, seems to signify merely that the sending to
the tetrarch was a means of “referring ” the question to him.
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mean what we should at all events suppose, that the
occasion of the tetrarch’s visit was the Passover,
Now it is of the first importance, for conceiving
and interpreting rightly the scene which follows, to
fix precisely the motive and legal nature of the
procurator’s reference, and the part which, by this
reference, the tetrarch is invited to take. It is
common to assume, expressly or tacitly, that Herod
is invoked as a judge. The Authorized Version
itself betrays this tendency, by putting upon the
clause “he was from the dominion® of Herod,” that
is to say, from the territory of which Herod was
ruler, the narrower and more limited sense “he
belonged unto Herod’s jurisdiction,” which suggests
the personal relation of ruler and subject, and a
judicial competence in Herod, grounded upon this
relation. Similar language pervades modern descrip-
tions generally. M. Loisy, to take the nearest
instance, speaks of the tetrarch’s “office as a
judge.” The ““trial before Herod,” the “judgement
of Herod,” and the like, are phrases in common
use. And the same conception underlies the view,
too familiar and too often repeated to need illustra-
tion, that the reference to Herod is an exhibition of
Pilate’s weakness, and that Pilate’s purpose in it is
to diminish or shift his own responsibility for a
judgement. But how can this possibly be? How
should the procurator be able, or imagine himself
able, to give the tetrarch of Galilee jurisdiction in
Jerusalem? And why should so unreasonable an

1 Literally, power, éovata,
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cxplanation be sought for a step which, upon the
facts as presented by the Evangelist, was surely
not only justifiable but necessary? The accusation,
when it assumes that form, which the narrative
represents, quite naturally, as a second form, an
expansion and reinforcement of the original charge,
becomes this: that the occurrences in Jerusalem,
which Pilate had already declared to be no proof
of sedition, were only part of a course of seditious
preaching, an insurrectionary movement originated
in Galilee. Moreover, according to the story pre-
sented by St Luke, which, whether it be complete
or defective, we must here take for granted, the
procurator would learn upon enquiry, that of the
teaching and career, which were alleged to be
seditious, not only the beginning, but almost the
whole, had taken place in the territory of the
tetrarch.

But this charge, the charge in this amended
form, was such that, in justice to the parties and
the public interest, no judgement could be given
upon it without consulting the government of
Galilee, whose knowledge or whose ignorance must
be material and almost decisive. We may well
suppose indeed that precisely for this reason the
Sanhedrin or their representatives did not at first
take this line of attack, but tried to make out their
case upon what had passed within or about Jeru-
salem.  Upon the second charge, the charge as
amended, they could hardly expect to procure a
conviction without the assistance of the tetrarch;

V. E. 23
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and on this, as the sequel shows, they could not
count. But whatever their motives, when they did
take this line, the course for the procurator was
obvious,—to obtain a report or information from
Galilee, to ascertain whether or not the Galilean
authorities concurred in the accusation. And if no
Galilean authority had been immediately accessi-
ble, the case, it would seem, must necessarily have
stood over for enquiry. In the actual circumstances,
the tetrarch himself, being in the city and lodged
perhaps in the very building, was the obvious and
indispensable informant. And since a person of his
rank and independence could not be summoned, the
proper and only way was that which the procurator
took, to address an enquiry to the prince, sending of
course with it the prisoner and some supporters of
the accusation, so that Herod, before answering,
might examine them if he thought fit.

Therefore, in figuring the scene at Herod’s
residence, we have to remember that it is no public
or prepared audience. Nor is it a trial. Repre-
sentations in art, which show the prince in robes,
and surrounded by the pomp of a tribunal, guards,
apparitors, and so forth, betray an error which,
though mainly arising from a misinterpretation
presently to be considered, owes something probably
to mistake at the point now before us. The tetrarch
at Jerusalem was a private person, and the visit
which he receives, as related in the Gospel, implies
nothing inconsistent with this fact. What sort of
state he kept in the city as a visitor, is, I suppose,
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not ascertainable; but in whatever condition he
habitually spent a private morning, in that he would
be found. The party sent from the procurator’s
court would be small and inconspicuous, and would
most probably go by private communications,—
circumstances, we may note in passing, which ex-
plain why the incident was unknown to the tradition
represcnted by Mark : we may well suppose that, of
the spectators at Pilate’s tribunal, few were aware
for what purpose the hearing was suspended and the
prisoner withdrawn. Of those who went, fewer still,
and the fewest possible, would be admitted to the
prince’s presence—the prisoner, one of his guards,
the messenger of Pilate, two or three of the
Sanhedrin', some six persons, let us say, altogether.
Of Herod's attendants the story, as we shall scc,
says nothing. \We may assume perhaps that he
would not choose to receive the party alone; and
indeed the servants in waiting are the most probable
source of the information which Luke has repro-
duced. But they would be few—two perhaps, a
secretary and a page—and naturally not military, or
at all cvents not in arms. The apartments and
access, whether or not connected internally with
the praetorium itself, would doubtless, in such a city

' The words of Luke, in describing the accusers before Herod
(of dpxtepeis xai ol ypappareis, the chief priests and the scribes 7),
would imply, if pressed, that two of the three classes of the
Sanhedrin were represented, and each by more than one person.
But to press the words thus would be unsuitable to the style.
Nothing is mcant but that some of the Sanhedrin were there, that

the accusers were represented.

23—2
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and time, be well guarded; but a prince does not
sit with his guards. The whole scene, including in
all something under a dozen persons, must be figured
as purely domestic; and it is in this atmosphere
only that the interview described in the Gospel finds
a fit and natural setting.

Since we propose now to show, first, that this
narrative is simple, harmonious, and adapted to the
context, so long as we do not import the supposed
mockery of the prisoner; and further that, with
this importation, it becomes absurd, inconsistent, and
inexplicable either as a reality or as an invention;
and finally that for the mockery, as now supposed,
or indeed for any mockery at all, the author
offers no warrant; it will be convenient first to
consider the passage as it would run, if the words,
in which the mockery is now discovered, were
omitted",

1 °0 & ‘Hpwdys Bav 7ov “Inoodv éxdpy Mav: v yap & ixavév
xpévav Géhvy Betv adTov S 70 drovew wepl adrod: kai FAmMELE T
onpetov ey In’ adrov ywipevov. émmpdra 8¢ adrov év Adyors ikavols
atros 8¢ obdtv dmexpivaro adrg. eloriikewgav 8 ol dpxtepets kai of
ypopuarels ebTovws KaTiyopobvres adrod. éovlberjoas 8¢ alrov &
Hpdys...dvémepper abrov 7¢ ILhdre. éyévovro 8¢ ¢ido § e
‘Hpuidys xai 6 Ilddros év adrjj 7y jpuépa per’ aAAfAwr: mpobimfpyor
vip &v &bpa Svres mwpds Eavrois.

ILihdros 8¢, gvykaleaduevos Tods dpytepels kal Tovs dpxovras kal
Tov Aady, elre mpods abrovs, Mpooyvéykaté por 7ov dvBpwrov Tobrov ws
amoopédovra 1dv Aadv- xai iov, éys, évimiov Yudy dvaxpivas, oddey
eSpov & 7§ dvbpimy Tolry alriov, dv karyyopeire xar adrod+ dAN
ob8t "Hpddys: dvémempa yap vpds wpds adrdv- kai idov, 0ddey diov
favdrov éori wempayuévov adr@: wadeloas odv adrdv droliow.
Luke xxiii 8—16.
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And when Herod saw Jesus, he was exceeding glad : for he
was desirous to see him of a long season, because he had heard
many things of him: and he hoped to have seen some miracle
done by him. And he questioned him at much length, but he
gave him no answer. And there stood the chief priests and the
scribes, accusing him with all their might. But Herod thought
him of no importance,...and sent him back to Pilate. And at
this time Pilate and Herod were made friends, for before they
had been at enmity with one another. And Pilate, when he had
called together the chief priests and the rulers and the people,
said to them, You have brought this man to me, as one that
perverts the people’, with the result that? I, having examined him
before you, have found in this man no ground for the accusation
which you make against him. No, nor yet Herod; for I sent
you to him?®; and it appears that nothing deserving of death has
been done by him. I will therefore give him a lesson, and let
him go.

