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ABSTRACT

This thesis explores the significance of political change, law, and rhetoric in
imaginary cities that feature animals and women as ‘Others.” It studies dramatic and
philosophical texts, from Aeschylean tragedy, Aristophanic comedy, and Platonic dialogue in
ancient Greece to modern works, including Thomas More’s Utopia in 16™-century England
and the utopias and dystopias of the 20"-century, in order to offer a discourse between the
ancient and modern world. | demonstrate that each of these texts can be compared on a
rhetorical and jurisprudential level, which allows us to examine how different characters
engage with different forms of power in a setting which at least begins by being democratic.
This enables us to trace the development of this strand of Western political thought over the
last two thousand years, and to confront intractable political problems that recur throughout
time. This confrontation helps us understand patterns of legal reforms and rhetoric and
demonstrates that the concerns of Aristophanes and Plato can also be found in modern
paradigms. The recourse to the utopian and dystopian fantastic, the seemingly apolitical
animal world, and the differently organised female sphere, offers new insight into the

activities of law-making, city-planning, and rhetoric, both in antiquity and today.
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INTRODUCTION

I. Thomas More’s Utopia

| begin this thesis by examining the political and juridical problems addressed in
Thomas More’s Utopia. Although Thompson argues that Utopia is essentially “Morean, for it
is unique,” | have chosen to focus on More’s text because of its versatility: it is Lucianic,
Vespuccian, and Swiftian in some ways, but it is also Aeschylean, Platonic, Aristotelian, and
Plutarchan in other ways. More importantly, it is also Aristophanic — as | will demonstrate
below, More’s satirical approach to solving political and legal problems in Utopia recalls that
of Aristophanes, who frequently toys with Athens and its institutions with comic verve only
to restore them in one way or another at the end of the play. A comparable approach, though
less comic, can also be found in many Platonic dialogues, for example in the Gorgias, the
Protagoras, and the Statesman - three dialogues which systematically interrogate the
vacillating human activity of law-making and polity-planning. Furthermore, Utopia is rich in
political and legal imagery, which reflects that of both ancient Greece and Rome, from
Aeschylus to Aristotle to Cicero, and eventually Plutarch and Lucian — it thus expresses part
of the Greek and Roman legacy to western culture and literature.’

This is why | disagree with Thompson, because while Utopia is definitely ‘Morean’
(More is the author, after all), there is also a literary connection between his text and others,
which should not be ignored. Especially, the array of classical references in Utopia echoes

Lucian’s presentation of Verae Historiae “as an ainigma, a riddle or a series of veiled

! Thompson 1974: xlix.
2 Cf. Brock 2013: xi.



references which hint at something else.”® By presenting it that way, Ni Mheallaigh writes,
“Lucian invites the reader [and More does the same] to interpret every detail in it as a sign
which points towards other texts. In this way, the fictional travel-narrative offers, for the
scholarly reader...an intellectual journey through the literature of the past.”* Additionally,
More’s text recalls the notion found in Lucian’s A teacher of rhetoric 9, namely that in order
“to achieve true culture, the scholar must emulate classical authors literally by following in

15

their footsteps.” By presenting works full of classical imagery, both Lucian and More remind

the reader, “in a surreally literal way, that they are following in the footsteps of the literary
giants of the past.”®
Like Greek and Roman political and legal imagery, which “is largely drawn from

experience,”’

the imagery in Utopia echoes that of the past and the present. For example,
More’s use of the ship of state metaphor recalls that of Aeschylus and Plato, and the allusions
to the working class who suffer from the restraints the absolute monarch puts on them brings
to mind problems of More’s own time. Furthermore, like Aristophanes, who enriches this
imagery with intertextual allusions in order to make a particular point about Athenian
politicians, orators, or the demos, More includes similar references in order to scrutinise the
political and legal issues he experiences in sixteenth-century England.

At the same time, while certainly influenced by ancient sources, | argue that the

political and juridical problems interrogated in Utopia, as well as the (satirical) answers

offered to solve them, can be readily compared with modern political thought and

¥ Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 207. Cf. Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 116.

* Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 207-8.

> Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 209.

® Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 210. Cf. Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 174. See VH 1.2, ‘my readers will be
attracted not only by the novelty of the subject...but also by the humorous allusions in every
part of my story to various poets, historians, and philosophers of former times...’

" Brock 2013: xii.



jurisprudence in turn. This becomes especially clear when examining the utopian and

dystopian writings of H.G. Wells,® George Orwell,? and Charlotte Perkins Gilman.*® As I will

® H.G. Wells did not receive the same classical training as Orwell later would but he was
nonetheless well read. Sherborne 2010: 175, notes: “Wells champions both large-scale
readings of history such as his old favourite, Carlyle’s French Revolution, and explications of
social values in the forms of Utopias such as those of Plato and More.” Indeed, “while
scholars regarded Plato’s philosophy as speculative and theoretical, for Wells it was virtually
a manifesto,” mainly because of Plato’s idea of what a just society would look like. “It would
still be a class society, but exceptionally gifted children from the lower class would be
secretly admitted to...the Guardians. The appeal to Wells [who grew up in poverty] of this
meritorious notion is obvious.” (Sherborne 2010: 50).

Furthermore, “one consequence of Wells’ constant engagement with the writings of

his contemporaries, and his conscientious reading of classics, is that his own fiction is
informed by a strong sense of kinship to and dissent from other authors. His work is highly
‘intertextual’, imitating and parodying other books, as well as making explicit references to
them.” (Sherborne 2010: 101). For example, The Time Machine refers to lost ancient
civilizations, such as those of the Greeks and the Phoenicians; it alludes to Oedipus
encountering the riddle of the Sphinx; and it incorporates references to the Golden Age in
general. The Island of Doctor Moreau meanwhile alludes, among others, “to a range of
sources including Swift, Kipling, Shakespeare, Mary Shelley, Darwin and the Bible.”
(Sherborne 2010: 101). This is a significant piece of information for the comparative literary
approach that underpins this thesis.
% Orwell was educated at St. Cyprian’s and Eton and thus deeply immersed in the classical
tradition. As he writes in As | Please in 1944: *“...1 am old enough to have been educated at a
time when Latin and Greek were only escapable with great difficulty, while *English” was
hardly regarded as a school subject at all.” However, even though he “disparaged classics as a
snobbish and useless relic of a more benighted age,” it is clear that he is influenced by it.
(Burton 2005: 53). Especially, Aristophanes seems to influence Orwell, and he praises him for
his *brutality and coarseness.” Specifically, in Funny, but not Vulgar, he asserts, “that you
cannot be memorably funny without at some point raising topics which the rich, the powerful
and the complacent would prefer to see left alone.” This becomes especially clear “if one
draws in the English humourists of earlier ages — for instance, Chaucer, Shakespeare, Swift
and the picaresque novelists, Smollett, Fielding and Sterne.” It becomes even clearer, Orwell
asserts, “if one considers foreign writers, both ancient and modern — for example,
Aristophanes, Voltaire, Rabelais, Boccaccio and Cervantes.” He says:

All of these writers are remarkable for their brutality and coarseness. People are
tossed in blankets, they fall through cucumber frames, they are hidden in washing
baskets, [and] and they rob, lie, swindle, and are caught out in every conceivable
humiliating situation. And all great humorous writers show a willingness to attack the
beliefs and the virtues on which society necessarily rests.

A year later, Orwell refers to Aristophanes in Why | Write and, recounting his school days,
remarks: “Apart from school work, | wrote vers d’occasion, semi-comic poems which I could
turn out at what now seems to me astonishing speed—at fourteen | wrote a whole rhyming

3



demonstrate in this thesis, these texts share a connective way of thinking and I illuminate this
by transporting themes from the ancient Greek authors mentioned earlier (specifically,
Aristophanes and Plato) to modern literature, using Thomas More as the starting point.
Specifically, | argue that, looking at the ways in which these texts can be analysed through a
comparative reading, especially on a rhetorical and juridical level, allows us to examine how
different characters respond to, and engage with, different forms of power in a setting which
at least begins by being democratic.

| wish to address explicitly that the methodological approach that supports this entire
thesis and my reading of the texts from different periods, is a comparative literary approach
with historical underpinnings. This is not an analysis dealing with historical receptions of one

text within another, but a comparative study that connects texts across time and space to

play, in imitation of Aristophanes, in about a week...” This is notable praise from someone
who, two years prior, had gleefully noted, “Classical education is going down the drain at
last...” In addition to admiring the humour of Aristophanes, “Orwell also had a taste for the
dialogues of Plato. Contemporaries at Eton were struck by [his] Socratic style of
argumentation.” (Burton 2005: 70). There are also several references to classical authors in
his novels: he mentions various Greeks, Romans, and ancient civilizations in Coming Up for
Air (such as Horace, the Mycenaeans, and the Phoenicians), refers to Aristophanes again in
Down and Out in Paris and London, and the society depicted in 1984 bears certain
hierarchical features, which recall those of the Republic. Despite Orwell’s disdain for the
classics, it is clear that there are similar ideas in their works and his; and this is important
information for the comparative analysis presented in this thesis.

1% In regards to Gilman’s knowledge of classics and ancient history, “she enrolled for three
years in the early 1880s in the Society to Encourage Studies at Home [a distance learning
programme]” where [she] studied ancient history, the ancient Hebrews, and Egypt.” (Davis
2010: 58-9). In her autobiography, The Living of Charlotte Perkins Gilman, she compares
herself to Socrates, because “[I] worked for various reforms, as Socrates went to war when
Athens needed his services, but we do not remember him as a soldier. My business was to
find out what ailed society, and how most easily and naturally to improve it.” (Gilman 1935:
182). She also mentions him when she talks about her mother who refused “all manner of
invitations for [her]... [but she] found it saved emotion to ‘fight fire with fire’...and,
strengthened by Emerson, Socrates, Epictetus and Marcus Aurelius, [she] became a genuine
stoic.” (Gilman 1935: 51). Moreover, she recognises the Tuscans, the Greeks, the Etruscans,
and the Vandals when quoting from a newspaper article, which ridicules and criticizes girls
going to college. (Gilman 1935: 62). Furthermore, her novel Herland can be compared to
Herodotus and several versions of the Amazon myth, which continues to show that there are
similar ideas in her writings and Greek and Roman literature.



provide a trans-chronological exploration of the history of legal and political thought. The
original contribution to knowledge my research has to make is, in my view, a comparative
literary analysis that makes a case for the importance of studies of literature in the longue
durée for enhancing our understanding of legal reforms, political thought and discourse
between the ancient and modern world. It enables us to confront intractable political and
juridical problems that consistently recur throughout time.

The choice of texts used for this undertaking stems from both interests of originality
and pragmatic concerns for scope and word-capacity. It may be rather provocative to some
readers that several obvious and influential sources of ancient utopian thought have been left
out, such as Euhemerus who claims to have travelled to the legendary island of Panchaea,
somewhere in the Ocean off Arabia, lambulus who “wrote a long account of the wonders of

the great ocean,”**

or Zeno and his idea of the perfect community. Likewise, while 1 mention
several aspects of Plato’s Rep. and Laws, | do not give them their own sections in this thesis.
This is due to reasons related to the intended originality and theme of this project, as much ink
indeed has been spilled on the Rep. and its influence on utopian thought from antiquity (and
its resemblance to Aristophanes’ Eccl.). I would really like to lay that debate on one side and
concentrate instead on more animated and satirical philosophic drama, because it fits in with
the serio-comic tune of this thesis.

I do not discuss Lucian much even though he is, as is very well known, much more
important for More than Aristophanes (cf. pp. 9-14). The requirement to adhere to a specific
word-limit is one of the reasons: if I had unlimited space at my disposal, I would consider

generously several of Lucian’s works, and not only VH which would be the first obvious

choice, but also Prometheus (and its sophistic imagery), Tyrannicide (and the implications of

HyH13.



the court case) or Menippus (and the satiric degree voted for by souls in the underworld) to
name just a few. Yet, | have chosen to discuss Aristophanes in detail instead, both because of
interests in original contribution and because | think it is fruitful to consider how More and
Aristophanes match.

Utopia, as acknowledged above, is riddled with references to both authors from the
past and topical allusions to the world of the audience. It is no secret that More’s interplay of
the imaginative world of the characters with the real world of the audience echoes that of
Lucian in VH. However, it is also no secret that these metafictional and topical games go back
much further than Lucian since they are also one of the backbones of Old Comedy, a fact
Lucian himself recognises.*? Thus, Lucian himself addresses Aristophanes’ important position
in the realm of authors who aligned themselves with the imaginative and metafictional genre.
This is why, 1 think, it is worth considering the similar ideas in Aristophanes and More,
because while Lucian may have influenced More in many important respects, Aristophanes’
fantastic voyages on the theatrical stage and allusions to contemporary Athens were a vital
source for Lucian’s metafictional consciousness. He exploits the strategies of Aristophanes
for his own literary pursuits, and shows a profound understanding of the subtleties of satire
and nuances of Old Comedy, as he places his writings within an Old Comic tradition.

It thus seems to me that Aristophanes can convincingly be used as one of the main
authors in this thesis, because going back to one of the earlier genres of satire enriches not

only our literary understanding of Utopia, but also the comparative literary approach that

12 See, for example, Double Indictment, 33 and Against the Uneducated Book-collector 27.
See also Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 174, Slater 2016: 15-18, and Rosen 2016, esp. 143-4 and 153-7.
For a useful appendix listing Aristophanes and other fifth-century comic playwrights
mentioned in Lucian, see Sidwell 2000: 151-2.



underpins my reading of these texts from different periods and their sophisticated principles
of combining great wisdom with delightful entertainment.?

As a final justification of my methodological approach, I would like to draw attention
to the present, because it is clear that in the current world we live, the powers and limitations
of speech, and questionable political and juridical practices, are under ever increasing
scrutiny. A critical analysis of how the rhetorical games and (satirical) legal reforms seen in
ancient Greek comedy and philosophical treatises can be compared with elements of modern
political thought and jurisprudence—and connecting them with the righteous mockery and
verbal dexterity seen in More in the process—is therefore very timely and seems to me to be
worth pursuing.

In my critical approach I also bear in mind that the rebellious mood of the present, and
the feeling that revolution is in the air once again, is matched with opportune anniversaries of
upheavals and social commentaries in the past. Specifically, 2016 — a year full of political
turmoil that clearly showed that the concerns of Aristophanes, Plato, Aristotle, More and their
descendants can also be found in modern paradigms — marked the 500" anniversary of More’s
Utopia and the 150" anniversary of Wells’ birthday. 2017, meanwhile, marks the 500"
anniversary of the start of the Protestant Reformation, the 350" anniversary of Swift’s
birthday, the 150™ anniversary of the publication of Karl Marx’s Das Kapital, the centennial

of the Russian Revolution, and the 50" anniversary of Che Guevara’s death. It is not hard to

3 This is, perhaps, further accentuated by the fact that Aristophanes, too, can be found in the
library of the Utopians: ‘among the poets they have Aristophanes, Homer and Euripides,
together with Sophocles in the small typeface of the Aldine edition’ (Utopia, 80). Aldus
Manutius published the first printed edition of Aristophanes (with exception of Lys. and
Thesm.) in 1498, only a few years before Utopia was published. The inclusion of the editio
princeps of Aristophanes shows further that Utopia points towards many other texts, as it
portrays its literary (and satiric) heritage not just by following in the footsteps of Lucian and
other later writers, but also in those of some of the greatest poets of 5"-century Greece.



find parallels between the political upheavals presented in Aristophanes and More, and the
rebellious temperament of our time, which these anniversaries only accentuate.

The discussion below, which focuses on both the serio-comic legal structure of the
Utopian society and the role rhetoric and juridical concerns play in the rationale for setting it
up that way, paves the way towards the dialogue presented in this thesis. As is so often the
case, it is worth looking at this through the lens of the *Other.” It is clear that More utilises a
(satirical) humanist approach and looks at the topic through the lens of the victims of tyranny
and unjust applications of the law. Aristophanes, meanwhile, often turns to animals and
female characters in times of crisis and at moments of foundation and revolution. This is also
true for utopian and dystopian writers of the twentieth-century. Especially, as | demonstrate in
this dissertation, it is the pairing of the ‘Other’ with a (satirical) travel theme, or recourse to
another world, which can be witnessed in More and Swift (who express ideas similar to those
of Aristophanes, Lucian, and Herodotus), that is also present in the writings of Wells, Orwell,
and Gilman.

Additionally, the mixture of realism with fantasy, the wise with the foolish, and the
tragic with the ridiculous, is the literary style which informs both the ancient and the modern
texts. It shapes not only the comedies of Aristophanes and the philosophical thought
experiments of Socrates, but also the tales of Utopia and Gulliver’s Travels, as well as the
utopian and dystopian fantasies found in writings of the twentieth-century, such as The Time

Machine, Animal Farm, and Herland, published in 1895, 1945, and 1915, respectively.



I1. The serio-comic nature of Utopia

In 1506, Thomas More sent a letter to Thomas Ruthall in which he praised Lucian’s
ability to “[reprimand and censure], with very honest and at the same time very entertaining
wit, our human frailties.”** It is clear that More is influenced by Lucian’s technique in
refraining “from the arrogant pronouncements of the philosophers as well as from the wanton

wiles of the poets,”*

when writing Utopia. Indeed, like Lucian in Verae Historiae, More
presents an entertaining travelogue, which satirically reflects on the political and legal
problems of his time. There is a reference to Lucian in Utopia which underlines this further
because the Utopians are, according to Raphael Hythloday “delighted with the witty
persiflage of Lucian.”*® Certainly, it is not only the Utopians who are delighted by the
writings of Lucian but More himself is too, which becomes especially clear when looking at
the satirical and adventurous aspects of his narrative style."’

More importantly, as already suggested above, More appears to endorse Lucian’s method
of presenting “dramatically, through dialogue, what he wants us to see and to think about. He

praises, because he values, this literary mode of moral teaching, a mode utilizing satire and

irony but not malevolence.”*® Logan asserts likewise:*

% Thompson 1974: 3. Cf. VH 1.1-2. Lucian, in turn, praises Eupolis and Aristophanes, who
are “formidable men for attacking what’s grand and laughing at what’s right.” (8gwvovg
avopag Emkeptopijoat Td oepva Kol yAevaoot ta 0pOdg &xovta). Double Indictment 33.

> Thompson 1974: 3.

16 Utopia, 80.

7 Lucian in turn seems to have written VH “in imitation of other notoriously mendacious
travel-narratives, such as the works of Herodotus, Ctesias, lambulus and the tales of Homer’s
Odysseus whom he identifies as the ‘pioneer and teacher of such nonsense’ (VH 1.3).” Ni
Mheallaigh 2014: 207. Cf. Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 211-2.

8 Thompson 1974: xlii-xliii. Cf. Carroll 1996: 251. “Encomium moriae and Utopia both
reflect [Erasmus’ and More’s] Lucianic inspiration by enlightening readers about the need for
moral and political reform.” Furthermore, despite the controversy that surrounds Polybius’
ambitions as a moral historian (he has been dismissed as “Machiavellian — that is, as someone
who rendered judgment on human conduct by employing the utterly practical and even amoral
standard of success or failure”), he has also been presented as someone who aims “at both the

9



In the view of More and Erasmus [a contemporary of More with whom he translated
many of Lucian’s writings]...Lucian was a satirist of devastating effectiveness whose
targets richly deserved striking, and his works provided (as also for Rabelais and
Swift) invaluable models for pungent and wide-ranging social criticism.
The reference to Jonathan Swift is important because it continues to show that Utopia, much
like Lucian’s Verae Historiae, Amerigo Vespucci’s New World and The First Four Voyages
of Amerigo Vespucci, and indeed Swift’s Gulliver’s Travels, belongs to the literature of
(satirical) exploration.’ Especially, the descriptions of foreign customs, paired with a sense
of humour and enticing narrative art that can be found in Utopia, suggest, as Swift also says
of Gulliver’s travel writing, “an air of truth apparent through the whole.”** “These,” as
Thompson asserts, “are qualities present also in Lucian’s sketches and tales, and could have
taught More some of the techniques and strategems he uses so aptly in Utopia.”?* Dorsch

argues similarly: “Swift reproduced much of the method and spirit of The True History, and

of the spirit at least of the Menippus, in Gulliver’s Travels; and these...are the method and the

practical but also the moral instruction of his readers.” Eckstein 1995: 1 and 19. For instance,
at 39.6, Polybius praises the Roman general Mummius for his conduct, which had been
moderate and unsullied even though he had great opportunities and power in Greece. See also
Walbank 1956-1979.

9 ogan 2016: xxiii.

20 Cf. Sylvester 1968: 275. The link to Vespucci (and Swift) is also evident in More’s
presentation of Hythloday who *“being eager to see the world...left to his brothers the
patrimony to which he was entitled at home...and joined Amerigo Vespucci. He was
Vespucci’s constant companion on the last three of his four voyages, accounts of which are
now common reading everywhere, but on the last voyage did not return home with
him...After Vespucci’s departure he travelled through many countries with five companions
from the garrison.” Utopia, 10. One of those countries was Utopia and after spending some
time there, Hythloday returns home to Antwerp to tell his friends about the remarkable things
he encountered on the island. See also Traugott, who notes, “More’s Utopia appeared only a
decade after Americus’s Four Voyages. Plato, Ulysses, Americus, Hythloday — they were all
one to More.” Traugott 1961: 554.

2 Gulliver’s Travels, 5.

22 Thompson 1974: xlix.

10



spirit also of Book Il of More’s Utopia.”® This is also evident when looking at the opening
pages of the second book: much like some of the beginnings seen in Lucian and Swift, they
begin with a detailed description of the topographical features of the faraway island that is
Utopia. In this way, it is clear that, like Lucian’s Isle of the Blest and Swift’s society of the
Houyhnhnms, Utopia is isolated and set apart from the known world, which continues to
underline its fantastic and exploratory aspects.

In this way, Utopia can thus be characterised as Lucianic, and, anachronistically, as
Swiftian as well. However, it is important to note that it is also Platonic and Aristotelian and,
more importantly, Plutarchan in other ways. Indeed, many features of More’s approach bring
to mind those seen in the writings of classical political thought. This, then, places him among
those works as well and not exclusively among satire and travel-writing. In the most recent
edition of Utopia, Logan states:**

The first part of [More’s] book’s title — *On the Best State of a Commonwealth’ —

serves to identify it as belonging to the most celebrated species of classical political

writing: a tradition of works, inaugurated by Plato’s Republic and Laws and continued

in one segment of Aristotle’s Politics (and subsequently in many other works), that

embody their authors’ views on the form and rationale of the best conceivable polity.
It is clear that Logan situates Utopia within other political exercises, seen especially in Greek
texts, on how to create the best commonwealth. He asserts that More takes many of the
political, legal, and social arrangements of Utopia from Platonic dialogues, Aristotelian

treatises, and also “from idealised accounts of historical polities and their lawgivers by such

2% Dorsch 1966-7: 349. See Traugott 1961: 536, who writes, “...both Utopia and Gulliver’s
Travels are discoveries of the moral and spiritual reality of utopia in our everyday lives, and
to this end employ as a satiric device a voyager who is maddened by a glimpse of the reality
of the Good in a fantastic land and of the unreality of everyday life in real Englands.” See
Traugott 1961 and Rielly 1992 for discussions of the connections between Thomas More and
Jonathan Swift.

24 Logan 2016: xviii.
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authors as Tacitus and, especially, Plutarch.”? The reference to Plutarch here is important and
deserves further attention. In the second book of Utopia, when Hythloday itemizes and
describes the library of the Utopians, he says, “they are very fond of Plutarch’s writings.”?°
Hythloday does not specify which Plutarchan writings the Utopians are fond of in particular
but, as will become clear, they almost certainly include the Parallel Lives, especially Life of
Lycurgus, from which More seems to draw on more than one occasion when writing Utopia.?’

This double focus on political philosophy and (satirical) travel narrative is already
made clear in the full title of the book, which affirms that Utopia concerns both ‘the best state
of a commonwealth” and “the new island of Utopia.” The subtitle demonstrates this further: ‘A
Truly Golden Handbook, No Less Beneficial than Entertaining.” This recalls More’s fond
expression of Lucian’s ability to reprimand honestly, yet entertainingly, human weaknesses,
in the letter quoted earlier. It also suggests that More’s work is beneficial in that it may lead
the reader to question problematic aspects of sixteenth-century England, but it is amusing at

the same time because it offers a witty satire on the existing situation.”® In this vein, More

offers a Lucianic episode, where “the real world of the reader imprints itself upon the work of

2 Logan 2016: xxviii. Certainly, Republic is not the only Platonic text that comes to mind
here, as the description of Magnesia in the Laws and the myth of Atlantis in the Timaeus and
the Critias are just as applicable.

26 Utopia, 80.

27 See Schoeck 1956: 369, who notes, “More, we may be certain, knew his Plutarch well...in
the Epigrams there are many ideas and sentiments which seem to echo rather closely many of
the concepts to be found in the Lives and the Moralia.” Schoeck mentions the Epigrams but it
is clear that Utopia also echoes many Plutarchan concepts. More is not the only writer of his
time who is influenced by Plutarch but many of his contemporaries are as well, such as
George Cavendish, Nicholas Harpsfield, and William Roper. On the influence of Plutarch on
English writing in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, see Mossman 2007.

28 The satirical aspect is further underlined by More himself in the preface to the work in
which he expresses his worries to Peter Giles about different types of readers some of whom
may not respond positively to his text. He writes, “...and there’s [a man] so insipid of taste
that he can’t endure the salt a little wit” and others are “so flat-nosed that they dread satire as
a man bitten by a rabid dog dreads water...” See Utopia, 6.
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fiction — and the fictional world of the book absorbs and dramatizes the world of the reader.”?®

By including this dual notion so early on, the title of Utopia, like the prologue of VH,
“appeals up front to scholarly readers and demands to be read at more than one level.”*°

In addition to the title and subtitle of the work, the etymology of Raphael Hythloday’s
name also stresses the double focus and serio-comic nature of Utopia. For his first name,
Raphael, is of Hebrew origin and means ‘healer from God.” His last name, Hythloday,
however, is rooted in ancient Greek (specifically, 56Aoc plus either Saiw or SGiog or 686w)*
and means ‘speaker of nonsense.’* Thus, while Hythloday can be seen as a clever healer, or
guide, from God who advises on the problems of commonwealths based on what he has
experienced in other countries, he can also be interpreted as a comic figure who entertains his
listeners by telling nonsensical tales of his journeys to exotic and faraway places. The satirical
aspect of his name is underlined further in his exchange with the character *‘More’ in Book |
of Utopia, whose name is similar to the Greek pwpdc. The audience witnesses a dialogue

between a fool and a speaker of nonsense at the beginning of the work — and the Lucianic

attribute of this is only accentuated by the fact that “Hythloday’s advice is dismissed as

2 Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 144.

%0 N Mheallaigh 2014: 116.

1 $0roc means ‘idle talk or non-sense’ Saiw “distribute,” ddioc here means ‘knowing or
cunning,” and 0daw ‘export and sell.”

%2 \Wegemer 1995: 134. See also Sylvester 1968: 283 and Baker-Smith 2011: 144. Wooden
argues, “...in the dual use of [Hythloday’s] satiric persona, More is able to have it both ways,
to agree and disagree, to laugh at and commend Hythloday’s various attacks on European
society and praise of Utopian institutions. The technique is a favorite among Lucianic
satirists, perhaps the most famous non-classical example being Swift’s Gulliver.” Wooden
1977: 43.

On Swift, Wooden notes: “In Swift’s satire the apparently judicious and rational
discourse of the benevolent humanitarian sets out to correct social ills not much different from
those Hythloday discussed in Book | through the implementation of another theoretically
conceived plan. In both cases the evils and abuses deprecated by the satiric persona did indeed
exist; but the remedies proposed are more radical, impractical, and destructive than the evils
they are intended to cure.” Wooden 1977: 43 n. 25.
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nonsense by a moros.”** At the same time, like Hythloday’s name, the name of ‘More’ also
bears serious connotations. As is the case with Lucian in VH, More is ‘both author and

diegetic character,”®*

and his ‘real’ name has the ability to “pull the narrative towards the
referential pole of the reading-spectrum which is occupied by genres such as historiography
which are generally read as ‘true’ in their references to the extra-diegetic world shared by
reader and author.”®

In this manner, it becomes clear that Utopia is not merely a post-Platonic or post-
Aristotelian political exercise on how to fashion the best government, but much more
complex than that. Certainly, despite the ostensible dichotomy of the double focus of the
book, it is worth combining the two interpretations mentioned above, especially keeping in
mind Plutarch’s and Lucian’s influence on More. In this way, | suggest that we can
characterize Utopia as a Lucianic travelogue, which is shaped by a Plutarchan sense of
political philosophy in many important respects. Specifically, it appears that More
appropriates a style of Plutarchan political philosophy in a Lucianic travel narrative, which
does echo ideas of other creations of the best commonwealths (and might thus be *beneficial’

to the reader), but at the same time it also emerges as an ‘entertaining’ satire on the Europe of

More’s time.

%% Nelson 2001: 891. The creation of a character that bears the same name is also Lucianic. In
VH, Lucian creates “an alter ego, Lucian the narrator, who may lie with Odysseus-like
abandon, whilst Lucian the author remains free from blame.” Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 173. (As
Ni Mheallaigh points out, this is also Homeric).

% N Mheallaigh 2009: 20.

% Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 175.
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I11. The political and legal structure of Utopia

The fundamental premise of Utopia is autarkeia: the best commonwealth, according to
More, includes everything that is vital to ensure its citizens’ happiness (and excludes
everything that contributes to their unhappiness), and nothing else. This premise, that one
must first determine what constitutes the happiest life for the citizens in order to found the
ideal commonwealth, recalls Republic 369b. There, Socrates says to Adeimantus, yiyvetot
toivov, v & £yd, mOMG, ®OC &yMHal, Emeldn TVYXAVEL NUAY EKaoTOC 0VK ADTAPKNG, GAANL
TOMOY OV &voeng: 1| Tiv’ olel apynv GAAnv moélv oixilewv; (“I think a city comes to be
because none of us is self-sufficient, but we all need many things. Do you think that a city is
founded on any other principle?). Adeimantus replies, ovdepiav (“No.”).* It also echoes
Aristotle’s approach in Politics 1323a20 when he asserts that when inquiring about the best
form of state (roAteiog apiotng), one must first define the conditions for “the most generally
eligible life, and then whether the same life is or is not best for the state and for individuals.”
(610 d&l TpdTOV OHOAOYETGHAL Tic O TAGY MG Elmelv aipeTtdTOTOg Piog, HeET 6& TODTO TOTEPOV
Kowf) kol yopig 6 avtog f Etepoc). The answer to this essential question, i.e. what constitutes
the happiest life for the individual citizen in a state, is the starting point of political theory;
and the question itself is a central aspect of ethical theory relating to the foundation of the
state.*’

Two striking features of More’s constitution of happiness in Utopia are that there are

only a few laws, and no lawyers. The rationale for this recalls many of the problems that we

% The use of ovdepiav (or, ovdeic) suggests that Adeimantus’ ‘No’ is rather emphatic, as it
means ‘not a single one’ or ‘none whatever.” A similar use of the word appears in
Aristophanes’ Frogs 927 when Euripides says that not one thing Aeschylus said was clear
(capic & av simev ovde &v), and in Wealth 1115 when Hermes complains that there is nothing
at all for the other gods since Plutus has recovered his sight (o0k GAL" 003€ £v).

Note that the details of the translations of the works used in this thesis are listed in the
bibliography.
37 Cf. Logan 2016: xxviii.
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encounter in Aristophanic comedy (and perhaps especially in Birds, Ecclesiazusae, and
Wasps), and many Platonic and Aristotelian treatises. For the Utopians “think it completely
unjust to bind people by a set of laws that are too many to read or too obscure for anyone to
understand.”® They “consider the most obvious interpretation of any law to be the fairest...
[because] the most simple and apparent sense of the law is open to everyone.” More
importantly, “if laws are not clear, they are useless; for simple-minded men...there might as
well be no laws at all as laws which can be interpreted only by devious minds after endless
disputes.”*® The Utopians’ reasoning here is also based on the main fault that they find with
other nations, namely that “their infinite volumes of laws and interpretations are not
adequate,” for it is impossible to have a straightforward and fair government when there is a

“mass of incomprehensibly intricate laws.”**

%8 See Utopia, 86-7. There, Hythloday says: “As for lawyers, a class of men whose trade it is
to manipulate cases and multiply quibbles, they exclude them entirely. They think it practical
for each man to plead his own case, and say the same thing to the judge that he would tell his
lawyer. This makes for less confusion and readier access to the truth. A man speaks his mind
without tricky instructions from a lawyer, and the judge examines each point carefully, taking
pains to protect simple folk against the accusations of the crafty.”

Cf. Erasmus, The Education of a Christian Prince, p. 90. “...the laws should be
drafted in plain terms, with the minimum of complications, so that there is little need for that
grasping sort who call themselves lawyers and advocates...” Cf. Erasmus, EM p.150.
“Amongst the learned the lawyers claim first place, the most self-satisfied class of people, as
they roll their rock of Sisyphus and string together six hundred laws in the same breath, no
matter whether relevant or not, piling up opinion on opinion...anything which causes trouble
has special merit in their eyes.”

% Utopia, 87. See also Jardine 1997: 80 n. 136, who asserts that because More’s Utopia has
few laws, it avoids “the proliferation of interpretations of the law, which bogs down
administration.”

%0 Utopia, 87.

* Utopia, 86-7. Cf. Plutarch, Sayings of Spartans, 232c, “Those who use few words have
need of but few laws.” It needs to be stated explicitly in regards to any Plutarchan Spartan
reference cited in this thesis, that Plutarch is offering an idealised version of Sparta in his
writings that is increasingly being doubted by modern scholars. (See, for example, Fine 1983:
143, and Hansen and Hodkinson 2009: 476). This is also true for More’s interpretation of
Sparta: the key point is that it is not necessarily the reality of Sparta, but rather the Sparta that
More knows.
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According to Hythloday, there is no need for many laws because the excellent
education that the Utopians receive obviates the need for a complex system of law. This idea
that good training can replace elaborate legal systems is already present in the Republic when
Socrates asserts that it is foolish to make laws concerning children and their demeanour in
front of their parents because “verbal or written decrees will never make them come about or
last” (oBte yap mov yiyveton obt v Heivelev Adyo te kai ypappacty vopoBetnoévra).*
Rather, Socrates continues, “the start of someone’s education determines what follows” (¢
Tiic maudeiog Smot &v Tic Oppron, TowdTo Kai Td mdpeva ivar).*® This is why, he concludes,
it is not necessarily important to try to make laws (ovk...ényyeipriicatplt vopoBeteiv) about
these things. This is also true for laws concerning the government: when the ruler is well-
trained and impartial, and when the magistrates do their job, there is no need for many laws.*

A similar sentiment appears in Politics 1337a10 when Aristotle makes clear that “the
legislator should direct his attention above all to the education of youth.” (811 p&v odv ™®
VoHobéT) HaMota TpayHoTeLTEOY TTEPL TV TV VEMV TTaudgiay, ovdeig Gv AUeLoPNnTioELE).
Isocrates, too, draws on it in his Areopagiticus when he expresses that it is more important to
produce citizens who refrain from committing any punishable act in the first place, rather than

drawing up a list of potential punishments for those who are lawless.* Harding notes that

On how More’s career as a lawyer and judge may have influenced him when drafting
the Utopian legal system, see Zilko 1999: 49. Zilko argues, “More was expressing the
frustrations of his own experiences applying the law, with all its attendant rigidity, in the
common law courts.” This may be true in some ways, but | think in others ways this satirical
portrayal of lawyers, and the law, is intended to be merely a joke. More, fitting in with the
pun on his name, makes fun of his own occupation (and everything that comes with it), just
like Aristophanes makes fun of the Athenians’ litigiousness and fondness for lawsuits in his
comedies.

“2 Rep. 425b.

*® Rep. 425b-c. Cf. Tim.44c, the right educational training has the power to reinforce the soul
so that man becomes faultless.

* Rep. 425¢-e.

> Areopagiticus 42.
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Isocrates’ speech is based largely on “criticising the faults of fourth-century democracy and
praising the way of life of past generations, especially those who had lived under the
supervision of the Areopagus.”® However, like More’s work, the content of his speech is
both humorous and serious, which is exemplified by the fact that it does bring to mind
Aristophanes (especially Wealth, Wasps, and Clouds) on more than one occasion. In section

48, he notes that it is due to the excellent education of the young that

00K €V TOlG oKIpaQEiolg ol vedtepot diETpiPov, ovd” &v Taig avAntpicty, ovd’ &v Toic
T0100T01C GLALGYOIS &V 0l VOV dmiepedovoty. GAL" &v Toic émmdedpacty Eevov &v
oi¢ &taydnoav, Bavpaloviec kai {(nlodvieg Tovg &v TovTOIS TPOTEHOVTUGC. 0DT® &
gpevyov v ayopdv, Got’ &l kal Tote SieAbeilv dvaykacheiev, HeTd TOAATNC aidodg Kal
oOPPOcHYNC £QOivOVTO TODTO TOLOVVTEC.

The young men did not waste their time in the gambling-dens with the flute-girls or in
the kind of company in which they now spend their days, but remained steadfastly in
the pursuits to which they had been assigned, admiring and emulating those who
excelled in these. And so strictly did they avoid the market-place that even when they
were at times compelled to pass through it, they were seen to do this with great
modesty and sobriety of manner.

The note on how it is important to respects one’s elders humorously recalls some of the
arguments made in Clouds, but the emphasis on the significance of the education of the youth
also connects with the philosophical treatises mentioned above as well as with More’s
education system in Utopia.*’

Later, Plutarch discusses a similar approach in Lycurgus when he tells of Lycurgus
who did not put any of his laws in writing because:*®

0 HEV Yap KuplidTate Kol Héylota mpog evdatpoviay mOAemg Kol ApeTV, €V TOIG

0oy deto Kol TOAC Ayyailc TGV TOMTOV EYKATECTOUXEIMMEV Hévely akivnTo Kol

BéPara, Exovta TNV mTpoaipesty SEGHUOV 1oYVPATEPOV THC AVAYKNG, Tiv 1 TAldELoIC
EUMO1ET TOTG VEOLG, VOoBETOV dtdbeoty dmepyalotévn mepi EKOGTOV ADTAV

“® Harding 1994: 206.
"' See Clouds 991-998. Cf. Harding 1994: 208.
“® Lyc. 13.1.
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He thought that if the most important and binding principles which conduce to the
prosperity and virtue of a city were implanted in the habits and training of its citizens,
they would remain unchanged and secure, having a stronger bond than compulsion in

the fixed purposes imparted to the young by education, which performs the office of a

law-giver for every one of them
Liebert argues that on the practicality of the best regime, “Plutarch understands virtuous
action itself to command admiration and obedience.”*® Moreover, Plutarch shows in
Lycurgus’ Sparta “how a regime oriented towards honour can educate for moderation as well
as for courage.”® Certainly, “Plutarch is more sensitive to the political utility of honour than
is Socrates in the Republic...”" It seems that More utilizes a similar approach when drawing
up his ideal commonwealth, which devotes “its energies less to setting up laws than to
forming the very best men to administer them.”™ As Nelson notes, in Utopia “justice is
instantiated by the rule of reason in the persons of the most excellent men; it results in a social
existence which teaches citizens virtue.”*

The reference to Plutarch here reinforces the point made earlier, namely that More
seems to incorporate a Plutarchan style of political philosophy when creating the legal system
of the Utopians. More importantly, he draws from the life of a Spartan, rather than that of an
Athenian or Roman. This emphasises further the idea that More does not merely present a
post-Platonic, or post- Aristotelian commonwealth (even though he employs a similar kind of

thinking in certain regards), but one that praises elements of the constitution of Lycurgus’

Sparta, as told by Plutarch in the Parallel Lives. This can also be seen in examples later on.

** Liebert 2016: 111.

*% Liebert 2009: 258. Cf. Liebert 2016: 25.

>! Liebert 2009: 254. Cf. Liebert 2016: 2. According to Socrates in Rep. 545a-549b, Sparta is
only the second-best regime because they put honour at the top and leave reason at the
bottom.

>2 Utopia, 129-30.

>3 Nelson 2001: 895.
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At the same time, despite the tendency towards Spartan attributes here, the point that it
is important to educate properly the legal administrators of the ideal commonwealth can also
be found in Plato. De Busleyden makes this connection clear in a letter he writes to More in
1516. He says: “...without good rulers, even the best laws (if we take Plato’s word for it)
would be nothing but dead letters.”* De Busleyden refers to the Athenian in Plato’s Laws
Vi.751b-c here who asserts:

mavti mov Sfjlov 10 TotodTov, 8Tt Peydhov tiig vopoBesiac dvtog Epyov, Tod mOAY €0

TAPEGKEVAGHUEVY Apydg dvemitdeione émotiicon Toig €D KeHévolc VOIS, ob HOVoV

0088V mAéov €D TeEVTOV, 008 BTt Yélme dv TaHmoAS cupPaivol, oxedov 8¢ PAGBar

Kol A@Pot ToAD Péyiotat Tailg Tohest yiyvowt Gv €€ aT@dv.

It’s obvious to anyone, | suppose, this kind of thing, but lawgiving is a serious

business, so if a city which has been well catered for appoints unsuitable officials to

supervise laws that are well framed, not only does it get no advantage from them, well
framed as they are — not to mention exposing the city to complete ridicule — but,
broadly speaking, by far the greatest injuries and violence in cities arise from this
cause.
The emphasis, which the Athenian puts on (moral) education here may have inspired More
when he installed an awareness of the fundamental importance of a good education in the
Utopians in order to avoid unnecessary legal quarrels. Hythloday expresses the same thought
towards the end of Utopia when he says: “What is planted in the minds of children lives on in
the minds of grown men and serves greatly to strengthen the commonwealth; its decline can
always be traced to vices that arise from wrong attitudes.”> Therefore, rather than focusing
on making myriad laws that are too abstruse and too many to understand, the government in

the best commonwealth should concentrate on installing prudence in the rulers (both current

and future) in order to ensure a just conduct.

>* Utopia, 130.
>> Utopia, 104.
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Hythloday’s disdain for obscure laws, and rulers who interpret laws in an arbitrary
manner, is already present earlier on in his narration when he talks about the Utopian’s poor
opinion of treaties (“...the Utopians make none at all with any nation”).>® The citizens of
Utopia do not trust treaties because “no treaty can be made so strong and explicit that a
government will not be able to worm out of it, breaking in the process both the treaty and its
own word.”®" Moreover, governments and rulers frequently “find some defect in the wording,
which often enough they deliberately inserted themselves.”® Again, comparable political
thinking can be found in Plutarch’s Lycurgus when Lycurgus “withdraws Sparta from the
international economy, thus inoculating Spartan leaders to bribes foreign as well as
domestic.”®
Plutarch primarily focuses on the importation of foreign luxuries here, which,

according to him, leads to political corruption and an unfair advantage of the wealthy over the

poor. However, with Lycurgus’ reforms, this stops. He writes, “but luxury, thus gradually

*® Utopia, 88.

>’ Utopia, 88.

*8 Utopia, 88.

> Liebert 2016: 117. Cf. Lyc. 31.1. This also shows that in both Lycurgus’ Sparta, and More’s
Utopia, the concentration is on honour and virtue within their own borders, rather than on
expansion or command over other nations, which includes travelling to other places. Socrates
reflects on this at Prot. 342c-d when, referring to the Spartans, he says: koi avtoi ovdéva
EDoW TOV VEOV €lg TOC GAAaG TorelS EEEvat... tva U amoplavOdvmoty 6 adtol S1dAcKoVoLy.
(*...while on their part they do not permit any of their young men to travel abroad to the other
cities...lest they unlearn what they are taught at home”). Cf. Laws 704d-705a, Magnesia is
located about ten miles from the sea because if it were any closer it would fill “the city with
trade, with buying and selling for profit” which in turn would cause feelings of distrust and
unfriendliness.

Ironically, in reality the Spartans are guilty of the sort of acts the Utopians despise.
Liebert notes that after the Battle of Leuctra in 371, Sparta had “fallen victim to the wealth its
victories had won. Rampant bribery came to shadow every avenue to public honor, so that
leading Spartans had powerful incentives to become as rich as possible, by any means
possible. Because Lycurgus had tied citizenship to the payment of mess dues, widening
economic inequality added to the misery of poverty the dishonor of disenfranchisement.”
Liebert 2016: 106. On the Spartans’ sophistic interpretation of treaties, see Bayliss 2009,
especially pp. 245-253 and Bayliss 2017, especially p. 161.
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deprived of that which stimulated and supported it, died away of itself, and men of large
possessions had no advantage over the poor...” (GAAd obto¢ dnepnmbeion Kot UKpOV 1)
TPLPT| TOV (OTVPOVVTOV Koi TPEPOVTOV avTH St ot Sapaiveto: kai mAelov 00SEV v TOig
oA kextnpévorc).®® While the overall reason for Lycurgus’ decision is different from the
one we find in Utopia, the link can still be made because both rationales stem from corruption
and unfairness brought about by the government and the wealthy. In Utopia, this is
exemplified further by Hythloday’s definition of the kind of justice that is found in the
average commonwealth. He says: **

there are two kinds of justice, one for the common herd, a lowly justice that creeps

along the ground, hedged in everywhere and encumbered with chains; and the other,

which is the justice of princes, much more majestic and hence more free than common
justice, so that it can do anything it wants and nothing it doesn’t want.

This contempt for leaders who interpret treaties and laws in their favour already appears in the

first book of Utopia when Hythloday expresses his disapproval of complex legal systems,

judges whose interests are not entirely altruistic, and absolute monarchs in general.®?

% Lyc. 9.4. Lycurgus’ opinion of luxury items here brings to mind Xenophanes’ criticism of
useless luxuries (fr. 3), which allow people to care more about material possessions and
wealth than about virtue. In regards to Xenophanes, his travels all over Greece as well as his
elegiac and satirical poems recall the approach of Swift (and Gulliver) since his poetry also
criticises and satirises a wide range of social and religious ideas. See Lesher 1992 for a
commentary on Xenophanes’ fragments.

Cf. Laws 705b, if Magnesia exported a lot of goods and received much gold and silver
in return, it would be the greatest impediment to them to acquire a just and honest character.
®1 Utopia, 88-9. The idea that raison d’état sometimes includes a style of politics that
conflicts with traditional morality, is also present in the writings of Machiavelli, a
contemporary of More. However, there are also important differences between More’s Utopia
and Machiavelli’s The Prince. For instance, “The Prince concerns political action and the
duties of political leadership; while Utopia presents the portrait of a ‘best commonwealth’ in
which political action has remarkably little place.” Tinkler 1988: 188.
%2 More’s contempt for absolute monarchs shows another important difference between his
and Plato’s political theory. As Surtz writes: “For Plato, the just state is an aristocracy, not a
timocracy, oligarchy, democracy, or tyranny. More, on the other hand, condemns the
absolutism of kings, the insolence of nobles, and the exploitation of the poor.” See Surtz
1965: clviii.
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Specifically, he points at the contradictions and questionable legal decisions that are present
in legal matters all too often. In a Socratic manner that especially brings to mind the debates
in Old Comedy, and also the concerns raised in Greek comedy about the Athenians constantly
going back and forth at law, he discusses the various ways in which a king and his councillors
may attempt to fill the king’s treasury.

Hythloday asserts that there are a few options the king and his councillors would
mention in such an exchange of ideas (such as increasing the value of money, pretending the
nation is at war in order to raise money under that pretext, or installing many heavy fines for
various things). However, the three most important ones for this discussion are the following:
(i) one councillor “calls to mind some old moth-eaten laws, antiquated by long disuse, which
no one remembers being made and therefore everyone has transgressed, and suggests that the

king levy fines for breaking them.”®?

(if) Another councillor proposes “that he work on the
judges so they will decide every case in the royal interest;”®* and (iii) that the king should find
judges who will give different opinions because “if...judges give differing opinions, the
clearest matter in the world can be made cloudy and truth itself brought into question.”® In
this way, “the king is given a convenient handle to interpret the law in his favour, and

everyone else will acquiesce from shame or fear.” Thus, Hythloday continues, “either equity

is on the king’s side, or the letter of the law makes for him, or a twisted interpretation of a

% Utopia, 33. Cf. Utopia, 35. “Let [the king] not rashly revive antiquated laws, especially if
they have been long forgotten and never missed.” This is also why “Utopian laws are based
on reason rather than tradition and are drafted so as to be immediately intelligible to all
citizens.” See Norbrook 2002: 17. See also Zilko 1999: 55.

* Utopia, 33.

% Utopia, 33.
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document, or the factor which in the end outweighs all laws for scrupulous judges, the
indisputable prerogative of the prince.”®

It is clear that there is a large streak of disapproving sentiments towards unnecessarily
complicated juridical matters that runs through Hythloday’s examples, which links back to
one of the fundamental premises of Utopia where “the law is left simple [and] affords no
chance for the crafty handling of cases or the tricky arguing of technical points.”®’ This also
includes the absence of lawsuits, which according to Hythloday, is primarily due to the fact

that the citizens of Utopia do not own private property. As he asserts, “in [other] nations,

whatever a man can get he calls his own private property; but all the mass of laws enacted day

% Utopia, 33. Cf. Erasmus, Chr. Prin, pp. 87-8. “Like the prince, the law must, more than
anything else, be accessible and fair to all; otherwise, as the Greek philosopher cleverly put it,
the laws will be nothing but spiders’ webs, which birds can easily break because of their size,
and in which only flies will be entangled.” (Erasmus reiterates this statement a couple of
pages later at Chr. Prin.,, p. 90). He refers to Diogenes Laertius’ Lives of Eminent
Philosophers 1.2.58 (on Solon) here. There it says: "EAeye 8& tov Hév Adyov eldmAov sivor tédv
Epyowv: Paciriéa 8¢ TOV ioyvpdtatov T SLVAEL TOVG 8¢ VOLOVS TOIC dpayviolg Opoiovs: Kol
yop ékeiva, €av Hev éuméomn T kodeov kol dcbevég, otéyewv: €av 0& Meilov, SaxdOyav
oiyecOar. (“Speech is the mirror of action; and another that the strongest and most capable is
king. He compared laws to spiders' webs, which stand firm when any light and yielding object
falls upon them, while a larger thing breaks through them and makes off”).

Plutarch attributes the comparison of laws to spider webs, which catch the weak but
which the strong are able to break through, to Anacharsis who supposedly used this saying to
refer to the laws of Solon as well. See Solon 5.2. The comic poet Platon, a contemporary of
Aristophanes, uses the same comparison at Photius p.638.5. See also Stobaeus Serm. xlv. 25,
who ascribes the saying to the Locrian lawgiver, Zaleucus.
®" Hexter 1965: Iv. This also feeds into Erasmus’ critique of tyranny. Like More, Erasmus is
concerned with the multiplicity of laws and tyrants’ arbitrary ruling. He uses Dionysius of
Syracuse as an example and writes that he established most of his laws according to a
tyrannical scheme. Specifically, he writes, “[Dionysius of Syracuse] passed a great many
laws, piling one on top of another, but he is said to have allowed his people to ignore them
and in this way to have made everyone beholden to him. That was not making laws, but
setting traps.” A good ruler, however, Erasmus writes, will “spare no effort to enact the best
possible laws, those most beneficial to the state, rather than a great number. A very small
number of laws will be sufficient in a well-ordered state under a good prince and honest
magistrates, and if things are otherwise, no amount of laws will suffice.” Erasmus, Chr. Prin.,
pp. 79-80. See also Hexter and Surtz 1965: 363.
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after day don’t enable him to secure his own or to defend it...as is shown by innumerable and
interminable lawsuits, fresh ones every day.”®®

Hythloday’s criticism here does not only derive from unjust lawyers but also from the
unequal distribution of wealth he sees in his own, and other, societies. He struggles to
understand how a commonwealth cannot make “proper provision for the welfare of farmers
and colliers, labourers, carters and carpenters, without whom the commonwealth would
simply not exist.”®® Moreover, he asserts, “the rich constantly try to grind out of the poor part
of their daily wages, not only by swindling but by public laws... [and] by promulgating law,
they have transmuted this perversion into justice.””® This feeling of unfairness based on the
unequal distribution of wealth in society is another example that brings to mind Plutarch’s
Life of Lycurgus, as has already been made clear in the point on foreign and domestic affairs.
(It also recalls the ending of Lucian’s Menippus, which outlines the satiric decree, voted for

by souls in the underworld, that the wealthy, who have formerly oppressed the poor, will be

send back to earth in the shape of donkeys where they will bear the burdens of the poor).”

%8 Utopia, 39. Hexter and Surtz 1965: 379 write, “The disappearance of lawsuits has always
been a promised result or concomitant of communism.” This sentiment towards lawsuits also
appears in Rep. 464d-e when Socrates asserts that the guardians will be spared all the conflict
and disagreement that arise from lawsuits. See also Lyc. 24.3-4, where Plutarch reports that
lawsuits vanished in Sparta alongside gold and silver coinage, because there was neither greed
nor want but equality all around. This take on the elimination of lawsuits readily brings to
mind Praxagora’s political proposal in Eccl., which, among others, promises the abolition of
lawsuits and legal battles.

% Utopia, 110.

" Utopia, 111. See Ames 1949: 128, who argues, “This passage clearly refers to the
legislation of recent parliaments, completed in the parliament of 1515, which re-enacted the
old statutes against laborers while removing clauses unfavorable to employers.”

"t Menippus, in turn, brings to mind Phaedo 81e-82a, where Socrates, referring to
metempsychosis, asserts, “those who have indulged in gluttony and violence and
drunkenness, and have taken no pains to avoid them, are likely to pass into the bodies of asses
and other beasts of that sort.” olov tod¢ P&V yootplapyiog te kol DPpelg kai priomosiog
HepeleTnkoTag Kol U Smulapnpévoug €ig ta T@V Ovav yévn Kal TdV Too0Tev Onplov gikog
Evovectan).
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In Sparta, the unequal distribution of wealth was due not only because of trade but
also because of unjust land ownership. Plutarch writes, before Lycurgus’ reforms, “there was
a dreadful inequality in this regard, the city was heavily burdened with indigent and helpless
people, and wealth was wholly concentrated in the hands of a few” (dewiic yap obong
avopoiiog Kol TOAADY AKTNUOVOV Kol ATdpov EmQePOévey i TOAEL, TOD 8¢ TAOLTOV
navidmoow el Oriyove cuveppunkétoc).”? However, Lycurgus redistributes land and by
doing so, “...eliminates at stroke the envy and emulation that attend property...[and] forces
political corruption into the open, where it can be shamed.”” Again, the focus is on honour
and shame, which brings to mind fundamental attributes of the Utopian society, which
concentrates on honourable and virtuous training of the young, and punishment if they fail to
live up to these honours and virtues adequately.”

It is worth noting that Lycurgus’ reforms do not only recall Hythloday’s criticism of
other commonwealths of his time here, but they also bring to mind the very foundation of
Utopia by Utopus. For Utopus, “...conquered the country and gave it his

name...and...brought its rude, uncouth inhabitants to such a high level of culture and

Furthermore, More’s take on the unequal distribution of wealth in society recalls
Marsilio Ficino’s Latin translation of Plato’s dialogues. When Ficino summarises Plato’s
theory that cities, which are made up of both rich and poor citizens are not actually one city
but two, he describes the philosopher’s solution to the problem: “whence he arrived step by
step at his mystery, that everything should certainly be held in common. Some would not
have less, nor truly others more. And it is from the former circumstance that jealousies, lies,
thefts are born, while extravagance, pride, and sloth are born from the latter circumstance.”
Ficino, Platonis opera, p. 232. Nelson 2001: 900 states, “Erasmus drew heavily on [Ficino’s]
work” and *“although More was accomplished in Greek, it is probable that he too consulted
Ficino’s translations.” Certainly, as Nelson argues further, “Ficino’s characterization of
Platonic ‘justice’ as ‘the order and health of the society’... is very much the view of justice
we encounter in Utopia.” Nelson 2001: 901.

2 Lyc. 8.1.
" Liebert 2016: 117.
™ Cf. Utopia, 82.

26



humanity that they now surpass almost every other people.””® While there is not quite such a
level of superiority in Life of Lycurgus (and, as mentioned earlier, according to Socrates in the
Republic, Sparta is not superior but only second-best because of its very focus on honour and
shame), the connection is worth making. This is because the foundation of Utopia does reflect
the improvements made by Greek lawgivers such as Lycurgus (or Solon for that matter) who
establish or alter politics.”

Additionally, Lycurgus’ political thinking in regard to the redistribution of land
connects with the passages of Hythloday’s speech quoted above, which reflect the view that
law does not necessarily equate with justice - a view of which there is a clear thread
throughout Utopia. This is why (and it appears that Lycurgus employs a similar kind of
thinking here) law, in order to be just, needs to include moral principles, which cannot be
ignored in favour of the wealthy or (potentially antiquated) laws made by them.”” Highet,
referring to Plutarch’s Life of Lycurgus, asserts similarly that the text “treats [Lycurgus] as a
great statesman who saw that the legislator’s first duty is to ensure moral education.”’
“Together with Plutarch’s other accounts of Spartan virtue,” continues Highet, this embodies
the belief “that the innate goodness of man could be developed by good institutions. Political

reform was to be moral reform.”"®

"> Utopia, 44.

’® Cf. Traugott 1961: 544, who juxtaposes Utopus and Lycurgus, and says, “...there was an
eponymous Utopus who like Lycurgus lived and established things once upon a time
forevermore...”

" Liebert 2016: 110 notes that this is also evident in Xenophon’s Constitution of the
Lacedaimonians where Lycurgus is “portrayed as a reflective, almost philosophical lawgiver
constantly observing foreign regimes, considering the limitations and potentialities of human
nature, and inventing novel solutions to long-standing problems.” See Liebert 2016: 107.
Lycurgus’ reforms are also a rebuttal of Aristotle’s critique of Sparta being a society where
wealth is distributed unequally. As Liebert asserts, to this criticism, “Plutarch counters with
an austere Sparta in which wealth was carefully controlled.”

’® Highet 1949: 394.

¥ Highet 1949: 394-5,
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The emphasis on moral reform in Plutarch recalls the point made earlier in Utopia
about kings using certain laws to their advantage, especially to gain money. To them, this
approach allows for a rich, and creditable, source of income “since it can be made to wear the
mask of justice.”®® At the end of the day, however, many of those laws only look like justice
while in reality they are neither just nor beneficial to the majority of the citizens of the
commonwealth.®" It is clear that More feels uneasy about these juridical problems of his time:
in his opinion the line between just laws and seemingly just laws, and the deliberate abuse of
them, is too thin. All too often it is not the law that triumphs, “but the king’s appetite, cloaked
in forms of law.”®2

In the same vein, the line between just politics and tyranny is also too thin because
wherever “there is politics, there tyranny becomes a possibility.”®* Where there is tyranny, the
meaning of law and truth is based solely on the tyrant’s will, and may change at any given
moment.®* More voices the same concern in his reply to Lucian’s Tyrannicide where he asks
Lucian why he has to remind him of laws in a tyranny (quid in Tyrannide leges memorat).

After all, “they are laws in name only” (legum ista nomina sunt) and it is ultimately up to the

tyrant to decide how he wants to use them.®® This is something Swift is concerned with as

8 Utopia, 33.

81 Cf. Utopia, 21. Logan notes that More’s disappointment with the commonwealths of his
time, (“[he sees] in them nothing but a conspiracy of the rich, who are advancing their own
interests under the name and title of the commonwealth,” Utopia, 111), may allude to the
judgment of St. Augustine: “if justice is left out, what are kingdoms but great robber bands?”
See Augustine, The City of God 4.4 and Logan 2016: 111 n. 147.

82 Fenlon 1981: 469.

% Fenlon 1981: 454,

8 More expresses these feelings in more detail in his The History of King Richard the Third,
written between 1513 and 1518 (but left unpublished), which explores the consequences of
tyranny.

8 More’s Declamation in Reply to Lucian’s, 104-5. Specifically, More refers to the
succession of the throne under a tyranny here. According to his response, “there is no lawful
inheritance of government [in a tyranny], since all just laws are suspended and ineffective...”
Meyer 2014: 636. More asserts, “A tyrant always dies intestate, since the laws, which alone
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well. Traugott asserts that Swift is aware “of the linguistic process by which tyrants destroy
the meanings of words.” By doing so, continues Traugott, “a tyrant can reduce life to insane
paradox...anything can mean anything.”%

This is why at the heart of Utopia, there is “More’s deep understanding of — and
scathing contempt for — immoral, self-serving rulers and their enablers, his profound
sympathy for their victims and his passionate desire to expose their machinations and
depredations... " Again, this relates to Plutarch’s Lycurgus, whose reforms seek to prevent
Spartan leaders from engaging with (monetary) corruption that may influence their rule. In
this way, it also becomes clear that Utopia is not necessarily about constructing the perfect
commonwealth, but it is more about constructing the best possible commonwealth of More’s
time, namely a commonwealth that is able to prevent the emergence of tyranny.® The same
can be said for Lycurgus’ Sparta, which, before his reforms, vacillates between tyranny and
democracy, but does now enjoy the safest arrangement (icoppomicaco TV AGQAAESTATNV
t4Ew £oye) that helps the Spartan people to withstand tyranny.®®

However, in Utopia, the prevention of tyranny, which is made more vital by a fear of
factionalism in general, comes at a price. Specifically, in order to avoid the emergence of
(tyrannical) factions, it is prohibited to have political discussions in private. As Hythloday
reports in the second book of Utopia: “It is a capital offence to make plans about public

business outside the senate or the popular assembly. The purpose of these rules...is to prevent

can make a will valid, are held captive by him. In like manner, he who succeeds to the place
of a deceased tyrant is not an heir but a new tyrant, for he does not succeed but usurps.”
Declamation, p. 105.

8 Traugott 1961; 543.

87 | ogan 2011: 168.

88 Cf. Fenlon 1981: 462. “More’s eyes were open when he entered politics. His object was not
to build Utopia. It was to prevent the re-enactment of Richard I11.”

8 Lycurgus 5.6-7. Cf. Liebert 2016: 115.
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governor and tranibors® from conspiring together to alter the government and enslave the
people.” This prohibition is further emphasised by the fact that in Utopia, there are “no
chances for corruption; no hiding places; no spots for secret meetings.”®? Hythloday refers
back to this in the closing paragraph of the second book when he says: “Now that [the
Utopians] have torn up the seeds of ambition and faction at home...they are in no danger from
internal strife, which alone has destroyed the prosperity of many cities that seemed eminently
secure.”®

Even so, despite the positive aspect, the open spaces and lack of opportunity to cause
internal strife also result in something else, namely the elimination of individuality. Again,
this brings to mind a passage in Plutarch’s Life of Lycurgus, which portrays a similar lack of
individuality. At 25.3, he asserts:

10 6& dhov €i01le ToVg oAt PN BovAecOar pUnde émiotacOon kot 1diav Cijv, GAL

domep TG HeEATTOC TG KOV GULHEVEIS Ovtag Al kal Pet” AAMA®Y gilovévoue Ttepl

TOV apyovta, Hikpod Oeitv E€eotdTOc EaVT®Y VT €vOBoLGLocHoD Kol PrAoTiiog, 6Aovg
elval Thg motpidog

% On the use of “tranibor,” Thompson notes, “we find in Utopia many fanciful names coined
from Greek...a Lucianic trick, though Aristophanic as well.” See Thompson 1974: xlvii.
Berger 1982 states that ‘tranibor’ means ‘plain glutton’ (tpavig + Popdc). This probably
refers to More’s disdain for those who relentlessly gather money and land at the expense of
others. On this being an Aristophanic (or, old comic) trick, see for instance Galen, Glosses on
Hippocrates 19 p. 65 K. On the Lucianic aspects of this trick (and his ‘onomastic games’), see
Ni Mheallaigh 2010: 126-7 and Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 175-6.
%1 Utopia, 50. In case any Utopian is caught committing such an offence, they are punished
harshly (e.g. with enslavement or execution) because “they had an excellent education and the
best of moral training, yet still couldn’t be restrained from wrongdoing.” See Utopia, 82. This
is in line with Plato’s reasoning for punishing the citizens of his ideal state more harshly than
the non-citizens if they commit a crime. See Laws 854e.
%2 Utopia, 62. Cf. Utopia, 48. “Every house has a front door to the street and a back door to
the garden. The double doors, which open easily with a push of the hand and close again
automatically, let anyone come in — so there is nothing private anywhere.” See Greenblatt
1980: 47 who states that the original Latin makes this point even clearer: ita nihil usquam
riuati est.
53 Utopia, 112. This recalls the point made earlier that like Lycurgus, the Utopians are more
concerned with honour and peace within their own borders, and command over their own
people, rather than command over other nations.
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In a word, he trained his fellow-citizens to have neither the wish nor the ability to live
for themselves; but like bees they were to make themselves always integral parts of
the whole community, clustering together about their leader, almost beside themselves
with enthusiasm and noble ambition, and to belong wholly to their country.

As is the case in More’s Utopia, in Lycurgus’ Sparta, the citizen “is always outside of
himself, more a creature of the city than his own man.”®* The rationale for installing these
measures, and for training the citizens in these ways, is again comparable in both cases: the
assurance of greater stability of the law and the government.

In Utopia, this also brings to mind the overall intended effect of the arrangement of
the Utopian legal system. Namely, it is socially, and legally, impossible to conspire against
the government and to destabilise the law by tyrannical means because “men live all the time
under everyone’s eyes.”® More importantly, these coercive practices are “by no means
accidental [but] built into the logic of the ideal state.”*® Indeed, they are part of the plan of
living the Utopians have adopted through which “they have laid the foundation of a
commonwealth that is not only very happy but also, so far as human prescience can tell, likely

to last forever.”®’ The argument that the laws and institutions of the best commonwealth are

* Liebert 2016: 122.
% Hexter 1965: ciii. Cf. Sylvester 1963: ¢ and Carroll 1996: 253.

The statement that ‘men live all the time under everyone’s eyes’ brings to mind
Isocrates’ Areopagiticus 46-7, where he asserts that the Athenian forefathers “kept watch over
the life of every citizen” (dnpovg €0emdpovv 1OV Piov TOV ékdotov). This watchfulness is
necessary, “for where no watch is kept over such matters and the judgments are not strict,
there even honest natures grow corrupt” (mop’ oic H&v yap HNte @LAaky Hndspio TGV
To00TOV Kabéotnke YN0’ al kpicelg dxpifeic giot, mapd TovTolg Hev dapbeipecHot Kol Tag
EmieIkeic TV evoewv). As is the case in Utopia, close surveillance and harsh punishment is
the primary concern of the Areopagus in the old days, according to Isocrates. See also
Harding 1994: 208.

% Yoran 2005: 8.
% Utopia, 112.
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designed in a way that enables it to last forever, is also evident in the letter de Busleyden’s

sends to More in 1516. He writes:*®

Had [Sparta, Athens and Rome] been founded under the same auspices as your
commonwealth and governed by the same institutions, laws, regulations and customs,
certainly they would not now be fallen, levelled to the ground and extinguished — alas!
— beyond all hope of rebirth. On the contrary, they would now be intact, fortunate and
prosperous, leading a happy existence...%
This is why the political and legal system of Utopia is set up the way it is: it is (i) to avoid the
fate of other commonwealths, brought about by inadequate legal systems and political
regulations, and (ii) “to temper laws which [are] complex and unjust in their application.”**
There may be no place to hide on the island, and no opportunity to engage in political and
legal discussion outside the assembly or the senate, but to More, this seems to be a price

worth paying for the abolition of tyranny and the unfair application of laws. As Logan writes:

“...there appears to be an inescapable trade-off between the requirements for securing the

% Utopia, 129. It is significant that de Busleyden mentions Sparta first here, rather than
Athens or Rome. On the one hand, this underlines the influence of Life of Lycurgus on the
work, and thus also that of Plutarchan political philosophy. On the other hand, it also brings to
mind the defeat of Sparta at the battle of Leuctra, which left Spartan power shattered. See
Polybius 4.81.12, “the Lacedaemonians who ever since the legislation of Lycurgus had
enjoyed the best form of government and had the greatest power until the battle of Leuctra,
when chance henceforth turned against them, and their system of government instead of
improving began to go rapidly from bad to worse...”

% A similar notion appears in Stat. 297d, where the Stranger, building onto his argument that
the best government has written laws, says to the Young Socrates, that every government
must employ the written laws of the best government if they wish to be preserved. This is
why, he says at 301e, it is always necessary to “follow in the track of the perfect government
by coming together and making written laws.’

190 Zilko 1999: 62. Cf. Utopia, 129. See also the letter Guillaume Budé sends to Thomas
Lupset in 1517 in which he praises the Utopians’ attitude towards legal matters. He believes
that if the gods could cause Utopian policies “to be fixed by the bolts of strong and settled
conviction in the minds of all mortals. ...The immense weight of all those legal volumes,
which occupy so many brilliant and solid minds for their whole lifetimes, would suddenly
turn to empty air, the paper food for worms or used to wrap parcels in shops.” See Utopia,
121. (Budé might find entertainment in Philocleon’s decision to throw away the voting urns
and dismiss the jurors at Wasps 1339-41).
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commonwealth, and the attainment of freedom for its inhabitants...”*® Yoran asserts
similarly: “for achieving the all-important goal of an egalitarian as well as a stable social
order, the freedom and even the individuality of the citizens had to be compromised.”%?
Indeed, the Utopians’ political and legal system does affect the citizens’ individuality
in that it provides only “minimal scope to individual idiosyncrasy.”*®® Greenblatt states
likewise, “Utopian institutions are cunningly designed to reduce the scope of the ego: avenues
of self-aggrandizement are blocked, individuation is sharply limited.”*** However, building a
system that has this kind of impact on the Utopians’ individuality also eliminates the
possibility for them to adopt readily different disguises. As mentioned earlier, this is one of
Hythloday’s objections to both royal and legal service — kings and lawyers can adopt, like a

cloak, an infinite variety of opinions and masks that interfere with the truth and justice of

law.’ In this way, the succession of kings has “no more value than a stage play, with the

101 ogan 1983: 258. See also Logan 1983: 252.

%2 yoran 2005: 11.

108 Hexter 1965: ciii.

194 Greenblatt 1980: 39. This is another aspect of the Utopian constitution that brings to mind
that of Lycurgus. In the Comparison of Lycurgus and Numa 4.4, Plutarch writes that the
regulated training of the Spartan youth ensured that “there might be no confusing differences
in their characters, but that they might be moulded and fashioned from the very outset so as to
walk harmoniously together in the same path of virtue.” (6mw¢ Py S1Gpopot Pnde TapayDOELg
vévowvto toig fifeowv, GAL’ €ig &v TL KooV apetig Tyvog evbvg €& dpyfc mAaTTOpEVOl Kol
TUVTOVEVOL GLUPAiVOLEY GAARAOLC).

Again, as is the case with the other Plutarchan Spartan references in this chapter, it is

significant to note that Plutarch is offering an idealised version of Sparta that does not
necessarily relate to the reality of Sparta.
1% This is also one of the major themes of The History of King Richard the 111, i.e. the
discrepancy between the public appearance and the actual, hidden, motive; and More conveys
this through theatrical metaphor. As More writes, “and so they said that these matters be
kings’ games, as it were, stage plays, and for the most part played upon scaffolds, in which
poor men be but the on-lookers.” Richard I, 73. It also echoes Pico della Mirandola’s
Oration on the Dignity of Man, which More had translated earlier, which presents “man as an
essentially rhetorical creature, capable of adopting an infinite variety of disguises rather than
possessing one unvaried and natural essence.” See Norbrook 2002: 7.
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various participants simply acting out fictional roles.”*®® However, in Utopia, each citizen
possesses only one, invariable, persona, which makes any type of (tyrannical) role-play
impossible.'®’

At the same time however, though More is well aware of the social, political, and legal
consequences of tyranny, he is also able to offer a compromise to Hythloday’s protest. While
he does not necessarily disagree with him, he also believes that the citizens should not “give
up the ship in a storm because [they] cannot hold back the winds.”*°® Instead, he asserts, they
should employ a civil philosophy (i.e. a philosophy, “suited for the role of the citizen**) that
is informed by rhetoric, as it “adapts itself to the drama in hand and acts its part neatly and
appropriately.”*°
This philosophy is undeniably Ciceronian (see Orator xxxv.123), but it is also

Aeschylean. It recalls Aeschylus’ ship of state metaphor at PV 150-1 and 186-192, and it also

brings to mind Oceanus’ warning at PV 308-12, when he tells Prometheus to change his

106 Betteridge 2013: 43.

197 See also Greenblatt 1980: 41 and 62. Cf. Traugott 1961: 551, who states, “the moral
superiority of the public good over personal and the mutual subjection of the members of the
commonwealth” are also principles of Swift’s political philosophy. He argues: “Like More’s
communism, Swift’s principle of ‘mutual subjection’ is an argument against individualism
and for the common body.”

The idea that individuality, and concentration on personal advancement rather than the
public good, is potentially dangerous, can also be linked back to many Greek political
treatises. For instance, in Thucydides 2.65.7, the Athenians allow themselves to be taken over
by private interests and private ambitions and fail to focus on what is good for the country.
Likewise, 6.15.2-4 shows, how “Alcibiades’ private excesses are coming to compromise the
city’s welfare” when he hopes to gain personal wealth and favourable reputation by means of
his successes. Pelling 2000: 53. Again, this reflects More’s disdain for individuals gathering
wealth (and power) at the expense of others, which also ties into his critique of Richard 11l
whose “real crime [according to More] is not legal...but communal. Richard broke the bounds
of community that, within the tradition of political thought inspired by Aristotle’s thought, are
the basis of ethical government.” Betteridge 2013: 41.

1%8 Utopia, 37.
199 Utopia, 36.
19 Utopia, 36. Cf. Traugott 1961: 554-5. “More cared for “history” as an allegorical drama in
which certain individuals happened to play certain réles always well-known to the mind that
examines life.”
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speech and adapt to the new situation (i.e. Zeus’ regime). Furthermore, it is Aristophanic,
because at Thesm. 149-52, Agathon tells the relative: ypn yop momtiv &vdpa mpog T
dpdpata O Ol molelv, TPOg TADTA TOVG TPOTOVG EYELV. ADTIKO YOVAIKED TV ot T1g Spdplata,
Hetovoiov 0el TV Tpommv T odU’ Exewv. (“To be a poet, a man must suit his behaviour to the
requirements of his plays. If, say, he’s writing plays about women, his body must partake of
women’s behaviour”).!*

More exemplifies this idea of a civil philosophy by offering the following analogy
(which highlights once again the versatility of his text, as he continues to correspond
elegantly with literary themes from the past in order to achieve true intellectual emulation):
when a comedy by Plautus is put on, one cannot simply come on stage and start quoting a
tragedy by Seneca because plays are perverted and ruined when influenced by irrelevant
speeches. Even if the irrelevant speeches were better than the play itself, continues More, it
would still “be better to take a silent role than to say something inappropriate and...turn the
play into a tragicomedy.”**2

Instead, rather than giving “strange and out-of-the-way speeches to people with whom
they will carry no weight,” one should follow an indirect approach and handle matters as

tactfully as one can in order to make things “as little bad as possible.”™** This is because,

More writes, “it is impossible to make everything good unless all men are good, and that |

11 Agathon’s point refers to the relative’s disguise and altered speech when he enters the
women’s sphere, and it emphasises More’s civil philosophy because it shows how man must
adapt his behaviour to the present set of circumstances.

112 Utopia, 37. A comparable idea can be found in Lycurgus 19.1, where Lycurgus installs
into young Spartans the habit of silence, for “intemperance in talking makes discourse empty
and vapid.” See also Mor. 506¢. Cf. David 1999: 119 and Ducat 2006: 36. See Bayliss 2009:
236-240 for the ‘brevity’ of Spartan speech. The same sentiment appears in Aristophanes’
Clouds 960-965 and 1058-9. There is also a fragment of Prometheus Unbound, which may
allude to a similar notion. moAAoic yap €ott képdog M owyn Bpotdv. "For to many mortals
silence is advantageous.” (Scholia (M B D) to Aelius Aristeides, Oration 3.97).

113 Utopia, 37. Cf. Wooden 1977: 39.
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don’t expect to see for quite a few years yet.”*** However, what can be done in the meantime
is “to work so as to restrain the vicious and reduce the scope of evil.”*!®> On the one hand, the
advice to accept reality in order to make things ‘as little bad as possible’ bears again
Aeschylean connotations, because it brings to mind the advice Kratos gives to Hephaestus at
PV 66-8, when he urges him to stop pitying Prometheus because it will only make matters
worse for himself. On the other hand, this approach also links back to the point made earlier
about how More’s intention is not to create the best commonwealth of all times but a
commonwealth that reduces the possibilities of evil as much as possible, especially the ever-
looming threat of tyranny.

It is, perhaps, due to the somewhat contradictory meanings of these connotations that
this approach also includes satirical features. Even though More believes that it is impossible
to make everything good unless everyone is good, he invents a society that “posits a kind of
golden humanity, faceless and obedient, a race of beings from whose composition all of the
limited and unpleasant features have been erased.”'® Indeed, as Dudok points out, “... [A]
model state as such is an utter impossibility; because More does not invent ideal institutions
for mankind, but an ideal mankind for their institutions.”**" Certainly, this satirises the
humanist belief in the reforming power of education (and thus also one of the core principles

of Utopian and Platonic philosophy), as “the obvious practical difficulty with this design is

114 Utopia, 37.
15 Fenlon 1981: 461. Cf. Sylvester 1963: cii.

See also the letter Erasmus sends to Ulrich von Hutten in 1516 in which he describes
More’s optimistic opinion that it is always possible to look at things positively. He writes:
“There is nothing that occurs in human life, from which [More] does not seek to extract some
pleasure, although the matter may be serious in itself. If he has to do with the learned and
intelligent, he is delighted with their cleverness, if with unlearned or stupid people, he finds
amusement in their folly. He is not offended even by professed clowns, as he adapts himself
with marvellous dexterity to the tastes of all.”
1® Wooden 1977: 38.

" Dudok 1923: 174.
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that a fallible, variegated humanity will never conform to it.”**® The kind of idealism that
More presents here is not teachable; and thus it resembles more the satirical recourses to the
fantastic we witness in Lucian and Swift, rather than those of actual civil philosophy. (Of
course, the etymology of the name Utopia highlights this, too. It does spell ‘nowhere,” after
all). ™

Nonetheless, More’s principles presented in Utopia (though carried to such an
illogical extreme that they are hardly feasible), have the double perspective of comic fantasy
and apt realism; and this approach can also be found in Aristophanes, Plato, and later Swift.
As Ruskin puts it, “What an infinitely wise — infinitely foolish — book [Utopia] is! Right in all
it asks — insane, in venturing to ask it, all at once — so making its own wisdom folly for ever
more.”*?® Much like Aristophanic comedy, Platonic dialogues, and Swiftian travel tales,
Utopia has the potential to combine the wise and the silly (which again echoes its Lucianic
tone), as it satirises the truth in an entertaining adventure story. The mockery of tyranny (and,
in More’s case, especially the mockery of Richard I11), and the contempt for factionalism and
individualism clearly inform many passages in Utopia and reflect the author’s disapproval of
these principles. At the same time, the very solution More proposes is a clever mockery in

itself because he proposes a new tyrannical system in order to bring an end to the old one.

"8 Wooden 1977: 38.