In brief, Herod, by his reply to the enquiry,
disowned the capital charge altogether. The narra-
tive, which here as everywhere follows the external
aspect of the proceedings and not the technical
machinery, notes the tenor of the reply only when
it becomes public by the declaration of the pro-
curator. The documents, script and rescript, are
not mentioned, any more than presently the sentence
of Pilate will be recorded in technical form*: we are
to suppose the necessary correspondence. Respect-

! v Aadv, the Jewish subjects.

3 Such is the effect of i8ov in both places. The Biblical style
(“behold ") hardly gives, in this passage, a true reflexion of the
original.

3 On the doubtful reading here, which does not affect the
present question, scc note at the end of this essay.

‘g 25 Tov 8¢ 'Inooiv wapéduxe TG fernpar atrav.
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ing the precise limits assignied to Herod’s disclaimer,
there is room for doubt. If it were exactly reflected
by the words ““nothing deserving of deatk has been
done by him,” it would admit or suggest that the
prisoner might deserve the “lesson” which Pilate
next proposes to inflict. But upon the whole story,
and in consideration of what we shall observe here-
after, we should not construe the words in this way.
The limitation ““deserving of death” comes from
Pilate, and refers only to the question arising, for
him, upon the rejection of the capital charge. The
contribution of the tetrarch is concluded in the
“ No, nor yet Herod.” In Galilee, as in Jerusalem,
the defendant, so far as was known, had committed
no act of sedition. With, this negative the legitimate
function of the tetrarch was exhausted; and that
he exceeded his function, to the prejudice of the
accused, is most improbable, when we see how the
accusers were received.

For in the foregoing scene, nothing is more
apparent than the absence of all co-operation, sym-
pathy, or touch, between the tetrarch and the
Sanhedrin. The mere fact that he gives them no
assistance is remarkable, and should be found
strange by those who assume “the hostility of
Antipas,” and suppose the Christian movement to
have been regarded with fear, malevolence, or
suspicion by the government of Galilee. What
then prevented the unscrupulous Herod from using
the weapon put into his hand, and crushing the
agitator by simply informing Pilate that he was
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a dangerous person? But the Evangelist is in no
such difficulty, having alleged nothing contrary to
what he alleges here,—that Herod contemned the
dcfendant, “thinking him unimportant,” insignificant,
or more exactly, ‘“a cipher,” *nothing,” that is to
say, politically nothing, of no account for the purpose
of the accusation, not appreciable as a disturber of
the peace. This supposed, the capital charge was
ridiculous. Herod so opined, and reported accord-
ingly to the procurator.

But further we see, and it is a chief trait in the
scene, that the prince, notwithstanding his nominal
religion, behaved on this occasion to the reverend
and learned councillors, who waited on him, with a
negligence and nonchalance which cannot have been
without malice. His delight in the appcarance of
the Galilean, whom, as a celebrated wonder-worker,
he had long been desirous to meet, and his hopes of
a performance, pre-occupied him, it appears, com-
pletely. Upon this topic (so the connexion implies)
he pressed the famous Magician with an interroga-
tory not at all abridged by an absolute lack of
response, or by the invectives of the impatient
delators. ‘““And the chief priests and the scribes
stood there, accusing him with all their might’.”
Eventually, when their turn comes, they are dis-
missed with a contempt which, though pointed at

3 7

' Literally *at full strain,” or *“full pitch,” ebrévws combining
both suggestions. English does not seem to afford any compact
equivalent.  Fehemently, cncryetically, ctc., are near, but miss the
note of sarcasm.
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the prisoner, glances inevitably upon those who
would represent him as formidable. Anything more
offensive to clerical magistrates than the whole
performance one cannot conceive. And to the
original observer and reporter—who, though in the
service of Herod, may be supposed, since his report
reached the disciples, not partial either to the prince
or to the visitors—to him at least it seemed, that
the mortification was designed. For it is added,
without relevance to the story of the defendant,
that there ensued a truce and alliance between
Herod and Pilate; Herod, for some reason, such
as in the political tangle of Judaea is easily con-
ceivable, was at this moment well pleased to
disoblige and snub the Sanhedrin, and to range
himself with their adversary, the Roman governor.
So at all events he did, both by his behaviour and
by his report. In all this, his part is perfectly
consequent.

But now let us try the effect of inserting, with
the current interpretation, the words of “the
mockery ” :

And the chief priests and the scribes stood and vehemently
accused him. And Herod with his men of war set him at nought
and mocked him, and arrayed kim in a gorgeous vobe, and sent him
again to Pilate'.

Herod, that is to say, before dismissing the
defendant, indulged himself and his military suite

1 ¢ovbanjoas 8t atrov 6 ‘Hpudys oiv rols orparcipacw adrod

kol épmaifes, wepyBaddy alrdy éabfra Aaumpdy, dvémeuper adrdv
7¢ Illare.
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with the amusement of flouting such a “King of
the Jews,” and improved the jest by robing him
suitably—and disrobing him, doubtless, like the
Roman soldiers afterwards, when the farce was
done.

Now as to the mere probability of such a per-
formance by a prince, we will ‘not say much. It
may be differently estimated. There have been
princes capable of behaving so, royal bullies and
players of pranks, reckless alike of the victim
and of their own dignity,—Caligula, for instance,
and Henry Il of France, and perhaps, in certain
moods, our own Richard II. We are to suppose
that Antipas was a specimen of this peculiar class,
a tyrannical buffoon. The fact wants proof; but
let us suppose it. Even then, even in a Caligula,
we should expect a method in madness, the pursuit,
however cxtravagant and indecent, of some idea,
the choice and hold of an object. But Herod,
according to the representation, was incapable even
of this. He was discharging “the King of the
Jews,” dismissing him as innocent. He was about
to inform the procurator that he found no fault in
the man. \Whatever his motive, honesty, pride, or
malice against the prosecutors, that was the line
which he took. And then, as part of this proceed-
ing, as an incident in the acquittal, he gets up a
charade—for the robe at least must be fetched—
which means, if anything, that the charge is true,
and that the defendant is guilty of the pretensions
for which he is mocked. Herod discharges the
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accused, but treats him first as the executioners did
after sentence. The thing seems senseless and, on
the face of it, incredible.

But if the mockery makes difficulty for those
who would conceive the scene as a reality, still
greater, and every way desperate, is the embarrass-
ment of those who would explain the whole story,
including this incident, as an invention. The theory
of sceptical criticism, upon the evangelical narratives
of the Trial and the Passion, is in general, as we
saw at the beginning, this: that Christian tradition
tended to exculpate the officials of the Roman
Empire by transferring the odium of their acts to
the detested Jews. Thus the tetrarch, a Jew, was
made to take, or to share, the responsibility of the
procurator as judge. A Jewish trial was devised to
replace the Roman. And the third Gospel, which
inserts the trial and mockery by Herod, betrays, it
is said, this purpose, by omitting the Roman
mockery, which was recorded in the source common
to Luke and Mark.