119 1t is this idealism, which Swift, according to Nichols, objects to in Gulliver’s Travels.
Precisely, he argues, “the dangerous propensity of philosophy that Swift criticizes [is] the
inclination to turn away from humanity in search for perfection.” He portrays in Gulliver “the
folly of man who tries to stamp out [human] passions under the influence of a mistaken notion
of virtue and reason.” Nichols 1981: 1169. Indeed, “in his love of the Houyhnhnms, Gulliver
accepts an idea of perfection which makes it impossible for him either to understand or to
participate in human life.” Nichols 1981: 1154. Swift’s criticism of his own character recalls
that of More when he asks Hythloday to adopt a more realistic, and more practical,
philosophy — one that will work among human beings.

120 This quotation is taken from a letter John Ruskin sends to Frederick Startridge Ellis in
1870 to thank him for getting a hold of a copy of Utopia for him.
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Specifically, the fact that on the Utopian island, the threat of tyranny is exchanged for
the absence of individual freedom and, more importantly, restricted freedom of political
speech, is another serio-comic solution to the problem. Certainly, tyrannical systems and
absolute monarchs do not exist in Utopia — and thus, a serious threat is no longer a concern.
At the same time, it is questionable whether the Utopian citizens are actually free from this
concern, or whether they are merely enslaved in another absolute system — and thus, victim to
a satirical, and paradoxical, interpretation of tyranny. It is clear that their legal and political
structure leaves no room for the kind of tyranny that More despises, but it certainly includes
space for many Orwellian measures. This also poses the question: what difference does it
make whether people are ruled by tyrants who lead with their appetite and interpret laws
whichever way suits them best, or by constant surveillance, which leaves no room for privacy,
let alone unrestrained freedom of political speech? In this manner, it is easy to interpret
Utopia as an absolute state as well; it is merely a different, and in many ways more satirical,
form of absolutism.*?*

Yet, as mentioned on pp. 35-6, More does not actually say that his intention is to
create the perfect state with Utopia; his goal is to create what is, in his opinion, the best
possible state in his time, namely a state that does not allow for tyrannical factions to rise to
power. He presents his serio-comic proposal for solving the problems of his own
commonwealth, primarily brought about by absolute monarchs, tyrants, and irrelevant
political speeches, which so happens to include absolute features others might want to abolish
instead. In a way then, More dismantles the absolutism of his time only to put it back together

in a different form on the island of Utopia — much like Aristophanes takes apart the Athenian

121 As mentioned earlier (cf. p. 13), Wooden goes even so far to argue, “the remedies
proposed [in Utopia] are more radical, impractical, and destructive than the evils they are
intended to cure.” Wooden 1977: 43.
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political and legal system throughout his comedies only to re-assemble it in one way or
another at the end of the play. Consequently, in a fashion that resembles that of Aristophanes,
while More’s proposal certainly solves one set of problems, it also gives way to another one
at the same time. %2

In this manner, the nature of the question asked above remains complicated, for it is
questionable whether exchanging one kind of absolutism for another is an adequate solution
to the problems about which More is concerned. At the same time, it is this potentially
inadequate, and satirical, solution, paired with a political-philosophical stance, which reflects
the exact problems More aims to solve. Precisely, it is this mixture of the serious with the
entertaining, and the ‘speaking truth while he laughs and laughing while he speaks truth,”*?*
which seems to characterise More here, that is noteworthy. It is the serio-comic response that
is visible throughout Utopia that gives way to a discussion about other possible ways of

organising society, and the measures people take, and have taken in the past, to solve the

various social, political, and legal problems of their time.

IV. Utopia in relation to ancient and modern political thought

I mention above (p. 8) that Aristophanes, and ancient Greek culture in general, often
turns to animals in times of crisis and in situations that bear new beginnings.*?* For instance,
in Birds, Peisetaerus and Euelpides decide to leave Athens and live with the birds in order to

escape lawsuits, debts and litigiousness — indeed, the proto-pastoral lifestyle of the birds

122 At the same time, looking at this from a slightly different point of view, this also links
back to More’s use of the ship of state metaphor: a counsellor should never give up because
even though he may not be able to secure the good, he may at least be able to reduce the bad.
123 Erasmus, Epistolae |, 425.45-426.46. Cf. Thompson 1974 li-lii.

124 On the possible relation of Aesop’s animal fables to the formation of states and creation of
urban spaces, see Bloch 2004. Bloch primarily focuses on the twelfth-century, but his article
makes many important points which are applicable to fifth-century Greece as well.
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(already tested and approved by Tereus) seems to offer much more than life in Athens ever
could. Likewise, in Plutarch’s Gryllus, Gryllus declines Odysseus’ offer to convince Circe to
transform him back into a human being; he prefers being a pig because animals enjoy a much
more virtuous way of life than human beings do. Comparably, Lucretius argues that the world
is not created for human beings, or for their comfort, so “riddled is it with faults.”**® On the
contrary, if it is made for anyone then it is animals because they are more self-sufficient and
much better adapted to it than human beings are.?® Additionally, in Lucian’s Gallus, the
rooster shows Micyllus that life is not as bad as he thinks it is, and that he is better off in
poverty than in wealth. In this vein, we are also intended “to learn moral lessons from

»127 \who so often have a much better

Aesop’s animal fables: to learn from the animals
understanding of our merits and faults than we do.
As Aristotle notes, “If, however, there is anyone who holds that the study of the
animals is an unworthy pursuit, he ought to go further and hold the same opinion about the
study of himself” (ei 8¢ g v mepi tdV SV (Dov Oswpioyv GTIHOV £lvol VEVOUIKE, TOV
1129

adTOV TpoTOV olesBon ypi) koi mept avtod). 28 Certainly, “animals are good to think with,

and this is true not just for antiquity but also for the subsequent time-periods. Animals often,

125 ucretius, De Rerum Natura 2.181.

12 Lucretius, 5.195-234.

127 Campbell 2014: xvi.

128 Aristotle, Part. An. 645a.

129 campbell 2014: xv. Campbell (ed.) 2014, The Oxford Handbook of Animals in Classical
Thought and Life, is one of the latest works on animals in ancient intellectual culture. Other
recent studies include Kurhonen and Ruonakoski (eds.) 2017, Human and Animal in Ancient
Greece: Empathy and Encounter in Classical Literature; Johnston, Mastrocinque, and
Papaioannou (eds.) 2016, Animals in Greek and Roman Religion and Myth. Proceedings of
the Symposium Grumentinum Grumento Nova (Potenza), 5-7 June 2013; Kalof (ed.) 2007, A
Cultural History of Animals in Antiquity, Vol. 1; Frizell (ed.) 2004, Pecus: Man and Animal in
Antiquity, Proceedings of the conference at the Swedish Institute in Rome, September 9-12,
2002. See also Bell and Naas (eds.) 2015, Plato’s Animals: Gadflies, Horses, Swans, and
Other Philosophical Beasts for a discussion of the role animal metaphors, allusions,
analogies, and images play in the Platonic dialogues.
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reflectively, offer insight into human institutions (especially, the political, legal, and social
ones) and, by doing so, give way to two important questions: what makes human beings
human, and how do we differ from other animals? This is especially the case for accounts
which grant speech to animals and which endow them with the faculty of a human mind. For
in awarding these abilities to animals, these stories “draw attention to questions about what
differentiates human from animal by manipulating a standard marker of the boundary between
the two categories.”*®® They thus provide the ideal textual space to examine questions
pertaining to the qualities, habits, and culpabilities of human beings.

Additionally, animals often provide an escape to a fantastic world, which is at least
initially separate from the one the author, or character, seeks to leave behind. For example,
Lemuel Gulliver, similarly to Gryllus, is unable to find true happiness among the human
society after his journey to the Houyhnhnms who possess far more virtue and wisdom than he
could ever find in any human being. Indeed, to Gulliver, “the perfectly rational social order is
not a human society but a mythical animal one.”™* In this vein, as Traugott aptly puts it
“rather than shipwreck our imaginations on Circe’s island, Swift suggests that we might
discover her pigs in our own parlors.”**? Similarly, Orwell asserts, “humour is the debunking
of humanity, and nothing is funny except in relation to human beings. Animals...are...funny
because they are caricatures of ourselves.”*** Drawing from these points, | argue that the
finding of a truth about our own world (and of that of the protagonist) in the everyday life in a
(seemingly) fantastic realm is not only “Swift’s principal satiric device — and philosophic

statement,”** but also that of Aristophanes, More, Orwell, Wells, and Gilman. More

130 | efkowitz 2014: 1.
31 Higgins 1983: 529.
132 Traugott 1961: 5509.
133 Orwell 1945, Funny, but not Vulgar.
3% Traugott 1961: 5509.
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specifically, | show in this thesis that, if we connect the strands of these individual works, it
becomes clear that they all reveal a notion of reality which treats life, as the authors and
characters know it, as an allegory in a serio-comic manner.

Furthermore, | demonstrate that in virtually every story mentioned here, the fantastic
realms and countries which are explored, recall those that are left behind at the beginning of
the account in one way or another. Negelokokkvyio starts to bear strong resemblance to
Athens when Peisetaerus and Euelpides impose capricious law-codes and death penalties on
its citizens, the birds. They, in turn, begin to resemble Athenian citizens, as they are swayed
by empty rhetoric and promises Peisetaerus is unlikely to keep. Gryllus experiences
flashbacks of the time he was a human being when Odysseus visits him on Aiaia, and when
he juxtaposes the human world with that of the animals in order to convince his former
companion that life is much better as a pig. Gulliver, meanwhile, is disgusted by the habits of
the Yahoos because they remind him of human beings far too much for his liking; they are
incapable of living up to the calm and rational society of the horses of which he thinks so
highly. (And this clearly brings to mind Orwell’s point made in Funny, but not Vulgar, that
“comic verse...often depends on building up a fantastic universe which is just similar enough
to the real universe to rob it of its dignity”). Furthermore, in Animal Farm, it is clear that both
the animals and their farm humanize over the course of the story, to the extent that at the end
of the narrative it is impossible to distinguish them from their human neighbours.

In this way, animals are indeed ‘good to think with,” because the fantastic and satiric
representation of them, their minds, and their habits in a strange and, often, faraway land,
offers a fable for our time through which certain political, legal, and social concerns can be

displayed all too clearly. Higgins writes similarly, “the...order of the Houyhnhnms may be
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unattainable but it remains as a perpetual reproach to moderns.”** As noted above, the same
can be said for the other animal societies presented here. In Birds, this is accentuated by the
fact that the comedy features animal characters in their own rights rather than a mere animal
chorus, as is, for example, the case in Frogs; and in Gryllus and Animal Farm, it is made clear
by the point that the animals voice clearly which kind of life they actually want. The same is,
of course, also true for Aesop’s fables, which clearly portray animals who have language,
societal expectations, assemblies, and an understanding of politics.

The idea that the order of the Houyhnhnms, and those of the other animal societies,
remains a reproach to modernity is significant; and it applies to the texts, which do not feature
animals but women, or female characters, as the ‘Other’ as well. As | show in this
dissertation, like the portrayal of (comic) animals, the (satiric) representation of women in
state ideology and legal discourse grants a mode of investigating the problems of both
antiquity and modernity. This is as true for Aristophanes’ comedies and Herodotus’ histories
as it is for modern accounts of females proposing another possible way of organising society.
Again, the travel theme, or the fictitious recourse to an alternate world, is relevant, as is the
serio-comic narrative style of Utopia.**

Like Lucian, Aristophanes can be related to More and Swift when it comes to satirical
portrayals of the political situation of his time. He goes further than More because he is, |
believe, ultimately more of a satirist than More is, but does not go quite as far as Swift does,

since his plays do not take the audience on actual voyages that far away. Furthermore, they

135 Higgins 1983: 531.

3¢ On a discussion of both ancient and modern interpretations of the Amazon myth, see
especially Blok 1995, who, in the first part of her book, situates representations of the
Amazons within modern historiography. On the ancient idea of matriarchy and women in
charge in Greek tradition, see for example Pembroke 1967 and Vidal-Naquet 1986. Moreover,
for discussions of utopian and comic fiction in Aristophanic comedy, see Zeitlin 1999a and
1999b, Zumbrunnen 2006, and Ruffell 2011.
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lack the descriptions of the customs and way of life in other societies (this is more Herodotus’
style). Nonetheless, the two comedies which are especially relevant when discussing women
in charge, namely Lysistrata and Ecclesiazusae, do offer an escape to differently organised
societies, despite the fact that they take place at home in Athens.**” Specifically, both plays
feature a topsy-turvy world, namely a world that is, (at least for the majority of the plays),
shaped by a form of gynaecocracy with reversed gender roles. In this vein, like Hythloday’s
and Gulliver’s physical voyages, Lysistrata and Ecclesiazusae present to the audience a world
of comic reversal, which is, like the meaning of the full title of Utopia, both an entertaining
liberation from the established order and a self-reflective mirror, which shows the problems of
the very society it aims to amuse.

Likewise, Herodotus’ description of Argos as a strange and upside-down world where
the female has overcome the male, and his depiction of the Amazons as self-sufficient warrior
women, take the reader on a journey to differently organised societies that recalls the travel
theme seen in More and Swift.**® The same is true for Apollonius of Rhodes’ portrayal of the

Lemnian women, who are, at least temporarily, in charge of Lemnos. Moreover, “on each of

37 Thesmophoriazusae is another comedy which needs to be mentioned here because it also
portrays female characters engaging with Athenian state ideology. Particularly, by referring to
themselves as demos in the play, the women draw up a symbolic city wall in the
Thesmophorian sanctuary, away from the real demos, thus demarcating their own community.
Their experiences with religious festivals serve as a foundation for this community and their
religious gatherings as a foundation for their demos’ assemblies. The legal and political
character of the comedy reaches its zenith in lines 331-71 where the women list the laws and
customs of their community, which appear to be a blend of religious and civic elements.
Moreover, they begin to emerge as a debating society which resembles the Athenian
assembly, which is especially clear in lines 352-71 where the chorus’ prayer recalls political
rhetoric off stage.

138 Herodotus 6.77. See also Plutarch de Mul. Virt. 4.245, where he tells the story of Telesilla
who orders the women of Argos to defend the city and dresses them in men’s clothes. This is
the origin of a festival called Hybristika, which commemorates the women’s courage and
during which men and women wear each other’s dress. See Pausanias 2.20.8-9 for a different
version of that story where Telesilla calls upon everyone, not just women, to defend the city,
including old men and slaves.
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Gulliver’s voyages we are given a particular account of education, learning, and marriage

customs in the societies visited,”**°

and often these observations are compared to the ones
Gulliver makes in his own home. Hythloday makes use of the same method when he tells his
audience about Utopia, and it is clear that Herodotus uses it too. Certainly, Herodotus’
accounts are intended to be more historical than More’s and Swift’s, and he does not employ
satire, ridicule, allegory, and the fantastic with the same dexterity than they do (although he
does come close in some passages), mainly because this is not his aim. The general travel
theme, however, and the general storytelling of the customs of strange, and often remote,
societies, which echo those of others, does connect these works.

Furthermore, | argue that the (utopian) travel theme continues to connect these ancient
works with certain modern accounts which tell relatable stories. In Herland, Gilman explores
questions pertaining to the political and social order of her time by imagining a nation of
women in a remote mountain pathway whose only pass to the outside world has been sealed
off a long time ago. As is the case with Herodotus” Amazons, who live more or less among
themselves until the Scythian men come along, and Praxagora, who seeks to keep the outside
world out by transforming Athens into one big household, and the Lemnian myth and rite, the

plot of Herland requires the exclusion from the world outside.**® More importantly, this

exclusion comes to an abrupt halt when three male explorers make their way into Herland.

139 Higgins 1983: 518.
149 This recalls one of the fundamental concepts of Utopia and Lycurgus’ Sparta where the
focus is on the society within, rather than the world outside.

In regards to the Lemnian rite, every year, in order to commemorate the crime of the
Lemnian women, all fires on Lemnos were extinguished for nine days. During that time, no
ship was allowed to land on the island but at the end of the nine-day period, a ship bearing
new fire from Delos arrived and distributed the flame all over Lemnos. This fire was
associated with restoration, which in turn was supposed to indicate the arrival of new life on
the island. See Martin 1987: 89. See also Dumézil 1924: 37-39 and Burkert 1970: 6.

45



| demonstrate in this thesis that the men’s arrival sets in motion an important plot
point of the story, namely the juxtaposition of matriarchy and patriarchy; this is also the case
in the ancient accounts. | show that this juxtaposition is an entertaining and effective method
of illuminating not only the fifth-century fascination with other ways of organising society
and gender-relations but also that of the twentieth-century. In a recent talk called Women in
Power, given at the London Review of Books Winter Lecture, Mary Beard both started and
ended with Herland because:'*!

it nicely raises some of the topics that [are] on the agenda [here] — from imaginary

communities of women doing things their way to bigger questions of knowing how we

recognise female power under the sometimes funny and sometimes honestly

frightening stories that we tell ourselves about female power, and indeed have told

ourselves about it in the West at least for thousands of years.
Indeed, as is the case in Animal Farm, which brings to mind many of the concerns raised in
Aristophanes’ Birds, Herland re-addresses some of the points made in Lysistrata and
Ecclesiazusae as well as in Herodotus” account of the Amazons and Apollonius’ version of
the myth of the Lemnian women. In this manner, | argue that, like the animal fictions,
Herland, in conjunction with its ancient counterparts, raises important questions about the
merits and faults of female power and, as Beard points out, about the ‘sometimes funny and
sometime frightening’ aspects with which female power is associated. More importantly, it

highlights a phenomenon, which shapes, either directly or indirectly, the comedies, the

41 Beard, Women in Power, London Review of Books Winter Lecture, 6 March 2017. |
listened to Beard’s lecture after both this part of the introduction and the section on Herland
had been written. | am pleased to say that we have both, independently of one another,
decided to use Herland (and its sequel With Her in Ourland) and compare it to ancient
accounts of ‘women in power.” | revised both sections appropriately and included aspects of
her talk in order to acknowledge my debt to her, where her research has enhanced my own.
Meanwhile, her new book, Women & Power: A Manifesto, came out shortly before I
submitted this thesis, and after everything had been written, and therefore could not be
considered.
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historical account, and the myth: gynaecocratic leaderships are ephemeral, and the eventual
return to a more patriarchal social order is inevitable. In this vein, | demonstrate that both the
ancient and modern texts end up giving way to an expression, and even justification, of the
inescapable reality of the patriarchal status quo, which looms over the characters’ heads
throughout the story.

In this way, the discussion of female societies continues to join the dialogue presented
in the analyses of the animal communities and Utopia. It shows that instead of enabling us to
leave behind perceptions of our own world, the fantastic realms guide us towards them yet
again as soon as we have spent some time there, which in turn makes clear that, often, strange
and faraway lands are not as strange and faraway as they may seem. Additionally, I show that
both the ancient and the modern accounts of women in power all share the same basic pattern:
at one point in each story, women rule and men have either vanished, sunk to the bottom of
the hierarchy, or are otherwise unimportant. In each narrative, things go well for a while —
sometimes even for two-thousand years, as is the case in Herland. Eventually, however, chaos
ensues, caused by either men’s absence or female rule in general. The solution to the problem
is the same in nearly all accounts: reunite men and women and renew the patriarchal status
quo, at least on a social level.**? In this manner, as is the case in Birds and Animal Farm, the
audience is taken home at the end of the tale.

These endings may be disappointing to some, but they also have the potential to point
at something else. Specifically, I argue that the collective power of these narratives portray

not only women and animals at times of crisis and at moments of foundation and revolution

142 Granted, in Ecclesiazusae, this does not exactly happen because the play ends with a
celebration of the gynaecocratic regime. However, | suggest that the comparison with other
ancient accounts allows us to propose that the same return to the status quo will eventually
take place in the comedy as well, even if it does not happen within the actual timeframe of the

play.
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but they also play into the historic conflict between matriarchal and patriarchal regimes, and
into the continuous conflict between different (and often unsuccessful) proposals for the (re-)
structuring of society. Like Utopia and Gulliver’s Travels, these stories are then assimilated to
a debate about not only democracy, different types of social orders with alternative leadership
styles, and various attempts to refine law, but also about which political system is ultimately
the best one. Furthermore, | argue that these stories imply that the past is inevitably contained
in the future, as we are presented with ever-recurring cycles of political conflict. I will
demonstrate in this thesis that this is done by portraying either the return to a previously
discarded social order or by showing the recurrence of political and legal problems, which
cannot seem to be avoided no matter no hard one may try.

The last point is elaborated especially well by the dismantlement of society seen in
Aristophanes’ Birds, Lysistrata, and Ecclesiazusae, Plato’s Statesman, Timaeus, and Critias
as well as More’s Utopia, Wells’ The Time Machine and Orwell’s Animal Farm. For
example, in the myth of the reversed cosmos in the Statesman, the Stranger demonstrates that
political conflicts perpetually repeat themselves by showing that the cosmos exchanges (a) for
(b) on a regular basis, and that we are subject to an eternal cycle of reversal of times.
Likewise, in the Timaeus and the Critias we hear a story about an Athens that undergoes
recurrent periods of foundation and destruction. Similarly, Wells’ time traveller observes
things that remind him of the past when travelling several hundred-thousand years into the
future: the buildings he sees in the year 802,701 remind him of those of the Phoenicians and
the Sphinx. Furthermore, as already stated above, both Aristophanes and More may take apart
their respective polities over the course of their stories but they always put them back together
once they reach the end of the story; and often the characters end up right where they started.

It is clear that the same concept applies to Orwell’s Animal Farm: at the end of the tale, the
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animals’ farm is undistinguishable from the one they seek to reform at the beginning of the
account.

In addition to the anniversaries listed earlier, these points continue to pull the strands
of the ancient and modern texts together because they all show seemingly unbreakable
political and social cycles, continuous oscillation and re-evaluation of the law, and characters
who always seem to end up right where they started. The emphasis is, as stated earlier, on
rhetoric, especially legal language (and the misuse thereof) of characters who either
systematically exploit and manipulate a collective people (represented by animals and female
characters) for their own advantage or who offer a satirical solution to certain political and
social problems, which is grounded in the legal language of their time. | argue that this
emphasis continues to show that it is not hard to find parallels between their time and our
own, where deceptive rhetoric is under increasing scrutiny worldwide, as is the question who
has the right to speak and who does not. It also shows, in another timely manner, that the right
to speak does not necessarily include the ability (and willingness) to contribute effectively to
political debate, and that skilful articulate speech is often at risk of being silenced or
dismissed as inept.**?

As stated at the beginning of this section, | aim to demonstrate in this thesis the ways

in which the ancient and modern texts can be compared, particularly in important political,

3 In many important ways, the unwillingness and inability to contribute effectively to
political discourse is more Huxleyan than Orwellian. Postman writes: “What Orwell feared
were those who would ban books. What Huxley feared was that there would be no reason to
ban a book, for there would be no one who wanted to read one. Orwell feared those who
would deprive us of information. Huxley feared those who would give us so much that we
would be reduced to passivity and egoism. Orwell feared that the truth would be concealed
from us. Huxley feared the truth would be drowned in a sea of irrelevance. Orwell feared we
would become a captive culture. Huxley feared we would become a trivial culture,
preoccupied with some equivalent of the feelies, the orgy porgy, and the centrifugal
bumblepuppy...In short, Orwell feared that what we hate will ruin us. Huxley feared that
what we love will ruin us.” Postman 1985: xix-Xx.

49



juridical, and rhetorical respects. |1 do this in order to examine how different characters
respond to, and engage with, different forms of power in an environment that at least begins
as democratic. As pointed out earlier, | argue that this study enables us to trace not only the
development of (Western) political thought over the last two-thousand years but also to
challenge and interrogate difficult political, juridical, and rhetorical problems, which seem to

recur consistently throughout time.

V. Synopsis of the thesis

I begin my discussion in the first chapter, ‘Rhetorical Paradigms and Cyclical Themes
in Aeschylus, Plato, and Wells,” by examining the theme of change and notions of ascent and
descent in Aeschylus’ Prometheus Vinctus. Looking at the characters’ rhetoric, | argue that,
while Zeus may be the legitimate ruler in the tragedy, his rule is not eternal and will be altered
in the next play, Prometheus Unbound. | then analyse the ascent of man to which the play
clearly refers and the Protagorean reliance on the human intellect, rather than on a divine
anchor, that simultaneously arises with mankind. The sophistic view that human intellect is
self-sufficient leads on to a series of questions, such as “how should we live?” and *what does
it mean for our political, legal, and social system when we rely exclusively on reason and
rhetoric?” The significance of these questions is especially highlighted by the discussions
about rhetoric and political existence found in the Gorgias, the Statesman, the Protagoras, the
Timaeus, and the Critias.

In particular, the analysis of the themes found in PV feeds into a discussion of Plato’s
critique of rhetoric in the Gorgias; the importance of the myth of the reversed cosmos and the

ways in which different factions engage with one another in the Statesman; the consequences
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of the limits of human reason in the Protagoras; and the significance of the recurrent cycles
of ascent and descent in the Timaeus and the Critias. | end the chapter with a discussion of
Wells” The Time Machine, which not only continues to highlight the idea that we are subject
to recurrent circles, but also offers a symbolic answer to the question what might happen
when we fail to acknowledge the boundaries of the human intellect.

The second chapter, ‘Rhetorical Strategies and State Formation in Aristophanes and
Orwell,” begins with an analysis of Tereus’ and Peisetaerus’ use of distinct political rhetoric
in Aristophanes’ Birds, which enables the construction of vepelokokkvyio. Looking at
Tereus’ role as a Greek teacher (influenced by his tragic past), | argue that he serves as an
agent of speech who decides who has the right to speak and who does not, which allows him
to create a window into the gap between the right to speak and the right to be heard. The birds
are able to speak Greek; however, they neither use that skill to defend themselves nor to
unravel the real meaning behind Peisetaerus’ flattering rhetoric. Instead, they are swayed by
deceptive speech, which leads them to accept Peisetaerus’ proposal optimistically, not
knowing that it will not bode well for all of them.

In the subsequent sections of chapter 2, | analyse the problematic nature of the law
code of vepehokokkvyia. It is not clear whether the birds’ laws are based on an ancient law
code (as Peisetaerus claims they are) or whether Peisetaerus creates them on a whim. These
uncertainties contribute to the dubious and, potentially, arbitrary legal structure of the birds’
city. However, | also show how these uncertainties (in true Aristophanic style) are balanced
by a great comic sense, which offers the opportunity to laugh at utter human failure in a way
that is distressed by an equally great sense of despair.

In this way, Aristophanes’ Birds is comparable with Orwell’s Animal Farm: like the

comic playwright, Orwell satirically exposes false optimism and the oxymoronic nature of
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tyranny by portraying animals who are unable to question political decrees properly, rashly
surrender power, and who fall victim to leaders who misuse rhetoric. Additionally, both
Aristophanes and Orwell express that exchanging one political system for another is not
necessarily a positive undertaking because it only contributes to the, often negative,
oscillation of law-making and continuous regeneration of politics.

The use (and misuse) of rhetoric to influence a specific community feeds into the
discussion presented in the third chapter, ‘Female Deliberative Rhetoric and State Ideology in
Aristophanes and Gilman.” | begin by analysing the way in which Lysistrata rallies the
women to announce that the future of Greece is in their hands, and continue by examining the
dialogue between Lysistrata and the Proboulos. | argue that their exchange emerges as a
political spectacle, where one side fails to understand the other, which brings to mind real
political speeches off stage that are also informed by miscomprehension and
miscommunication. Like the moral of Birds and Animal Farm, their dialogue makes clear that
the masses must not fall prey to empty rhetoric but that they must learn to see rhetoric for
what it really is.

In the next part of chapter 3, | analyse the misuse of rhetoric in Ecclesiazusae and
show how Praxagora appropriates masculine rhetorical strategies in order to exploit feelings
of discomfort caused by problematic Athenian political affairs. While Lysistrata also adopts
male political discourse, | argue that Praxagora’s rhetoric is ultimately more destructive
because it alters the fundamental nature of Athens, at least temporarily. Furthermore, |
demonstrate that Praxagora uses legal language which is anchored deeply in the political and
legal world of early fourth-century Athens. This demonstration is important because it shows,
in combination with an analysis of the changes made to the Athenian legal system in the late

fifth and early fourth-century, that the foundation of Praxagora’s regime, while dubious in
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some ways, is not quite as illegitimate as it may seem and therefore might just work, at least
in theory.

In the subsequent sections of chapter 3, | assert that the ending of Ecclesiazusae
recalls many of the points made earlier: the Athenians accept a political proposal full of
discomforting indications, which imply that Praxagora is not the great leader she claims she is
but yet another scoundrel. Nonetheless, | also argue that the language of Blepyrus suggests
that Praxagora’s regime is bound to fail and that power will eventually go back to the
Athenian men. | emphasise this point by examining other stories which depict women in
charge (specifically, Herodotus’ account of the Amazons and Apollonius’ version of the myth
of the Lemnian women), which portray temporary gynaecocracies, and which suggest that
Praxagora’s rule is ephemeral as well.

| end the chapter with a discussion of Herland, which highlights my argument that a
return to origins is unavoidable. I show that Gilman, like Aristophanes, More and Orwell,
dismantles her own society, which, both entertainingly and unsettlingly, points at its
shortcomings. By portraying three male explorers in a gynaecocratic setting, she juxtaposes
matriarchy and patriarchy and, as is the case in Herodotus and Aristophanes, she looks at both
concepts through the eyes of the ‘Other.” | further argue that Gilman is interested in
envisioning a better world, which is established by the integration of different polarities.
However, as is the case in the other texts, this integration is not as balanced as she hopes it
will be, for it once again brings everything back to the world it seeks to escape at the
beginning of the story.

I conclude the thesis not by recapitulating everything that has been said, but rather by

showing how the cyclical movements discussed in it are still of relevance today, and how the
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powers and limitations of rhetoric are still just as troublesome in modern political discourse,

as they were during the times of Aristophanes and Plato.
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CHAPTER 1

Rhetorical Paradigms and Cyclical Themes in Aeschylus, Plato, and Wells

I. The cyclical nature of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Vinctus

This chapter examines the theme of change and circular notions of ascent and descent
which characterise this thesis in fundamental ways, and it explores the underlying reasons
behind these movements. | examine political change, legal reforms, and rhetoric in Aeschylus,
Plato, and Wells and draw from different epistemologies (tragedy, philosophy, and science
fiction) in order to present case studies that go to the root of the political and legal issues
analysed in the next chapters. | show that these cases are informed by the virtues and vices of
rhetoric, its powers and its limitations, and similar oscillating elements found in law-making
and political debate. In this vein, they inform the comparative literary approach of this thesis,
as they present parallels between political upheavals across time and space.

The inevitability of change is a central theme in Prometheus Vinctus. Like the political
imagery in More’s Utopia, which, as discussed in the introduction, expresses part of the
Greek legacy to Western culture, the imagery in PV echoes not only the past and the present
but it also foreshadows the future. Especially, the talk of the new regime and the annulment of
the previous one, as well as the allusions to Zeus eventually suffering shipwreck, are all part
of a cycle. It is a cycle which recalls the assertions made in the introduction, namely that the
past is inexorably contained in the future and that law oscillates continuously. In Zeus’ case,
this means that what he has done (i.e. dissolve the former regime and establish new laws) will

be done to him as well at some point. In this vein, the imagery in PV also belongs to the wider
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categories of ascent and descent, both of which embody cyclical features reminiscent of the
other.**

The imagery of ascent and descent is accentuated especially well when we situate the
figures of Zeus and Prometheus in the tragedy in the centre of a trilogy. It is clear that the
scholarly debate regarding the question whether or not there was a trilogy, and which play
was at the beginning and which at the end, is large and difficult, mostly because of lost
information and the poor state of the existing evidence.'*> However, | am inclined to agree
with Griffith who argues that there once was a trilogy consisting of Prometheus Firebearer
(Pyrphoros), Prometheus Bound, and Prometheus Unbound - and in the following

paragraphs, | presume that this really was the case, and also in that order.*® Drawing from

1% See Lebeck 1971: 1, who uses similar terms when describing the imagery in the Oresteia.
14> Cf. Mossman 1996: 61.

148 Griffith 1983: 281-4. Cf. Pohlenz 1930: 72: “Danach miissen wir schlieBen, daR der
Pyrphoros, der sicher mit den beiden andren Stucken verbunden war, nicht den Fackeltrager
bedeutete sondern den Feuerbringer, und dal3 er nicht das letzte sondern das erste Stiick der
Trilogie bildete.” (Cf. Pohlenz 1930: 70-1). He refutes the Scholia on Prometheus 94, which
asserts that Pyrphoros was the third play, and Westphal 1869: 222, who argues that Top@dpog
refers to the festival of the Prometheia at the end of the trilogy because elsewhere it ‘always
means ‘equipped with fire” or “carrying a torch’. Cf. Herington 1963a: 189 and 1963b: 242.

Yet, says Fitton-Brown 1959: 52, “that does not prove that it means it here, for
Euripides’ title ‘Inmoivtoc Ztepavnedpoc surely means not ‘Hippolytus Garlanded’,
‘equipped with a garland’, but ‘Hippolytus bringing the garland’...in any case, the Greek for
“fire-bringing’ is presumably mopeopoc. Since titles, ancient and modern, and whether chosen
by the author or another, are designed to capture the salient feature or scene for identification
purposes, Purphoros would perhaps be applied most naturally to the bringing of fire to man at
the beginning of the story.” See also West 1979: 131.

Winnington-Ingram 1983: 188 argues that PV is the first play, because “the whole
technique of exposition is appropriate only to the first play of a trilogy;” but in my opinion
that view does not provide us with a satisfying sequence of events. Further, I am not sure
whether Prometheus Pyrphoros can convincingly be linked to the satyr-drama Prometheus
Pyrkaeus, produced together with Persians in 472 (Sommerstein 2008: 439; Dodds 1973: 39).

| am neither convinced by the idea of a Prometheus dilogy (West 1994: 131) nor by
the view that PV was an independent play (Yoon 2016), because it would disturb the sequence
noted in n. 147, which (in my opinion) informs the drama. | do believe that Pohlenz, Fitton-
Brown, West, and Griffith make a convincing case when they argue for a Prometheia trilogy
and when they place Prometheus Pyrphoros at the beginning of it and PV in the centre. This
also fits in with the trilogy’s theme of ascent and descent.
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this assumption, we can make the following general assertions: the story begins with the rise
of Prometheus (and mankind), and the fall of Zeus (in that he loses exclusive rights to fire) in
the first play. It continues with the fall of Prometheus and the rise of Zeus (as new tyrant) in
the second play; and the third play portrays Prometheus’ rise and Zeus’ fall (in that his plans

to rule as an autocrat are thwarted).**’

Again, the cyclical and oscillatory imagery is evident,
and it is this imagery (which I will discuss in more detail below) that enables us to at least try
“to make sense of patterns of events.”**® This in turn underlines one of the main rationales of
this thesis, as outlined in the introduction.

When looking closely, it is clear that there is also a sequence of ascending and
descending cycles within PV itself, which adds to the general assertions made above.
Specifically, the descent of Prometheus is pointed out in lines 8-9; 96-7; 248-256; 409; 474,
561-608; 999; 1007-1035; 1050-3; 1071-93, and the rise of Zeus in lines 12-13 and 402-5.
The following lines simultaneously point at Prometheus’ descent and Zeus’ ascent: 146-151
and 304-11; and these ones concurrently allude to Prometheus’ ascent and Zeus’ fall (or,
compromise) in the third play: 189 and 522-5. Furthermore, Zeus’ fall is exclusively alluded
to in lines 167; 171-3; 518; 760; 909-10; 930-1; 948, while lines 938-4 emphasise both his

rise and eventual fall at the same time. Prometheus’ ascent, meanwhile, is noted in lines 213;

325-339; 507-10 and 772 while lines 270-8 reinforce both his ascent and descent at the same

7 1n this vein, “on Griffith’s analysis the trilogy would present us with a satisfying sequence:
(first play) Crime: (second play): Punishment: (third play) Regeneration.” Mossman 1996: 61-
2 n. 15. West 1979: 132 argues likewise: “if Pyrph. came first, it dealt with Prometheus* theft
of fire. The play of the trilogy was then Crime-Punishment-Reconciliation. This, and not
Punishment-Reconciliation- (?), is surely the scheme that would naturally have occurred to
the poet.” See also Pohlenz 1930: 71.

148 |akoff and Turner 1989: 159. “...Prometheus’ emotional movement from despair to
renewed self-respect,” which can be traced in PV, also belongs to the rubric of ascent and
descent. Mossman 1996: 62.
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time. Lastly, man’s ascent is stated in lines 248-256 (at the same time as Prometheus’ descent
is mentioned), 436-471, 476-506 and 613-4.

These sequences reinforce both the recurrent patterns of events as well as the theme of
change, both of which characterise the trilogy. ‘Ascent’ and ‘descent’, as seen above, are
scattered across the tragedy with virtually no separation; they are constantly stated
simultaneously in regards to different characters while referring to past, present and future
events. These references, which are situated within the oscillatory patterns of the play, are
also part of a bigger imagery that has especially to do with mankind. Precisely, they are part
of the imagery that informs the question, ‘how should we live,” which then ties into the
intellectual enquiries seen in fifth- and fourth-century Greece and into social and political
theory in general.**® The event that serves as the catalyst for that question is man’s ascent
from a cave-dwelling being to an articulate political thinker, triggered by Prometheus in the
first play of the trilogy.

In an often-cited passage in Diogenes Laertius, Protagoras states: ‘man is the measure
of all things’ (navtev ypnudtev pétpov GvBpomoc).*® Hall argues, “Oedipus in Oedipus
Tyrannus and Creon in Antigone might both have been listening to Protagoras when they
assume that they can rely exclusively on their own, human intelligence in order to solve major
problems of statecraft.”*" | think Prometheus might have been listening as well, as it is clear
that the temporary defeat of Zeus in the first play, set in motion by Prometheus’ gifts to

mankind, affects the role the gods play in human development. For along with mankind’s

9 Cf. Hall 2010a: 174.

%0 Diogenes Laertius, 9.8.51. Cf. Plato, Theaet. 152a.

131 Hall 2010a: 179. Cf. Farrar 1988: 48, “the point [for Protagoras] was not to argue for a
different account of the world...but to claim that truth and knowledge are grounded in human
experience, and relative to human concerns.” See also Farrar 1988: 49, “for Protagoras, man
the measurer is both what we would call a “sensing” and a ‘judging’ being, and his standard is
his own...”
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ascent, their assumption that it is sufficient to trust their human intellect alone and nothing

else arises as well. Herrick writes:**?

this assumption marks a profound change in thought, for it indicates that the Greek
public gradually rejected the idea that human destiny was shaped by the gods, and
accepted in its place a new notion: human destiny is shaped by human rationality and
persuasive speech.

This unadulterated (Protagorean) trust in the human intellect poses more questions, namely
whether “that social development [that follows from it] has any fixed foundations, is actually
beneficial, or offers any insight into how humans ought to behave. If there is no place for the
gods in human development, what kind of anchor can there be for Greek ethics?*>®

The language used in the tragedy to refer to Prometheus’ gifts, which, among others,
include speech, reason, arithmetic, and the ability to form communities and establish laws and
political institutions, reinforces the significance of these questions, as do the Platonic
dialogues discussed later on in this chapter."®® Specifically, it is the political and legal
language that exists within the cyclical imagery discussed above, that allows us to address the
potential consequences to which the answers to these questions may lead. For instance, as the
Protagorean image of the ascent of man triumphs in the tragedy, reason, rhetoric and
arithmetic (which includes the ‘measurement’ of speeches, as | will demonstrate in the section
on Plato’s Protagoras), experience a triumphant moment as well, which becomes especially
clear when linking these skills to the question posed above, ‘how should we live?’.