This last point however (let us note in passing)
depends plainly upon the assumption that, aécording
to Luke, the Roman mockery did not happen, was
not a fact. If he had a motive for omitting the
incident, though it was a fact, the argument from
the omission collapses. And such a motive he
exhibits. It is he who, at the moment of the
crucifixion, records the prayer, so sacred and so
pathetic that it will hardly bear quotation in debate,
for the executioners who “know not what they do.”
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It is surely conceivable that such a narrator should
pass over in silence the brutal sport of the legion-
aries, as he passes in silence the scourging which
they inflicted, not because these things did not
happen or because he wishes so to suggest—for the
scourging was an incident of the sentence, and, if
not denied, would be supposed as of course,—but
because he thought, with some reason, that there
was no moral interest in actors hardly more
responsible for their parts than the reeds, rods,
nails, and the cross.

But however this may be, and though we were
to grant that the Herodean mockery, according to
Luke, replaces the Roman, suppressed as non
JSactiom, it is still impossible, as the critics have
perceived and acknowledged, to account on these
lines for his version of the Herodean episode as
a whole'.

For it is obvious that, to relieve Pilate, Herod
must condemn, whereas, according to St Luke, he
acquits, thus increasing and not diminishing the
culpability of the procurator, in giving sentence
contrary not only to his own opinion but also to
that of his referee. Accordingly we discover a new
motive for the fiction : the episode was imported in
order that the innocence of the accused might be
certified by two judges instead of one. But here
again we stumble upon the mockery, which, as we

' Sce here the citation from M. Loisy, supra p. 336, noting
the successive stages of the theory, for which the author gives full

references.
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saw and as all see, clashes with the acquittal, and
goes far to annul its effect. So in fine we have,
from M. Loisy, a third and composite theory. First
some one, not Luke, is to invent a Herodean trial,
condemnation, and mockery, parallel to the Roman,
by way of counterpoise to Roman responsibility.
The evangelist accepts the trial, but, to get the
advantage of Herod’s testimony, changes the con-
demnation to an acquittal, but yet again retains the
mockery, because this compensates for that of the
legionaries, which, out of tenderness for Romans,
he will suppress. To shun the opposing rocks we
run (so it seems) upon both. The method and
performance of Luke are surely on this showing
utterly incomprehensible. The truth is that the
procedure of Herod as now supposed, by which the
defendant is first flouted as a usurper of royalty
and then absolved of rebellion, is incoherent. Take
it as fact or as fiction, and turn it however we
will, we shall not explain what does not agree with
itself.

To eliminate the acquittal is impossible: the
“No, nor yet Herod” is as clear as words can be.
Error of interpretation must be found, if anywhere,
in the verse :

And Herod with his men of war set him at nought, and
mocked him, and arrayed him in a gorgeous robe, and sent
him again to Pilate.

! éovferjoas 8¢ adrov 6 ‘Hpddys odv Tois orparedpacy adrod
\ 7, -~ -
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Mhdry : Trans, A. V.
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Here there is at any rate one term which, as
a translation, is artificial and unsatisfactory. Herod's
“men of war,” that is to say, the soldiers present (as
this version assumes) at the interview, and partners
in the mockery, appear in the original as his
strateumala, his ‘ troops,” or rather ‘forces.” But
if such is the author’s meaning, his choice of a word
is amazing. The irony of M. Loisy, “\We¢ must
not ask how the tetrarch should have armzes in
Jerusalem,” touches the objection truly, but ignores
the chief part. It is quite true that a corps of
guards, such as might accompany the prince on
such a journey, should not be described as a
stratcioma, and still less by the plural stratenmata.
We are not, of course, to demand precision from
the author in military matters any more than in
judicial. We are not surprised when, in his Acss
of the Apostles, the garrison of Jerusalem appears
as the strateuma or *force” of _its commander
Claudius Lysias, both in the narrative and in the
commander’s report to his superior’. The term,
whether technically correct or not, is intelligible and
natural. And we will go so far as to suppose,
though it does not follow, that a body of guards,
if assembled and acting under the prince’s command,
might, by the same author, be called his strateuma,
or conceivably, by a stretch of magnificence; his
strateumalta. But here the author is speaking, as
the interpretation assumes, of soldiers in waiting,

1 Acts xxiil 10 éxédevoe 70 oTpdrevpa aaraBav dprdoar atrov éx

péoov avrar, and b, 27.
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companions or personal servants, who are found
with their master in the room or place where he
receives unexpectedly a civil deputation. Such
persons, if such there were, would be indicated as
stratiotai, “soldiers.” To call them strateumata,
“forces,” is a mere abuse of language, unnatural,
and not easily to be imagined.

Nor, even if properly described, would they fit
their place in the narrative. ‘“Herod, with his
soldiers, contemned” the prisoner. But what sort
of co-operation is this? The word marked* describes
a feeling or judgement of the mind; it means literally
‘“to make nothing of,” to regard as a cipher, and so
to despise or contemn. And the tense used signifies
that Herod came to, took, this contemptuous view
or opinion. The impropriety of saying, that he
formed his opinion with the help of his guards, is
veiled in the Authorized Version, which, to suit the
prevalent idea, adopts the dexterous modification
“set him at nought,” thus suggesting and preparing
us to expect some action or performance. Of this
in the original word there is no trace.

But if, dismissing all preconceptions, we take
the phrase as it is, and write “ Herod, with his
forces, contemned him,” or, more exactly, “ Herod,
with his forces, thought nothing of him,” there is
surely, so far, no difficulty. The English means
that to a sovereign supported by military power the
prisoner seemed an insignificant adversary ; having
troops at his back, he contemned such a person in

éovlerjoas.



Christ before Herod 367

the character, imputed by the accusers, of a dangerous
rebel and claimant to the throne. And the Greek
may and should mean the same. It may perhaps
be implied, that the strength of the prince was in
some way represented by the state or attendance
with which he, or his apartment, was surrounded.
But the words do not say so, and at all events it is
not the point.

To this it is next added that “he jested upon
him” or ‘“thereupon’.” Here again we must care-
fully observe, that the original word, though it would
admit the explanation supposed to be given by the
sequel, and might signify a mockery by performance,
a mockery in action, neither contains any such
notion in itself, nor even can be so understood, if
interpreted, as is natural, by what precedes. ““Herod,
with his forces, thought nothing of (the prisoner),
and jested thereupon®” The jest is explained by
the words *“ with his forces,”—a connexion more
apparent in the original, from the order of the
words?, than it can be made in the order of English.
The suggestion that the prisoner was a rebel, with
pretensions to Herod’s throne, was received with a
sneer: “ I and my forces are not afraid of him,” or
the like,—a form of speech, let us note, in which

1

xal éurailas.

3 dumaifas (abrg). Though the pronoun supplied is doubtless
masculine, the translation ‘“thereupon” is more correct than
“upon him,” because the context marks that it is as an adversary
of Herod and Ais forces that the person is derided.

' Because ovv tols oTparepacty adrob is brought close to

dumraifas.
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the rhetorical amplification strafeumata (plural) is
natural. And the jest, let us note also, might be
so delivered that the sting of it would be all for the
accusers; and so, from the drift of the whole
anecdote, we should understand. The “priests and
scribes,” who would signalize a danger to the
military establishment of Galilee, are told in effect
to mind their own affairs.

So far, then, there is no hint of personal affront
to the defendant. It remains to consider the act of
robing. Here, from the structure of Greek and its
habit of accumulating participles, there is a doubt as
to the grouping and connexion of words. Part for
part, the passage runs thus:

But Herod with his forces contemning him and jesting (there-)
upon putting on him fine apparel sent him back to Pilate.