It is the combined force of these skills that not only brings to mind Plato’s Gorgias’

definition of rhetoric (‘the ability to persuade others with speeches to do or think what you

152 Herrick 1997: 33.

193 Ruffell 2012: 75-6.

154 PV 506. oo téyvon Bpotoiow &k Ipopndéme. (“know that all the skills that mortals have
come from Prometheus”).
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want them to’)," but also the cyclical nature of law-making and exchange of opinions in
fifth-century and early fourth-century Greece to which PV clearly alludes. After all, when one
man can use rhetoric to persuade his audience to think one way, another one can use it to
persuade them to think another way. As the sophists say, every logos can be met with an
antilogos.’®® This reflects Aristotle’s observation of the sophists at Eth. Nic 1181a when he
notes that they are ignorant of the nature of politics and the subject matters with which it
deals; otherwise, they would not identify it with rhetoric or even subordinate it to rhetoric (o0
yop Qv TV oV TN PNTopIKi ovdE yeipw £tibeoav). The sophists, Strauss writes (and he
draws from Eth. Nic. 1181a here), “believed that it is ‘easy’ to discharge well the non-
rhetorical functions of government and to acquire the knowledge needed for this purpose: the
only political art to be taken seriously is rhetoric.”**’

The sophistic notion of rhetoric illuminates the enactment and establishment of laws
and the consequences of certain speeches and actions, which in turn can trigger moments of

ascent and descent; and it is clear that PV is packed with both. It is now time that we turn to

this rhetorical legal imagery and examine how it continuously recalls the major themes of the

135 Gorg. 452e. Cf. Hall 2010a: 181. On the note of triumph, see also Antigone 322: moAAd té
deva Kovdev avOpmmov dewvotepov méAel. ‘Many things arouse awe, but none is more
awesome than man.’
156 Cf. Farrar 1988: 63. “Protagoras was infamous in antiquity for his ability to argue both
sides of any question (DK 89 A20), and to ‘make the weaker argument (logos) the stronger’
(DK 89 A21).” This ability (and promise to instruct students to do the same) is condemned by
Aristotle at Rhet. 1402a.
57 Strauss 1964: 17. Cf. Strauss 1964: 23, “the sophists — believing in the omnipotence of
speech — were blind to the sternness of politics.”

Later, Lucian creates comic material from Prometheus’ influence on the sophists. See
Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 6, who writes, “in his dialogue Prometheus, Lucian depicts the Titan as
a mirror image of himself: Prometheus delivers a ‘sophistic lecture’ in the Caucasus
Mountains to Hermes and Hephaestus...” As Hermes says to Prometheus at 4: thv é&v t® Péom
31 TV oYOAV KaA®S dv Exov €l elc dipdocty koToypioachol GOPIGTIKHY, 010G €1 GV
navovpyodtorog v toic Aoyois. (“This interval of leisure may as well be employed in listening to
a sophistic speech, as you are a very clever scoundrel at speech-making”).
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trilogy discussed above. This discussion also paves the way for the next sections, which
address how the role of persuasive rhetoric and human intellect in the Gorgias, the Statesman,
and the Protagoras tie into the themes of the trilogy, the aim to make sense of legal reforms
and deliberative rhetoric, and thus also into the question, ‘how should we live and how should

we behave?’.

1. The use of cyclical legal and constitutional imagery in Prometheus Vinctus

As noted above, the themes of ascent, descent, and recurrent change tie into the
discussions about the establishment and enactment of laws. They also connect with the basic
narrative of the play, which “is concerned with tyranny and rebellion...the presentation (and
critique) of the gods and the presentation of autocratic rule,” and it addresses “questions of
legitimacy and the relationship between ruler and ruled.”™®® The latter is especially
emphasised by the Protagorean notion of man’s ascent from a cave-dweller to a political
being found in Prometheus’ words at 452-3. He says before he came along, mankind “dwelt
underground, like tiny ants, in the sunless recesses of caves” (katdpvyeg 8° &vailov Got’
anovpot HopUNKeg Avtpwv &v Huyoic avniiolg). As man moves up and develops as political
being, the debate about political and juridical practices in different polities and various
applications of power develops alongside him — this development can be traced in PV as well,
which is in the end also “a study of the nature and application of power.”*®

The description of Zeus’ power at the beginning of the play is especially noteworthy

here. At lines 148-51, the Chorus assert;

VEOL YOp 010KOVOLIOL
kpotods’, OAOUTOL: vEoyHOlg

158 Ruffell 2012: 25.
159 Ruffell 2012: 29.
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O€ oM VOUo1g Zevg A0ETMS KPATOVEL.
TO TPIV O€ TEADPLOL VOV AGTOT.

New rulers wield the helm on Olympus,

and Zeus rules arbitrarily by new-made laws;
what once was mighty he now casts into oblivion.

The words veoypoc (and veoypodém) and diotém connect with the assertion made previously
about the cyclical nature of the play. On the one hand, veoyuog points at the newness of Zeus’
regime and at the change that has taken place between the end of the first play and the
beginning of this one. diotow emphasises this by making clear that the regime from the first
play has been annulled and that its laws and rulers are “‘no longer seen.” On the other hand,
these words also have the potential to hint at the future of the new regime and assert that this
regime, too, will become unseen at some point and replaced by another one. This connects
with both the arrival of rhetoric mentioned earlier and the meaning of veoyuoéw, which, like

"180 this in turn reinforces the

the Latin novae res, often means ‘to make political innovations;
idea that what Zeus has done will be done to him as well at some point. &0stog, meanwhile,
suggests that the ways in which Zeus has annulled the previous regime and established the
new one, were not legitimate but unsuitable. This reflects the questionable status of his
authority that shines through the play, but also the debate about different political and judicial
practices in different places.

The legal language that follows in the next passages characterizes both notions. Let us
begin by looking at the descriptions of Zeus’ status in the tragedy. The words used show that
he is indeed a tyrannical oiaxovopog who steers his way through Olympus just like an

absolute monarch might ‘sail’ through the city without any properly established laws. For

instance, at lines 403-4, the Chorus remark, auéyopta...tdde Zebg 16101 VOHOIC KPATOVOV.

180 Griffith 1983: 117.
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(“Zeus, exercising this unlimited control under laws of his own making’), thereby making
clear that Zeus governs with personal laws which he can alter anytime he wishes.’® The
relentless attitude that comes with Zeus’” appointment of laws is, amongst others, described in
line 164: 0 & émkotmg del OéPevog dyvapmtov voov. (‘He, with constant anger, making his
resolve inflexible’).'*® His malicious nature is exacerbated by his hard-heartedness, which the
chorus point out in line 160: tic ®de TAncIKaApS10¢ OedV, ST T6d™ Emyopti; (“What god is so
hard-hearted as to take delight in this”)?*®®* Hermes’ words in line 981 reinforce this point:
dpot; 168 Zeve tobmoc ovk émiotatar. Zeus does not know the word “alas’.*®*

These tyrannical characteristics are further underlined by Prometheus” words in lines
224-5 where he makes clear that Zeus does not only oppress his enemies but also his friends.
He says:

0 TV Be®dV TOPAVVOC DPEANEVOC

Kakoiol Towvaig ToicdE [ EEnpeiyaro.

EVeoTL YOp MG TOVTO TT| TVPAVVIOL

voonua, 1oig eilotot Ui memoBévar.

Such are the benefits that the autocrat of the gods has received from me, and this is

the evil reward with which he has recompensed me! It seems that this malady is built
into autocracy, that of not trusting one’s friends.

Tupovviol voonia is particularly noteworthy here because it points out that this is the (moral)
disease that automatically comes with the establishment of any tyranny, namely the loss of

trust in your friends and political loyalties.'®® This theme is reiterated shortly later in lines

181 Trans. Griffith. See lines 49-50 for a description of the unrestrained freedom that comes
with this position.

162 See also lines 34 and 160.

163 Cf. PV, 187-8.

%4 py, 166 and 981.

165 A similar statement can also be found in Aristotle’s Pol. 5.1313b, where he compares
monarchy with tyranny and says, kai 1 Hév Bacideio odletor 610 TOV EIA®Y, TUPOVVIKOV O
T0 HGMOT  AMeTEV TOIC QIA0LS, OG POVAOUEVOV HEV TAVTOV SVVAUEVOV O& LAMOTO TOVT®V.
(“...Whereas friends are a means of security to royalty, it is a mark of a tyrant to be extremely
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306-8 when Prometheus greets Oceanus with the words: dépkov 0éapla, TOvde TOV A10¢ @ilov,
TOV CLYKOTOOTAGOVTIO TV Tupavvida, ofoug v’ avtod mnpovoiot kapmtodat. “Behold the
spectacle, then — me, the friend of Zeus, who helped establish his autocracy, what torments |
am now racked with at his hands.” Prometheus, the former friend of Zeus, is now forced to
submit to him after helping him establish his sovereign status. These lines demonstrate both
Prometheus’ disgust at the way Zeus treats him (like a mere spectacle, 6¢apa) and Zeus’
tyrannical definition of friendship (dmoteiv toic @iloig), which can also be found in Aristotle
(see n. 165).

The freedom of speech is also restricted in Zeus’ tyranny, which is highlighted by

Hephaestus’ and Kratos” conversation in lines 66-68:

Ho.

aiai, [Tpoun0ed, oV VTEPSTEVHD TOVWV.

Kp.

oV & av KaToKVelS TBV Ad¢ T ExOpdV Vmep
OTEVELG, OMG K] GOVTOV OIKTIES TTOTE.

Heph.

Ah, Prometheus, | groan for your sufferings!

Kr.

Hesitating again, are you? Grieving for the enemies of Zeus? Take care you don’t
have cause to pity yourself, one of these days!

Kratos advises Hephaestus to be careful with his words because taking pity with the tyrant’s
enemy (i.e. Prometheus) is unlikely to bode well. At the end of the day, this kind of behaviour

will only lead to a situation where Hephaestus will have to pity himself as well because then it

distrustful of his friends, on the ground that, while all have the wish, these chiefly have the
power”).
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might be he who is chained to the rock. This warning fits in with the cyclical nature of the
trilogy as well as with the theme of ascent and descent: while it is not Zeus who is portrayed
as the future victim in this passage but Hephaestus, it does imply that the tables can be turned
anytime. At the same time, it also highlights the restriction of speech in Zeus’ tyranny, which
brings to mind the following (presumed) fragment from Prometheus Pyrphoros: cty®v0™ émov
Sl kail Méyav o kaipio. (‘keeping silent where one should and speaking to the point’). %

The tyrannical features of Zeus’ regime are perhaps best summarised by Prometheus
in lines 735-7: 6 t6v Osdv TOpavvog &c T TavO oG Biloog eivon (“the autocrat of the gods
is equally brutal in all his dealings™).**’ Like in any other tyranny, Prometheus does not have

any choice but to submit to Zeus, accept the new regime, and repent his crime. The

implications of this task are highlighted three hundred lines later by Oceanus’ advice:**®

186 pp fr. 208 N = 351 M, Aulus Gellius NA 13.19.4. See Griffith 1983: 283, who says that
this “line is almost identical to Aesch. Cho. 582 ciydv & 6mov 0l kai Aéyewv Ta kaipto, and it
is possible that the attribution is mistaken (mvpedopwt for yoneopoic...).” Both, however,
emphasise the point made above.

It is worth noting that the instruction to keep silent is, in some way, contradictory to
the ‘new regime talk.” Precisely, it brings to mind the old education praised by the Strong
Argument in Clouds, which refers to the instalment of absolute silence in young men (963). In
this wvein, it readily recalls Spartan (and Utopian) education, which, as noted in the
introduction, teaches the same. See David 1999: 119, who writes on the Spartan notion of
silence, “In the course of the upbringing as well as in adult life silence...was a basic tool for
discipline, self-restraint, uniformity and conformity. On the psychological level, one of the
main reasons for this multi-purpose instrumentality is the very suppression of the self required
by silence; on the sociological level, its integrative and authoritarian power... .The Spartan
system of building up communication skills put a special emphasis on learning when, where,
why and how not to talk, and the proper amount of talk versus silence.” Cf. David 1999: 136
n. 7 and Ducat 2006: 36.

The muddling of old education elements and new regime features emphasises the
oscillatory pattern of PV as well as the intertextual allusions to the previous play and the
subsequent one. At the same time, the arguable contradiction also underlines the point made
above, namely that the fragment may not be from Pyrphoros, but from a different play.

167 Cf. Griffith 1983: 220. “Zeus’ rule, based on force, is characterized by violence,
lawlessness, treachery, and lechery, all the traditional qualities of the ‘bad tyrant’...” See also
Fitton-Brown 1959: 57.

1%8 pv 308-12.
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Kol TopovEécal Y€ oot

0ého 0 AdoTa, Koinep VIl TOWKIAW.

Yiyvooke cantov kol Pebdppocat TpOmTovg

VEOLG: VEOG Yap Kal TOpavvOC €v Beoic.

and I also want to give you advice, the best advice, cunning though you are. Know
yourself and change to a new pattern of behaviour, because there is also a new
autocrat in the gods’ realm.

Oceanus urges Prometheus to be pragmatic and “to change with the times,”*®

which again
recalls the recurrent notion of change (ueBappolm) and newness (véog) that informs the
trilogy. It also reinforces the first two parts of the sequence (see n. 147), namely crime and
punishment, and the low state to which Prometheus has descended. He has gone from
triumphant fire-bearer in the first play to defeated prisoner in the second play who is ‘left here
to wither, bound to this rock// by these degrading bonds of adamant’ (métpouig
TPOGOVALVOHEVOY T0iod’ Gdapavrodétolot Apac). " It is a descent which he has not yet
quite grasped, according to Oceanus.

As Oceanus urges Prometheus to acknowledge the new patterns and change his
behaviour accordingly, he also alludes to the restricted freedom of speech already mentioned
earlier. In his opinion, the adaptation of a different kind of speech is necessary, as the old one
IS not suitable for this regime. It is, after all, the use of wrong speech at the wrong time, which
brought about Prometheus’ descent in the first place: towdta pévrotr thg Gyav Lynyopov
yhdoong, [Ipounded, taniyepa yiyveton (“but these, Prometheus, are the wages of an over-
arrogant tongue™).!™* This brings to mind the point made previously, namely that rhetoric

works both ways. While it can be used to help a regime arise (and convince the audience to

think one way), it can also be used to destroy another one (and persuade the audience to think

189 Griffith 1983: 144.
170 pyv 146-7.
171 py 318-9.
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another way); this emphasises both the recurring nature of arguments and the language of the
tragedy.'"

Furthermore, Oceanus’ words show that hubris and grandiloquence usually have
consequences, especially in a tyranny. This brings to mind a point made by More (cf. pp. 34-
5), namely that one should be able to adapt oneself to the current situation no matter how
dramatic or tyrannical it may be, and act one’s part neatly and appropriately. In this way,
Oceanus’ advice continues to help us make sense of patterns of political debate and change,
because it shows how Aeschylus exhibits a political discourse similar to that of More.
Oceanus and Prometheus discuss the acclimatisation (or, refusal to do so) to the new
tyrannical situation, just like More and Hythloday argue over the acceptance of absolute
monarchy almost two thousand years later.

Oceanus’ advice is emphasised when linking it to other passages that refer to
Prometheus’ ‘over-arrogant tongue’ and theft. For example, at 8-9, Kratos states: to1dc6¢ tot
apaptiag o@e Ol Ogoic dodvar diknv (“for such an offence he must assuredly pay his penalty
to the gods...”).)"”® apaptio has a variety of meanings, for while it can mean ‘offence or
crime’ on the one hand, it can also mean “error of judgment’ on the other hand.*” I think both
meanings are applicable here, but the notion of ‘error of judgment’ is especially appropriate
because it links to Prometheus’ error in the first play (i.e. his theft and unsuitable speech,
which leads to the ascent of man), which sets in motion his descent and Zeus’ ascent in the
second play, and thus the trilogy’s chain of events.

apaptia shines through the entire tragedy and thus also through its vacillating notions

172 Utopia 36.

13 py 8-9.

7% Griffith 1983: 84 notes that the basic sense of apaprtia here is “missing a target, failing to
execute what is intended or required.” The same use of auaptia also appears in Thucydides
1.32, when the Corcyraeans apologise for advocating political isolation, which, in retrospect,
was in error of judgment.
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of ascent and descent. For instance, at 172-4, Prometheus says that Zeus is wrong to assume
that his rhetorical skills will prevent him from descending: xai 1’ obt1 peMyAdoooig Tel@ol
énaowaiow 0 Eer (“and he will not charm me by the honey-tongued spells of
persuasion...”). The use of én@don and Oéhyw clearly brings to mind Gorgias’ Encomium of
Helen, especially the following two sections. At 10, Gorgias writes: ‘the power of the
incantation (én@on) beguiles [the soul] and persuades it and alters it by witchcraft (yonteia).
This links to his description in 14 of different kinds of Aoyot, including the ones that ‘drug
and bewitch (yontevw) the soul with a kind of evil persuasion.”*” The kind of rhetoric
described here “works through ‘magic’ and ‘enchantment’ rather than the objective factuality

of aletheia,™*"®

and it informs Prometheus’ words above. For they make clear that even
charming persuasion and Gorgianic rhetoric will not change the fact that Zeus will fall; it is an
error of judgment to think so. They also recall the Protagorean notion that there are two sides
to everything: while charming rhetoric can be effective and used to do either good or bad, it
can also be ineffective and not achieve the desired effects when it is met with a
counterargument.

The cyclical nature of the tragedy thus prevails; and it is further reinforced by the
connecting rhetoric in lines 151 and 907-10. At 151, Prometheus’ descent is described almost
linearly: ta mpiv 6¢ melmpia viv duotol. (“what was once mighty he now casts into oblivion”).
This is a direct link to Zeus’ fall described at 907-10: Zgig kainep avdadng epevidv, otal
Tamevdc, olov £&aptoetan Yooy yapelv, 8¢ adtov &k tupavvidog Opdvmv T diotov EKPoET.
(“Zeus, arrogant though his thoughts are, will yet be brought low: such is the union he is

preparing to make, which will cast him out of his autocracy and off his throne into oblivion”).

> Gorgias, Helen 10, 14.
176 Segal 1962: 112. For a discussion on (Gorgianic) rhetoric being a ‘magical’ gift that
beguiles the audience, see de Romilly 1975, especially 1-22.
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In this vein, kainep avBadng epevav also reflects Prometheus’ warning above and the
structure that characterizes the trilogy: regardless of what Zeus may think, unless he changes,
his autocracy is not going to last but will be altered and one day he too will be cast into
oblivion (&uotog), just like Prometheus.

However, although Zeus’ rule is new and tyrannical, and subject to change in
Prometheus Unbound, where Zeus compromises and matures, which in turn makes a new
settlement, in PV it is the only regime that is recognised, thus making him the legitimate ruler.
Certainly, this stays in tune with the logic of the sequence noted earlier, and the words used to
describe his position accentuate this further. Specifically, while Zeus is referred to as tpayvg
Movapyog, he is also described as tayog Hokapov and Hokapov mpvtavig; and the
connotations of tayoc and mpiHravig seem to be less negative than those of pévapyoc.'”’

Nonetheless, despite the orderly element of his rule, the fact that Zeus’ laws are not
set up properly, underlines the idea that they can be subject to change. On the one hand, this
reinforces Zeus’ autocratic rule and power (and thus the negative aspects of the possibility of
change, which also reflects More’s contempt for absolute monarchs and their tampering with
laws) since he can alter the laws as many times as he wishes. On the other hand, the lack of
fixation also bears positive connotations, namely that anyone (be it or Zeus or anyone else)

can reject and change the laws.'® In this sense, we are also presented with a version of the

177 py 96 and 170. For example, in Aeschylus’ Persians 21-7, tayoi is used to refer to four
praiseworthy Persian marshals. Thus, while Zeus may lead without 6¢uig, he does not
necessarily lead without té&wc. This is also implied by the inclusion of mpvtovig, which
represents Zeus as someone who is the rightful commander, or chief magistrate, of his polity,
as well as by the military language at PV 150 (8¢ omn vopoig Zevg abétwe kpatvvet) which is
used to define his rule.

78 There is a similar definition of &0ctoc meaning ‘to be rejected” in a military context at
Diodorus Siculus, Library 11.15. Furthermore, at Polybius’ Histories 18.9.10, 0stoc means
‘to no avail’ or (ultimately) “fruitless” when it is decided to allow Philip to send an embassy to
Rome. Connecting these two definitions of dfetoc to the use of the word in Zeus’ regime, it
underlines the idea that his rule is ultimately unavailing and it can, and will, be rejected.
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sophists’ belief, which, contrary to Oceanus’ advice stated earlier, advocates the release of
their pupils from the expectation to conform to the ordinances of Athens, so they are free to
pursue anything they wish without feeling any sense of constraint or moral obligation.

This alludes to Callicles’ opinion in the Gorgias, when he argues against restrictive
moral laws because they give rights to those who do not deserve them, namely the naturally
weaker, and it also describes the nature of Zeus’ regime. Specifically, on the one hand, there
is Zeus, whose position as the naturally stronger puts him in an enviable place because he is
not bound by civic laws but able to satisfy his appetite in any way he wishes. On the other
hand, Callicles” sophistic opinion also reflects Prometheus’ warning, namely that change will
come regardless of the conventions of Zeus’ rule.!” This, in turn, recalls the point made
earlier in regards to persuasive rhetoric: when someone can propose one regime without
feeling restrained by the existing one, then another can do the same. It is clear that the change
that occurs in Prometheus Unbound is brought about by a prophecy (and a compromise)
rather than persuasive rhetoric, as is the case in the Aristophanic comedies discussed in the
subsequent chapters, since neither Zeus nor Prometheus are persuaded by the other’s words.
However, the key components of Callicles’ sophistic rhetoric, namely that it is possible to
formulate alternative responses to already established ideas, do reflect the nature of the

description of Zeus’ rule in PV as well as the relationship between ruler and ruled.**°

Cf. Birds, especially 1494-1552. The entire play involves a comic rebellion against the
divine establishment and suggests that it is possible to (re-) claim leadership. On the
comedy’s parallelism with PV, see Herington 1963b.

7% Gorg. 483-492. It is, however, also necessary to distinguish Callicles (whose sophistic
nature may be a Platonic invention) from real historical sophists such as Protagoras, Gorgias,
and Antiphon. See Klosko 1984: 128.

180 Cf. Poulakos 1995: 25. Cf. Farrar 1988: 64. “In arguments about knowledge, as in political
discussions in the assembly, all claims could be questioned, and no one disputant could trump
the others by appealing to some privileged access to things as they really are. The point of
exploring opposing claims was to discover the best argument, to be assessed in terms of
persuasiveness and plausibility or...reflective acceptability.” *“...men can believe and show
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In this vein, even though the reference to persuasive rhetoric is a contrast to some of
the fundamental elements of PV, linking it to the cyclical imagery that informs the trilogy, it
does show that while Zeus’ rule is undeniably dominant it is also not the only rule that is
possible. However, if we anchor the possibility of proposing a different regime in man’s
ascent and the Protagorean reliance on human intellect and rhetoric, rather than the gods, the
following question, asked by Herrick, arises: “If truth and reality depend on who can speak
the most persuasively, what becomes of justice, virtue, and social order?”*®" The subsequent
passages on the Gorgias, the Statesman, and the Protagoras present the significance, and
potential consequences, of this question, especially when considering it in light of the theme

of change analysed in PV.

I11. Plato’s Critique of Rhetoric in the Gorgias

It is clear that the view that a tyrant’s power is desirable because it allows him to do
whatever he desires, surfaces in PV, and it is this opinion that links to a wider debate about
the nature of moral life and to the moral basis of politics itself."®* At 491e-492c of the
Gorgias, Callicles joins this debate when he states that the strong man is in an enviable
position because he is always able to satisfy his appetite. This opinion connects with his
distinction between ¢voig and vopog, and his belief that it is only natural and fair for the

stronger to rule over the weaker.'®® At 483a, he notes that it is only by convention that doing

one another to be mistaken, but nothing that a man believes is in an absolute sense false, and
all *measurings’ must be taken into account.”

181 Herrick 1997: 38.

182 Dodds 1959: 1-2; Klosko 1984: 137.

183 Gorg. 483d. Cf. Laws 690b, where the Athenian compares different claims to rule and be
ruled. In regards to the fifth claim, he says, oipor 10 kpeittova PV épysty, TOV Hrtm 88
apyecOar. (“...1 suspect, that the stronger should rule and the weaker be ruled”). To which
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wrong is worse than suffering wrong; by nature, it is the opposite. The reason is this: weak
lawmakers make laws for themselves and their own interests; and they wish to prevent those
who are naturally stronger from gaining an advantage over them.'®* They draw up vopoi,
which determine what is just and unjust, and ignore the fact that they may contradict pvoic.

For example, their laws may state that it is unjust for the strong to have an advantage
over the weak, but there are numerous examples based on @boic (such as the animal world
and certain historical events) that state the opposite. This is why the lawmakers are weak
according to Callicles: they enforce restrictive moral laws, and they “frame social attitudes
condemning such ‘seeking the advantage’ as wrong, shameful, and unjust.”*®

Callicles’ opinion is undoubtedly provocative and, as Stauffer points out, he gives “a
harshly realistic defense of the strong in their universal oppression of the weak.”**® His point,
that true justice requires action against conventional rules in order to strip the weak of the
rights they do not deserve, is exemplified further by his words at 492c where he says: “luxury

and licentiousness and liberty, if they have the support of force, are virtue and happiness”

(tpoeny kai dxohacia kol levbepia, £av émucovpiav &m).*®” The significance of this view is

Cleinias replies, paia ye avaykaiov apynv eipnkag. (“A form of rule with a compelling logic
to it”).
184 Gorg. 483b-c.
185 vickers 1998: 103. The historical Gorgias expresses a similar view in Helen 6 when he
says that it is not Helen’s fault that she was overcome by the will of the gods, but rather the
law of physis. “For it is the nature of things, not for the stronger to be hindered by the weaker,
but for the weaker to be ruled and drawn by the stronger, and for the stronger to lead and the
weaker to follow.”
188 Stauffer 2002: 634. See also Dodds, who notes that Callicles’ vision of the strong finally
overcoming the weak, and throwing off the chains, which conventional justice lays on him,
leads him to use “words [at 482a-b] suggestive of a religious revelation.” Dodds 1959: 266-7.
187 Cf. Klosko 1984: 128. See also Stauffer 2002: 640, who argues, “Callicles is not simply a
debunker of justice and virtue but...he believes in a kind of justice based on a certain view of
virtue: the superior...deserve to rule and to have more.”

Callicles’ argument brings to mind Clouds 1036-40 (and Aristophanes’ tendency to
create comic material out of sophistic arguments), where the Weak Argument expresses his
desire to confound (cuvtapdoom) the Strong Argument; it is this desire which earned him his
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stressed further at 494b when he talks about the essential attributes of a pleasant life.
Callicles’ opinion here brings to mind the point made earlier, namely how the debate in the
Gorgias belongs to a bigger debate about the nature of morality, and the moral basis of
politics. Stauffer asserts that “Callicles is not simply amoral, despite his efforts at times to
present himself that way,” but he is attached “to a certain understanding of morality,” which
he outlines in the discourse presented above.®

Callicles is not alone in his opinion. His opposition to conventional morality actually
bears a resemblance to the view which Plato puts into the mouth of Socrates in the Republic
and which he seems therefore to endorse, and it is clear that Callicles “seems in various ways
close to Plato’s heart.”*®® Moreover, as Vickers notes, “Callicles represents an antidemocratic
attitude with which Plato fundamentally sympathized.”**° Plato, like Callicles, advocates the
rule of those who have supreme human qualities, and even though the qualities he has in mind
are different from those of Callicles, his ideal society where the superior, i.e. the philosophers,
rule over the weak, recalls that of Callicles in some ways. Of course, Plato would argue that
this political set-up is necessary because it ultimately only benefits the weak, whereas
Callicles is not concerned about their wellbeing. Additionally, there are many human

pleasures of which Callicles is fond (such as appetite, luxury, and licentiousness), which Plato

name, because he pioneers the idea of arguing against established principles of justice. Cf.
Farrar 1988: 63-4.

188 Stauffer 2002: 640-1. Cf. Rendall 1977: 175, who asserts, “the plurality of interlocutors in
the dialogue...reflects the fact that each individual has his own point of view, his own
assumptions, and his own moral character, and must be dealt with in respect of these
qualities.” Klosko, on the other hand, thinks that Callicles “has thought about moral questions
and has developed his distinctive brand of immoralism.” Klosko 1984: 136. Similarly,
referring to Polus’ opinion that a tyrant’s power is desirable, Vickers notes: “Gorgias was
merely inept, but Polus is amoral, putting orators and politicians in the role of being able to do
wrong at their pleasure.” Vickers 1998: 99.

189 Klosko 1984: 134,

190 v/ickers 1998: 102. See also Dodds 1959: 13, and Sgrensen 2016: 35, who notes that the
Gorgias is “the most uncompromisingly antidemocratic of Plato’s works and the one most
explicitly and unswervingly critical of his native Athens.”
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does not support. However, their general moral judgment about the political necessity, and
natural right, to have a superior class rule over an inferior one, is comparable. In this way,
they also seem to share at least elements of a view, which relates to the problems they find in
the existing structure of society, as both pertain to certain hierarchical issues within it.

A similar comparison can be made between Socrates and Gorgias in the dialogue
because they too, despite their different opinions of the value of rhetoric, base their thoughts
on the existing political and legal structure of Athens. In their exchange, Socrates expresses
clearly his “hostility to the democracy of Athens, to its social structure, legal system, and to
the medium which sustained that system — the oratory of the rhetores or public speakers in the
Council, the Assembly, and the lawcourts.”*®" Similarly, when Dodds answers his own
question, ‘Why is the Gorgias so bitter?’, he asserts that it “stands out among the early
dialogues...by the direct and bitter criticism which it levels against Athenian politics and
politicians.”*%? Gorgias meanwhile, praises the oratory of the Athenian rhetors and he draws
attention to its meritorious aspects — the same ones that are shameful, according to Socrates.

The following outline of Gorgias’ and Socrates’ opinions on rhetoric is long, but |
think it is worth paraphrasing them at this length because it informs the subsequent chapters,
especially the discussions of the use and misuse of rhetoric in Birds, Lysistrata, and
Ecclesiazusae. Plato’s critique of rhetoric introduces us to the kind of thinking necessary for
the following chapters; it helps us understand the consequences of persuasive and deceptive
rhetoric as a key tool in Athenian politics; and it shows what these consequences mean, not
just for Aristophanes and Plato, but also for us. It also emphasises the implications of the
point made in the introduction, namely that we live in a world where rhetoric is under ever

increasing scrutiny and that the right to speak does not always come with the willingness and

191 Vickers 1998: 85.
192 Dodds 1959: 19.
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ability to contribute effectively to political debate. This in turn links to the question asked at
the end of the section on PV: if the ascent of man, and the subsequent development of law and
politics, depends solely on who is the most eloquent, clever, and opportunistic, then how does
this affect our political virtue, justice, and social system?

In the Gorgias, Plato presents two opposing opinions on rhetoric. On the one hand,
there is Gorgias, who believes that rhetoric deals with the greatest and the best of human
affairs (ta péylota 1@V avbporeiov Tpaypdtov kai dpiota), namely the ability to persuade
others. He states:**?

10 melbstv Eymy  oldv T'eivor Toic Adyolg kai €v Sucactnpim Sucaotdc Kol €V

BovAevnpi PovievTtdg Kol &V EKKANGIQ EKKANGLOOTOS Kol €V AA®D CLAAOY® TOVTi,
00TIg AV TOMTIKOG GUALOYOG YiyvnTal.

I call it the ability to persuade with speeches either judges in the law courts or
statesmen in the council-chamber or the commons in the Assembly or an audience at
any other meeting that may be held on public affairs.

Moreover, because rhetoric deals with the kind of persuasion that you find in law-courts and
public gatherings, it also “deals with what is just and unjust” (repi TobtoV 6 £ott dikaid € Kol
adwa).*** Gorgias asserts that this ability is so powerful that it enables you to have “the
doctor as your slave” (dodrov pév EEgig TOV toTpdv) and “the trainer as your slave” (dodlov o6&
tov Taudotpifnv); and “your money-maker will turn out to be making money not for himself,
but for another, - in fact for you...” (6 8¢ ypnHoatioTiC 00TOG HAA® GVAQAVAGETOL
YPNHaTOpEVOC Kol ovy adTd, GAAd ool).'%®

Gorgias advocates this power of rhetoric because it appeals to the mind of people, and

198 Gorg. 452e. Cf. Segal 1962: 105. “Plato in [the] Gorgias...describes the aim of Gorgianic
rhetoric as “‘putting persuasion in the psyche of the audience.” It is thus apparent that Gorgias
regarded his rhetoric as having more than a superficial effect on the ear, as actually reaching
and ‘impressing’ the psyche of the hearer.”

1% Gorg. 454b.

19 Cf. Phaedrus 267a-h.
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it is, according to him, its main function.’®® It is due to this power of rhetoric that Gorgias
believes it “is the greatest good, and a cause not merely of freedom to mankind at large, but
also of dominion to single persons in their several cities” (Uéyiotov dyadov kai aitiov dpo pev
éhevbepioc anTolc Toic avpdmorc, Bipla 8¢ 10D GAA@V Epyetv &v Tf avtod Toket Ekdotw).
Socrates, on the other hand, does not agree with Gorgias. He believes that rhetoric
incorporates too many negative elements in order for it to be part of the greatest and the best
of human affairs.*®® Firstly, while he does think that rhetoric is a form of persuasion, he also
thinks that there are two kinds of persuasion — “one providing belief without knowledge, and
the other sure knowledge” (10 pév miotv mopeydUevov Gvev 10D €idévar, 10 & EMGTHUNY).
Socrates believes that rhetoric falls under the former category, which is why he asserts,
“rhetoric is a producer of persuasion for belief, not for instruction in the matter of right and
wrong” (melbodg dnHovpydsg £0TV TOTEVTIKTG GAL 00 S1800KOMKTC Tepl TO dikodv 1€ Kail
adwov).*® Secondly, Socrates states that rhetoric is a branch of flattery (kohaxeia), which, in

turn, “is a semblance of a branch of politics” (§otwv yap 1 pnropikn Kot TOV EUOV AdyoV

noMTikiic popiov €idwrov).’® This is problematic because, according to Socrates, flattery is a

19 Gorg. 452e-453a. Haden 1992: 320, points out that the historical Gorgias employs a
similar position in Helen 10-14. “According to Gorgias, the power of logos is to manipulate
and mold the psyche “as it wishes.” Furthermore, logos is not subject to objective reality, but
is itself an independent agent; speech being a human convention which we cannot transcend,
together with its relations to psyche it effectively defines reality for us.” Cf. Phaedrus 261a.
Y97 Gorg. 452d. See Irwin’s translation, which makes this point even clearer: rhetoric is
“responsible for freedom for a man himself, and at the same time for rule over others in his
own city.” See also Rosenmeyer 1955: 231-2, who remarks that Gorgias acknowledges the
autonomy of speech. For him, “speech is not a reflection of things, not a mere tool or slave of
description, but...it is its own master.”

198 Cf. Vickers 1998: 88. “Socrates practices dialectic but wholly rejects rhetoric...Dialectic
involved individuals, rhetoric approached the masses, and was therefore corrupt.”

199 Gorg. 454e-455a. Cf. Frogs 1396, neldd 8¢ kodpov ott kai vodv ovk &yov. (“Persuasion
is a lightweight thing and has no mind of its own™).

20 Gorg. 463b-d. See Dodds 1959: 225, who points out that xohaxeio, while usually
translated as “flattery,” “applies to a wider range of actions and also carries a more emphatic
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disgrace (aioypdc) “because it aims at the pleasant and ignores the best” (611 tod Hdéog
otoxGtetar &vev Tod Bertiotov).?

Thirdly, argues Socrates, because rhetoric is a branch of flattery, it is irrational and
therefore cannot be an art. He says, “I refuse to give the name of art to anything that is
irrational” (£ye 8¢ Tépvny od koA®d O v 7 hoyov mpdypa).2*? Thus, Socrates’ contempt for
rhetoric is clear: (i) rhetoric’s only concern is to make people believe rather than instruct them
in what is right and wrong; (ii) rhetoric is a branch of flattery and therefore a disgrace; (iii)
rhetoric is not rational and therefore also not an art. It is also clear that Socrates seems to
justify this outlook by basing it on three binary oppositions: persuasion (mel0m) versus
instruction (618ayn), belief (motedw) versus actual knowledge (émotun), and speech (Adyoq)

versus actual content of the speech (mpéypa).?%® Referring to 454e-455a, McComiskey writes,

“Gorgias concedes that his techné merely creates belief, and does not provide knowledge of

implication of moral baseness,” the sort of “time-serving opportunism which panders to
public taste instead of trying to educate it.”
' Gorg. 465a. This view is picked up at 481e and 482b, where Socrates scolds Callicles for
constantly changing his speeches in the Assembly until the demos agrees with him, and until
he says what it desires. Socrates asserts that it is better to have a number of people disagree
with you than to face internal disagreement in one’s self.

This brings to mind Achilles’ statement in Il. 312-13, £x0pog yap Mot Kelvog OUDG
Atdao moinow 6¢ ' Etepov Hev kevbn évi epeoiv, dAlo o¢ ginn. (‘For hateful in my eyes,
even at the gates of Hades, is that man that holds one thought in his mind while saying
another’). See also Aristotle Rhet. 1.xi.18, kai 10 kolakeveohat kol 0 KOAE N6Ea: PavOUevog
yop Bavpaoctng Kol eavopevog @ilog 6 kOraE Eotiv. (“Flattery and the flatterer are pleasant,
the latter being a sham admirer and friend”).
202 Gorg. 465a.
203 Cf. McComiskey 1992: 208. Cf. Tim. 51d-e, voi¢ koi 86&0 daAnOfc £otov 800 Yévn....Td
HEV yap a0tV S ddayiic, TO &° VIO medodg MV yylyveral: kol O Hev del HeT’ aAnbodg
AOyoV, T0 8¢ GAoyoVv: Kol TO HEV axiviTov Tellol, T0 08 HETAMEIGTOV: Kol TOD HeV Tavta dvopa
Hetéxev potéov, vod 6¢ Beobe, avBponmwv o6& yévog Ppayd ti. (“Reason and true opinion are
two distinct kinds.... For the one of them arises in us by teaching, the other by persuasion;
and the one is always in company with true reasoning, whereas the other is irrational; and the
one is immovable by persuasion, whereas the other is alterable by persuasion; and of the one
we must assert that every man partakes, but of Reason only the gods and but a small class of
men”).
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what is right and wrong.”?%*

However, despite eventually agreeing with Socrates that rhetoric only creates belief
and not knowledge, to Gorgias, this is not necessarily a bad thing. For example, at 456b, he
says rhetoric can be used to persuade a reluctant patient to take their medicine or undergo
surgery.”®® Thus, rhetoric can be a life-saving art because not only does it persuade the patient
to take their medicine, but it also enables them to start believing that it will help. “By
extension,” Kastely writes, “the public office of rhetoric is to serve the community by
persuading it to undertake advantageous actions when through ignorance or fear the
community is unwilling to do so.”%%

In Gorgias’ opinion, this underlines the power of rhetoric once again: “for there is no
subject on which the rhetorician could not speak more persuasively than a member of any
other profession whatsoever, before a multitude” (o0 yap Eotiv mepi dtov 0K Gv TOAVOTEPOV

207

glmot 6 PNTopIKoOC 1| BALOG O6TIGODV TAOV dNHovpydY &v mANOer).” " At the same time, despite

204 McComiskey 1992: 209.

205 ater, Maximus of Tyre uses the patient-argument the other way around. See Ni
Mheallaigh 2014: 86, who writes, “in Plato...rhetoric, one of the false arts, causes an
unhealthy swelling when it is employed in political life, and Maximus of Tyre compared those
who take pleasure in empty rhetoric, failing to recognize its deceptiveness, with fevered
patients who gorge themselves on food and drinks against their physician’s advice...” The
same comparison appears in Lucian’s Philopseudes where Eucrates’ “gouty swelling in [his]
feet is evidently the result of dietary overindulgence...but it is a by-product also of his
appetite for lies which is described in gastronomic terms at the dialogue’s close when the
philosophers “feast themselves’ on lies after Tychiades’ departure, and when Tychiades finds
himself in need of an emetic after his over-indulgence in the strong wine of the philosophers’
lies.” Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 86.