Grammar admits equally the connexion of putting
either with jesting or with senf, Which is meant?
With the current conception of the scene, presup-
posing the hostility of Herod to the prisoner and
the co-operation of the “men of war,” we should
decide for the connexion with jestzng, as apparently
all interpreters, more or less definitely, now do. And
it would then be possible, and preferable, to hold that,
in spite of the order of words, the robing, or rather
having robed, precedes the mockery, or is included
withinit. The translation of M. Loisy, for example’—

Et Hérode, I'ayant traité avec mépris et tourné en dérision

avec ses soldats, aprés lui avoir fait mettre une robe brillante, le
renvoya 3 Pilate—

! Les Evang. Syn. 11 636.
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inclines this way; and our Authorized Version,
though likewise ambiguous, is so understood and
doubtless so intended. But the contrary, a dis-
Junction of the robing from the jest, and a connexion
only with the dismissal, is indicated not only by the
order but by the balance of the period'. If then
the robing is derisive, this colour must be found
wholly in the act and the description of it

Now that the words do not necessarily convey
this is certain. They are not even the obvious
words for such a purpose. The derision must turn
upon the “royalty " of the prisoner, upon his claim
ing the title of ‘‘king.” And since in this scene, in
the interview with Herod, that title has not been
mentioned at all, and it has been mentioned but
once before, we should expect here, for the supposed
purpose, some reminder of it, some such phrase as
“yoyal apparel®.” But that is not said. What s
said, the exact shade of the words, is not quite easy
to fix. The term appare/ (not necessarily a single
robe) suggests certainly something not common,
Indeed that is just all that it does suggest. The
original (estkes) is a word for clothing which, by
a certain poetical colour, escapes the note of
commonness, but which must be defined according
to the occasion. The robes of Herod Agrippa at

! éovBenjoas 8¢ avrov 6 Hpwdys owv rols ortpareduacy avrod
xai dpmaiias, weptfalov avrov éobijra Napmpay dvérepyer avrov g
Iliddre. There is nothing in the rhythm to suggest a comma
after Aapwpdr.
t ¢obira Bachuyy, Acts xii 21.
V. E. 24
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his last audience are called est/es, with the addition
of the epithet »oyalt. At the sepulchre it is in
raiment (plural), which “shines like lightning,” that
the “two men” appear to the seekers of the body®
Clothing merely as such is not est/es, and there is
perhaps a shade of dignity in the word used for
“putting on®” But ‘“‘arrayed him in a gorgeous robe”
(A.V.) is not exact either in the substantive or the
epithet, and shows, like the whole verse, the deflect-
ing influence of the prevalent assumption. “Fine
apparel,” “splendid apparel,” seems about right;
the epithet* here adds little, if anything, to the
denotation of esthes. However, the clothing is rich;
and apparently, though it would be brought by a
servant, the prince himself puts it on. That is what
is said, and there is no reason to gloss it>. On the
whole then clearly the act is a mark of honour.

But why should we suppose it ironical? It is
now so supposed, because we take for granted that
Herod is hostile to the defendant, and because
otherwise there is no part for the “men of war.”
But since there are no such performers, and since
Herod declares in favour of the defendant, why
should he not dismiss him with honour ?

There is every reason, from Herod’s point of
view, why he should. It is the proper outcome of

1 &obffra Bagthuojy, Acts xii 21.
2 e 3 ’ 3 ’
Luke xxiv 4 éofqoecw dorpamrrodoas.
® wepBaldv. See Luke xii 27.
4 Xapmpdy, a common metaphor in such connexion. .
S As in ‘“aprés lui avoir fz:¢ mettre,” Loisy.



Christ before Herod 371

the situation and the proceedings. Herod, from the
first and throughout, according to the story, exhibits
an eager interest in the Galilean thus brought into
his presence, because of the reports about his extra-
ordinary powers and performances. That he overacts
this sentiment, for the discomfiture of the accusing
magistrates, seems to be suggested, but not at all
that the feeling is feigned. The reports, as they
appear in the Gospel, must have excited interest,
and a certain respect, in any one not prepossessed
on the other side ; and Herod was no fanatic either
of religion or (as far as we know) of philosophy.
The opinions and feelings, which he brings to the
interview, he retains to the end. The refusal of
the magician to respond to his advances, though it
could not please, must stimulate his curiosity, and
might naturally increase his respect. He *was
hoping to see some miracle done by him,” and, on
parting with him, he hopes so still. Backed by his
opinion, Pilate will dismiss the ridiculous charge of
sedition. The wizard will then be at liberty, and
able, if willing, to satisfy the royal desire. In this
expectation, Herod, before parting with him, bestows
on him a royal gift and mark of favour. The form
of it, a rich and valuable costume, is familiar in
oriental practice, and such as the garb of the prisoner,
after the outrages of the night, might suggest as
acceptable. The act of investiture is conceived in the
spirit, however different in the circumstances, of that
commanded by Ahasuerus for Mordecai. If itis a
little extravagant (and this seems to be meant), that

24—2
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is in keeping with Herod’s attitude throughout. He
overacts his respect at the departure, as he does his
interest at the arrival, with an eye to the prosecu-
tors and a certain pleasure in disagreeing with them.
And he does his best to publish his disagreement,
by the changed appearance which the defendant will
present on his return to the praeforium. But the
compliment, after all, is royal, and itself signifies
the prince’s political ““contempt.” Only a conscious
superior could take such a liberty. That he accom-
panied the gift with a jest, and a jest upon the
“royalty ” of the recipient, is conceivable, but would
be hardly congruous; and at all events it is neither
said nor suggested.
The whole passage will run somewhat thus:

Herod, when he saw the celebrated’ Jesus, was delighted
above measure. For he had been wishing to see him a long
while, because he had been hearing much about him. He was
hoping too to see some feat performed by him. And he persisted
in questioning him at some length, though the Master? made him
no answer. And there stood the chief priests and the scribes,
accusing him with all their might. But Herod “with his forces”
thought him not important and jested thereupon, and, having
clothed him with fine apparel, sent him back to Pilate. And that
very day Pilate and Herod were made friends, having before been
at enmity with one another.

! 7o Ingovv. In Greek such as that of the Gospels, this shade
of expression is often not significant; but the phrasing of this
anecdote, for some reason, is more delicate than that even of
Luke is usually. The article therefore should, I think, be pressed.

* Or perhaps merely “the other,” but I think afrds has the
more specific sense. It indicates partly Herod’s conception, partly
that, quite different but analogous, of the reporter.
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But if this interpretation be correct, evidently
the alleged resemblance and parallelism between
this scene and the mockery by the Roman soldiers,
as related in the other Gospels, is nothing. In
language the only noticeable points of contact are
that the verb fo jest or mock® appears, but with a
different connexion and meaning, in Mark and
Matthew, and that, in Jokn, the soldiers clot/e® their
prisoner. There is a robing here and a robing
there. But in substance and spirit there is neither
likeness nor opposition. There is simply no analogy
at all. Circumstances, actors, things said and done,
the meaning of them,—all are diffcrent; and it is
not even conceivable that the story of Luke should
be an equivalent or compensation for the other.

To complete the consideration of the subject as
presented by M. Loisy, a word must be said about
the allusion to Herod’s part in the Passion, which
we read in the dcts of the Apostles, and also about
that part as it appears in the Gospe/ of Peter. In
the Acts® “ Herod and Pontius Pilate with nations
and peoples of Israel” are conjoined as acting
against the Messiah. The passage, part of a prayer,
may possibly not have been composed by the author
of the .-l¢fs; but since he gives it without remark,
it should be, in his view, not inconsistent with what
he has related of Herod in his Gospel. Nor is it
inconsistent, even if the action of Herod, mainly
favourable to the defendant upon any interpretation,
was, as it is here interpreted, in purpose favourable

1 dprallay. ? mepiéfarov. 3 iv 27,
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altogether. Herod stands in the Gospel, as he is
joined in the allusion, with Pilate, favourable too,
and is also contributory to the result. His behaviour,
though not ill-meant, is inconsiderate and unworthy
of his position. His innocent subject is threatened
by formidable enemies. He declares indeed in
favour of the accused, but does it, from personal
and irrelevant motives, in such a way as to exasperate
the accusers, and then leaves the affair to its course.
He may well be placed, without discrimination,
among those who accomplished what was “deter-
mined before to be done.”

On the other hand, it does not appear that his
part, as described in the third Gospel, resembles at
all, in fact, colour, or tendency, what is alleged in
the recently discovered fragment of the Gospel of
Peter. 1t may be true (the enquiry does not here
concern us) that this document contains some peculiar
and authentic traditions. But in the political and
judicial aspects of the matter, where our third Gospel
is solid, the other seems to ignore the very elements
of the situation. A writer who apparently conceives
“the Jews,” the tetrarch of Galilee, and the procura-
tor of Judaea, as acting together in a joint council
or tribunal, where, when Pilate has retired, “ Herod
the King” takes the lead and awards execution’,

1 Acts iv 28.  See further remarks at p. 386.

? The fragment begins just here, but such is the representation :
76y 8¢ lovdaiwy obdels dvifaro Tas xelpas, oddt "Hpwdns ovd els Tdv
kpirdy avrods xal py BovAnbévrev vipaclar dvéory MelGros. xal
Tére xeheder "Hpuwdns & Bagiheds maparnudbivar Tov xipiov k..
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whatever were his motives and his sources of infor-
mation, in these affairs is neither guided by our third
Gospel nor admissible for the interpretation of it
If his object was “to minimize the sin of the
Procurator by laying the chief guilt at the door of
Herod, the representative of the Jews',” it was one
which, as we have seen, cannot possibly have affected
St Luke, whose story has the contrary effect.

It is possible, that is to say, not irrational or
illogical, to suppose the story, as given by St Luke,
to have been invented for the sake of the acquittal,
and in order to confirm the favourable opinion of
Pilate by that of Herod. The interpretation here
given removes an obstacle to this supposition, by
showing that Herod’s acquittal is not qualified,
according to St Luke, by any such performance as
the mockery. But of course in any history, any
allegation not irrelevant must have a conceivable
motive, and must be, so far, explicable as an inven-
tion. That, in itself, is no ground for suspicion, and
in the present case we do not find any other.

The gift of Herod, the “fine apparel,” has a
consequence in the story, not indeed important, but
worth attention, because the fact, though stated in
the third Gospel only, illustrates an incident common
to all. The clothes of a person executed were the
perquisite of the executioners. Now upon this occa-
sion, the partition of the clothes among the soldiers,
who carried out the sentence, was made with more

' Swete, note to the Gospel of Peter, l.c.—Is it not however
possible, that these absurdities are due to mere ignorance ?
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care and attracted more attention from the spectators
than we should naturally expect, if it were not for
the special circumstance of Herod’s donation. The
narrative of Mark in particular throws this detail
into picturesque relief: the dividers cast lots “what
every man should take.” To suggest, as some do,
that this may be supposed an invention, because
others?, but not the original narrator, regard it as the
fulfilment of a prophecy, is surely not legitimate.
But if the pitiable booty, which the soldiers divide,
had been such as from the general circumstances of the
case we should have imagined,—common clothes,
not costly, which had sustained the soil and violence
of all that passes between the “small upper room”
and “the place of a Skull”; we might wonder, while
accepting the fact, that ‘“what every man should
take” was a matter worth arbitrament, and that, in
such a scene, so rapid and colourless a transaction
was perceived and remembered. If the pieces could
differ in value, then, being such as are commonly
worn in the East, they might, as one narrator
reminds us’, be parted by tearing them up. But
the gift of the tetrarch, though unknown to the
tradition of St Mark, accounts for- what his in-
formants observed. The additions or substitutions
of Herod were things of price, such as the gazers at
an execution would seldom see, and which would
fetch a sum important to a legionary; and they
were moreover, it is likely enough, such that to tear

! Matt. xxvii 35; John xix 24.
? John xix 23—24.
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4

them would ruin their value. The *seamless tunic’
of the fourth Gospel, whatever be the purpose of the
author in dwelling upon it, is a property compre-
hensible with, but not easily without, the investi-
ture by Herod, regarded not as a disguise for the
moment, but as a gift For men on military wages,
the clothes, so augmented, would be an exciting wind-
fall; and only the lot could settle the momentous
issue, who should take the pieces which came from
the wardrobe of a prince.

By St Luke the incident of the partition is
touched slightly, as are most acts of the soldiers
which do not disappear’. But the use of the lot he
notes, nor does he forget the cause of it, and whence
came the spoil which made an allotment necessary.
“And in parting his clothes,” he says, “they cast
the lot; and there stood the people, gazing.” The
word, and the turn of phrase, are identical with those
which he has used in describing the attitude of the
councillors during the proceedings of Herod: * 7/ere
stood the chief priests and the scribes, accusing him
with all their might®” The touch refers us back,
with a note of irony, from the fate of the gift to the
intent of the donor; and *“the people’,” spectators
of the despoiling, follow their leaders, who railed

' See above, p. 338, and compare Luke xxiii 34 with Mark
xv 24 and Matt. xxvu 3s.

* Compare Luke xxiil 34—35 Suapepiloperod 8¢ ra {pdria avrof,
éBadov xAjpov- xai elomixe & Aads Bewpav (to be joined and
punctuated so), with Luke xxiii r0.

* The term 6 Aads marks the crowd not as such (SxAos), but
as representative, in some sort, of Judaism. See Loisy ad /oc.



378 Christ before Herod

at the putting on. To these, in fact, the narrator
immediately returns, adding that “the magistrates
too,” that is to say, such persons as composed the
Sanhedrin, “sneered along with them, saying, /e
saved others, let him save himself, if this is the
anointed one, the chosen one of God’.”

In this mockery, the text of Luke exhibits a
divergence not insignificant, upon which perhaps
some light may be thrown from our point of view.
By writing “tke anointed one of God, the chosen
one®” and by omitting “along with them” from the
introductory words, one class of copies gives to the
sneer a purely religious bearing, pointed solely at
the claim of #4e Christ, the Messiah or Anointed,
and attributes it consistently not to the populace, but
to the hierarchy, by whom this ‘blasphemy” had
been resented and avenged. But there is reason for
thinking that, in the mouths of the mob, the sarcasm
“ He saved others; let him save himself ” was asso-
ciated with the proverb “ Physician, heal thyself,”
and was aimed not so much at the claimant of the
Kingdom as at the performer of miraculous cures.
A link between the two aspects may be found in the
fact that the particular method of healing, which,
as practised by the disciples of the new Doctor,
would be commonly supposed typical of his “school,”
was that of chrisms or anointing®. Now it was

3 ’ \ \ e ¥
! éepurrypulov 8¢ kaiol dpxovres aiv avrols, Aéyovres, "AAlovs
» ! ’ . -
éowoe, CwoaTw éavrov, €l ouTds éoTw & XpioTos 6 Tob @eod éxexrds.
2 & Xptords 100 @eod, 6 Exhexrds.