Ni Mheallaigh 2005: 95 notes that this scenario (“philosophers and other
intellectuals...gathered around the sick-bed of the eminent philosopher Eucrates™) “recalls
that of the Phaedo, where a group of friends congregate about Socrates’ death-bed in his
prison-cell, but in a humorous reworking of that poignant scene, Eucrates has merely been
laid up with gout as a result of his luxurious lifestyle...”

206 K astely 1991: 100.

27 Gorg. 456¢. Cf. 458e-459. Cf. Frogs 1391 and Antigone fr.170, ook &ott [Tedodc iepov
dAlo Ay Adyoc, kai Bopog avtiic ot &v avBpdmov @doet. “Persuasion has no other temple
than speech, and her altar is in human nature.” Trans. Collard and Cropp. Both statements
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praising this positive aspect of rhetoric, Gorgias also acknowledges the more negative ones
(and thus the ones Socrates has problems with). He makes clear that rhetoric, like any other
form of exercise (dGomep 1§ GAAN maon dywvia), needs to be used carefully and fairly, and
only in times when it is appropriate.?®® Just because the orator is able to easily win over the
multitude in any topic that he may wish to take up, does not mean that they should also do so.
This is just like a boxer or a wrestler should not use his skills to strike down both his friend
and enemy (koi pitov kai &x0pdv) alike.?*

This suggests that, even though Gorgias advocates rhetoric because it incorporates the
element of persuasion, which can be used both positively and negatively, he is also committed
to justice.”® In particular, he seems to believe that rhetoric, in order to live up to the virtue of

its power, can be used to determine the best course of action for a community, i.e. the one

with the most just outcome. This is why, unlike Socrates who thinks that rhetoric is to justice

recall one of the issues Socrates has with rhetoric: it does not know the truth about things but
is merely a technique of persuasion, which allows any speaker to appear more knowledgeable
among the masses than the actual expert in the subject matter.

Cf. Apol. 18a-c, where Socrates asserts that it is “an orator’s virtue to speak the truth,”
but that his accusers have been telling very persuasive lies.

2%8 Gorg. 456¢-d.

29 Gorg. 456d; 457a-b. Cf. Helen 14, where the historical Gorgias recognises the following:
“the effect of speech upon the structure of the soul is as the structure of drugs over the nature
of bodies; for just as different drugs dispel different secretions from the body, and some bring
an end to disease, and others to life, so also in the case of speeches some distress, others
delight, some cause fear, others embolden their hearers, and some drug and bewitch the soul
with a kind of evil persuasion.” Cf. PV 172-4, where Prometheus states that even Zeus’
beguiling rhetoric will not save him from his downfall.

Segal notes that “in establishing the parallel with the pharmaka of medicine, [Gorgias]
does not conceal the fact that the art of persuasion, like its medical counterpart, can be
dangerous as well as beneficial...Thus Gorgias cannot be charged with complete moral
naiveté; he is aware of the consequences of his techne...” Segal 1962: 116.

For more information on the term @dppoakov, which has both magical and medical
connotations, see Lloyd 1979: 44.

210 cf. the Protagorean vision of the ascent of man discussed on pp. 57-8: if human
inventiveness, especially in regards to political and legal institutions, can do either good or
evil, so can rhetoric. Cf. Hall 2010: 181.
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what sophistry is to legislation,”** and unlike Polus who thinks that rhetoric is a means for

212

orators to rule like tyrants,” Gorgias believes that rhetoric is “an art existing for the benefit

of the community.”?**

Nonetheless, despite their different opinions on the usefulness of rhetoric, both
Socrates’ and Gorgias’ approaches are based on a kind of “situationality of philosophical
reflection,” which show their attitude to rhetoric as a key tool of contemporary Athenian
politics.** Consequently, as Vickers writes, the Gorgias is not “a universally valid critique of
rhetoric” but “the product of a specific time and place [i.e. early fourth-century Athens].”
Segal asserts similarly: “[Gorgias] is primarily a rhetorician, but one with broad interests —
practical rather than theoretical — and a grounding in some of the ontological and physical

conceptions current in his day.”**® Likewise, while Gorgias (like Callicles), may be overly

provocative with some of his assertions, and Socrates overly polemical with his responses

21! Gorg. 465c. Cf. Vickers 1998: 98. “Regarding the mind and body there are four genuine
arts, and four spurious ones...” The genuine arts for the body are ‘gymnastics’ and ‘medicine,’
and the ones for the mind are ‘legislation” and ‘justice.” The spurious ones, meanwhile, are
‘cosmetics’ and ‘cookery’ for the body, and ‘sophistic’ and ‘rhetoric’ for the mind. Thus, to
emphasise Socrates’ analogy, he thinks rhetoric is a spurious art in comparison to justice, just
like sophistry is spurious in comparison to legislation.

22Gorg. 466b-c. oby, Homep of TOpavvol, drmoktevdasiv te v v Podrmvra, kai dpapodvral
ypNHato Kol EkpdAlovoy €k TV TOLewv Ov av dokT avtoic; (“Are they not like the despots,
in putting to death anyone they please, and depriving anyone of his property and expelling
him from their cities as they may think fit?”).

213 Kastely 1991: 100. Note that both Gorgias and Polus recognise the unlimited agency of
rhetoric; however, while Polus admires this agency because it allows an orator to manipulate a
community in whatever way they wish, Gorgias values it for the reasons stated above.
Moreover, while Polus emphasises the advantages rhetoric can offer to individuals (for
example, tyrannical power), Gorgias focuses on the good it can do for groups of people.

214 Rendall 1977: 174. Cf. Vickers, who argues that much of Plato’s criticism is rather unfair.
“He mentions the dockyards (517c; 519a) but not the Parthenon; he condemns the dramatists
along with the politicians for flattering the prejudices of the mob (502b), but forgets the
Trojan Women and the Knights; he ignores the economic condition which made the Periclean
introduction of payment for service on juries and other bodies (515e) ‘a necessity if
democracy was to be more than a fagade.”” (Vickers quotes Dodds 1959: 33 here).

215 Segal 1962: 101. Cf. Segal 1962: 104. The historical Gorgias “reflects the continued
interest of the late fifth century in the internal processes of the psyche, and the application of
this awareness of the area of psychic phenomena to rhetoric and a techne of persuasion.”
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(although according to Haden, all Socrates wants is “to stimulate his respondents to become
thinking and acting citizens, gaining individuality and independence under the guidance of
reason”),?'® both draw attention to the status of rhetoric in late fifth-century and early fourth-
century Athens. This is why it is worth stressing the importance of the ‘situationality’ of their
philosophical reflections.

Indeed, it is this situationality of philosophical reflections, as well as that of political and
legal rhetoric, which informs many important strands of the works discussed here. More
importantly, it gives way to an analysis of the different ways in which vépog is alterable and
the role rhetoric plays in these alterations. Firstly, it is clear that Callicles attacks the entire
existing Athenian democracy because it enables the weaker Athenians to be strong; it deprives
the stronger ones of their natural superiority; and it ignores the laws of nature in favour of
conventional interests. Moreover, as Vickers states, “he [is] an antidemocratic advocate of
political power as achieved through the spoken word.”?*" Like Gorgias, Callicles sees the
personal advantages orators can gain when skilfully using (and misusing) rhetoric in a
specific community. Unlike Hythloday and More who warn about the consequences of
internal strife and who prefer silence to inappropriate speech, Gorgias and Callicles value the
very intemperance in talking for which More has a disdain.

Secondly, it is clear that Plato is closer to More’s heart than to his two contemporaries in
this regard. Throughout the Gorgias, he attacks rhetoric because he links it to the desires to
gain power in Athens and to live an indulgent life.?*® The intensity of his polemic against the

use of rhetoric in the Athenian democracy, and especially in the assembly where it is used to

?1° Haden 1992: 326.

217 \/ickers 1998: 91. Cf. Kennedy 1963: 14-5.

218 The following fragment from the comic poet Platon expresses the same sentiment: yAdttng
ayabiic ook Eot Gewvov o0dE Ev. €k TAV Adywv O Gt awtog Embupeic Exec. (“There is
nothing better than a good tongue. The tongue possesses power by its words; from words you
get what you desire™). Fr.52, Orion Anthology 1.
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form opinions, which might not bode well in the end, is noteworthy because it points at the
real perpetrator that is being attacked in the dialogue. As Vickers writes: “the real target [of
the Gorgias] is Athenian politics, but rhetoric is put in the same boat, and sunk without
trace.”?® This sentiment is visible throughout the entire dialogue, and it is also reiterated at
the end when Socrates concludes, “and that every kind of flattery, with regard either to
oneself or to others, to few or to many, must be avoided; and that rhetoric is to be used for this
one purpose always, of pointing to what is just, and so is every other activity.” (kai macov
KOAOKEIOY Kol TNV TTePL £0VTOV KOl TV TTEPL TOVG AAAOVCE, Kol TEPL OAYOLS Kol TEPL TOAAOVCE,
PEVKTEOV: KO Tf] PMTOPIKT] 0UT™ YpnoTéov &mi 1o Sikatov del, kai Tij GAAN whon Tpacer).?? In
this sense, it is not only kolokeio that must be avoided, but also the k6Aaxeg, and Athenians
should shift their attention to the only genuine use of rhetoric, namely the attainment of
justice.

However, this is no easy task. As the Statesman, written approximately thirty years
after the Gorgias, makes clear, it is not only about avoiding kolakeior and koAaxeg, but also
about understanding the rhetoric from different, internal, factions in Athens. The dialogue
portrays the problems of epistemological and rhetorical political exercise because it
exemplifies, by using several analogies and myths, that Athenians are often unable to evaluate
judgments objectively because of their affiliation with one particular faction, and hostility to
others. They praise the qualities which belong to their faction and with which they are
familiar, but tend to blame the ones from different factions because they feel peculiar and
alien to them. This suspicion, as the Statesman makes clear, is rooted in rhetoric: different
groups are incapable of judging one another’s political statements impartially because they

use different words and metaphors. This in turn makes it challenging to determine who is

219 \/ickers 1998: 113.
220 Gorg. 527c.
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merely a kola& and who is an epistemic politician who knows how to focus on what is really
best for the polis.

The myth of the reversed cosmos, told from 269c to 274b, is a good starting point for
this discussion. It not only offers a mythical explanation for the incessant failure in finding a
sincere political expert but it also paints a picture of the political situation in Athens, which
continuously seems to be marked by Athenians going round in circles due to their inability to
understand one another properly. In this vein, it also enriches the discussion of the PV and the
argument that the cyclical presentation of the trilogy can help us understand recurrent patterns
of political change and rhetoric, as well as their consequences. For both the dialogue and the
myth within it feature notions of ascent and descent, which relate to the ones seen in
Aeschylus; and like the tragedy, it presents us with a kind of imagery that reflects not only the

past and the present but also the future.

IVV. The Myth of the Reversed Cosmos in the Statesman
The myth of the reversed cosmos is told by the Stranger in order to define more
clearly the nature of the king.?* It states, “at certain periods the universe has its present

circular motion, and at other periods it revolves in the reverse direction” (1o tnv 100 TovVTOg

222

Qopav TOTE Hev £€p° & VOV kukAeiton eépeobal, tote & £mi tavavtia).” More specifically, the

Stranger asserts:??®

10 yop 7y 16de ToTE PEV aOTOG 0 080¢ GLUTOONYET TOPEVOREVOV KOl GUYKVKAETL, TOTE
d¢ avikev, 6tav ai mePiodotl ToD TPOGNKOVTOC aVT® HETPOV EIMematy 1o YpoOVvov, TO

22! Rosen 1979: 59 points out that the Stranger actually makes “seven distinguishable
statements to explain why he tells the myth.” (268a5-c10, 271e4 ff., 272d5 ff., 273e4, 274bl
ff., 274e1, 275b1).

222 Stat. 270.

223 Stat. 269c¢-d.
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0¢ v avTopatov €ig tavavtio meptdyetal, {Mov Ov Kol Ppdvnov ilnyog €k Tod
OLVOPUOGAVTOG AVTO KAT APYAS.

during a certain period God himself goes with the universe as guide in its revolving
course, but at another epoch, when the cycles have at length reached the measure of
his allotted time, he lets it go, and of its own accord it turns backward in the opposite
direction, since it is a living creature and is endowed with intelligence by him who
fashioned it in the beginning.

That is, at one time the universe is guided by a divine cause (tote Hev O’ GAANG
ovpmodnyeicOo Beiag aitiac), and at another time it is left to itself and then moves by its own
motion (toté & &tav Gvedii, SU Savtod avtov iévar) in the opposite direction.??* The first

period exhibits the following features:??°

(1 Every mortal creature stops aging and stands still for a while; then, it starts
aging in the opposite direction until it disappears completely.

(i) The earth-born race which once existed at another time, returns out of the
earth, as do those who are dead: the process of birth is reversed alongside with
the reversal of the universe.

(iti)  During that time, there are neither states nor families; because every member
of the earth-born race comes out of the earth, neither of them has any
recollection of their former lives.

(iv)  All living beings live together peacefully and abundantly; they converse with
one another and learn from each other.

This, the Stranger tells Socrates, is the period, which is characterised as “the life of men in the

reign of Cronus” (tov &1 Blov H&v tov tédv émi Kpdvov)?2

or, more generally, the age during
which the Demiurge rules.??” The other period is set in motion by the departure of the gods,

and portrays an age where the world is left to its own devices.?*

224 Stat. 270a.

?%5 Stat. 270d-272b.

226 Stat. 272h.

227 For a recent discussion on the role of the Demiurge in ancient thought, see O’Brien 2015.
28 Stat. 273a-e.
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Q) The gods let go of the parts of the world which are under their care, which
causes an earthquake and the destruction of all living beings.

(i) Eventually, the universe recovers and carefully fashions a rule over itself,
incorporating the lessons it has learned from the former period.

(iii))  However, as time goes on, the world forgets the teachings and disorder
prevails.

(iv)  Just as the world is about to self-destruct from within, the Demiurge steps in
and takes up his place as helmsman again, reversing everything that has
become unsound.

Fowler argues that the Stranger here “describes the age of innocence, the fall of man and the
barbarism that follows, and the partial restoration of man through divine interposition and the
gift of the various arts of civilization.”??° He further asserts, “Plato does not offer this as a real
explanation of the existing condition of the world, but it serves...to present...a theory which
may account for some of the facts of life.”?** Comparably, Rosen states: “the myth of the
reversed cosmos is both a product and an interpretation of political existence. It is both of and
beyond the polis.”*%*

| agree with Fowler and Rosen, but | also think that there is more that can be said
about this. Firstly, like the design of the Prometheia, the myth provides us with a presentation
of ascent and descent, and an incessant sequence of degeneration: regeneration: degeneration:
regeneration etc. Secondly, the absence of the Demiurge in the second period shows the
potential consequences of Protagoras’ atheism and his exclusive reliance on the human
intellect; and it offers an answer to the question asked earlier, if there is no place for the gods
in human development, then what kind of anchor is there for human beings? The myth makes

clear that the answer is chaos, and it thus shows the necessity of the gods, as it is they, not

reason, who save mankind.

229 Eowler 1925: 55 n. 1.
230 Fowler 1925:55n. 1.
231 Rosen 1979: 85.
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| disagree with the traditional interpretation of the myth, which often *“generates a
hopelessly pessimistic picture of the world now, when things just wind down from bad to
worse, and the only hope of salvation is Doomsday.”?** That view misses the significance of
the sequence the myth clearly possesses. This is why, drawing from Rosen’s argument, |
suggest that the myth, and the dialogue itself, is a portrayal of epistemological, rhetorical and
political exercise, and the problems that frequently arise with it in fifth- and fourth-century
Athens. Additionally, I argue that the direction of the argument in the dialogue mirrors the
cyclical nature of the universe in the myth, which is metaphorically underlined by the
Stranger’s use of the word ndAwv on several occasions. (This is similar to the intratextual
sequences of ascending and descending cycles seen in PV). For instance, at 264b, he asserts,
ey & ovv €€ apyfic (“so let us begin again”), and at 268d, he states, mdlv Toivov €€ AN
apyfg 0el kaf’ etépav 060v mopevdijvai tva (“then we must begin again from a new starting-
point and travel by a different direction”). Likewise at 275c, he says, tfde o1 moiwv
emavélOopev (“then let us go back to this point”), and at 279a, he declares, nédAw on tov
EUnpocbe Loyov Gvainmréov (“then we must take up our former argument again”).?*

On the one hand, md\wv clearly relates to the style of the Stranger’s and Young
Socrates’ dialogue, which includes the evocation of former arguments made earlier in the
discussion. On the other hand, it also has the potential to highlight, like the Prometheia and
the myth of the reversed cosmos, the recurrent nature of political arguments. Merrill argues,
“the dialogue is organized as a ring cycle, and that seeing the dialogue as a ring illuminates its

teaching in several respects.”?** | take this argument further and suggest that not only does the

232 McCabe 1997: 102. Rowe 1995.

233 See also 276e and 287b, and Rosen 1979: 60n2. Cf. Philebus 66d and Tim. 48a-b.

23% Merrill 2003: 36. Cf. Rosen 1979: 60. “The pervasive motif in the Statesman of a return to
the origin is clearly related to the myth of the reversed cosmos.”
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cyclical nature of the Statesman (and the Prometheia) relate to the overall teachings of the
dialogue and the myth of the reversed cosmos, but it also links to the political situations seen
in fifth-and fourth-century Athens. This | will demonstrate especially in the discussions of
Lysistrata and Ecclesiazusae.

“The need to start anew,” Rosen writes, “or to repeat correctly some previously
botched step,” is certainly appropriate to a discussion of political exercise.”®® This is
exemplified further when looking at the metaphor of weaving, which the Stranger refers to
frequently in the dialogue as an analogy with political exercise, and the general portrayal of
politics in the myth, which are, contrary to Callicles’ opinion in the Gorgias, depicted as a

necessary defence against nature.”*

More specifically, | suggest that the metaphor of weaving
and the use of the word méAw stand in relation to the role politics play in the myth, as they
point to the continuous crafting of political and legal systems by statesmen, which often recall
those which have been crafted at some point before. At the same time, despite their
repetitiveness, they also point at the need for law and politics and the difficulty to teach
properly the virtue that should come along with it.

The purpose with which the Stranger tells the myth, i.e. in order to define clearly the

nature of the king, underlines this further. Particularly, at 292c, the Stranger asserts that the

| cannot agree with West 1987: 195, who argues against the idea that the recurrent
images in Aeschylus are connected and have a particular structural function. He writes,
“Aeschylus is not Wagner, placing his Leitmotive to make deliberative links between distant
passages, still less organizing them into a ‘highly intricate system’... .He has certain favourite
images and fields of imagery to which he has recourse again and again because he likes
them...because they continue to be appropriate, not because he wishes to recall some earlier
passages or prepare for some later one.” | agree that it is not possible to determine how
consciously Aeschylus included the connections of different passages and how much he
actually thought about their structural function, but I think a good case can be made that such
connections exists, especially when we link the set-up of the Prometheia to the structure of
the Statesman. Cf. Mossman 1996: 58.
2% Rosen 1979: 60. See also Klein 1977.
238 See, for instance, 308d-e.
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definition of the king neither depends on the size of the government (ovk OAtyovg ovdE
moAAovg) nor on wealth or poverty (ovde neviav ovde Thottov) but on knowledge (émothiun).
More importantly, political expertise, and the ability to rule intelligently, is based on the
knowledge of finding the right moment of action, which entails knowing what to do and
knowing when to do it (kapdc).?” This is why, “the rule of the epistemic statesman is the
best of all...”**®® This is also why, as Popper and Lane point out, the question about the
Statesman is not necessarily, ““How can we so organise political institutions that bad or
incompetent rulers can be prevented from doing too much damage?’ [indeed, that is the
question about Utopia], but rather “Who should rule?””*° The dialogue makes clear that the
person with knowledge should rule; and Lane suggests that it “goes on to ask: ‘what does rule
consist in, and how is knowledge related to rule?”?*° | agree with Lane, but | also think that it
is possible to build onto these questions and ask more specifically, how is the skilful
employment of a particular kind of knowledge related to rule, and how does this relate to the
arrangement of a specific rule?

These questions are noteworthy, as they point at a significant theme of this thesis,
which is particularly highlighted in the analyses of Birds and Ecclesiazusae, namely the use
of distinct rhetorical strategies by knowing exactly when to take advantage of a specific
community and how to assert one’s power over it. In this way, both the art of weaving and the
use of émotnun portray not only the activity of statecraft as a useful competence but they also
show that the application of it does not always bode well for the entire community, but

sometimes only for the statesmen themselves. | agree that the Statesman invites us to consider

237 |_ane 1998: 3.

238 Miller 1980: 117. Cf. Sgrensen 2016: 167.
239 | ane 1998: 6. Popper 1995 (1945): 120.
240 |_ane 1998: 6.
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“the concomitant need to define and establish the rule of the true political expert,”?*

and, as
the recurrent ending of the second period in the myth indicates, the rule of a political expert
who does not forget the teachings from the previous period but who is able to apply them
appropriately. However, I am also inclined to assert that this ‘true political expert” may
simply be a statesman who knows how to employ their expertise at the right moment for
personal benefits rather than considering the actual needs of a community.

The Stranger’s statement at 301d underscores this:

duoyepavaviav TdV avOpdTOV TOV Eva Ekelvov HoOvapyov, Kol ATIoTNoavVI®OV Undéva

¢ TowdTg apxiic GEov dv yevésBon moté, dote £0élev kol duvotov sivon et

apeThc Kol EmomUng Gpyovta ta dikota kol 6ot dtovépe 0pOdc macty, AwPacOat

0¢ Kol dmoktevival Kol Kakodv v v BovAnoi ekdotote HHUdV

because men are not content with that one perfect ruler, and do not believe that there

could ever be any one worthy of such power or willing and able by ruling with virtue

and knowledge to dispense justice and equity rightly to all, but that he will harm and
kill and injure any one of us whom he chooses on any occasion.

On the one hand, av BovAnOij éxdotote implies that the true statesman may indeed act on his
own caprices, which may change at any given moment; but on the other hand, it also hints at
the employment of specific expertise at the right moment, which has the potential to result in
the exploitation of virtually the entire community.** This recalls a problem mentioned earlier:
the community over which the statesman wishes to establish their rule is not necessarily able

to understand different kinds of political experts when they come from different factions. At

241 |_ane 1998: 11.

242 See also Stat. 298a-b, where the Stranger compares the rule of a capricious statesman to
that of a corrupt doctor and a ship’s captain at sea. This tyrannical picture of the ‘ship of state’
connects with that of Zeus at PV 189-193, especially with the use of atépapvog in that
passage. Linking this to Zeus’ role as oiakovopog, it shows that the figure of the captain is not
necessarily positive. Brock writes, “the recognition of the chorus in the Prometheus that ‘new
rudder-guiders (oiaxovopot) control Olympus makes it plain that the fundamental significance
of the motif is of autocratic control.” Brock 2013: 55. At the same time, the passage in PV
also shows that this control is not eternal. The inclusion of paim (or, padpevoc) and ctopécag
indicates that Zeus will suffer shipwreck if he does not change- this emphasises the cyclical
nature of both the PV and the Statesman.
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307c, the Stranger asserts, “and almost always we find that the restraint of one class of
qualities and the courage of the opposite class, like two parties arrayed in hostility to each
other, do not mix with each other in the actions that are concerned with such qualities.” (kai
oYESOV MC TO TOAD TaDTA TE KOl THV GOPPOVA GGV Kai TV Gvdpeiay THv TV &vavtiov, olov
moAelioy dtodhayobcog oTdoty 1déac, 00T AAANANLG HELYVOUEVAG EPEVPICKOEY €V TOIC TEPL TA
towadta Tphéeow).

The reason for this is this: “men who are akin to each class...praise some qualities as
their own and find fault with those of their opposites as alien to themselves, and thus great
enmity arises between them on many grounds.” (katd yap TV adT®dV EKOTEPOLS GLYYEVELLY TA
HEV EmovodvTeg MG OIKETDL GPETEPN, TA O TAV JOPOP®Y YEYOVTEG G AAAOTPLA, TOAANV EiC
EOpav dAAFLOLC Kol ToAGY Tépt kadictavrar).?* This brings to mind Plato’s disdain for
rhetoric in the Gorgias, and his contempt for the media (such as the assembly and the law-
courts), which help sustain it. Athenians praise words which sound good and with which they
are familiar (or could see themselves becoming familiar with), but they struggle to understand
the words that arise from a different faction, even though the political proposals incorporated
in them may actually be beneficial to them.

Specifically, the Stranger’s statement shows that different factions are unable to
approach (new) judgments objectively because of their admiration of one particular set of
qualities and hostility to another. They praise their own qualities because they know them
well; but they tend to blame the ones from other factions because they feel strange to them.
This suspicion of the unfamiliar, and the fondness for the well-known, is rooted in rhetoric:
different factions are unable to judge one another objectively because the language they use is

different. Thus, not only are they from different groups but also from different rhetorical

243 stat. 307d.
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backgrounds, which prevents them from evaluating one another’s words and planned actions,
and therefore also which political action might really be the best.?*

This exemplifies why kolaxeg often find certain Athenians easy game: if they use
language that derives from the specific Athenians’ faction they wish to address, they are able
to persuade them easily and quickly because they share the same language, which allows them
to construct a narrative of belonging. For example, as | show in the chapter on Birds,
Peisetaerus does this when he talks to the birds: he mentions (alleged) aspects of their past
when they were kings (465-482) and he promises them that once they have established their
city, they can demand the rulership back from Zeus (554). Likewise, Tereus charms them by
saying if they give Peisetaerus a chance, they will be able to expand their proto-pastoral
setting, thus appealing to the importance of the birds” environment (421-5).

Praxagora employs a similar style when she convinces her audience to elect her
general, as | demonstrate in the chapter on Lysistrata and Ecclesiazusae. By combining male
and female rhetorical strategies, and by reformulating metaphors from the household and
placing them into the political realm of the men, she is able to situate herself within the
communities of both men and women.?* This in turn enables her to generate a feeling of
belonging in both communities, as she is able to focus on the shared interests in both groups.

This also shows that Praxagora is exceptionally clever because she manages to address

multiple factions and overcomes the difficulty that often comes with it, as described by the

244 Cf. Lane 1995: 281, who suggests: “the conflicts between these factions are presented as
conflicts between two ideologies, each believing itself the exclusive path of politic virtue, and
each tending for different reasons to lead to war — all traits of the conflicting factions in the
Statesman.”

?% See, for instance, lines 109; 174-5; 183-5; 205-9; 217-8; 221-8. Cf. Rhet. 1390a17-21, énei
ATOdEYOVTAL TAVTEC TOVG TM1 GPETEPML T10EL AgyoEVOLS AOYOLS Kol TOVS OLLoiovg, OVK GonAov
OGS YpOUEVOL TOIg AdYolg TotoDhTol Pavodvtal Koi avtol kai oi Adyotr. (“since all men are
willing to listen to speeches which harmonize with their own character and to speakers who
resemble them, it is easy to see what language we must employ so that both ourselves and our
speeches may appear to be of such and such character”).
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Stranger. However, there are also moments when it seems impossible to persuade Athenians
from different factions (regardless of whether it is flatterers or genuine politicians who
attempt to do so) because they are so unfamiliar with the language that is being used to
address them that they cannot comprehend what is being said. This is, for example, the case in
Lysistrata when the Proboulos is unable to overcome his hostility towards Lysistrata because
he understands neither her rhetoric nor her political proposal (501-3, 527-8).

These examples make clear that both Aristophanes and Plato reflect issues which
occur frequently in the assembly and the law-courts of late fifth-century and early fourth-
century Athens. Miller states: “...Greek politics in the fourth century continues to be the same
wearying and disastrous mix of internal faction and external war which Thucydides described
in the fifth.”?*® More importantly, this continues to show that while the art of statecraft, like
the art of weaving, often aims to combine opposites and settle disputes among factions — and
indeed, this is Lysistrata’s aim in her argument with the Proboulos — this is not always the
case. It certainly works in Ecclesiazusae, and it also works towards the end of Lysistrata
because the comedy finishes on a peaceful note where men and women have reconciled and
resolved their differences. However, as stated above, and as | demonstrate later on in this
thesis, in the scene with the Proboulos, it only heightens the conflict.?*’

This emphasises the rationale for Utopia (and also shows once again how More is not
only influenced by the political situation of his time, but also by that of the past): if
conflicting internal factions are prohibited, they can do no damage. Additionally, it illustrates

that, inasmuch as the purpose of the Statesman is “to accomplish something through

248 Miller 1980: 114.

24T That being said, in Ecclesiazusae, it is technically different as well. Praxagora’s statecraft
may have eliminated conflict in theory, but it is clear that in reality her style of leadership, and
use of koupog, will only benefit herself and not the Athenians. Cf. Eccl. 229-232; 239-4; 246;
725-7.
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discourse, and inasmuch as discourse accomplishes its results by weaving together
appropriate elements of speech, the ability...to achieve [this] goal depends on success in this
weaving process.”?*® The Stranger in the Statesman inadvertently reflects Lysistrata’s
exchange with the Proboulos when he says, “Now this opposition of these two classes is mere
child’s-play; but when it affects the most important matters it becomes a most detestable
disease in the state.” (ma1d1d toivov adtn y£€ TIC 1 daPopd TOVT®V E6TL TAV EIBMV: TEPL O TA
Héytota vooog ovpBaivel Taodv £xBlotn yiyvesda toic moreow). > This state of childishness
(rand10t) can affect the whole course of life (mepi 6Any v 10 (fjv Topackevnv), according to
the Stranger, because it prevents the Athenians from engaging in proper matters of discourse
to such a degree that it might lead them directly from freedom into slavery (§Aabov avtoic
yevopevot dothou).?*° Or, as the myth of the reversed cosmos and the repeated use of méAv
exemplify, it leads to the reversal of times; and the Athenians find themselves back where
they started.

The Stranger asserts that this fate can only be avoided when the true statesman steps in
and fixes the lack of understanding between the different factions with his epistemological
and legislative art. It is this art, which has the potential to fill the gap between the different
factions, which in turn allows them to overcome their natural differences. Specifically, this
statesman fashions divine bonds in the eternal parts of the souls of the citizens (p&v xota o

OLYYEVEG TO GELyeveC OV THG Yuyfg avtdv HEPog Oeim cuvaplocapévn decld); after that, “it

248 Sayre 2006: 94. Sayre notes that the goal of the Sophist is similar to that of the Statesman
because it is concerned with “the weaving together of Forms with one another” (trv dAAqA@v
OV €id®V cvumlokmv). Relevant points are made at 262 when the Stranger asserts that speech
achieves its goal by “weaving together verbs and names” (cuumiékmv ta POt TOIG
ovopact). “The remarks,” Sayre writes, “illustrate an underlying theme of the Sophist to the
effect that speech, on whatever level of generality, depends on the weaving together of
appropriate constituents.”

>* stat. 307d.

250 stat. 307e-308a. Cf. Laws 864d, where maududt is used in a similar way.
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binds the [mortal] part of them with human bonds” (petda 8¢ 1o Oglov 10 (woyeveg avTtdV
adic avBparivow).”t This is done by weaving the citizens together via institutional
arrangements of (inter-) marriages and the sharing of children.??

However, like the societal structure of Plato’s Kallipolis and More’s Utopia, so the
existence of the statesman who is able to weave the citizens together in this manner is an
unattainable ideal. As the Stranger points out at 301d-e: “But, as the case now stands...no
king is produced in our states who is, like the ruler of the bees in their hives, by birth pre-
eminently fitted from the beginning in body and mind...” (viv 6¢ ye...o0k £ott
YLYVOUEVOC. .. £V Toic TOAEST PUGIAEDS 010G £V Glfvesty EHPVETOL, TO TE GAOHA VOV Kai THV
yoxiv Staeépov £c).

One reason for this is the complicated and partial use of xapog. Both the rule of the
kingly art in the Statesman, and that of the guardians in the Republic, require deciding “upon
the right or wrong time for the initiation of the most important measures in the state”
(yryvdokovoay v apynv T Koi Oppnv @V Heyiotmv &v Taic moheotv £yKoupiog 1€ mEPL Kol
axapioc).?* The Republic makes this clear at 546¢-d, when Socrates states, if the rulers of

Kallipolis choose the wrong moment (ropa xaipdv) to get married, their “children will be

neither good natured nor fortunate” (obk €0@EVEIC 008" €dTVYEIC Tideg Ecovtat). This in turn

2L Stat. 308c.

252 Stat. 310b. This employment of the weaving metaphor brings to mind that of Lysistrata
when she demonstrates how she intends to weave all of Greece into one single fabric. See Lys.
568-570 and 574-586.

253 |t is worth noting that the task of the political expert in the Statesman is different from that
of the philosopher-king in the Republic. The aim of Kallipolis is to prevent political conflict
(between different factions) from arising in the first place; this is why the tripartite structure
of the city is organised the way it is: to prevent any form of mixing. The political task of the
Republic is therefore the opposite of that of the Statesman: eliminate the possibility of a clash,
and misunderstandings brought on by different rhetorical styles, between opposing groups by
separating them. The political task in the Statesman, however, is to weave together, rather
than split up, these opposing arguments into the fabric of the state itself. Cf. Lane 1995: 278-
9; 281.

2> Stat. 305d.
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will lead to civil war, which will then fundamentally alter the constitution of Kallipolis. Thus,
the choice of the wrong moment leads to the degeneration of the city.

This is similar in the Statesman: as stated above, the inability of the Athenians to find
kaupde, and to act on it appropriately, leads to problematic situations in Athens and to the
reversal of the cosmos in the myth. Likewise, the ability of the k6lokec to find, and use,
kaupdc also leads to complicated conditions in the polis, albeit only for the others and not for
them. Their decision to act on kapdc is based on relevant knowledge and rhetoric, which
allows them to initiate the measures they deem best in the state — this is also Peisetaerus’
mission in Birds, and Praxagora’s in Ecclesiazusae. This kapdc may be the statesman’s
personal one, as opposed to one that benefits the entire polis, but it nonetheless portrays the
benefits that can arise from choosing koupdg wisely. For the more altruistic statesmen, the
decision is based on choosing the right moment, which will allow them to persuade the
Athenians to pick policies, which will truly be of advantage to them. However, as discussed
above, this undertaking is more difficult because it requires the persuasion of different
factions who do not necessarily share the same language. Lastly, for the Athenians
themselves, the decision is based on choosing the right moment to listen carefully to the
altruistic statesman, rather than to the xoAag, if they want to escape the recurrent cycles of
political conflicts.

In this manner, we are indeed back (maiwv) at the beginning and required to take up the
former argument again (zéhwv 87 tov EUnpocde Adyov avainmréov).” Like the Gorgias, the
Statesman shows that kaipdc is related to epistemology and rhetoric; in order for statecraft to
be successful (whether it is successful for the entire polis or merely for the k6 ag&), it must be

able to harness rhetoric in the assembly and the lawcourts, and in the state itself. The

2% Stat. 279a.
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enactment of politics is supposed to be a defence against nature in the myth of the reversed
cosmos, but as shown above, it is not just about politics but also about epistemology and
rhetoric. In this way, as much as the task of the ideal statesman is to weave the citizens
together, they must also be concerned with weaving together different forms of knowledge
and rhetoric if they want to break the continual cycles of political conflicts. I am certain More
is influenced by this task in one way or another, when he offers a serio-comic version of the
weaving process on Utopia and presents one group of citizens only that is innately weaved
together.?®

Meanwhile, the citizens in the Statesman must learn to remember the teachings from
the first period; however, as is the case in Gorgias where the Athenians’ task (to use rhetoric
only for the attainment of justice and nothing else) is easier said than done, this is no easy
undertaking. The Protagorean dependence on the human intellect that comes with the ascent
of man complicates this further. As seen in the myth of the reversed cosmos, ultimately the
Demiurge offers the necessary solution human beings seek, not reason. The failure of reason
(or, the insufficiency of it) is examined in more detail in the Protagoras, written
approximately thirty years before the Statesman. The dialogue discusses a question that
automatically arises with the ascent of man, namely whether it is actually possible to teach
political virtue and excellence, or whether that undertaking is bound to fail from the
beginning.”’ It thus continues to enhance the significance of the question asked at the end of
the section on Aeschylus: if political virtue cannot be taught, but is only about who is the
most persuasive speaker in the assembly, then what does that mean for the Athenians’
political, legal, and social system?

In the Protagoras, Socrates argues that wisdom, which is both the highest form and

256 Cf, pp. 30-1.
7 The same question is also asked in the Meno, written a couple of decades later.
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the unity of all virtues, is something that cannot be taught. Protagoras, on the other hand,
disagrees. He believes neither that wisdom unites the other virtues nor that it is impossible to
learn how to be virtuous. The analysis of both their arguments is significant because, like the
oscillatory layout of the Prometheia, the critique of rhetoric in the Gorgias, and the
examination of kaipog, Tahv, and language in the Statesman, it continues to ask whether the
Athenians are able to break free from their recurrent political cycles by applying political

wisdom, or whether this task is impossible to begin with.

V. The Instruction of Political Virtue in the Protagoras

At 319a, Socrates summarises Protagoras’ previously announced goal and asserts:
“...you appear to be speaking of the civic science, and undertaking to make men good
citizens” (Sokeig Mot Aéyewv TNV TOMTIKNV TéXVNY Kol Vmioyveichatl motelv dvopag ayabovg
nolitag). Protagoras replies, “That, Socrates, is exactly the purport of what | profess.” (avto
HEV oDV TODTO £0TIV O TMKPATES, TO mdyyelfla O émayyéilopar). Socrates, as stated at the
end of the last section, does not believe that men can be taught how to be good citizens;
Protagoras, on the other hand, thinks otherwise and asserts that this virtue is teachable.”®
Moreover, he believes that everybody is able to advise on virtue: “Take my word for it, then,
that they have good reason for admitting everybody as adviser on this virtue, owing to their
belief that everyone has some of it...” (&t pév odv vt &vdpa eikdtmg dmodéyovrar mepi
259

TaOTNG ThG ApeTh cVUPBoLAOV d1d TO Tyeliohat mavtl PHeTelvat adTRC, ToDTA AEY®).

Protagoras’ goal is, as Nussbaum asserts likewise, “to make human beings good

28 prot. 323c.
259 prot. 323c.
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citizens, teaching them good deliberation both about their household and about the affairs of
the city.”?®® She further argues that moral education in Protagoras’ speech “is characterized as
answering to a need that is part of our nature. Zeus gave us a natural tendency towards justice;
but it must be developed by communal training.”?** This approach brings to mind that of
More analysed in the introduction: citizens’ excellence is developed early on by installing
rhythm and harmony in them when they are children because “for the whole of man’s life
requires the graces of rhythm and harmony” (ndg yap 6 Piog Tod avBpidmov gvpLOUiog te Kol
gvapplootiag Setron).2*? Comparably with Lycurgus and More, the training (and correction) of
children is important here:*

EMedav OATTOV GLVIY TIG TO AgYOHEVE, Kol TPOQPOG Kol PNTNP Kol modoywyos Kol

avTOC O Tatnp TEPlL TOLTOL dwpdyovtal, OnmG ©¢ PéAtioTog €oton O molc, map’

gKooTov Kal Epyov Kai Adyov d1dackovTeg Kal EvOgikvoevol Tt TO HEV dikailov, TO 08

aoov, Kol T6de PEV KaAGV, T0dE 08 aioypdv, Kol TOOE HEV OG0V, TOSE OE AVOCIoV, Kol
T MV Tolet, T 0¢ M| olet.

as soon as one of them grasps what is said to him, the nurse, the mother, the tutor, and
the father himself strive hard that the child may excel, and as each act and word occurs
they teach and impress upon him that this is just, and that unjust, one thing noble,
another base, one holy, another unholy, and that he is to do this, and not do that.