® Mark vi 15.
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through these performances of the disciples that the
attention of Herod was first called to the Master';
and we have seen, that a curious interest in the
worker of wonders, the supposed adept in medicine
and magic, is the sole idea which Luke assigns to
Herod as the cause of his favour and largess. Thus
between the partition of the apparel and the sneer
at the impotent “saver,” so far as this related to the
miraculous cures, there is for the Evangelist a con-
nexion of thought; and this fortifies the case for the
readings which maintain the connexion, as against
those which would obliterate it*

' Mark vi 15, where see the following context, and compare
Luke ix 6—g.

? In what sense preciscly the jest, according to Luke, is taken
up by the soldiers (xxiii 36—37), is not clear. They offer 6fos
(vinegar), i.c. probably posca, and say, € oV € & Baclels Tav
"lovdaiwy, odgov adeavrdr. In Greek this seems to have no point,
nor reference to the action accompanying. Latin is open (and
for the soldiers perhaps more likely), for we arc immediately told
that the inscription, giving the title “King of the Jews,” was in
Latin as well as in Greek and in ““ Hebrew.” And in Latin, low
Latin, a poor but pertinent jest can be made: “Si tu es regulus
Iudaeorum, regrla te ipsum,” meaning “prescribe for yourself,”
‘“diet yourself.” This would combine the ‘“‘king” and the
*doctor,” and would explain more or less the offer of drink.
But the point, whatever it was, seems to have been lost in
transmission, perhaps through more than one language; nor do
the parallel accounts give any light. That Roman soldiers should
allude to the religious connexion, in Jewish thought, between the
ideas of A&mg and savrour, seems, as M. Loisy remarks, not prob-
able. But his suggestion that the narrator thought of Jewish
soldiers, ‘‘soldiers of Herod.” depends upon the current mis-
understanding of orpareipara in Luke xxiii 11, and upon those
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Tue DousLe TexT oF LUKE xxmI 1s.

I have deferred to this place, as a detail not
important to our purpose, though relevant, the
variations of text which make Pilate, after de-
claring that Herod, like himself, found nothing in
the accused to justify the charge of the priests,
continue either thus:

% No, nor did Herod : for ke sent him back to us',”
or thus:

“No, nor did Herod : for 7 sent (referred) you to him*”

The question is not important; for even if we
take the first, we cannot suppose the author to mean
that Pilate had no other evidence for Herod’s opinion
than the bare fact of the return of the prisoner, and
that Herod made no communication of his view.
We could hardly believe this, even if it were alleged
or implied ; but the words may quite fairly be under-
stood, on the contrary, to include and imply the
communication. The facts of the story are therefore
the same either way.

But the choice offers a problem, and perhaps,
after careful consideration, it will be not merely a

deductions therefrom which this essay is designed to prevent.
After all, it is perhaps not necessary that the mockery of the
soldiers should have any definite point ; they might be supposed
to repeat, loosely and ignorantly, what was said around them by
others.

! dyérepife yop avTov wpods fuds, Alexandrine text.

® dvémeupa yap tpds mpds avrdv, Western text.
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question of choice. If either reading is original and
right, we must suppose that this reading has been
deliberately changed into the other. But what was
the motive? The sense of for [ referred you to him
seems absolutely flawless. To the other, for 4e sent
him back to us, it might be objected, by a punctilious
critic, (2) that the words, if pressed strictly, ignore
the essential matter, and should be rather “for so
he has informed us”; and (4) that, in the style of
St Luke, the procurator would not use the plural
(though Latin) for himself only, and that, if “us”
means “me and you,” the procurator and the accusers,
it is a form not very suitable to a situation in which
these parties are not co-operators but rather adver-
saries. Pilate is not made to say ““}/'¢ have examined
him,” but ““/ have examined him in your presence'"”;
and so also he should say rather ¢ Herod sent him
back to me¢.” And from a literary point of view,
these objections, though small, may be sound. But
are they such as would lead to a bold alteration of
the text, and does it elsewhere appear that the texts
of the Gospels, during the process of fixing, were
subjected to revision of this kind, to corrections
purely literary ?  The variations in them are gener-
ally either minute, and such as might arise from
inadvertence, or on the other hand substantial, and
explicable by some motive of religious interest.
This variation is of neither class, and seems very
difficult to account for, if we suppose that either
reading is original and right.

! Luke xxiii 14.



382 Christ before Herod

What we should seek is rather the common
original, which, by alternative corrections, might
give rise to both. And there is a form which, in
some respects, certainly satisfies this condition :—for
ke sent him back to you, dvémeppe yap avrov wpos
duas. This is at first sight not intelligible. It looks
wrong ; and each of the traditional readings is an
obvious way of simplifying it.

If then it really has a good meaning, it is prefer-
able, in point of authority, to either of the traditional
readings, which disprove one another.

Could then Pilate properly say to the accusers
this :—* Nor did Herod find any ground for your
accusations ; for he returned the prisoner to yox”?
I think that not only is this possible, but it is the
correct form, that which really expresses the legal
relation of the parties. If Herod were invoked as
a judge, then no doubt the procurator should say
that, when Herod acquits, he returns or refers the
prisoner to the first judge, Pilate :—‘“he sent him
back to me.” But, as we have seen above?, Herod
is not a judge, nor is invoked as such, nor acts as
such. The procurator, the only judge, invites the
tetrarch to say whkether or not ke supports and concurs
in the accusation of the priests, whether, from his
knowledge of Galilee, he considers the prisoner open
to a charge of sedition. If Herod had answered in
the affirmative, he, or rather some one on his behalf,
would have appeared in the procurator’s court as an
accuser. It is proper and correct therefore to say,

! pp- 352 ff.
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that, by answering in the negative, and refusing to
join in the accusation, he remitted or returned the
prisoner to the first accusers, whom he left to make
out their accusation, without his help, if they could.

And further it is to be noted, that in this case
the accusers, the members of the Sanhedrin, have a
position different from that of ordinary prosecutors.
They are not private persons, nor prosecutors merely.
They are themselves magistrates of high dignity and
competence, who have legally arrested and tried the
prisoner, and could have punished him severely at
their own discretion. It is only because they desire
to put him to death, a sentence beyond their power,
that they invoke the procurator and prefer a charge
of trecason. By so doing, they doubtless surrender
custody to the extent of that purpose, but perhaps
not, even technically, for all purposes. It is not
clear that the procurator could, even then, assume
absolute control and prohibit any further proceedings.
He himself speaks rather as if, upon the dismissal
of the capital charge, the question of other punish-
ment would be matter for arrangement between him
and them. He seems to propose, it they agree, to
“give him a lesson and let him go.” Substantially
then, whether technically or not, the prisoner was
still the prisoner of the Sanhedrin; and for this reason
also it is proper for Pilate to say, that Herod, by
dismissing the accusation, returned him, not *‘to me,”
but " to you.”

It should be considered then, whether the read-
ing dvémepe yap avrTov mwpos vuas, for he relurned
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him to you, while it accounts for the double tradition
and is favoured by the joint evidence, is not also
more consistent than either with that true sense of
the legal situation, which distinguishes the third
Gospel in this part.

Luke xu1 32. “This fox'”

“Go ye and tell #4zs fox "—mopevBévres elmate )
d\dmexe TavTy—runs the text ; but why that pronoun
is used, if, as we should suppose at first sight, and
as is generally assumed, the words are merely a
description of Herod and a reflexion upon his
character, is not clear. We should expect “that
fox” (éxelvy), as the Authorized Version gives it.

Possibly “this” may have suited the context of
the anecdote in another document, and may be re-
tained inadvertently ; but that is not to be supposed,
if any explanation is to be found in the context of
Luke.