Moral training, in Protagoras’ view, is supposed to ensure the development of good citizens
who are able to focus clearly, without distraction, on the civic excellences and gifts of Zeus

264

(justice, moderation, and piety).”>" As is the case in More’s Utopia, and his interpretation of

Lycurgus’ Sparta, the implication here is that moral training guarantees not only excellent

260 Nussbaum 1986: 103.

261 Nussbaum 1986: 103.

2%2 prot. 326h.

263 prot, 325¢-d. Cf. Utopia, 104.

264 Meanwhile, traits such as injustice and impiety are opposed to civic virtue. See Prot. 323e-
324a. Cf. Bartlett 2003: 616. “...according to Protagoras’ account of it, ‘political virtue
(323a6-7, b2, 324al) is limited to moderation, justice, and piety, or to what might be called
ordinary decency...”
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citizens but also a healthy government that eradicates problems, which tend to arise from the
negligence of the civic excellences. This metaphor highlights this further: in case the child
disobeys, he or she must be straightened just like a piece of wood that is bent and twisted

265 Moral

(domep EVAOV d10GTPEPOUEVOV KOl KAUTTOPEVOV €00VVOLGIY AmENOIC Kol TANYOiS).
education thus includes the ‘straightening’ of children; and moral excellence, the desired end
result, incorporates this straightness, which in turn links to a healthy (and straight)
government.

It also includes the teaching of the laws of a city; and it instructs the children in how to
live accordingly to them. “And when they are released from their schooling the city next
compels them to learn the laws and to live according to them as after a pattern, that their
conduct may not be swayed by their own light fancies” (énewdav o6& &k ddacKdAwY
amadday®oty, 1 TOMG o ToV¢ T VOUOLC dvaykalstl HavOdvey kol kot tovtovg (v kotd
napGdetypa, tvo Py adtol &9’ advtdv eikf npdttoow).?® This constraint to be governed by
existing laws that condemns the possibility to be led astray on a whim and without a real plan
brings to mind the law-making of Solon, who is said to have made his laws binding and
unalterable for a hundred years.”®’ In case anyone fails to abide by this constraint, they will
have to face correction, which again links to the straightening component of the moral
training Protagoras proposes.

It seems then that Protagoras bases at least parts of his claim (that civic virtue is

teachable) on the training of youth.?®® This basis of his argument links directly to Socrates’

265 prot. 325d. On that note, Bartlett asserts: “...the so-called education necessary to instill
[moderation, justice, and piety] consists of exhortations, forced memorizations, threats, and
even beatings: ‘Do these things!” ‘Don’t do those!”” Bartlett 2003: 616.

2% prot. 326¢-d.

267 Aristotle, Const. Ath. 7.2.

268 At the same time, it also seems to be based on instruction and learning in general. For
example, there are certain elements in Protagoras’ argument, which bring to mind Lysistrata’s
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concern: he thinks that in both private and public life, “the best and wisest citizens are unable
to transmit this excellence of theirs to others” (o1 cop®@tatol kai dpioToL TAOV TOMTOV TOOTHV

269 (He refers to Pericles as an

mv apetiv fjv &ovowy ody olol te HAAOIC Tapadidovar).
example, who has been unable to teach Cleinias).?”® Additionally, when the Athenians wish to
hear about a particular craft (for example, ship-building or shoe-making) they only listen to
the opinion of the trained expert and dismiss that of the one who merely claims to be an
expert. (For example, they would not listen to a ship-builder who attempts to give advice on
how to make shoes because they know that it is outside his field of expertise).

However, when it comes to matters of the state, anyone, regardless of their
background and occupation, can give advice; and “his attempt to give advice is justified by no
instruction obtained in any quarter, no guidance of any master; and obviously it is because
they hold that here the thing cannot be taught.” (61t ovdauoOev HabBdV, ovdE Gvtoc
ddaoKdAoV 00deVOG avTd, Emelto. cUHUPovAEVEY Emyelpel. SfAov yap OtL ovy Tyodvtal
Swaxtov eivar).2”t Protagoras offers a response to this by referring to the roles of Zeus and
Hermes in his version of the Prometheus myth. His interpretation of the myth links to PV and
the ascent of man discussed earlier, as he “gives a ‘progressivist’ version of human evolution

typical of Greek thought in the fifth century B.C.”?"? By portraying Zeus as the facilitator of

civilization and by offering a symbolic account of the different stages of human evolution,

and Praxagora’s appropriation of male speech: both learned the (male) civic art and
deliberation by listening to men in the assembly and by studying their tricks and expertise.
Despite some of the questionable aspects of the female characters’ plans, this does support
Protagoras’ point that at least aspects of political virtue (and politics) can be taught. In
Praxagora’s case, this also shows again that she is very clever because she combines a natural
ability (automatically given to her by the etymology of her name) with training (listening to
other orators), and demonstrates that political success does not only depend on opportune
moments but also on a distinct capability. Cf. Prot. 327b-c and Yona 2015: 377.

269 prot. 319.

2’0 Prot. 320a.

2’1 prot. 319¢-d.

2’2 Yona 2015: 361.
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Protagoras merges the themes of ascent and descent that inform both PV and the Statesman.

Particularly, Zeus’ role in the myth sheds light on the importance of the Demiurge in
the Statesman, on the absence of divine intervention prompted by Prometheus’ theft in the
Prometheia, and thus also on the sophists’ reliance on reason. It does so by presenting an
ascending sequence similar to the one seen in the Prometheia, using the names of the gods.
Epimetheus: Prometheus: Zeus. It is clear that Epimetheus represents the primordial period
during which humans had to rely on instinct rather than the arts of civilization. Prometheus,
meanwhile, represents the development of technical wisdom (speech, reason, arithmetic etc.).
The zenith of the sequence, however, is reached with Zeus, because in Protagoras’ version of
the myth it is he who equips man with political wisdom and thus with the capability to
establish governments.?”® The emphasis is thus again on divine interference (as is the case in
the myth of the reversed cosmos) rather than just reason (as seen in the historical Protagoras’
trust in the human intellect).

Specifically, Protagoras asserts that Zeus asked Hermes to distribute right (6ikn) and
respect (aidmg) among men, “to the end that there should be regulation of cities and friendly
ties to draw them together” (v’ elev molewv kéopol e Kai deopol ehioe cuvaywyoi).?”
When Hermes asks him to whom exactly he should give right and respect, Zeus responds: “To

all...let all have their share; for cities cannot be formed if only a few have a share of these as

of other arts.” (énl mavtag...koi mTAvIeg HeTeYOVTOV: OV YOp GV YEVOWVTO TOAELS, €1 OAiyol

°"3 Prot. 321c-d. Cf. Yona 2015: 366.

2% prot. 322c. This friendly characterization of Zeus, which focuses on union and
benevolence, stands in contrast to the one in PV, which is marked by alienation and tyranny.
However, it does have the potential to hint at the theme of reconciliation in Prometheus
Unbound where Prometheus and Zeus have established friendly ties. It also recalls the
following passage from Ag. 165-6, mAnv A1d¢, &i 10 Hatav amd @povtidog dybog xpn Pareilv
gmropoc. (“Only in the thought of Zeus can the heart be free from its vain burden of
distress”). Trans. Dodds.
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aTdV petéyotey Gomep GV texvdv).2” In this version of the story, the gifts of Prometheus
only include the wisdom of daily life (nepi tov Biov cogiav), not civic wisdom, for that is in
the possession of Zeus (v yap mopd @ At).2"® The skill to form civilizations thus comes
from Zeus (via Hermes), and not from the development of the human intellect.?”” This is why
Zeus’ role here is similar to the one of the Demiurge in the Statesman: both demonstrate the
limits of human wisdom, and the importance of divine, and thus superior, skills.

According to Protagoras, it is because of this divine distribution of civic virtue that
Athenians listen to everyone when it comes to matters concerning the state: everybody has
some of it and therefore everybody can participate in such discussions. This is in contrast to
discussions about matters such as craftsmanship and other trades, which are based on specific
expertise and training. Moreover, not only is everyone capable of participating in political
discussions, but everyone should participate, because the state cannot exist otherwise.?’®
Socrates points out that not everyone may be able to apply civic art wisely (for example, there
may be ‘bad’ sons who are unable to learn from their good, deliberative, fathers) to which
Protagoras offers a rather unsatisfactory response. First of all, says he, even the most unjust
person among all human laws and societies appears just, in comparison with someone who
not only lacks any form of laws and law courts, but also the urge to pursue this civic virtue
constantly.?”® That is, it is better to be unjust than to lack justice altogether. Secondly, every

teacher does their best to teach civic virtue as well as possible,?®® and thirdly, it is not always

2’ Prot. 322d.

27 Prot. 321¢-321d.

2T Cf. Theophil. Antioch. Ad Autolycum 2.8. koi Zipovidne: obtic Gvev Bedv apetiv AaPev,
00 TTOMG, 00 Ppotdc. B0g O TAPUNTIS AnAHoavTov & 0VdéV oty &v avtoig. (“And Simonides
said, no one ever attained excellence without the gods, no city, no mortal. The all-clever one
is God: for mortals nothing is free from misery”).

278 prot. 322e. See also Farrar 1988: 84 and Sgrensen 2016: 167.

279 prot, 327¢-d.

280 prot. 327e.
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fair to judge sons because often they are still young and have a lot left to learn (£t yap év
avToic elov EAmidec: véor yap).28t

Protagoras’ point that it is better to be unjust than to not have any form of justice at
all, and the implication that “political society will endure perfectly well if only a few

understand the truth about justice,”?®?

is problematic. It underestimates both the fatal
consequences of injustice in societies and the role insufficient deliberation can play in the
destruction of certain societies. It also points at one of the underlying problems of his
argument in general: just because everyone is theoretically able to learn political virtue does
not mean that everyone is also able to use it wisely and for the community. For instance, as |
demonstrate in the chapter on Lysistrata and Ecclesiazusae, Praxagora does learn civic virtue
(and very well at that), but she does not use it for wise and just things, which would benefit

283

the entire polis.“® (In Lysistrata, on the other hand, Lysistrata does use it to help the Athenian

community).?®* The instruction of civic virtue may therefore be possible but it cannot

281 prot. 328d. The use of véoc here brings to mind again the role of Zeus in PV and the
development he supposedly undergoes from the second play of the trilogy to the third. He is a
new and young tyrant and, as Hephaestus points out at 35, ‘everyone is harsh whose power is
new’ (Gmog 6¢ Tpayvg dotig av véov kparttl), implying that these are the early stages of the
regime and that Zeus still has a lot to learn. However, the presumed sequence of the
Prometheia suggests that Zeus will eventually learn, just like the young sons Protagoras refers
to will learn how to apply civic virtue as they continue to grow.

252 Bartlett 2003: 616.

283 This becomes clear when looking at Praxagoras’s definition of conflict resolution. A 249-
60, after being asked how she intends to resolve conflicts in the assembly, she essentially
replies, ‘I will resolve them by using violence.’

28% This brings to mind two of the main questions Jason Brennan poses in Against Democracy.
Drawing from John Stuart Mill and Joseph Schumpeter, he asks: “How much do we really
want people to participate in politics? How much should people even be allowed to
participate?” He asserts, “Mill hoped that getting people involved in politics would make
them smarter, more concerned about the common good, better educated, and nobler. He hoped
getting a factory worker to think about politics would be like getting a fish to discover there’s
a world outside the ocean. Mill hoped political involvement would harden our minds yet
soften our hearts. He hoped that political engagement would cause us to look beyond our
immediate interests and instead to adopt a long-term, broad perspective.” Brennan 2016: 2.
However, as is the case in Protagoras’ argument (and in many assembly scenes in
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guarantee that it will also produce wise and good citizens.?*®

One aspect of Protagoras’ original question is what teachable skill there is that enables
human beings to be good at political deliberation and in control of political decisions, which
affect the polis. Nussbaum asserts, rightly, that his answer shows us “that a capability for
social excellence and for its proper development are a deep part of our human nature and way
of life.”*® However, as argued above, this answer also exposes a problem: for many citizens
this capability only exists in theory, as they may not have the desire to receive instructions or
to study them well. This in turn may lead to problematic moments in the assembly when
citizens are neither willing nor fully able to participate in political debates, let alone attend
assembly in the first place.?®” Furthermore, as seen in both Ecclesiazusae and the Statesman,
just because someone is happy to learn civic virtue from others, does not mean they are also
happy to use it for the good of the community. (Or, as the myth of the reversed cosmos
shows, just because someone is able to learn it, does not mean they will also remember it). On
the contrary, using the knowledge of this civic virtue in combination with clever rhetoric, they
may end up using it to pursue personal goals. In that sense, Socrates is right when he says that
it is not possible to teach everyone (as is the case with Cleinias).

It is for these reasons, and especially because of the misuse of civic virtue in

combination with deceptive rhetoric, that Socrates proposes the application of a science of

Aristophanic comedy), often the opposite is true, as people are led astray by ideas of power,
injustice, and selfishness. (This is also one of the reasons why Brennan argues for less
political participation, rather than more, in his book).

28% On that note, see also Irwin 1995: 79, who argues that Protagoras and Socrates seem to
overlook an important issue. “For it is not clear how far the skills and abilities that promote an
individual’s success are connected with the virtues of justice and shame that are attributed to
all the citizens alike. If my own success requires ruthlessness and deception rather than
justice, will Protagoras teach me to be ruthless or to be just?”

286 Nussbaum 1986: 103.

287 This was an actual problem in late fifth and early fourth-century Athens. An attempt was
made to solve it by paying men to attend assembly.
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measurement (1 Hetpnrtikn téxvn) in order to evaluate the different sides, which emerge in
deliberations, more carefully.?® Socrates primarily refers to the power of appearance but his

argument can also be applied to points made previously about the power of speech.

Specifically, when posing the question what skill has the ability to save our lives, he asks:?*°

apa 1 HetpnTiky téxvn §| M 00 Qouvopévoy dvvoplg; i abtn Hév Mudbc émldvo Kkai
gmolel Gve Te Kol KAT® TOALAKIG HeTaAapPavely Todtd Kol HETOUELEY Kol €V TOIC
pa&eotv kol €v Talc aipéoecty TOV UeYGA®V T€ Kol GHIKPAV, 1] 0& HETPNTIKT| dKVPOV
Hev av €moince todTo TO QAVTAGHW, dNA®caco 0& TO GAN0EC Novyiov dv €moincev
Exewv TNV yoymv Hévovoay €mt t@ aAn0el Kai Ecwoey v OV Piov;

Would it be the art of measurement, or the power of appearance? It is not the latter
that leads us astray, as we saw, and many a time causes us to take things topsy-turvy
and to have to change our minds both in our conduct and in our choice of great or
small? Whereas the art of measurement would have made this appearance ineffective,
and by showing us the truth would have brought our soul into the repose of abiding by
the truth, and so would have saved our life.

This science of measurement is supposed to minimise any uncertainty Athenians might have

about what actually is a good political speech and appearance, and maximise the skill to select

288 See Nussbaum 1986: 108, who writes: “the idea that deliberation is, or could become, a
kind of measuring is not itself alien to ordinary conceptions. It is as common for a Greek as
for us to speak of weighing one course against another, measuring the possibilities.” For
example, in 1l. 22.248-54, Zeus takes out his golden scales and in them places two fates of
death, one for Achilles and one for Hector, which is ultimately Hector’s doom, as his side
goes down. Likewise, in Aristophanes’ Frogs, when Dionysus needs to decide whether to take
Aeschylus or Euripides with him, he suggests putting the respective playwrights’ verses on a
scale in order to determine their value. The same idea of weighing also appears in Euth. 7c-d,
written around the same time as the Protagoras, where Socrates demonstrates the art of
measurement as a model for political deliberation to Euthyphro. Similarly, in Rep. 602c-d,
measurement is used to underline the danger of misperception and the need to avoid it; and at
Phil. 41e-42, the science of measurement is used for the comparison of pleasures and pains.
Meanwhile, at Phil. 55d-56¢, Socrates refers to it when evaluating which parts of the manual
arts are more allied to knowledge and which ones less; a similar use is also found in
Statesman 284e-285b.

289 prot. 356d-e.
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the best political proposal, one that actually has the potential to bode well for all of them.?* It

is also supposed to maximise knowledge (émiotun) because the science of measurement
Socrates proposes is also knowledge of measurement. Specifically, he asks Protagoras,
“...what would save our life? Would it not be knowledge; a knowledge of measurement, since
the art here is concerned with excess and defect, and of numeration, as it has to do with odd
and even?” (ti av &omlev MUV TOV Blov; p” av ovK EmMGTAUN; Kol Gp” av o0 HeTpnTKy TIC,
gnednmep vmepPoriic te Kkai dvdeiac €otiv ) Téyvn; éneldn 8& meprrtod Te kai dptiov, dpo
8 tic A GpOpnTch;).2%

It is clear that Socrates believes that there is nothing stronger than knowledge
(¢motiung Pnddv eivon kpetrtov),*? but this response does contradict, anachronistically,
some of the points made in the Statesman approximately thirty years later. For the Statesman
shows that it is not always possible to apply knowledge and measurements properly — as seen
in the myth of the reversed cosmos, eventually the Demiurge has to step in in order to rectify
the problems caused by the limits of the human intellect. Furthermore, as demonstrated
previously, when it comes to evaluating, and measuring, speeches from different factions, the
specific knowledge needed for such an undertaking is not necessarily available to someone
who is from a faction that is alien to the one whose speeches they are supposed to measure.
Therefore, it is questionable whether there actually is as great a benefit in having this
knowledge of measurement as Socrates says there is and whether it is possible to measure all

political deliberation by the same standard. It may be beneficial to someone who wishes to

evaluate speech and sight within their own faction, but it might not be much use to them when

2% cf, Richardson 1990: 26. “In the Protagoras, as in the Republic, Socrates presents the
importance of measurement for techné in terms of the need to avoid being fooled by illusions
of perceptions and their analogues.”

%1 prot. 357a.

2%2 prot. 357c.
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it comes to evaluating the same in a different group.

Socrates’ proposal then exposes similar problems to the art of Protagoras: it is not
necessarily possible to use the science of measurement in every situation, because situations
are not always commensurable, which in turn makes it difficult to assimilate political
deliberation to the science of measurement. It also makes it difficult to assimilate the pursuit
of pleasure to it, because it may not be feasible to determine the best, most pleasurable,
outcome when it is not possible to understand all the benefits of every outcome. (This is the
case with Lysistrata and the Proboulos, who does not understand the connotations and values

of her metaphors).?*

On that note, Richardson argues: “the underlying supposition is that the
hedonism put forward in the Protagoras allows one to define a maximum because all goods
are commensurable. But...hedonism does not imply commensurability, nor does
commensurability imply hedonism.”?%*

It seems then, what we need is “a unit of measure, some external end about which we
can all agree, and which can render all alternatives commensurable.”?*® Richardson’s
interpretation of Plato’s conception of the science of measurement (he says he sees it as a
measurement that is preliminary to choice) has the potential to function as such as unit. He
writes: “It is measurement in this preliminary sense, as the unitary estimation of ascertainment
of quantities providing the data for choice rather than the binary or comparative choice itself,
that is the real fruit...of Socrates’s science of measurement.”?*® In this way, Socrates’ point
that the precision of knowledge and measurement will ‘save our lives’ brings to mind many

assembly scenes (both off and on stage) where Athenians struggle to estimate the prospective

benefits (or lack thereof) that are being offered to them in a political speech. If they had this

298 Cf. Lys. 501-3; 527-8.
2% Richardson 1990: 7.

29 Nusshaum 1986: 110.
2% Richardson 1990: 25.
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Socratic precision in knowledge and measurement, the basis on which they elect leaders and
vote for decrees would presumably change and the illusions of perception would slowly wane.

Socrates’ proposed precision has thus also to do with estimating prospective levels of
advantages and disadvantages in political proposals, which then, quite literally, underlines the
‘life-saving” aspect of it. As he says at 356e, this precision includes “knowing when to make a
right choice of the greater and when of the less” (o0ndte 10 mAéov dpOdC Edel ENEGOan Kol
ondte 10 Elattov). This in turn highlights the knowledge of measurement further, as it shows
that the art is concerned with “excess and defect, and of numeration, as it has to do with odd
and even” (vmepPoirfic te kol &vdeiag £otiv 1 Téxvn; émedn 8¢ meprrTod Te Koi dptiov, dpo
8 Tic fj appnTc).?’ It also includes making the right choice of “pleasure and pain”
(Mdoviic e koi Aomne).*® Especially the usage of vmepBoiiic te kol évdeiag and meprrtod e
kai aptiov emphasise the relevance of this measurement to the listening of political speeches
in the assembly; meanwhile ndovij¢ te kai Admng has the potential to hint at the consequences
of the choices the Athenians may make.

For instance, if the Athenians were able to apply this knowledge of measurement
properly, they would be able to detect excessive superiority, extravagance and unnecessarily
strong statements (i.e. vmepPolin) in speeches given in the assembly. In the same way, they
would be able to uncover the deficiencies of the speeches, and question closely the things that
they lack (£voewa). Likewise, while mepittod 1€ kai aptiov primarily refer to the numeration
component of measurement here, they do link to the metaphorical use of vmeppoin; and
gvoewa. Specifically, it is true that mepirtod means ‘odd” in the mathematical sense, and it also
means ‘remarkable’ and ‘extraordinary’ when used to refer to people; however, it also means

‘superfluous,” and ‘excessive.” All of these are meanings which may be present in a speech,

297 Prot. 357a.
2% prot. 357a.
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and the Athenians need to unravel and measure them carefully before choosing a leader. The
meaning of aptiov underlines this nicely: while it is used to refer to ‘even’ numbers, it is also
used to express when something is “suitable’ or ‘most perfect.” Thus, being able to measure
neprrtod and aptiov would allow the Athenians to vote for the decree (and candidate) that
really is most suitable for them and dismiss the one that only appears suitable, but is in reality
superfluous.?*

This vote determines the levels of féov and Avmn the Athenians will experience
afterwards. It is likely that if they apply the knowledge of measurement correctly, there will
be more ®dovr (and indeed, that side will be heavier than the other one) whereas if they do
not apply it properly, the scale will tip towards Avzn, the consequences of which are unlikely
to bode well for many of the Athenians.*® In this manner, as the terminology used makes
clear, the science of measurement in the dialogue plays the ideal role of assuring a precise
calculation of consequences in situations where sight and sound alone are unreliable and
misleading.®®* However, like the societal construction of Kallipolis, the weaving-skills of the
true statesman in the Statesman, and More’s Utopia, this ideal calculation remains just that:
an ideal, which, at the end of the day, is unattainable, largely due to the different

communication styles used in different factions, the lack of a universal commensurability, and

2% Aristotle expresses a similar sentiment in Rhet. 1375b7 when he compares the judge to “an
assayer of silver, whose duty is to distinguish spurious from genuine justice” (kai ét1 domep
GPYLPOYVOU®V O KPITNG 0Ty, OTm¢ drokpivn TO Kifdniov dikatov kai to AAN0EC).

%% The need to measure pleasure and pain is also based on the following. “Since short-term
pleasures and pains seem greater than they really are, we make mistaken judgments about
pleasure and pain, and so we choose the result that will actually be less pleasant because we
believe it will be more pleasant (356c-¢)... .If we are to avoid [that] error...we need the
measuring craft that calculates the prospective quantities of pleasure and pain.” Irwin 1995:
85.

This also emphasises the notion of apaptio analysed in PV (cf. pp. 67-8), and its
relation to the chain of events that are set in motion by Prometheus’ error in the first play. If
Prometheus had calculated the consequences of his actions more carefully (and stayed true to
the etymology of his name), the story might have developed differently.

%01 Cf. Richardson 1990: 32.
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the limits of the human intellect. The same is true for Socrates’ effort to establish a unity of
virtue with wisdom being the unifying element in the Protagoras. Since the virtues come
together in knowledge, there is no guarantee that they will generate a single practical principle
that works for all factions, and that they will stop conflicting incommensurably with one
another. In this vein, it is clear that neither in the Protagoras nor in the Statesman is it truly
possible to weave together the virtues and to provide a unified method of precise
calculation.**

I am inclined to agree with Protagoras and say that the theory of political virtue can be
taught; however, when it comes to the practical application of it in pivotal situations
pertaining to the Athenians’ future, I am not convinced it is teachable due to the points raised
in the discussion above. This is why, as Frede states likewise, “the Protagoras should...be
read as an aporetic dialogue™® because it leaves us with an impracticable solution to the
problems discussed. It seems that Protagoras is aware of that at least to a certain extent
because he quotes the following from the poetry of Simonides: “for a man, indeed, to become
good truly is hard, in hands and feet and mind foursquare, fashioned without reproach.”
(Gvdp” ayabov pev dlabimg yevéobar yolemdv, xepoiv T€ Koi oGl Kol vO® TETPAY®VOV, BVED
yoyou tetvypévov). 3™ Socrates provides the next line a few sections later: “God alone can

have this privilege.” (6edc Gv povog todt &yot yépac). 3

%02 cf, Richardson 1990: 31. “The appeal of a single maximizing principle that implies the
commensurability of all goods is that this model would indeed provide the account that
unifies virtue with a precise numerical way of unifying it.” However, neither in the
Protagoras nor in the Statesman is this ultimately given.

%93 Erede 1986: 736.

%04 prot. 339b. Cf. pp. 35-6, with n. 115 on the Morean notion, it is impossible to make
everything good unless all men are good and that I don’t expect to see for quite a few years
yet.’

%% prot, 341e. Cf. Semon. 42 West Stob. Ecl. 2.1.10, Siovidov: peia Oeol kAémtovoty
avOponwv voov. “From Simonides: the gods easily steal the wits of men.” On the note that
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This quotation highlights the aporetic aspect of the Protagoras, but it is necessary to
treat it with caution.’®® As ideal and useful as Socrates’ proposed science of measurement may
be, in reality the Athenians are not able to use it as wisely and as well as they should. They
may be able to use it on certain occasions and in certain situations but ultimately they lack the
ideal level of goodness in order to use it all the time.**” More importantly, they lack a
permanent kind of goodness in order to apply it properly all the time. As Socrates, now

supposedly quoting from both Simonides and Pittacus of Mytilene, says: “to become...a good

perfection belongs to the gods, see also fr. 590 from Sophocles’ Tereus, Plato’s Tim.29c-d,
and Pindar’s Isth. 5.14 and Pyth. 3.81.

%% Many of Simonides’ quotations survive only in the dialogue. It is not clear, “whether
Socrates and Protagoras are quoting, paraphrasing, misremembering, or deliberately falsifying
the original text”, or whether Plato just puts words in their mouth (Carson 1992: 112).
Moreover, most scholars cannot even agree on a basic level on what it is that Simonides is
actually saying. Some say that the poem quoted in the Protagoras exhibits the contrast
between being good and becoming good (Woodbury 1953: 141); others claim that there is no
such distinction at all (Wilamowitz 1913: 165). Some suggest that the poem compares two
different ideas of the good man, namely an aristocratic ideal and an ethical concept of
goodness (Frede 1986: 741-2); others state that there is nothing ethical at all about the poem
(Adkins 1960: 166-7; 355-9). Some argue that the poem teaches moral innovation (Donlan
1969: 71) while others say it is not innovative but conventional (Parry 1965: 301). Some
interpret the poem’s topic “as foil to praise a virtue or virtues which are attainable by man”
(Dickie 1978: 21); others assert that the poem is supposed to console Scopas (Woodbury
1953: 138; Parry 1965: 298); and others again argue that the poem is a critique of Pittacus
(Carson 1992: 111). It is also unclear why Plato includes the poem in the first place. Taylor
1926: 251 asserts that it is a humorous interlude on his part that is meant to provide a relaxing
relief from the discussion because ‘the most difficult part of it is yet to come’; some believe
that it is supposed to show the inferiority of poetry and rhetoric to philosophy (Goldberg
1983: 160); and others think that the inclusion of the poem is crucial to Socrates’ entire
rhetorical strategy (McCoy 1999: 349).

It is also worth drawing attention to Xenophon’s Mem, 1.2.56, which offers yet

another possible interpretation, namely that Socrates only brings up the poem for malicious
intentions — this is something his accuser alleged he did on a regular basis. However,
generally, it can be agreed upon that the poem in the Protagoras focuses on the impossibility
of human perfection and the limits of human reason, and that is the important point here.
%07 |ikewise, sometimes they may not have a choice but be bad: &vdpa & obdk &ott pi o0
Kakov EUpeval, Ov Gv apnyavog ovpeopa kabéAn. (“For that man cannot help but be bad
whom irresistible mischance has overthrown”). Prot. 344c. This view is picked up at 345d in
another quoted passage: mévtag 6 &maivnpi kKoi @ £kmv dotig £pon UNdEV aioypodv:
avaykn 6 ovde Beol Mayovtar. (“I praise and love everyone willingly committing no
baseness; for against necessity not even the gods make war”).
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man is truly hard (not but what it is possible for a certain state of what one has become, and to
be a good man is, as you say, Pittacus, impossible, and not within man’s reachable means...”
(611 yevéoOon P&V &vdpo Gyadov yaremdv GAoOEmc, oldv Te Hévtor £mi ye ypdvov TV
yevopevov 8¢ Stapévey dv tavtn Th &gt kal slvar Evdpa dyaddov, dg o Aéyslg, @ ITirTaks,
adovartov kol ovk avpdretov). 3%

This emphasises the point made earlier: in theory, the teaching of political virtue may
be possible, and human beings may even be able to retain it for a period (as seen in the myth
of the reversed cosmos); eventually, however, this knowledge wanes due to the ephemerality
of the teachings and human beings’ limited means.*® This is a direct conflict with Plato “who
believes that philosophy can raise us above ordinary morality and its failings and lead us to
what Simonides declares impossible: knowledge that makes us immune to all the pressures of
misfortune and emotion.”!® However, if this knowledge is only ephemeral, as both the
Statesman and the Protagoras seem to imply, then it is questionable whether it is possible to
be immune to the pressures of misfortune and emotion on all occasions and to escape the
continual political cycles to which the Athenians (and others) seem to be subject. Protagoras’
goal, to make the Athenians good at deliberation about affairs regarding the household and the

city, thus faces great difficulty, as there are seemingly uncontrollable factors that interfere

with it on several levels.

%98 prot, 344b-c. Trans. Lamb, adapted.

%99 According to the historical Gorgias, this is why “most men take opinion as counsellor to
their soul.” They are not omniscient and thus “it is not easy for them to recall the past nor to
consider the present nor to divine the future...” Helen 11. Cf. Farrar 1988: 108.

310 Beresford 2008: 255.
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V1. The Myth of Atlantis

At the end of the section on the Protagoras, it is worth looking at the myth of Atlantis
as told in the Timaeus and the Critias, because it not only outlines some of the consequences
of the problems examined above but it also paves the way for the final section of this chapter.
The Platonic myth is a tale of stability and change — it depicts an Athens that undergoes
recurrent cycles of ascent and descent, and it shows an Atlantis that is destroyed and
subsequently barred from ever rising again.®** The relevance to the themes of the Prometheia
and the Statesman is evident, as is the connection to the Greek idea of the circular movement

of the cosmos: “everything returns to what it was before, and what has been will be again.”**2

311 \White 1958: 449. On the authenticity of the myth, see Cameron 1983: 81, who argues that
Plato made the whole story up. Gill 1979: 64 states similarly that Plato’s Atlantis story is one
of the earliest works of narrative fiction in Greek literature. See Ni Mheallaigh 2008: 405,
who writes, “the complex framing devices prefacing some of Plato’s dialogues [such as
Timaeus and Critias] establish a genealogy for the reported dialogues [e.g. the reference to
Solon and his encounter with the Egyptian priest and the elder Critias’ conversation with
Solon], which serves both to assert and simultaneously to undermine the dialogues’
authenticity, to naturalize and at the same time advertise their potential fictionality in a way
that foregrounds, and invites the reader to reflect upon, issues of authority.” Cf. Ni
Mheallaigh 2008: 412.

The questionable authenticity of the story humorously brings to mind the following

passage from the Phaedrus 274c: “l can tell something I have heard of the ancients; but
whether it is true, only they know.” (dkonyv v’ &xm Aéyewv 1@V mpotéPmV, 10 & AANOEC avtol
icaowv). However, as Socrates says at 275b (and the same is true for the Atlantis myth), it is
not the source of the story that is important, but the truth of the message that it seeks to
deliver. Cf. Rep. 382d.
%12 Guthrie 1957: 63. The relevance is further emphasised by the idea that the Timaeus and the
Critias are part of a projected tetralogy, which was intended to include a Hermocrates as the
final dialogue (Crit.108a). The proposed order was this: Republic, Timaeus, Critias,
Hermocrates. (See Bury 1929: 3-4). Clay 1997: 53-4 speculates that Hermokrates might have
brought the tetralogy to a close by scolding contemporary and imperial Athens for their
enslavement of others. This would provide a direct link to Rep. 351b, where Socrates talks
about Athens’ enslavement of the rest of the Greek world, which in turn would leave us with a
ring composition comparable with that of the Prometheia. (Similarly, Tim.17c recaptures
statements made in regards to the Republic the previous day, thus recalling events from the
first text). See also Gill 1979: 72-4.

Moreover, the allusions to the Republic as the first part of the projected tetralogy,
leave us with an ‘ascent-turned-descent’ sequence that brings to mind that of the Prometheia.
At Tim. 26¢-d, Critias describes Kallipolis and its citizens as a fable, which must now, in the
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At Timaeus 22c-d, Critias tells a story which he heard from his grandfather when he
was young who had heard it from Solon who in turn got it from an Egyptian priest (22a). It is
a tale about recurrent destructions of mankind, some of which are caused by fire due to a
change in the rotation of the heavenly bodies that orbit the earth (22e), others by water (22e-
23a) when the gods purge the earth with floods, and others by different means (22c). The
flood is the more significant catastrophe in this context, asserts the priest (via Critias),
because it wipes out the city-dwellers and leaves behind “none of you but the unlettered and
uncultured, so that you become young as ever, with no knowledge of all that happened in old
times in this land or in your own.” (kai tovg dypappdtovg te Koi Apovcovg EMTEV VUMDV,
dHote maly €€ apyfic olov véot yiyvece, 00d&v €iddtec obte TdV THide 0UTE TAV MO VIV, So0
fiv év 1oic mahaoic ypovowc).™® The emphasis on youth and new beginnings that contain
neither knowledge nor any of the other arts of civilization alludes to the (recurrent) origin of

political government.®* Comparably with the myth of the reversed cosmos, Plato offers an

second part of the tetralogy, be transported into the realm of facts in order to make it more
tangible. The realm of facts is ancient Athens, whose citizens are the citizens of Kallipolis and
the descendants of the contemporary Athenians. In order to transform the tale from fiction to
fact, it is necessary to discuss the creation of the cosmos and mankind in order to understand
how the perfect ancestors came into existence (Tim.26d). It is difficult to work with the
Critias and the Hermocrates due to the abrupt ending of the former and the nonexistence of
the latter. However, it is still possible to suggest the following ring-like sequence of the four
parts: first part (fable): second part (creation of the world and its inhabitants): third part (ideal
citizens of ancient Athens in action): fourth part (moral).

The circular architectural design of Atlantis (Crit. 115¢c-116c¢) and the allusions to
circular features in the creation process in the Timaeus (e.g. 34a-b; 36 c-e; 37b; 38b) informs
this ring composition — and the ascending notion at Tim. 30a (disorder becomes order) adds to
the series proposed above.

313 Tim. 23a-b.

314 Cf. Laws 676a. Cf. Met. 1074b10 (“every art and philosophy have been discovered and
forgotten again’). Cf. Pol. 1269a. Aristotle speaks of the ‘first men’ here who, “whether
sprung from the earth [as is the case in the Statesman] or the survivors of some destructive
cataclysm, were just like ordinary foolish people.” (mpdtove, site ynyeveic foav it éx
9Bopiic TIvoc domnoay, OHoiovg elvarl Kol TOVG TLYOVTAG Kai TOVS VOTOVG).
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account of the evolution of civilization from its primordial stages, and he places it in a series
of recurrent cataclysms and foundations.**®

Furthermore, as is the case in the myth of the reversed cosmos, the periodic
destructions contain elements of forgetfulness: the people only remember one deluge even
though many have occurred (23d) and, more importantly, they lack memories of ancient
Athens, a state that “was the bravest in war and supremely well organised also in all other
respects. It is said that it possessed the most splendid works of art and the noblest polity of
any nation under heaven of which we have heard tell.” (dpictn npog 1€ TOV TOAEUOV KO KOTA
TEVTO EDVOHOTATN SL0PEPOVTOG. | KAAMOTO Epya Kod molTsion yevécOat Aéyovtar kKdAMoTat
TAGAV OMOGMmY VIO TOV 00PaVOV AHETS dicor Tapedetapeda). >

The story of ancient Athens, and its relationship with Atlantis, emphasises the themes
of stability and change. During the time it exists, Atlantis exists also, and although Atlantis is
powerful already, it seeks to expand its empire, which is why it decides to advance against
Athens (24e). A war ensues and, even though Athens wins the war, both empires are

destroyed: Athens falls victim to an earthquake and Atlantis sinks into the ocean — thus, both

regimes swap a long period of stability for a cataclysm (25¢-d).3'" In the case of Atlantis, the

315 Cf. Meteor. 1.3 (“for the same opinions appear in cycles among men not once or twice, but
infinitely often”). See also Polybius 6.5.4, “what then are the beginnings...and what is the first
origin of political societies? When owing to floods, famines, failure of crops...there occurs
such a destruction of the human race as tradition tells us has more than once happened, and as
we must believe will often happen again, all arts and crafts perishing at the same time, then in
the course of time...men have again increased in numbers...”

%18 Tim. 23c-d. Cf. Crit. 109d-e; 112e. This ancient Athens existed 9,000 years ago (Tim. 23e;
Crit. 111a-b) and it was “a model city [with perfect moral excellence], that is to say, a city
constructed according to Plato’s own principles.” Vidal-Naquet 1992: 300.

317 The fact that ancient Athens falls victim to an earthquake and is then born again not only
brings to mind the earth-born race in the myth of the reversed cosmos but also Kekrops, the
Athenians’ first king and ancestral parent who is autochthonous and who embodies the
fundamental identity of the Athenian people. This also links to the description of the element
Earth at Tim. 40c, as ‘the first and the eldest of all the gods’ (mpdtnv kai tpecPutdrny Oedv).
In the case of Atlantis, however, the fact that it is a maritime city, and thus linked to the
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demolition is permanent, whereas in the case of Athens, it is another catastrophe in a long
sequence of interchanging moments of foundation and destruction — albeit this time it is
especially significant because it destroys ancient Athens and gives way to a less satisfying
version.*®

The destruction of Atlantis is especially noteworthy when combining it with its
foundation myth in the Critias. The myth is part of the wider foundation myth of the world
when the gods furnish the earth with countries and rear up mortals whom they guide just as

shepherds guide their flocks (109b-c).®*® Poseidon is assigned Atlantis and he designs it in

element of water (which, according to Tim. 58d is mobile and non-uniform), underlines its
instability.

At Crit. 108e, Critias asserts that Atlantis was also “sunk by earthquakes,” but the
important point here is that even though the cataclysm might have been the same, Athens
sinks into the earth (and, by doing so, secures its ability to rise again) and Atlantis into the
ocean (and, due to the fluidity of water, is unable to rise again).

%18 See Crit. 111b, “what now remains compared with what then existed is like the skeleton of
asick man...” (mpog té TOTE TA VDV 010V VOGGAVTOG GOUNTOG OGTH).