The question is perhaps connected with another,
why he has chosen this place for inserting the in-
vocation of the City :—“O Jerusalem, Jerusalem,
thou that killest the prophets . ..” The invocation
agrees almost verbally with Matthew’, and is drawn
evidently from the same source, where it must have
been recorded, as a saying, without note of place
and occasion. But whereas in the first Gospel it is
spoken in the temple as the peroration of a discourse
against the tyranny and crimes of the hierarchy,

! See above, p. 349. * xxiii 37—30.
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here it is made part (if we press the connexion
strictly) of a reply given in Galilee to a warning
against the tetrarch. It is true that, allowing for
the method and style of St Luke, and his manner
of working his materials together, we need not so
press the connexion, and even should not. But
there is only the more reason for asking, how the
composer was led to make a juncture which is
barely possible, and not, as in Maéthew, natural.
In Luke the invocation at first sight scems to hang
on to the context solely by the words *‘thou that
killest the prophets”; in all the rest the supporting
anecdote seems to be forgotten.

May it be suggested that, in the view of the
composer, there was another and a more intimate
link between the anecdote and the invocation—a
correspondence of simile or metaphor between the
comparison of Christ and His converts to a ken and
her brood and the designation of the alleged persecutor
as a for? T'he conception seems not unnatural.

And if this were so, there would be no longer
any difficulty in accounting for the phrase ‘A
fox." By ‘tkis fox " would be meant * the enemy
here,” in Galilee, as contrasted with other ** foxes”
or persecutors, the enemies in Jerusalem. Enemies
/ere may be assured, that only fkere can designs
against a prophet be accomplished.

‘That this is the intention we cannot safely assert,
but the supposition is preferable to that of error or
oversight in a matter so simple as the use of a
pronoun.

V. E. 25
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It is perhaps an advantage in this interpreta-
tion, that the term fox, when conceived as part of
a simile, a symbol for * persecutor,” has not the
personal note, which it has, if taken for a designa-
tion of the tetrarch, an equivalent for the name of
Herod. With this latter sense, the words “ Go ye
and tell that fox” have a singular colour and are
somewhat startling. But in “Go ye and tell Z4ss
fox,” understood as now proposed, nothing is as-
serted as from the speaker. The description signifies
‘““the person here inimical to me and mine.” It is
relative to the warning of the Pharisees, and is no
more applicable to the tetrarch than to any one in
Galilee, who might be so conceived or so represented.

AvUcusr, 1910,

I add here a few words on certain objections or
difficulties, which have been suggested by critics of
this essay.

One objection relates to the passage in the Acts
of the Apostles alluding to the Passion’, which I have
discussed, but perhaps too summarily, at p. 373.

And being let go, they (Peter and John) went to their own
company, and reported all that the chief priests and elders had
said unto them. And when they heard that, they lifted up their
voice to God with one accord, and said, Lord, thou art God,
which hast made heaven, and earth, and the sea, and all that in
them is: who by the mouth of thy servant David hast said, “ Why
did the heathen rage, and the people imagine vain things? The
kings of the earth stood up, and the rulers were gathered together

Y Acts iv 23-8.
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against the Lord, and against his Christ.” For of a truth against
thy holy child Jesus, whom thou hast anointed, both Herod and
Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles, and the people of Israel, were
gathered together, for to do whatsoever thy hand and thy counsel
determined before to be done. . . .

Since the author of the third Gospcl here names
Herod among the enemies of the Saviour and as
one of those who contributed to his death, we are
bound (it is suggested) to interpret the act of ‘* cloth-
ing him in fine apparel” as a hostile mockery, not
as a friendly compliment.

To this I would say, that, if the allusion in the
~lcts were to be construed as history, and if the
language of it were to be pressed to the full sense,
then, without regard to the particular question of
Herod's investiture, the allusion could not possibly
be reconciled with the story of the Passion as related
in the Gospel. Both as to Herod and as to Pilate,
the allusion, so construed, would be unjustifiable.
The allusion, taken strictly, would mean or suggest,
that the tetrarch and the procurator werce active
against the Saviour, and wilfully promoted his con-
demnation.  But, according to the Gospel, neither
did so. Both on the contrary were favourable to
the defendant, and publicly proclaimed him innocent
of the charge upon which he was put to death.
Such a discrepancy and contradiction, going to
the root of the matter, would not be removed, or
matcrially affected, by supposing that the tetrarch
accompanied his favourable pronouncement by an
insult which, however inconsistent, indecent, and
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offensive, cannot have had any effect upon the trial
and issue. Upon the question which we are con-
sidering, the allusion in the Acfs has therefore, as
I conceive, no bearing.

But—to go for a moment beyond the question
—must we or should we hold that the allusion is
actually irreconcilable with the narrative in the
Gospel? I think not. The allusion is not to be
construed as history ; and considering the context
in which it occurs, we cannot fairly extract from it
any precise account of the parts played by the actors
in the tragedy. The allusion is part of a prayer and
thanksgiving, passionate and eloquent, poetical and
rhetorical throughout, and nowhere more so than
in the allusive sentence. If we apply a strict and
historical interpretation to what is said of Pilate
and of Herod, how are we to deal in like manner
with the reference to their alleged associates, the
“nations ” and “ peoples of Israel”? Who precisely
are these, and what part precisely does the allusion
assign to them? The composer of the passage—
which does not purport to be, and perhaps is not,
an original work by the author of the Acts—is seek-
ing an analogy between the circumstances of the
Passion and the language of the Psalm. He is
frankly content with a general analogy, a loose and
poetical resemblance. The actors or agents who,
under Providence, were brought together to accom-
plish the destined event, answer sufficiently (so the
liturgist thinks) to the terms of the prophetic poem.
As he satisfies the ‘“ heathen” and the ‘““people” ot
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the Psalmist by the fact that the actors in the story
included both Gentiles and Jews, so he sees ‘‘the
kings of the earth” in the procurator of judaea and
the tetrarch of Galilee. For such a purpose as this,
it scarcely matters what precisely was the line of
action pursued by the several performers. It is
enough that they contributed in any degree, posi-
tively or negatively, to the issue. The concession
of Pilate to the Sanhedrin is enough, upon this
view, to include him among those ‘‘gathered to-
gether against the Messiah,” notwithstanding his
reluctance and persistent efforts on the other side.
And similarly, by a stretch of interpretation not bolder,
Herod'’s light and negligent treatment of the case is
thought to justify the importation of his name, as a
‘“king of the earth,” notwithstanding his testimony
to the prisoner’s innocence. The whole conception
of the composer is loose and inexact, but not more
so in the reference to Herod than in the reference
to Pilate and in other points of the analogy. The
value, and even the propriety, of the method may be
open to question; but this question does not turn
particularly upon the allusion to the tetrarch, which,
upon the statements of the Gospel, is neither more
nor less justifiable than the rest.

It has been objected further, that, according to
the interpretation of the Herodean episode suggested
in this essay, the coincidences of fact and language,
between this episode and the mockery by the
soldiers as described in the other Gospels—an in-
vestiture and a jest in both places, and in both

25—3
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places the terms fo jest and fo clothe—must be
supposed fortuitous ; and that such an accident is
not credible.

Undoubtedly this objection has weight. The
coincidences, if fortuitous, are improbable. But
since improbable coincidences do occur, the ob-
jection is not decisive. It is for the reader to
judge whether it outweighs the considerations on
the other side : whether—as I should put it—on the
ground of these coincidences, we ought to put upon
the Herodean episode, in order to fill up the resem-
blance to the act of the soldiers, an interpretation
which does not satisfy either the words or the sense,
but attributes to the author an incoherent conception
of the story and a language perversely inappropriate.
If the mockery by the soldiers had not been related,
no one, I believe, would have thought of the con-
struction now put upon the interview with Herod as
related by St Luke: it is not a natural or reasonable
construction. If this be so, is the existence of the
other episode, and the contact of the two in certain
details of expression, sufficient reason for forcing the
Herodean episode into a frame which it does not fit?
As at present advised, I do not think so.