Vidal-Naquet 1992: 302 argues that the “Athens and Atlantis of ancient lore represent
the two faces of Plato’s own Athens. The former, the old primordial Athens, is what Plato
would have liked the city of which he was a citizen to be; the latter is what Athens was in the
age of Pericles or Cleon, an imperialistic power whose very existence constituted a threat to
other Greek cities.” (See also Gill 1977: 296). | agree with Vidal-Naquet, but would also
argue more generally that the former Athens embodies what Plato wishes to see in the current
Athens (an idea which he pursues in the Republic) whereas the city to which it is reduced (‘a
mere bone of the ancient city’ Vidal-Naquet 1992: 301), is the Athens of his time, which he
criticizes. On the relevance of Thucydides’ history, see for example Naddaf 1994: 199-200
and Johansen 2004: 11-13.

Yet, the fact that Athens does rise again (even if it becomes a less glamorous version)
also points to an element of stability. Its embodiment of both stability and instability not only
underlines the cyclical nature of the story about the creation of civilization, told at the
beginning of the Timaeus, but it also recalls one of the concepts of the myth of the reversed
cosmos. Despite all its negative and destructive aspects, the fact that civilization does rise
again is also reassuring, and it offers a sense of security and uniformity.

%9 This is comparable with one of the periods of the myth of the reversed cosmos when the
Demiurge watches over the human beings. Cf. Tim. 35a-36d and 41d on the construction of
the world soul and the human soul. Plato compares the activities of the Demiurge to that of a
craftsman and the technical language he uses, which refers to that of metalworking, brings to
mind the language of the true statesman in the Statesman, which is analogous to that of
weaving. Zedda 2000: 25 argues that Plato describes, “the actual, practical series of
operations needed in order to construct a model, or representation, of the world soul.”
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such *brilliant colours’ that it (in true fashion of Platonic Utopianism) emerges as “a maritime
empire of vast dimensions ruled by a federation of kings.”**® A lengthy description of the
layout of Atlantis follows, but the essential points are this: Poseidon is the god of Atlantis
(which is why there is a temple dedicated to him and his wife, Cleito, in the centre of it,
115c), and his precepts determine the Atlantean kings’ authority over one another (118c) and
ensure that their intentions are true and noble (120e).

However, as is the case in Kallipolis and the myth of the reversed cosmos, in the end
even the best constitution cannot keep the kings and inhabitants of Atlantis from moral
degeneration. They forget the divine teachings, succumb to human temper and lawlessness,

and lose perception of what is virtuous (121a-b).*** Zeus decides to discipline them in order

Johansen 2004: 16 writes, “like all craftsman [the demiurge] used material that he found prior
to the creation. This material was disorganized and chaotic before he imposed rational order
[x6opoc] on it.” (Again, this underlines the initial ascending sequence of the tetralogy). Cf.
Gorgias 508a, where Plato uses koopoc to refer to the universal order that binds man, nature,
and state together.

On the influence of the pre-Socratics who refer to a similar concept of universal order
containing rational, moral and social effects, see Naddaf 1997, especially pp. 29-32, and
Johansen 2004: 5.

Lastly, see Crit. 109c, where Plato employs nautical language that is similar to the
technical language discussed above. The language Plato employs underlines the gods’
authority, which fits in with the ways in which he often uses nautical metaphors, namely as an
appeal to accept the rule of the expert practitioner. (See Brock 2013: 58). This obligatory
acceptance of the helmsman’s authority, and the maritime language, recalls that of Zeus in
PV.

320 Rosenmeyer 1956: 166. The fact that Poseidon is assigned Atlantis, which ultimately fails,
recalls the ancient quarrel of Poseidon and Athena over Attica, which Athena (like Athens in
the Atlantis myth) ultimately wins.

%21 Naddaf 1994: 200 n. 40 notes that the growth of the human element “seems to be
anticipated by Plato since he makes the Atlantean kings descendants of both a mortal and an
immortal, viz., Poseidon and Cleito.” Cf. Tim. 69c-d on the irrational affections of the human
body, which are described as a necessary element of the immortal soul’s embodiment. See
Johansen 2004: 18, “as human beings, we are fundamentally rational because of our immortal
soul but we are also subject to irrational forces through our body.” These irrational forces are
caused by the construction of the human body, whose biological set-up causes six rectilinear
motions (44d-45b). This is why we are by necessity (i.e. by the necessary biological
construction of the human body) subject to irrational motions. If our bodies were constructed
differently, then they might not cause some of these motions, but then we would experience
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to bring them back to their old noble lifestyle...and here, the Critias ends, at 121c. It is not
clear what happens next but it is fair to assume that it includes a destruction of some sort. The
language used suggests that Zeus employs a form of corrective justice (which would be
similar to his role in PV): he “desired to inflict punishment upon them, to the end that when
chastised they might strike a truer note” (diknv avtoic émbsivar Bovinbeic, iva yévoivto
éHHEéoTEpOL cwepovioBéviec).?? As seen in the myth of the reversed cosmos, and as
Rosenmeyer speculates about the ending of the Critias, “divine intervention is capable of
reversing the cosmic trend toward degeneration.”*?*

This ending would provide another counterargument for the sophists’ hubristic attitude
that the gods are not needed and that reliance on the human intellect is sufficient. As already
seen in the Protagoras and the Statesman, ultimately Zeus (or, the Demiurge) is needed in
order to (re-) distribute political wisdom and opportunities of ascent among human beings.
This interpretation would also fit in with the recurrent theme of ascent and descent that shines
through this chapter. Nonetheless, at the end of the day, Plato does not seem to see this

corrective justice as successful, and it appears that Zeus’ lesson is a one-time lecture only, as

he helps Atlantis rise again, only to lure it into attacking Athens, which he knows will be its

other problems (75b-c). Therefore, while necessity “puts constraints on the creation,” it also
operates for the best. Johansen 2004: 17. See Tim. 48a.

The irrational motions that run through our body reflect the points made earlier in
regards to deceptive rhetoric (cf. pp. 89-92). Regardless of how rational we are (or, think we
are), at the end of the day we are also emotional beings with limited capacities of reason and
thus subject to the influence of rhetorical strategies, circumstances that surround us, and
motions within us. This point was made during the Q&A of the ‘Rhetoric of Fear in
Republican Rome: The Ciceronian Case’ talk, given by Francisco Pina Polo at the University
of Birmingham on 28 June 2017.

%22 Crit. 121b-c.

%23 Rosenmeyer 1956: 167. Cf. Gorgias 478e, cwepovilel ducanotépove motel kol ioTpikh
yiyvetar movnpiag 1 dikn. (“The justice of the court reforms us and makes us more just, and
acts as a medicine for wickedness™). The court to which Socrates refers is not related to the
divine justice of Zeus mentioned above, but coepovilw is used in the same way, which is
why it has the potential to highlight the argument above.
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doom.®** In this sense, the end of the Critias links to the beginning of the Timaeus (and it thus
provides us with a cyclical notion within the projected tetralogy) because its degenerative
aspect connects with the notions of being and becoming discussed at Tim. 28a.%°

Ultimately, however, while these speculations emphasise the ring composition the
tetralogy might have contained, the ending of the Atlantis story in the Timaeus shows that the
real moral lesson here is, “hubris comes before the fall.” The Atlanteans who seek to expand
their already grand empire and who are incapable of tending to the divine elements in their
polity, present us with a Protagorean portrait of men in military action who ultimately dig
their own grave.*?® The Athenians, meanwhile, are portrayed as the superior power who “by
their virtue overcome their evil opponents.”?” The tale of Atlantis presents us with an ascent

turned descent, triggered by hubris and forgetfulness, and it paints a picture of reverse fate:

what Atlantis attempts to do to ancient Athens, happens to it instead.

324 Cf. Gill 1977: 297-8. Cf. Welliver 1977: 36. Following this interpretation, the role of Zeus
here is opposite to that of the Demiurge in the Statesman: the former does not seem to believe
in re-education whereas the latter clearly does. This brings to mind the contrast between Zeus
in PV (where he is tyrannical and destructive) and in the Protagoras (where he is benevolent
and giving).

325 Cf. Clay 1997: 52.

%26 Cf. Rosenmeyer 1956: 167. In this vein, “the catastrophe was merely a device to achieve
this [moral] end, a detail rather than the essence of the story.” Cameron 1983: 90.

%27 Johansen 2004: 8. Johansen argues that this is why “the Atlantis story reads as an example
of...encomiastic poetry.” He refers to Rep. 607a, where it says: ‘you should know that the
only poetry we can admit into our city is hymns to the gods and encomia of good men.” The
fact that the philosophical discussion presented here takes place during the Panathenaea
accentuates this.

See also Johansen 2004: 21, where he recalls the influence of the polities’ elements
(water and earth) and argues that the reason Atlantis fails is because it seeks to expand beyond
the borders of their element “by bringing water to earth.” This undertaking is described as a
physical illness since “physical health consists in keeping each element within its proper
boundaries.” “The political arrangements of Atlantis,” states Johansen, “allow pleonexia [‘the
transgression of one element upon the territory of another in physical illness’] to take over in
contrast to the institutionally secure justice...and moderation...of the Athenians.”

Cf. Cameron 1983: 90. “Antediluvian Athens and Atlantis both represent different
aspects of the historical Athens: antediluvian Athens the sturdy, virtuous farmers of the days
before the Persian Wars; Atlantis the corrupt, imperialist seapower that developed out of the
Delian League.”
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In this way, the speech in the Timaeus might serve as a proud tale that celebrates the
victory of ancient Athens over Atlantis, and the story of the Critias (as complicated as it may
be due to the sudden ending) as a reminder for the Athenian audience to remain virtuous and
modest.*?® Both dialogues thus inform the next chapters because they show once again the
limits of human reason, the inevitability of recurrent events, the impact divine elements can
have, and that ascent can be exchanged for descent anytime. More precisely, as the permanent
descent of Atlantis makes clear, it shows that a divine craftsman (Poseidon) can found a
polity, and that an absence of a divinity (or, divine attributes) can destroy it again.**® The
foundation myth of Atlantis implies that it mainly exists because of its divine elements; when
these begin to wither, so does the city itself. This notion then continues to question the
optimistic Protagorean opinion of human reason, and it also reinforces the Platonic view that

everything that comes into existence must also decline.3®

328 Gill 1977: 298 notes, “there are hints that Athens’ history could be an influential model
here also. It was by the overweening ambition of its Sicilian expedition that, in Thucydides’
account, post-Periclean Athens provoked her own downfall.” Gill continues, “in essence, the
story was intended to be a politico-philosophical myth constructed out of historical ingredient,
and specifically designed as a cautionary tale—and possibly a protreptic—for an Athenian
audience.”

Finally, the Atlanteans’ attitude to luxuries, and their eventual inability to deal with
them, also brings to mind Lycurgus’ reforms in Sparta (as described by Plutarch, Lyc. 9.4),
which put a stop to the importation of foreign luxuries, and Xenophanes’ criticism of useless
luxuries (fr. 3), mentioned in the introduction. See also Laws 742a: no private individual in
Magnesia is allowed to own any gold or silver, but only the currency needed for everyday life
in order to avoid scenarios like these (Cf. 705b).
%29 Cf. Tim. 41a. Moreover, as stated previously at Tim. 22d-e, it is the gods, not the humans,
who cause the recurrent periods of destruction in the Timaeus. Unlike the Demiurge in the
Statesman, who is benevolent and educational, the gods in the Timaeus destroy rather than re-
create and re-educate, which links to their portrayal in the Critias, as noted above.
330 Cf. Rep. 546a.
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VII. The (Symbolic) Consequences of Poor Political Deliberation and Discourse

The Promethean cycles discussed at the beginning of this chapter and the political
sequences analysed in the Statesman, the Protagoras, and the Timaeus, as well as the
ambiguous nature of the Critias, all focus on human beings and their nature as political
animals. The Gorgias portrays the significance of rhetoric in that regard because it
demonstrates, as Aristotle later does, the ways in which the power of speech can be used “to
set forth the expedient and inexpedient, and therefore likewise the just and the unjust.”**
Moreover, by examining questions such as whether it is possible to teach political virtue
reliably and permanently, and to swap recurrent political events for genuine progress, they
also focus on the ultimate destiny of human beings. The cyclical notion of the Prometheia and

its sequences of ascent and descent; the tale of recurrence in the Timaeus; the fate of Atlantis;

the circular tale of the myth of the reversed cosmos, and the metaphorical use of the word
nahv in the Statesman, al investigate the development of human beings as political animals.
The difficulty of providing a credible answer to the problem of how to best organise societies
is clear throughout. Certainly, as seen in the discussions above, approaching the answer to this
guestion from a mere rational point of view is met with great challenges and does not really

provide the responses that are sought.

It might thus be wise, in fashion of the Stranger in the Statesman, to start again from a
new starting-point and approach the question from a different direction.®* Firchow asserts
that the question of the meaning of human life and development “cannot be asked (or
answered) logically, but only symbolically.”®** This is why this question frequently appears in

the utopian writings of the late nineteenth-century, “a period often designated as the Age of

%31 Cf. Aristotle, Pol. 1253a, ¢ 8vOpwmoc @hoet ToMTikdv {dov... 6 8& Adyoc émi Td SnAodv
€0T1 T0 GLHEEPOV Kal TO PAafepdv, BoTe Kol TO dikalov Kol TO GOIKOV.

332 Cf. Stat. 268d. wéAv Toivov £€ GAANG Gpyiic Set kad’ Etépav 680V Topevdijval Tiva.

%33 Firchow 2007: 25.
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Symbolism.”** Wells’ The Time Machine is a representative work of that period and it is
clear that it examines the question of what will eventually become of the human intellect and
civilization.**® Incorporating elements similar to those of the first cycle of the myth of the
reversed cosmos and the progressive degeneration of the Atlanteans, Wells imagines “a
canonic sociobiological ‘converging series of forms of gradually diminishing complexity’ as
devolution retraverses the path of evolution backward to a fin du globe.”*

I have chosen to discuss The Time Machine, because it shows how the ancient texts
examined in this thesis can be compared with modern political thought when connecting them
with More’s Utopia in the process. In particular, looking at the Statesman, Utopia, and The
Time Machine as another “ascent-turned-descent’ sequence, they illustrate what might happen
if More’s solutions to the problems discussed in the Platonic dialogues were realised.
Precisely, we would look at this: Plato (inability to understand rhetoric from different

factions): More (elimination of different factions and the need to understand them): Wells

(consequences of the removal of diverse political debate). As my analysis of Wells” work

%34 Eirchow 2007: 25.

%% Borges 1952: 87 praises Wells’ earlier novels (amongst others, The Time Machine, The
Island of Dr. Moreau and The Invisible Man) because “they tell a story symbolic of processes
that are somehow inherent in all human destinies. ....Work that endures is always capable of
an infinite and plastic ambiguity; it is all things to all men...it is a mirror that reflects the
reader’s own features and it is also a map of the world.”

%% syvin 1973: 336. The quotation in the sentence is taken from Wells’ teacher T.H. Huxley’s
1894 Evolution and Ethics: Prolegomena. It is worth quoting the entire paragraph here in the
footnote to highlight its relevance. “That the state of nature, at any time, is a temporary phase
of a process of incessant change, which has been going on for innumerable ages, appears to
me to be a proposition as well established as any in modern history. Palaeontology assures us,
in addition, that the ancient philosophers who, with less reason, held the same doctrine, erred
in supposing that the phases formed a cycle, exactly repeating the past, exactly foreshadowing
the future, in their rotations. On the contrary, it furnishes us with conclusive reasons for
thinking that, if every link in the ancestry of these humble indigenous plants had been
preserved and were accessible to us, the whole would present a converging series of forms of
gradually diminishing complexity, until, at some period in the history of the earth, far more
remote than any of which organic remains have yet been discovered, they would merge in
those low groups among which the boundaries between animal and vegetable life become
effaced.” Huxley 1894: 3-4.
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shows, the initial ascent seen in Utopia turns out to be a descent in the end, because the
absence of different factions and communication styles, does not actually solve the problems
that come with the presence of them.

Like More, Wells presents his imagination in style of a travelogue that recalls not only
the Lucianic fantastic (such as the journey to the moon) but also the adventurous tales of
Vespucci, Hythloday, and Gulliver (especially the voyage to the floating island of Laputa).
Indeed, in The Time Machine, Wells creates a world, which is, like Lucian’s moon, both
“removed but also connected to our world [and] it offers the reader a unique and subversive
perspective on ‘reality’...”**" The sailing vessels used in the earlier accounts may have been
swapped for a time machine but the art of transportation to an unknown and differently
organised society is the same.**® The way in which the story is told is also comparable with
that of Utopia: like Hythloday, the time traveller tells it in his home to a small group of
friends.

Again, two overarching properties of narrative art are used: while More combines the
satiric with the serious, Wells weaves together the progressive with the regressive and thus
“unites the two antithetical characteristics of the bourgeois ideology of progress and
entropy.”*® In this vein, he echoes the concept of Aeschylus in the Prometheia and that of
Plato in the Statesman, Timaeus, and Critias, as he too combines elements of ascent and
descent. Additionally, like More, Wells “takes up and refunctions the ancient mundus

1340

inversus; and he imagines an inversion of Social Darwinism brought about by political

337 Nf Mheallaigh 2014: 216.
338 Cf. Fitting 2010: 139.
%39 Jameson 2005: 127. That being said, The Time Machine certainly has a satirical edge as
well since many of its aspects do bear relevance to Wells’ contemporary world and its
?4rooblems.

Suvin 1973: 345.
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and social atrophy (again recalling aspects of the myth of the reversed cosmos and the tale of
Atlantis).®**

The atrophic notion of The Time Machine is emphasised when relating it to Socrates’
epistemological science of measurement discussed in the Protagoras. Firchow points out that
the other meaning of ‘time machine’ is, of course, “a machine for telling time, a meaning
Wells is fully aware of.”**> The symbolic significance of the dual meaning of the time
machine is clear: not only does it travel through time (and, more importantly, to the end of
time) but it also intends to measure, and predict, our political and social progress throughout
the ages. (In this manner, like the subtitle of Utopia, it is also both entertaining and beneficial
at the same time). More specifically, it shows the limits of the human intellect and the
consequences of false, or imprecise, measurements and mistaken judgments.

Furthermore, by portraying a political and social degeneration, Wells not only
imagines the consequences of false measurement but also the consequences of a lack of
measurement altogether. In the case of The Time Machine, it is clear that the absence of both
measurement and political deliberation in general is brought about by the achievement of
utopia as well as by the (false) sense of security human beings subsequently developed. As
the time traveller reports: “...the balanced civilisation that was at last attained must have long
since passed its zenith, and was now far fallen into decay. The too-perfect security of the
Upper-worlders had led them to a slow movement of degeneration, to a general dwindling in

size, strength, and intelligence.”*** The human intellect, the time traveller says, “had set itself

%1 This recalls A.L. Huxley’s fear noted in the introduction that, one day, human beings
might stop engaging with politics altogether. (Cf. p. 49 n. 143). However, unlike Huxley, who
ends Brave New World on a relatively positive and progressive note, Wells ends The Time
Machine with a notion of de-evolution and regress.

%2 Firchow 2007: 30.

3 The Time Machine, 49. The narrator of the story makes a similar point in regards to the
time traveller in the epilogue, for he says: “He, |1 know...thought but cheerlessly of the
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steadfastly towards comfort and ease, a balanced society with security and permanency as its
watchword, it had attained its hopes” only to now face its decline.>*

The time traveller’s observations recall those of Socrates and Glaucon in Rep. 546 in
many important respects. When discussing the potential future of their city, Socrates asserts,
“It is hard for a city composed in this way to change, but everything that comes into being

must decay. Not even a constitution such as this will last for ever. It, too, must face

Advancement of Mankind, and saw in the growing pile of civilisation only a foolish heaping
that must inevitably destroy its makers in the end.” The Time Machine, 91. Cf. Crit. 121a-c.
% The Time Machine, 79. See also p. 78, “I grieved to think how brief the dream of the
human intellect had been. It had committed suicide.”

Wells® description of the declining civilization recalls the following passage from
Appian’s The Third Punic War 20.132. “Scipio, beholding this city, which had flourished 700
years from its foundation and had ruled over so many lands, islands, and seas, rich with arms
and fleets, elephants and money, equal to the mightiest monarchies but far surpassing them in
bravery and high spirit (since without ships or arms, and in the face of famine, it had
sustained continuous war for three years), now come to its ends in total destruction — Scipio,
beholding this spectacle, is said to have shed tears and publicly lamented the fortune of the
enemy.” Specifically, Appian writes, Scipio quoted the following from Il. 6.531-3: “the day
will come when sacred Troy must die, Priam must die and all his people with him, Priam who
hurls the strong ash spear.”

Cf. Gibbon LXXI.I. “[Rome’s] primeval state, such as she might appear in a remote
age, when Evander entertained the stranger of Troy, has been delineated by the fancy of
Virgil. This Tarpeian rock was then a savage and solitary thicket: in the time of the poet, it
was crowned with the golden roofs of a temple; the temple is overthrown, the gold has been
pillaged, the wheel of fortune has accomplished her revolution, and the sacred ground is again
disfigured with thorns and brambles. The hill of the Capitol, on which we sit, was formerly
the head of the Roman Empire, the citadel of the earth, the terror of kings; illustrated by the
footsteps of so many triumphs, enriched with the spoils and tributes of so many nations. This
spectacle of the world, how is it fallen! How changed! How defaced! The path of victory is
obliterated by vines, and the benches of the senators are concealed by a dunghill. Cast your
eyes on the Palatine hill, and seek among the shapeless and enormous fragments the marble
theatre, the obelisks, the colossal statues, the porticos of Nero's palace: survey the other hills
of the city, the vacant space is interrupted only by ruins and gardens. The forum of the Roman
people, where they assembled to enact their laws and elect their magistrates, is now enclosed
for the cultivation of pot-herbs, or thrown open for the reception of swine and buffaloes. The
public and private edifices, that were founded for eternity, lie prostrate, naked, and broken,
like the limbs of a mighty giant; and the ruin is the more visible, from the stupendous relics
that have survived the injuries of time and fortune.”

The passages from Appian, and the inclusion of the fall of Troy, and Gibbon bring to
mind the sequences of degeneration seen in Aeschylus, Plato, and Polybius, and they
emphasise the ephemerality of constitutions, which, as the time traveller witnesses in the
future, has not changed throughout time.
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dissolution.” (yaAemov pEV KivnBfvan moAy obtm cvotdoay: AN’ Enel yevolévm mavti eOopa
0TV, 008 1 TOWNTN GVGTAGLS TOV dmavta Hevel xpovov, dAAd Avbroetan).>* Thus, even
Kallipolis cannot last forever - and this humorously contradicts Hythloday’s claim that Utopia
will never decline at the same time as it underlines its satiric element because this appears to
be a claim so bold that it is not even made by Plato in regards to Kallipolis (or Atlantis for
that matter).>*® More importantly, it reflects both Socrates’ concern in the Protagoras that
clever parents and teachers are not necessarily able to pass their knowledge onto the next
generation, and the significance of kaipdc in the Statesman. As Socrates asserts at 546a-b:
vévoug 8¢ VUETEPOL gdyoviag Te kal apopiag, kaimep Oviec co@oi, oG 1MYyeHOVAG
noAemG Emoudevcacts, 00OV UAAAOV AOYIOU® HeET aicOnoemg Ttev&ovtar, GAAL
TAPELGLY ADTOVG KOl YEVVIIGOLGL TOAOAG TOTE OV dE0V.
Now, the people you have educated to be leaders in your city, even though they are
wise, still won’t, through calculation together with sense perception, hit upon the

fertility and barrenness of the human species, but it will escape them, and so they will
at some time beget children when they ought not to do so.

The consequence of this miscalculation is, as discussed in the section on the Statesman, that
there will be marriages taking place at the wrong time and “the children will be neither good
natured nor fortunate.” (ovk edQUELC 008’ edTVXEIC ToTde Eoovrar).**’ Even the best of these

children, who will eventually become Guardians, will not be able to maintain the structure of

%45 Rep. 546a. This brings to mind Polybius’ cycle of political revolution, the natural course of
events during which constitutions change, transform, and return to their original stage
(6.9.10). Like Kallipolis, the “perfect” Rome is not going to last: “...especially in the case of
the Roman state will this method [i.e. the perception that constitutions can change] enable us
to arrive at a knowledge of its formation, growth, and greatest perfection, and likewise of the
change for the worse which is sure to follow some day” (6.10.12).

% In fact, this claim is so ludicrous that it does not even apply to Zeus’ regime in PV. As
shown earlier, even his autocratic rule is bound to change eventually due to the compromise
made with Prometheus in the third play.

%" Rep. 546d. In this case, it appears to be a literal miscalculation. At 546b-c, Socrates
mentions different numbers and asserts that it is the “whole geometrical number [that]
controls better and worse births.” He refers to the Muses’ story of the geometrical number,
which in turn provides the explanation for how civil war breaks out. See Rep. 545d-e.
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Kallipolis. “First, they will have less consideration for music and poetry than they ought, then
they will neglect physical training, so that your young people will become less well educated
in music and poetry.” (MU&vV pdtov GpEovtar apereiv eOlakeg Ovteg, map’ EAaTTOvV TOD
d€0VTOG MYNGAEVOL TA LOVGIKTG, de0TEPOV O€ TA YVVACTIKTG, 60gV dlovcOTEPOL YEVIIGOVTOL
Oiv of véou).>*® The eventual consequences of this, as mentioned previously, are civil war and
the decline of the original constitution of Kallipolis.>*°

Like the time traveller’s explanation of the decline of humanity in the future, the
reason for the decline of Kallipolis is based on the degeneration of the human intellect (which
underlines its limits at the same time: it is not eternal and can decline), which sets in motion
the decay of knowledge, arithmetic, and ability to notice koupdc. Kastely notes likewise: “The
tale that Socrates tells of the collapse of the Kallipolis begins not with a challenge by any
ambitious or aggressive individual or class. It does not even directly flow from the unruliness
of desire; rather, it begins as a simple problem of calculation.”*° He continues: “However
skilful the rulers are at calculation, they inevitably make errors, and these errors are
consequential.”*** The way Kallipolis is set up prevents individuals or classes from rebelling
against the societal order (and thus eliminates a potential threat); but it does not prevent the

ruling class from making fundamentally human errors.

%48 Rep. 546d. Cf. Rep. 424c, 00dapod yop KvodvTal HOVGIKTC TPOTOL BVEL TOMTIKGOY VOHMV
t®v Peyiotov. (‘When modes of music change, the fundamental laws of the state always
change with them’). This point is made primarily to refer to the dangers of innovations
(424b), but it also underlines the decline of Kallipolis described above, which begins with a
lack of interest in music.

%49 Rep. 547a-c. Cf. Bell 2015: 123.

%0 Kastely 2015: 165.

%! Kastely 2015: 165. The following fragment (592) from Tereus may have referred to
something similar in regards to the, at times, erroneous nature of human beings, tav yop
avOpmmov {oov ToucthopTdeg dran TUdtov Tdoag Hetadlldosovoty Gpoug. (“For the life of
men is transformed by the cunning wiles of ruinous error that bring calamities at all seasons™).
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This brings to mind the point made in regards to Simonides’ poem in the Protagoras.
Human beings may be able to maintain true political knowledge, and the (arguably) best
constitution for a while; however, because human beings have limited means (which includes
even the Guardians in Kallipolis and the citizens of Atlantis), this knowledge and
maintenance of the best constitution is also limited and will eventually wane. Socrates’
allusion to the Muses’ story of the geometrical number underlines the notion expressed in the
poem that only the gods have this ability. Van Noorden writes, “the notorious obscurity of the
Muses’ long mathematical exposition reinforces their point that humans cannot explain and so
hold on to perfection.”** The consequences of the lack of perfection and proper calculation
will eventually lead to the previously mentioned civil war, which in turn leads to a phased
deterioration of Kallipolis. The phases are increasingly worse in corruption and inadequacy:
first, there is a Spartan-like timocracy, then an oligarchy, then a democracy, and then, at the

end, there is a tyranny.*? In this way, like the time traveller’s observation of the societies in

%2 \/an Noorden 2015: 134.

%3 Rep. 547b-562b. Cf. Aristotle, Pol. V for his list of various regime changes. Again, this
sequence of degeneration is comparable with Polybius’ order of decline and his identification
of six types of constitutions. Monarchy: tyranny: aristocracy: oligarchy: democracy:
ochlocracy (6.4.7-10). Polybius asserts, “The truth of what | have just said will be quite clear
to anyone who pays due attention to such beginnings, origins, and changes as are in each case
natural. For he alone who has seen how each form naturally arises and develops, will be able
to see when, how, and where the growth, perfection, change, and end of each are likely to
occur again” (6.4.11-12). Cf. Laws 676b-c:

UGV 0DV oV Hupiot Pev &mi pupiong NIV YeYOvaot TOAES &V TOVT® T® YPOVD, KOTA TOV
avtdov 8¢ Ttod mAfovg Adyov ovk EAdtTovg SpBuplévar; memoMTevpévar & o
ndcag moAteiog TOAGKIG EkaoTayoD; kol Tote HEV &5 éhattovev Heilovg, Tote & €k
Hellovov ELatToug, Kal xeipovg £k BEATIOVOV YeYOVaGL Kol BEATIONS EK YEPOVOV;

During that time, don’t we find, thousands upon thousands of cities have existed, and
by the same reckoning, as many have been destroyed. And as for each one’s social and
political arrangements at various times, haven’t they been of every possible kind, as
cities have at one time grown greater from smaller, and then smaller from greater, and
worse from better, and better from worse?” (Trans. Griffith, adapted).
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the future, Socrates’ description of the decline of the best city resembles that of an almost
linear regression.

This decline, which is based on the lack of human perfection, links to Protagoras’
atheism at the beginning of the chapter and his assumption that it is sufficient to rely
exclusively on the human intellect (cf. pp. 58-9). This assumption, which, as written
previously, marks a change in thought because it promotes the idea that human destiny is
shaped by rationality and persuasive speech alone, rather than by the intervention of the gods,
now appears in a new light. Especially, the questions that arose earlier, namely whether the
social development that follows from this change in thought has any fixed foundations and
whether it is possible to live without a divine anchor in (Greek) ethics, are now all the more
significant. The declines of the constitutions stated above (and the decay of Atlantis), which
are evidently triggered by the limits of humanity, show that the social development that
follows after the ascent of man in the Prometheia, is not fixed but loose, and that it is not
possible to establish just constitutions that last eternally without a form of divine anchor. (As
seen in the myth of the reversed cosmos and the Prometheus myth in the Protagoras, the
Demiurge and Zeus have to step in eventually to fix issues that humans cannot fix themselves.
Likewise, in the Timaeus, the universe is held together solely by the Demiurge’s will).

The absence of the Demiurge informs the pessimistic picture of the phased
degeneration that Wells’ time traveller experiences in the future. Specifically, the further he
travels, the worse the de-evolution gets. First, there are the Eloi in the year 802,701; then
there is the crab-like creature several years later; and another thirty millions years later, there

is no trace of animal life left but only an eclipse, which marks the end of the phased

Cf. Herodotus, 1.5, “I will cover minor and major human settlements equally, because most of
those which were important in the past have diminished in significance by now, and those
which were great in my own time were small in times past. 1 will mention both equally
because | know that human happiness never remains long in the same place.”
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degeneration, and also the end of time.*** The consequences that arise from a mere human
mathematical error are dire and they illustrate, similarly to Plato’s concern, “what a human
political community might do or suffer when the guidance of reason alone fails.”** In this
vein, both Plato’s and Wells” visions are shaped by anthropological regression, and the
decline they describe “starts with a human being (and a city) in a natural condition and
decomposes it piece by piece.”**

In The Time Machine, the regression also begins in an aristocracy and the time
traveller alludes to the horrors the former *human political community’ suffers from because

of the decline of human intellect. Referring to the Morlock’s insatiable appetite, he reports:®’

Then | tried to preserve myself from the horror that was coming upon me, by
regarding it as a rigorous punishment of human selfishness. Man had been content to
live in ease and delight upon the labours of his fellow-man, had taken Necessity as his
watchword and excuse, and in the fullness of time Necessity had come home to him. |
even tried a Carlyle-like scorn of this wretched aristocracy in decay.

Both Plato and Wells portray symbolically the potential consequences of the Protagorean
reliance on reason alone and of the problems examined in the Platonic dialogues discussed
earlier. As reason and human intellect lose control, and rulers (or ruling classes) become more
and more susceptible to their appetites and use various excuses (such as necessity) to justify

these appetites, order and structure decrease as well.**®

%% Cf. Tim.38b, ypdvoc & obv pet’ ovpavod yéyovey, Tva Gpo yevwnoévtee dpto ko AvOdo.
(“Time, then, came into existence along with the Heaven, to the end that having been
9enerated together they might also be dissolved together™).

> Hitz 2010: 109.

%% Hitz 2010: 109.

%7 The Time Machine, 62.

%8 Cf. Hitz 2010: 107 and 122. The role appetite plays in this recalls both the position of Zeus
in PV and Callicles’ positive opinion of appetite in the Gorgias. Both Zeus and Callicles
prefer the rule of appetite to that of established legal systems, which also take care of the
weaker, and not just the stronger. However, relating this to the downfall of Kallipolis,
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Especially, when there is no reason or human intellect, there is also no ability at all to
weigh sight and sound carefully, and to make decisions based on those measurements. As
argued earlier, this is a difficult craft to begin with (it is, after all, an error in measurement that
sets in motion the decline in the first place), but as it deteriorates alongside reason, it will
soon be impossible to use altogether. In this way, it also becomes clear that the conflicts
triggered by a lack of understanding among different factions, as discussed in the Statesman,
are taken to a whole other level. Hitz asserts that the conflicts that bring down the regimes in
the Republic must be understood “not as conflicts among the multifarious appetites, all
competing for first place, but as conflicts between weak rational or lawful structures and
appetitive forces, personal or political.”**°

Furthermore, the political cycles analysed earlier are also taken to a new level because
we have now reached the final consequences. It is clear, as mentioned previously, that the
time traveller sees traces of these cycles, and the past in general, in the future. The buildings
of the Eloi remind him of the culture of the Phoenicians (I saw suggestions of old Phoenician
decorations as | passed through™), and he sees a sculpture that evokes the image of the Sphinx
in him (“it was of white marble, in shape something like a winged sphinx™).3® More

importantly, he finds decaying books (“The brown and charred rags that hung from the sides

of it, | presently recognized as the decaying vestiges of books”), which highlight the decay of

Atlantis, and Hitz’s argument, the potential consequences are clear, as a rule led by appetite
rather than strong lawful structures, can lead to conflicts, which in turn can bring down the
entire regime. This in turn recalls the theme of ascent and descent seen in PV,

See also Tim.73a on the consequences of appetite related to food and drink,
TapEYOVCH ATANCTIOY, S YASTPIHAPYiy APILOGOPOV Kol AOVGOV AV ATOTELOT TO YEVOC,
avumkoov tod Bgrotdrov TV map’ Niv. (“...causing insatiate appetite, whereby the whole
kind by reason of its gluttony would be rendered devoid of philosophy and of culture, and
disobedient to the most divine part we possess”). Cf. Laws 696e: self-control is the
precondition of all other virtues (wisdom, justice, and courage).

%9 Hitz 2010: 123.
%0 The Time Machine, 26 and 21.
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civilization and of what it used to contain, namely writing, deliberation, and knowledge.*®* As
the time traveller observes when he looks at the changed constellations of the stars: “...all the
activity, all the traditions, the complex organizations, the nations, languages, literatures,
aspirations, even the mere memory of Man as | knew him, had been swept out of existence.
Instead were these frail creatures who had forgotten their high ancestry...”%%

The notion of forgetfulness the time traveller mentions is especially noteworthy
because not only have the human beings of the future forgotten their ancestry, they have also
forgotten how to make fire. The time-traveller observes: “In this decadence, too, the art of
fire-making had been forgotten on the earth,” and they had also “forgotten about matches.”**®
The fact that they do not know how to make fire, for they possess neither the art nor the
modern tools, emphasises the progressive de-evolution the time traveller witnesses further.
Particularly, it brings to mind a pivotal event in human evolution, namely the discovery of
fire, which subsequently led to various cultural advancements. Thus, even though the time
traveller finds himself several hundred thousand years in the future, it feels as if he has gone
back in time by the same amount of years. Certainly, the traces of the past he sees in the world
of the Eloi go then back even further than the Phoenician civilization because they bring him

back all the way to some of the earliest human communities, which existed before the

discovery of fire.%**

%1 The Time Machine, 67.

%2 The Time Machine, 61. Cf. Crit. 111b, Tim. 23b-c. Cf. also the beginning of Herodotus’
Histories the purpose of which ‘is to prevent the traces of human events from being erased by
time, and to preserve the fame of the important and remarkable achievements produced by
both Greeks and non-Greeks...” In Wells’ narrative, the anxiety that the marvellous
achievements of men may be erased by time, has become reality.

%3 The Time Machine, 72 and 36. This contrasts with Tim. 48b, ¢AL" &¢ €id6ow Top 6L ToTé
éotwv. (“But we assume that men know what fire is™).

364 Cf. Tim. 23a-h.
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More importantly, they bring him back to the world of Epimetheus (and thus the world
before Prometheus and the ascent of man), where there is no stolen fire available. While
Prometheus” rebellious act in Prometheus Pyrphoros marks the beginning of human
civilization, the time traveller now faces its ending. This emphasises the consequences of the
divine absence further. As the Platonic Protagoras remarks in his version of the Prometheus
myth, the only reason human beings attain fire (which triggers their social development) is
through Prometheus’ rebellious act against the gods; and the only reason they gain political
wisdom is through Zeus’ intervention when he steps in to fix the chaos that he sees.**> Now,
however, the sequence of the Protagoras (cf. p. 101) has gone from ascending to descending,
as it has changed from Epimetheus (primeval stage): Prometheus (possession of fire and civic
wisdom): Zeus (possession of political wisdom) to Zeus: Prometheus: Epimetheus. This
continues to explain the lack of development and incessant regression.

The absence of the Promethean arts also explains the forgotten skills of measurement
and calculation. As Prometheus exclaims at PV 459-6, “Look: | gave them numbering, chief
of all the stratagems.” (ufv &pOpdV, EEoxov copiopdtay, EEndpov avtoic). 3 Additionally, it
explains the lack of reason. At 443-5, Prometheus says, “Still, listen to the miseries that beset
mankind — how they were witless before and | made them have sense and endowed them with
reason.” (tav Bpotoic 6& moto dkovead’, B¢ opag ynriovg dvtag T mpiv Evvoug E0nka Kol
ppevdv &mmporovc).*®” Years later, Plutarch builds on to this claim and equates Prometheus
with reason. He asserts that if man had neither mind nor reason, his life would be nothing

better than that of wild animals (oUtw¢ &veka t@v aicOfoewv, i PN vodv PUndE Adyov O

365 Cf. Prot. 321e-322e.
366 Trans. Nussbaum.
367 Cf. Tim. 53a-b.

133



BvOpwmoc Eoyev, 008&V v Siépepe @ Bl v Mnpinv).>® However, it is neither by fortune
nor by chance that we surpass them, “but Prometheus (that is, reason) is the cause” (vdv &
00K Gmd TOYNG 0Vd° OaVTOHAT®G mepieopey avT®V Kol kpatodpev, AL 6 Ilpoundevg,
tovtéotv O hoyopoc aitioc).*®® These remarks highlight further the fact that the world the
time traveller finds in the future is fundamentally Epimethean.