I take this opportunity to repair an omission, by
remarking that, when I describe the author of the
third Gospel and the 4c#s as “Luke” or “St Luke,”
I do not mean to express an opinion (to which I am
not entitled) on the much-debated question of his
identity. I follow tradition, as seems proper, upon
a point which is not material to the present purpose.
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storyof Spartan herald in 3191T.;
the story of Cyrsilus in H.
323ff; H. gives the name of
Cyrsilus as “Lycides” 326 f.;
does not use patronymics 334

Hesiod 352

Hesychius 79

Hipparchus 171, 174

Holiness (doia)y Hymn to in
Bacchants 12, 59, 127, 149,
157

Homer g2; the first 164 ; tradi-
tional beginning of *“Homer”
as definitc book 167 ; adopted
and arranged as the material
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of education at Athens 168 ff.,
195 f., 199, 237 ; recited at the
Panathenaea 172,179: Athenian
“poetry of Homer” identical
with the Cyclus 173, 177; [liad
and Odyssey parts of Cyclus
174 ; material for Cyclus 176 ;
Herodotus and 179f.; incon-
sistencies in the /liad 181 ff.;
various versions of the [fliad
184 f.; why a harmony was
attempted 189; rise of text-
criticism on 19of.; Alexandrian
theory of 191; harmonist in
Odyssey 191; effect of harmo-
nistic theory on questions of
origin, date, etc. of 192 f.;
illustration of harmonistic pro-
cess 198 fI., 243; “wall” or “no
wall,” in Jliad 198 fl., 209;
lliad, Bk x (the Doloneia)
215 ff. ; the reconciliation-scene
(Idomencus and Meriones)
in lliad, Bk x111 232 ff. p. 238;
“we” and *“our” plurals proper
in 233

Horacc refers to a scene in
Euripides’ Hacchants 145-6

lacchus at Eleusis 51

Idomeneus: the mutiny of 197 ff;
and Meriones 203f., 210f., 228;
the Aristeia of 202 fi,, 214 f,
241 ff.; Aristeia of not made
for its present place in the /liad
209, 214

Lampon, Herodotus’ story of 319

Loisy, M., quoted 336ff, 352,
3641, 368, 373

Lycides, see Cyrsilus

Lycurgus and the “ poetry of
Homer " 169 ff. ; and the story
of Cyrsilus 324 fl.
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Macedonia 3, 29, 52, 150 f., 154 ff.
Meriones 202 ff.
Mesmeric suggestion as treated
by Euripides 71 ff,, 101 ff.
Miracles in Athenian and modern
tragedy 14 ff.; ancient and
modern treatment of 19 ff.
Mordecai, investiture of 371
Murray, Prof. : translation of the
Bacchants, vv. 1—3 p. 35
quoted; also of vz. 53-4 p. 36;
vv. 72ff, 152 ff. p. 38; vv. 135ff.
P- 40; vv. 184-9 p. 44; vv.
215 ff. p. 57; vv. 451-2 p. 61;
vv. 642-8 p. 66; vv. 734 ff.
p- 84; wv. 7oz ff. and 723-7
p- 85; wv. 714 ff. p. 87; vu
843-6 p. 99; vv. 849 p. 103;
vv. 809-12 p. 106; vwv. 840-1
p. 107; vv. 912 ff. p. 110; wv.
1070 ff. pp. 136-7; wvv. 1330ff.
PP. 141-2; 2v. 469 ff. p. 146
Musurus 110f.

Narthex 120 ff.

Norwood, Prof, on Teiresias
56 n.; on the earthquake in the
Bacchants 65 ; on the hallucioa-
tion of Pentheus 73

8fos 379, n. 2
“Orgiastic” religion 2 f.

Pentheus persecutes Bacchants
4, 94ff; torn to pieces 4;
ignorant of the earthquake 27 f.;
disbelief of P.in miracles 56 ff. ;
believes the bacchic rites to be
vicious §7; madness of dis-
cussed 101 ff.; poisoned by a
drug 115 ff.; drunkenness of
108 £.; libation of 112 f.; death
of 131 ff.; the design to poison
139

Index

Persians, the, of Aeschylus: and
Phoenissae of Phrynichus 283 ;
grounds for suspecting author-
ship of vv. 465—471 and 480—
514 p. 287 ff, 297 ff.; non-
Aeschylean metre in 29o ff.;
word-division (caesura)in 290f.,
305 ; punctuation in 292

Pharaoh of Exodus 26

Phoenissae, see Persians and
Phrynichus

Phrynichus : remains of in the
Persians of Aeschylus 283 ff. ;
relation between the Phoenissae
and the Persians of Aeschylus
284, 301, 307 ; treatment of the
battle of Salamis and its sequel
in the Phoenissae of 3011l ; as
a writer of iambic verse 290 fi.,
307

Pisistratus and the “poetry of
Homer” 175, 177, 190, 195

Pistos Hades 119 ff.

Poison, see Drug

Posca 379, n. 2

Prostration, oriental 78

Rationalistic literature of Greece
30; speculation 115

Religion, idea of universal, strange
to early Hellas 38f ; meta-
phorical language in 39 f;
difficulty of destroying estab-
lished 49

Rhea 41

Rhyme : Greek hardly capable of
as decoration 246; grotesque
in Greek 247; disagreeable and
unpleasant 248, 250f. ; generally
shunned in tragic dialogue
249 f. ; one repetition of a disyl-
lable, or trisyllable, the limit
of in tragic poets 250, 279;
Euripides’ use of zsoff, 261,



Index

265, 268 f., 272 ff, 279 ff;
Sophocles’ use of 251, 254 ff,,
264 ff. ; Aeschylus’ use of 252,
266 f.; harsh sound expressly
associated with 253 ; the use of
rhyme as offensive 253f.; in
the part of Medea 261 ; use of
by slaves and servants 263 ; in
the part of Ion 264; an aid to
memory 267 f.; sometimes
negligent 269 f.; in Aeschylus
no clear negligence 269f.; in-
stances in Sophocles and Euri-
pides probably due to negli-
gence 270 f.; in popular saws
281
Richard II 361

Sanhedrin : no co-operation be-
tween Herod and the Sanhedrin
in the trial of Christ 358, 360,
371 ; their position as accusers
of Christ different from ordinary
prosecutors 383

Semele, mother of Dionysus § ff,
41

Sharp, Archbishop 158
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Snakes a ritual ornament 92

Spear, breaking of a, symbol of
renunciation of service 233, 235

Strateuma in Luke and Acts 365

Teiresias in the Bacchants 43,
48, 53, 55

Thrace 3

Trieterica of Delphi bacchic g2

Trochaic metre in tragedy 76

Tyrrell, Prof. 111, 119

Way, Mr: his translation of =v.
434 fl. of the Racchants quoted
p- 60; also of 7v. 6321f. p. 69;
vv. 616 ff. p. 73; 7v. 809 fl.
Pp- 98-9; 7vv. 918-1g p. 108;
v, 912 fl. p. 110; vv. 1327-8
p- 138; 7. 133111 p. 141

Women in Greek tragedy, see
Emotion

Word-division, rules of in the
three Greek tragic poets 290

Xerxes, in Aeschylus and in Phry-
nichus 283 ff.; story of and
Spartan herald 399 ff.
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