The Epimethean aspects of it become especially clear when listening to the time
traveller’s description of the Eloi and the Morlocks who, despite their human form, behave
more like animals than human beings do. He says, “These Eloi were mere fatted cattle, which
the ant-like Morlocks preserved and preyed upon — probably saw to the breeding of it.”*"°
This animal-like behaviour recalls not only the Polybian cycle of governments, which begins
and ends with catastrophe and “herd-like’ demeanour but also the de-evolutionary aspects of
the myth of the reversed cosmos. For it continues to show that the society the time traveller
encounters in the future bears closer resemblance to the early human communities from many
hundred-thousand years ago that are marked by chaos and primeval instincts, than to a highly
advanced civilization.>"*

In this vein, these aspects also draw attention to some of the points raised in the
introduction, especially to the questions that | pose about the differences between human

beings and animals. | assert there that the accounts which grant speech to animals, and which

endow them with the faculty of the human mind, (such as Aesop’s animal fables,

%8 p|ytarch, De Fortuna 98c.

%9 p|ytarch, De Fortuna 98c. This also brings to mind the following fragment from Platon,
npoundio yép €otv avBpomolg 6 vodg. (“For men the mind is something Promethean™).
Fr.145, Syncellus p. 174.22 Mosshammer.

3 The Time Machine, 62. Cf. PV 452-3. Before Prometheus came along, mankind “dwelt
underground, like tiny ants, in the sunless recesses of caves.” Cf. Laws 766a.

3! This also echoes the point made earlier about the circular movements seen in the Timaeus
and the Critias, ‘everything returns to what it was before, and what has been will be again.’
Cf. p. 113. Cf. Guthrie 1957: 63.
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Aristophanes’ Birds, and Plutarch’s Gryllus) offer insight into the merits and faults of human
beings. In Wells, however, it is the reverse scenario: human intellect and speech exist only in
an elementary form, and the future human’s lifestyle recalls that of animals rather than that of
human beings.? In this way, much like the stories that feature clever animals who have been
given speech and reason, so they can teach us something about our institutions and ourselves,
The Time Machine teaches us a similar lesson, just the other way around.

It shows not only where the unadulterated Protagorean trust in the human intellect can
lead but also what happens when the development of civilization and evolution of language
(which go hand in hand) are inverted, and when declining linguistic capabilities eliminate a
trait that is often seen as uniquely human. (I analyse this argument more in the next chapter).
Particularly, the elimination of language also removes the ability to establish and live in a
community with a complex societal and political structure, rather than in an animal-like
existence whose only aim it is to eat other, weaker, animals. Wells realizes that, “less verbal
regulation would allow the resurgence of primitive instincts, with speech degenerating into

unconscious noise.”>’® The time traveller comments:>"*

372 See Nevins 2016: 213. This animal-like lifestyle brings to mind Polybius’ concept of
cyclical degeneration, seen earlier (cf. n. 353). At 6.5.4 and 6.9.9, he makes clear “that the
series [of degeneration] began and ended with the same socio-political order- an elementary
form of monarchy. This [elementary form of] monarchy preceded [the form of] monarchy in
the first instance and followed mob rule in the last, and it was understood to be the natural
rule over men when their behaviour and conditions of existence are the most animal-like.”
Thus, using Polybius’ model, “one could...prognosticate not only the most likely immediate
destiny of a given constitution but also the eventual reversion of all political societies to a
primitive state, a state which he associated with bestiality or the vulgar herd, and with the
emergence of a strong monarchical master [in this case, the Morlocks].” Trompf 1979: 6.

See also the discussion of political change at Laws Ill, especially 676-680, which
begins and ends with a comparable notion of catastrophe.
% Abberley 2015: 83. Wells echoes his teacher here. See Huxley 1863: 132. As |
demonstrate in the next chapter, this assertion readily brings to mind that of many ancient
philosophers who assert that one of the most important differences between humans and
animals is that we speak and they do not. It also recalls Gorg. 452e, because with the
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Either 1 missed some subtle point, or [the Eloi’s] language was excessively simple —
almost exclusively composed of concrete substantives and verbs. There seemed to be
few, if any, abstract terms, or little use of figurative language. Their sentences were
usually simple and two words, and | failed to convey or understand any but the
simplest propositions.

This emphasises further the Epimethean features of the narrative: without language, books,
and writing (as stated earlier, the only books that are left are a *‘sombre wilderness of rotting
paper’), “society’s accumulation of knowledge and ideas falls away, returning humans to raw
instinct.”3"

At Politics 1253, Aristotle asserts that it is because of their reasoning speech that
human beings set themselves apart from other animals in the household and city (I will
analyse this more in the next chapter); however, with the return to a raw instinct and forgotten
teachings of former civilizations, this ability, too, has vanished. The Eloi’s means of
communication, which are too rudimentary to allow any genuine political development, bring

to mind the second period of the myth of the reversed cosmos. Except this time, comparably

with the ending of Atlantis, there is no divine being who steps in and saves human beings

resurgence of primeval instincts and the disappearance of skilfully articulated speech, so the
‘best and greatest of human affairs,’ i.e. persuasion, vanishes too.

$* The Time Machine, 39. Cf. Plato, Sophist 262a-c, Crat. 425a and 431b, Aristotle, Poet.
1456b, and Plutarch, Quaest. Plat. X. These passages, while emphasizing the decline of
language the time traveller observes, also make clear that, despite everything, the Eloi still
manage to combine the two most fundamental components of sentences, namely nouns and
verbs, which puts their speech above that of animals.

> Abberley 2015: 83. Cf. Tim. 23b. This brings to mind section 262 of the Sophist,
mentioned earlier (cf. p. 93 n. 248), where it is said that speech achieves good by weaving
together verbs and names. Without proper speech, the ability to do this diminishes, and thus
also the ability to create good things.

The Morlocks may exhibit a form of political behaviour when they feed, clothe, and
eat the Eloi, as that does bring to mind Aristotle, HA 488a where he states that there are some
animals, such as bees, wasps, ants, and cranes, who share one common activity and thus a
kind of political organisation. The Morlocks certainly share a common activity, but ultimately
their demeanour is too rudimentary in order for them to establish any political organization
that could reach the level of the now decayed institutions. This is primarily due to their lack of
reasoning speech, which prevents them from establishing ‘the expedient and inexpedient, and
therefore likewise the just and the unjust.’
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from their destiny (again, this highlights the implications of Protagoras’ hubristic opinions of
the human intellect and the consequences of the missing divine ‘anchor’). This time, the
world continues to deteriorate. As the world deteriorates, so reason and speech, too, disappear
and eventually it reaches a point where the boundary between human and animal is so blurred

that it is difficult to ascertain to which category they really belong.

VI11. Chapter Conclusion

Wells” The Time Machine reflects the problems examined in Aeschylus and the
Platonic dialogues in the following symbolic ways. Like the power struggle between Zeus and
Prometheus in PV, the myth of the reversed cosmos (and the theme of change that is present
in both texts), Wells’ story is a tale that is both a product and an interpretation of political
existence. More importantly, like the Prometheia and the myth, it is both of and beyond the
polis. As stated previously, like the declines of Kallipolis and Atlantis, it serves as a portrayal
of what might happen to a human political community when the guidance of reason fails. It
also shows what might happen when human beings only subscribe to rhetoric and external
factors, such as appearance and temporary security. In this way, as discussed earlier, the
Prometheia, the Platonic dialogues, and The Time Machine provide a (symbolic) answer to
the question posed at the beginning of the chapter. ‘If the ascent of man and the development
of law and politics depends solely on who is the most eloquent and clever, then how does this
affect our political virtue, justice, and social system?’

Specifically, the discussion in this chapter shows that dependence on speech and
intellect is not sufficient. By portraying the limits of human reason and the consequences of

the hubristic attitude that reason will always be there to establish systems of justice and
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politics, it makes clear that Protagoras’ dismissal of a divine anchor is foolish, regardless of
how comfortable and secure he thinks his situation may be. Especially, the analysis of the
different factions in the Statesman, and their general inability to understand one another due
to the limits of their intellect, show that an exclusive reliance on the intellect may bear
dangerous consequences. Additionally, it seems clear that the neglect of reason and education
(potentially triggered by the assumption that those things will always be there), and the
subsequent growth of human elements such as appetite and greed (which is what happens to
the Atlanteans), are the cumulative causes of the declines of the regimes mentioned here.

Hitz argues, referring to Plato’s Republic, “it is the neglect of reason that allows for
the growth and fragmentation of appetite - and so ultimately it is what drives the division,
violence, and instability found in bad regimes.”*”® In this vein, The Time Machine also
demonstrates where political weariness may lead. As noted in the introduction, the right and
ability to speak does not necessarily come with the willingness to contribute effectively, and
continuously, to political debate. Wells depicts, in accordance with the Platonic dialogues, a
symbolic scenario that may occur when human beings fail to, or even refuse to, evaluate what
is right in front of them, but listen only to their appetites. In this vein, he also portrays, in
accordance with More’s Utopia, what might happen when reason is no longer available to
represent justice and teach citizens virtue and social excellence (cf. p. 17). Human beings will
swap their status of eloquent political thinkers to that of inarticulate cave-dwelling beings
(which is exemplified by the Morlock’s habitat in the underground).

It is clear that The Time Machine paints a very dark picture of the potential
consequences that might arise when human beings fail to tend to reason and learn concepts of

political virtue, however, it does help us to make sense of patterns of political change and

378 Hitz 2010: 113.
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debate. In conjunction with the Promethean cycles of ascent and descent, and the fate of the
Atlanteans, it underlines a point already made clear in the Statesman. Specifically, it portrays
the importance of having a true political expert who does not forget the lessons from the
previous periods but who is able to learn from them, rather than swapping one cycle for the
next. At the same time, despite the complications that may come with them, it also shows that
it is necessary to have political discussions among different factions, because it keeps the
human mind alive. It thus portrays the potential consequences of Utopia and the dangers that
come with the lack of individual idiosyncrasy and freedom of speech.

If the citizens do not learn, then one day they may have to face more serious problems
than just deceptive speech, unjust laws, and reasoning that is, at times, inadequate. For there
may come a day where the cycles collapse, which would subsequently result in the decline of
speech and intellect, and humans’ ability to secure their existence as political animals.

Instead, they would become one with the brutes.
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CHAPTER 2

Rhetorical Strategies and State Formation in Aristophanes and Orwell

I. Aristophanes’ Birds: The Role of Tereus

This chapter illuminates in more detail the significance of the human ability to secure
their existence as political animals by the means of speech and intellect, and it looks at the
differences between human beings and animals when it comes to concepts of speech, political
thinking, and founding of cities. Precisely, the story of Birds offers an answer to the question,
‘what makes human beings human?” which not only highlights the development of political
and legal thought, the reliance on rhetoric, and the themes of change and oscillation analysed
in the previous chapter, but also the fifth-century fascination with city-planning and other
ways of organising society. | contextualize Birds against other relevant sources that examine
fifth-fourth centuries rhetoric (Isocrates, Lysias), animal rationality and political theory
(Aristotle, Plutarch), and modern political animals (Orwell) who correspond elegantly with
some of the key dimensions found in the ancient accounts.

It is clear that Aristophanes’ comedies are packed with animals that are employed in

numerous ways.>’’ However, for this chapter, the following point is the most important one:

377 Birds, along with Frogs and Wasps, employs animals to symbolize human characteristics
by playing with the categories of human and animal with comic verve and by approaching the
borderlines of the two. In contrast, as Ptz also notes, are the comedies that are concerned
with the consequences of the Peloponnesian War for Athens such as Acharnians, Peace,
Lysistrata, Ecclesiazusae, and Wealth. (See Putz 2015: 62). In these comedies, animals appear
predominantly as food rather than as the inhabitants of a place away from Athens (Birds), or
as chorus members (Frogs and Wasps). For instance, Ach. 1005-117 depicts Dicaeopolis’
dinner preparations, and Peace 1149-51, 1195-6, and 1312 describe the preparations for
Trygaeus’ wedding feast. In Knights 354-72, we witness a bragging contest between
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the representation of Peisetaerus and Euelpides as non-humans provides a figure within which
the blurred boundaries of humans and animals can be explored. Moreover, the gap between
humans and animals, and the unyielding difference in hierarchy between them, can be more
easily examined if it is expressed through a character that portrays both. Birds fulfils these
conditions and thus provides the ideal textual space within which this examination can take
place. This, in turn, can help us answer the question posed at the end of the previous chapter
(‘what makes human beings human?’), and understand more clearly the implications of the
time traveller’s observations in the future. Romer writes, “Birds is a politically engaged play,
and the question of what it means to be Athenian is explored more broadly in the Hesiodic
terms of what it means to be human.”*"®

More importantly, Birds (and, as | demonstrate towards the end of this chapter, Animal

Farm as well) features a cyclical imagery and a ‘return to origins™>"

that resembles not only
the paradoxical interpretation of tyranny seen in Utopia, where More frees his citizens from
one system only to enslave them in another, but also the ring compositions of the Prometheia
and the Statesman, Timaeus, and Critias. Like the trilogy and the Platonic dialogues, the

comedy presents elements of recurrent political cycles by presenting birds that attempt to

reclaim kingship and characters who leave Athens only to find themselves in a city very much

Paphlagon-Cleon and the Sausage-Seller about what, and how much, they can eat and Knights
645-62, 929, 934, 1177-99 portray a contest to provide Demus with food.

In addition to being employed as chorus-members, media to illuminate differences
between humans and animals in an entertaining manner, or as delicious food, animals also
appear in various other situations. They turn up in sacrifice-settings (Peace 929-38, Lys. 192
and 202, and Wealth 138 and 820), insults (Ach. 907, Eccl. 1072), proverbs (Peace), sexual
comparisons (Lys. 618-0, 723-4), oracles (Lys. 770-6, Knights 132, 138, 1013-22, 1037-44),
curses (Wealth 604), terms of endearment (Wealth 1011), as monsters (Frogs 288-92), and in
mythological allusions (Birds, Frogs, and Wealth). See Piitz 2015: 62. See also Olson 1998;
Sommerstein 1990; Sommerstein 2001; Austin & Olson 2004.

378 Romer 1997: 53-54.
379 Cf. Romer 1997: 51.
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reminiscent of Athens at the end of the play.*® Like More, who dismantles the problematic
government of his time only to re-assemble it in a different form on a strange island,
Aristophanes takes apart the Athenian political system in Birds, only to put it back together in
the sky.

This echoes the recurring movement of the cosmos discussed in the previous chapter
(cf. p. 113): “everything returns to what it was before, and what has been will be again,” and it
joins one of its fundamental themes, namely that the past is inevitably contained in the future.
In this vein, Utopia, in conjunction with Animal Farm and Birds, also continues to express
part of the Greek legacy to western culture and literature and its significant position in the
realm of authors whose works offer an imaginative interplay of topical allusions and fantastic
elements.

Let us start at the beginning of the story, that is, with Tereus, for he has lived amongst
the birds longer than Peisetaerus and Euelpides have. Tereus is a useful character to discuss
here, because his behaviour weaves together the various elements of the play. I suggest that
his meta-theatrical presence (in that he represents aspects from both Tereus and Birds at the
same time) and Promethean-like demeanour (in that he gives language to the birds and starts
their civil evolution) serve as a paramount representation of what it is like to have speech but
to lack certain attributes that should come with that possession (such as debate). In this vein,
the subsequent section (pp. 143-157) also sheds further light on some of the phenomena
Wells® time-traveller comes across in the future, such as the civil de-evolution and the
unfortunate implications of the inability to engage in political discourse even though

rudimentary speech still exists.

%80 gee the scholia (vol 1. p. 423) on this: “[Aristophanes] gets rid of the earth but not of its
associations. In his discontentment with the like things in Athens, he represents the birds as
deliberating and meeting together.”
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The audience already knows Tereus from myth and, more particularly, from
Sophocles’ lost tragedy Tereus. Aristophanes’ Tereus is, in fact, Sophocles’ Tereus some
years later.®* His wrongdoings from the past are forgotten (or at least not directly addressed
in the comedy), and he is a respected member of the realm of the birds where he lives
contentedly with his wife Prokne.*®? He still occasionally refers to his past life and complains
about Sophocles’ unfair treatment of him, i.e. having made him become a bird. He says:
ToldToL HEVTOL ZOQOKAENG AvMaiveTon €v taic Tpaymdiccty e tov Tnpéa. “It’s how
Sophocles distorts Tereus — that’s me — in his tragedies.”*®® The recourse to Tereus in the
following passages is fruitful, because it shows how Birds is a contrafact of the tragedy, an
Aristophanic antic that expresses its tragic heritage through a reversal of the situation at hand
which concentrates on the possession of language. However, even without actively resorting
to Tereus, the argument presented below works because the comedy marks its relation to the
tragedy on its very own, by presenting a linguistic juxtaposition of Athenians and barbarians
(cf. p. 157).

The relation to the tragedy is evident despite the fact that virtually all features of
Tereus’ violent background story (the rape of Philomela, the glossectomy, and the sacrifice of
Itys) are absent from the comic stage (his complaints notwithstanding). The only passage that
mentions Itys” killing is found at lines 211-2, where Tereus says that he and Prokne still

lament Itys’ death: ob¢ 10 Ogiov otOHaTOg OpNVEIG TOV EUOV KoL o0V TOAHSOKPLY “TTuv.

%81 See, for instance, Hofmann 1976: 73, Griffith 1987: 60 and Dobrov 1993: 215. More
generally, see Alink 1983, Zannini-Quirini 1987 and Dunbar 1997. For the Tereus myth and
other myths that feature *‘men in bird form’, see Pollard 1977: 162-171. For an overview of
the hoopoe in Greek thought, see Thompson 1895: 54-57, and especially p. 57 for the hoopoe
in Aristophanes. On the mythology of the hoopoe in general, see Oder 1888.

%82 Cf. Aristotle, Poet. 1453a36-39.

%83 Birds, 100-101.
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(“...Lament once more through lips divine for Itys, your dead child and mine™).*** Instead the
focus is on something else, because in Birds, Tereus’ main purpose is to have taught Greek to
the birds to create a linguistic setting for Peisetaerus’ and Euelpides’ later activities.
Specifically, he has two purposes: (1) he gives language to the birds, so they are no longer
‘barbarian’, and (2) he serves as a catalyst who starts the process of civilizing the birds until
Peisetaerus and Euelpides come by to move it along. In fact, it is his catalytic role, as Dobrov
notes likewise, that connects the various themes of the comedy.®

Let us begin at (1) and explore Tereus’ role as a Greek teacher, because Aristophanes’
ideas to have a barbarian teach Greek to other barbarians is significant. At 199-200, Tereus
exclaims: éya yap avtovg BapPapovg dvtag Tpod Tod £6idaca TNV vy ELVAOV TOADVY YPOVOV.
“[The birds] used to be inarticulate, but I’ve lived with them a long time and I’ve taught them
language.” Tereus teaches Greek to the birds as a clever and, at least initially, benevolent
barbarian, which is different from his role in Tereus where he appears as brutal and

unsophisticated, two characteristics that accentuate his barbarian status. There, he performs

the glossectomy on Philomela in order to strip her of her Greek voice but is seemingly

8% McCartney 1920: 267 notes, that Tereus’ exclamation of “Itvv “is not without parallel
[because] the notion that birds lament old human sorrows is quite common.” He recounts an
African bird story from Andrew Lang, which says “from one end of Africa to another the
honey-bird, schneter, is said to be an old woman whose son was lost, and who pursued him
till she was turned into a bird, which still shrieks his name, ‘Schneter! Schneter!”” See also
Longus’ Daphnis and Chloe 1.27, where Daphnis tells Chloe the story about a girl who
prayed to the gods to become a bird after the loss of eight cows to her herd. For other
examples of humans having turned into birds after the loss of a loved one, see McCartney
1920: 267-8.

Similarly, Pausanius 1.41.9 asserts, “[Prokne’s and Philomela’s] reported
metamorphosis into a nightingale and a swallow is due, | think, to the fact that the note of
these birds is plaintive and like a lamentation.” This informs the portrayal of Prokne in Birds,
where she does not have a speaking role, but is only referred to as still lamenting the loss of
her son. See Euripides, Hecuba 337 for another example, when Hecuba instructs Polyxena to
sing sorrowful notes like the nightingale in order to move Odysseus to feel pity for her. Cf.
McCartney 1920: 277 on the note, ‘when Greek literature dawns, the nightingale already has a
well-established reputation as a grief-stricken bird.’

%85 Dobrov 1993: 216.
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unaware that loss of speech does not equate with loss of communication.®® This reflects the
fact that Tereus is from a less civilized society at the same time as it reveals Philomela’s
superior level of civilization. Her capability to communicate with her sister through inanimate
materials (when she weaves her story into a tapestry) makes this clear. Thus, the Thracian’s
attempt to suppress communication by violent mutilation is *defeated’ by the cunning of two
Athenian women.**’

In Tereus, we are therefore presented with a case that is opposite to the one we
experience in Birds. In the tragedy, Tereus takes speech away; in the comedy, he disseminates
it. Dobrov writes:*®

The reversal of Sophokles’ Tereus is complete: in the tragedy the Atheno-Thracian

antithesis provides the context for Tereus’ efforts to suppress communication by

means of the incarceration and ‘lingual castration” of Philomela [...] Aristophanes

makes his Tereus a benevolent teacher and disseminator of language, and not any
language, at that, but Greek!

To Dobrov, it seems clear that beyond his transformation from man to bird, Tereus has also
undergone a metamorphosis from an unkind into a benevolent character.*®® However, as |
demonstrate below, there is more to be said about this subversion of theme from Tereus,

because the tragedy actually continues to inform the comedy. In particular, it highlights an

%86 Cf. Gera 2003: 204. This recalls the behaviour of the Eloi seen in chapter 1 (cf. p. 135).
Their language has been reduced to nouns and verbs, but they are still able to communicate
with one another in rudimentary manners.

%87 Cf. Gera 2003: 204. See Torrance 2010: 218, who notes that the voice “through which the
mute Philomela revealed to her sister the awful truth of her rape and glottectomy by her
Thracian brother-in law, included a written message. The problem remains, however, that the
woven image would work powerfully as a communication without a written message (cf.
Helen’s weaving of the Trojan war in Iliad 3). Perhaps the names ‘Tereus’ and ‘Philomela’
featured in the tapestry as names often do on vase paintings, and were read aloud by Procne as
she recognized her sister.” See also Dobrov 1993: 204, who asserts that it is “clear that
Philomela’s weaving involved a written message, a feature invented by Sophokles for his
dramatic purposes.”

%88 Dobrov 1993: 225-6.

%89 Cf. Dobrov 1993: 190.
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essential aspect of the comedy when it becomes clear that the birds’ Greek is not sufficient in
order for them to engage intelligently in political debate.

It is clear that Tereus civilizes the birds when he teaches them Greek, which in turn
sets in motion the creation of vepelokokkvyia. Dobrov remarks: “Tereus’ activities of
disseminating language are catalytic for this metacomedy, allowing Peisetairos’ political
career to mirror, among other things, the improvisational creativity of a comic poet.”*% |
agree with Dobrov, but | take his argument further and assert that Tereus’ language lessons
also present us with an unwritten prologue that alludes to the time that is yet to come (i.e. the
time during which the story of Birds will take place). Tereus’ distribution of Greek not only
enables the arrival of Peisetaerus and Euelpides and the founding of vepeloxoxkvyia, but also
serves as the initial clash between (former) human and birds, which sets in motion further
clashes, which then take place on a rhetorical level. Consequently, Tereus’ lessons amount to
a display not only of the birds’ forthcoming civil evolution but also of the trademarks that
inevitably come with it, such as debate (or, lack thereof), city building, and law-making.>**

This unwritten prologue and Tereus’ dissemination of Greek amongst the birds can be
connected to Prometheus, particularly to his claim in PV to have distributed wisdom and
speech amongst mankind, which in turn triggered their ascent and development as political
beings. Dunbar asserts the wording Tereus uses when he describes his dissemination of
language, £yo yap avtovg BapPapove dvtag Tpod Tod £6idaca TV vy, EuvmV TOALV YpOVOV

(“Look, I’ve lived with them a long time, and they’re not the barbarians they were before |

%% Dobrov 1993: 226.
%1 The evolutionary aspect is highlighted by the fact that in Birds, being (or, becoming) a bird
iS seen as an ascent. The reverse hierarchical system (man-god-bird), the Athenians’
transformation into birds, the gods’ descent (i.e. the loss of rulership), and the birds” ascent
(the return to rulership) comically echoes the notions of ascent and descent present in PV.

Cf. the metempsychosis in Tim. 91a, where flawed men are transformed into women,
and Tim. 91e-d, where ‘light-minded’ (xodgog) men descend into birds and other animals.
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taught them language™), may have been influenced by Prometheus’ claim at PV 443-5.3%

There, he says, &¢ cpag vnriovg 6vtag 10 mpiv // Evvoug £Bnka kai epevdv exnporovs. “How
infantile they were before I made them intelligent and possessed of understanding.” The birds
were uncivilized and inarticulate before Tereus’” Greek lessons, just like mankind was witless
and devoid of reason before Prometheus’ gifts of civilization.

Griffith asserts that these two lines serve as an introduction to the subsequent lines,
which amount “virtually to a display speech (énidei&ig) on man’s cultural evolution (450-
506n.).”%% Prometheus enables man to undergo a transformation from an uncultured being to
a political thinker who knows the art of rhetoric; and Tereus guides the birds away from their
barbarian lifestyle by teaching them the Greek language (however, as it turns out, the birds do
not know the art of rhetoric). I do not wish to assert that Tereus appears as a true second
Prometheus here (as stated earlier, in the end Peisetaerus and Euelpides are the ones who
really move along the founding of the bird city). However, | do agree with Dunbar that there
are important connections to be made between the wording in PV 443-4 and Birds 199-200,
especially because of the catalytic nature of both.

Additionally, in the Aristophanic text, Prometheus stays true to his tragic form in that
he loathes the gods, but is fond of man: asi mot’ avbpdmnoig yap ebvovg i’ Eyd...od &
Bmavtag Tovg Beodg, dg oicho ov. “I have always been friendly to human beings...and | hate

all the gods, as you know.”*** Herington points out that this scene shows that both Birds and

%92 Bjrds 199-200. See Dunbar 1997: 200. “BapBépovc: i.e. speaking an unintelligible tongue;
the Greeks disdainfully compared foreigners speaking their own languages to birds, especially
swallows, twittering.” Cf. Aeschylus, Ag. 1050-1.

3% Griffith 1983: 164.

%94 Birds, 1545-7. Cf. PV 975-6, 4nh® Aoym tode maviag £xfaipm Oeode, oot mofdviec &b
kakodoi f° €xdikmc. (“Quite simply, | hate all the gods who are so unjustly harming me after
| helped them”).
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PV alike “hinge on the idea of a revolt against the divine establishment.”*® Indeed, it is
Prometheus’ character in Birds who directs the negotiations that lead to Zeus eventual
dethronement when he orders Zeus’ sceptre to be handed over to the birds. He tells
Peisetaerus: OUelc 8¢ U omévoeod’, €av U mapadidd tO okfjmtpov 0 ZeLe Toioy Opvioty
naAy, kai v Baoileldv oot yovaik® &yev 610®. “But don’t you ratify a treaty unless Zeus
returns his scepter to the birds and gives you Princess for your bride.”3%

Herington notes that this command echoes the prophecy shouted by Prometheus in PV
168-172, 1| unv &t° £Hod, koimep kpatepoic &v yviomédoig aikilopévov, ypeiov EEet Hokdpov
TPLTAVIS, O€iEat TO véov PBodiev’ V' dtov okfmtpov TIHAC T dmoocvAdtat. “l tell you that
even though my limbs are held in these strong, degrading fetters, the president of the
immortals will yet have need of me, to reveal the new plan by which he can be robbed of his
sceptre and his privileges.”*®" The imagery of the ephemeral tyranny of Zeus and the
inevitability of change that shines through PV, as discussed earlier on pp. 55-8, then
satirically re-emerges in Birds, which provides the theme for the climax of the comedy when
the sceptre is indeed handed over to the birds.

Nevertheless, even though Tereus civilizes the birds by teaching them Greek and
Prometheus tells them that it is possible to reclaim leadership, over the course of the comedy
it becomes clear that their Greek and political leadership skills are largely ineffective. They

may have the theoretical language skills (and they may have re-claimed leadership in theory),

%% Herington 1963b: 237. This brings to mind the point made in chapter 1 in regards to Zeus’
rule, namely that it is possible to (re-) claim leadership and that already established regimes
and laws do not necessarily stay established forever. Cf. pp. 69-71.

%% Birds, 1535-6. The use of the word méAw underlines both the point made above as well as
the recurrent imagery analysed in PV, Statesman, Timaeus, and Critias. Echoing the
ascending and descending sequences in the tragedy and the Platonic dialogues, this line in the
comedy makes clear that previously overthrown regimes can rise again and current regimes
can fall. It is clear that in both plays, Zeus and Prometheus are the two characters who inform
that notion.

97 Herington 1963b: 239.
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but they have been given no sophistication to use them properly. To some extent this is due to
them being animals; they are, as stated above, barbarians and thus not cut out to speak Greek
properly. Furthermore, there is something to be said about the comic element that arises when
a barbarian teaches Greek to other barbarians, for an overly ambitious undertaking like this is,
arguably, bound to fail from the very beginning.*®®

However, | argue that it is also possible to look at it another way, and this is where the
relation of Birds to Tereus becomes especially clear. Tereus, it appears, serves as an agent of
speech once again, as he decides who has the right to speak, whether effectively or
ineffectively, and who does not. By linking the Aristophanic Tereus to the Sophoclean one,
we can thus create a window into the gap between the right to speak and the right to be heard,
and we are reminded of the fact that these two rights do not necessarily entail one another.
This becomes particularly evident when looking at the ostensible differences between the two
portrayals of Tereus. It is true that, at first glance, we witness a reversal of roles when we
watch Tereus transform from a language-taker into a language-giver. Yet, upon closer
inspection the two cases that we are presented with in Aristophanes and Sophocles are more
alike than previously assumed, because in both stories speech is being manipulated. (This also
demonstrates that, for Tereus too, the past is contained in the future).

This, in turn, shows an important feature of vepelokokkvyia: the city in the sky is a
city of language and its citizens, the birds, show what it is like to be given speech but no
agency, or motivation, to use it. Indeed, this is the point that is being argued here: the birds
may lack motivation because they are ‘bird-brained,”**® but, more importantly they

demonstrate what it is like to have speech but to lack lasting deliberative rhetoric (cf. p. 49).

%% Cf. Plutarch De fac. 941c and Quaest. Rom. 269a, on the notion that Greek language
atrophies in a barbarian environment.

%99 Cf. Dunbar 1997: 279. “If the chorus were not bird-brained they would notice that he has
not proved that the birds may benefit from listening to anything that their enemy has to say.”
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The passages below illuminate the birds’ inferior command of the Greek language and their
incapability to untangle the hidden meaning behind Peisetaerus’ and Tereus’ words at the
same time as they portray the latters” superior rhetorical skills. It is worth discussing these
passages, | think, because they enrich our understanding of the connotations of Plato’s
polemics against the use of rhetoric in the assembly (cf. pp. 81-2), as they point at the
dangerous patterns of political debate and the effects of the deceptions of sight and sound.
Tereus serves once again as the catalyst. Early on in the comedy, he tells the birds to
go to the meeting that Peisetaerus and Euelpides have scheduled in order to announce the
good news (i.e. their intention to find vepelokokkvyia): dedp’ e MTEVGOUEVOL TA VEDTEPQ,
navta yop €vOade edA aBpotlopey...ahlA” 1t eig Adyovg amavta, deDpo dedpo dedPO deVPO.
“Come hither to learn the news; for we are assembling here all the tribes...come to the
meeting, all of you, hither, hither, hither, hither!”*® Tereus makes clear that the news the
birds are about to hear will change their lives for the better: kowov, dogoAf, dikaiov, UV,
oeelotpov. “News that concerns you all: something safe, honest, pleasurable and to your
advantage.”*®* The chorus-leader is suspicious at first and wonders whether there is an ulterior
motive for this. 0pd t1 képdog EvOad GEov Hovilg, 6t mémold ol Evvav kpotelv Gv 1j TOV
ExOpov | pikooy weekelv Exewv; “Does [Peisetaerus] see any worth-while gain in staying
here, which gives him confidence that by living with me he may be able either to overcome
his enemy or to help his friends?”**2

However, the birds’ suspicions are quickly erased by Tereus’ eloquent words. Aéyet

péyav Tv' OAPov, oUTE AEKTOV ODTE TIGTOV: MG GO TAVTO Koi TO TNoE Kol TO Keloe Kol TO

490 Birds, 252-3; 258-9. Tereus’ use of aBpowopev underlines a point that I will make later on,
namely that, animals can, and do, have assemblies.

‘0L Birds, 316.

492 Birds, 417-420. Cf. 451-2, ohepdv P&v del kot mhvto 81 Tpdmov népukev dvBpomoc. (“A
treacherous thing always in every way is human nature”).
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debpo mpooPipd Aéywv. “[Peisetaerus] speaks of great felicity, too great to speak of or to
credit; for he will argue, and convince you, that all this expanse is yours, in this direction, and
in that, and in this.”**® Especially, ‘otte Aextov obte motév” hints at the questionable nature
of Peisetaerus as politician since Tereus does not actually tell the birds why they should
choose him as leader.*** Likewise, ‘mpocsPipd Aéymv’ suggests that it has already been decided
that Peisetaerus will argue his case, and that he will be successful in doing so. The fact that
npooPiPd is in the future tense makes this all the more telling, because it shows that the birds’
fate has been sealed before they have even agreed to let Peisetaerus speak.

Tereus continues by saying that Peisetaerus is ‘incredibly clever’ (dgatov g
epovipoc) and the “smartest of foxes’ (mvkvotatov kivadog), who ‘succeeds in everything’
(kdppa) and, more importantly, ‘who is experienced in the things of the mind” (tpippa).*®
Here, the use of ‘mukvotatov kivadoc’ in reference to Peisetaerus clearly does not exclusively
refer to his allegedly marvellous leadership skills, but also to his shrewd scheme, which will
ultimately be fatal to the birds. The choice to use kdppa and tpippo in the next line
emphasises this even more, especially in combination with the etymology of Peisetaerus’
name, because it shows that he knows how to stimulate someone’s mind successfully, and that
he has done it before. (In this way, f0oc tod Aéyovroc and perhaps even 10oc avOpmme
Saipov, are also applicable).*®
Nonetheless, (staying true to the optimistic nature of Aristophanic comedy), the birds

are elated at the prospects of Peisetaerus’ government, which is why the chorus leader tells

Tereus: Aéyetv Aéysty kEAEVE Hot. KAD®V yap GV o0 Hot Aéyelc Aoymv dvertépopor. “Tell him

‘%3 Birds, 421-5.

“%* Tereus’ phrasing here is comparable with that of Praxagora who, as | will show later,
advertises the leadership of the women in a similar way: punée movbavopeda ti ot dpoa dpdv
HEAAOVGLY, GAN" GmAQ TpOT® EdUEV Gpyev. Eccl. 229-232.

495 Birds, 427-430. Cf. Clouds, Aéyewv yevioet Tpipa kpdTahov Taumdhn.

%% On the etymology of his name, (“to persuade’), see also Kanavou 2011: 106-7.
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to speak, to speak, | beg you! On hearing the words you’ve spoken to me my heart has taken
wing!”*"" Especially, ‘avantepén’ shows how eager the chorus leader is to hear Peisetaerus’
plan, which is later emphasized by the chorus in line 629: érovyricag 88 toiot coig Adyorg.*®
Tereus’ persuasion techniques, then, allow Peisetaerus to address the birds, which he
does largely by referring to their supposedly lost status as kings (oitivec 6vteg mpdtepov
Baofg), and by instructing them to reclaim their rulership from Zeus (v apynv tov A’
amouteiv).** He employs a form of rhetoric that installs anger in the birds and a desire to take
revenge and, by doing so, anachronistically echoes Aristotle’s definition of anger in the Art of
Rhetoric.*® The chorus, reduced to tears (£5daxpuoé) because they have found out what the
birds once had, declare Peisetaerus their god-sent saviour and entrust themselves to him (o0
8¢ Hot kotd Saiplova kai Tvo cuvtuyiay dyadny fikelg époi cothp).
Additionally, Peisetaerus is able to persuade the gods (and his success in doing so

demonstrates the brilliance of his rhetorical technique, because his persuasion skills convince

animals and gods alike to accept his proposal). At 1606-1621, he tells Poseidon that the

07 Birds, 431-433. See also lines 371-385 for more examples. For instance, at line 385, the
Chorus Leader says to Tereus, dAld Urv o008’ &AA0 coi e mpdyl Evnvtiopeda. (“Well,
we’ve surely never opposed you in any past dealings”).

%8 Cf. Aeschylus, Lib. 229, where Electra’s excitement, after recognising Orestes’ footprints,
is described in the same way: dvertepmOng KAOOKELS OpaV EUE.

‘9 Birds 468 and 554.

M0 See especially 11.ii.2, &otw o1 Opyn Opefic Hetd AOmNG THopioc Qovopévne Sl
Qowopévny Olywpiav €ic avTtov 1| TL TOV owTod, T0D OAywpelv U mpoonkovtog. (“Let us
then define anger as a longing [i.e. the longing for kingship in the birds’ case], accompanied
by pain [lack of sacrifices], for a real or apparent revenge for a real or apparent slight [the loss
of the scepter and suffering from indignities], affecting a man himself or one of his friends,
when such a slight is undeserved”). Aristotle continues, Swtpifovoty € 1® TiHopeicOor T
Stavoio. 1 oDV TOTE YVolévn Qavtacio Ndoviy éumotsl, domep 1| TdV dvorviov. (“Men dwell
upon the thought of revenge, and the vision that rises before us produces the same pleasure as
one seen in dreams”).

This not only connects with Tereus’ rhetoric but also with Peisetaerus’ suggestion in
line 557 that, in case the gods do not oblige, the birds should declare a holy war (igpov
noLellov) against them. On the use of iepov moAepov, see the scholia 556.

“! Birds 540-7.
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Olympian gods will be even more powerful (peiCov ioyvoet’) than they are already once the
birds are in charge. He promises him that men will no longer be able to get away with false
oaths once the gods have the birds as their allies, because then men will have to swear by both
the birds and the gods. In case they break their oaths, the birds can fly down and pick their
eyes out. Furthermore, at 1671-3, Peisetaerus promises Heracles kingship and an abundance
of milk and honey, if he accepts the conditions of the birds (katacticoc 6™ €yem TOpavvov
opvifov mapéEm oot yaia). These false promises can be compared to the tempting promises
any orator is able to make in the assembly off stage, and they lay the groundwork for what
will later become the political ideals of vepelokokkvyia.

Therefore, both Tereus and Peisetaerus are aware of the relationship between speech
and reason, and of the things to which it can lead by employing it skilfully.**? This is what
makes the construction of vepehokokkvyia possible, and thus the creation of civilization. Both
Peisetaerus’ and Tereus’ use of rhetoric in these passages reflect their strong oratorical skills,
as they manipulate the language of the birds and the gods with ease by addressing them in a
manner which appeals to them. In Tereus’ case, this recalls the point made in the section on
the Statesman (cf. p. 91), namely that he is able to convince the birds by alluding to the
benefits Peisetaerus will bring to their environment. He knows, as argued previously, that in
order to persuade them, he not only needs to address them with a language with which they
are familiar, such as the one that relates to their land, but also with words that emphasise

Peisetaerus’ arguable strengths. This continues to show that, even though Tereus has escaped

2 | jke Praxagora who manages to address the Athenians in a way to which they can relate (I
will analyse this in the next chapter), Peisetaerus is able to trick the gods into believing him
by constructing a narrative of belonging. He appeals to their already existing power and
promises them that they will be even more powerful once he and the birds are in charge. (See
also Aristotle, Rhet. 1337 and his description of ethos, a rhetorical device which Peisetaerus
and Praxagora employ equally well).
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the tragic stage and entered the comic one, he still possesses certain tragic elements that
influence the comedy.

This in turn suggests that Tereus does not only serve as a model for the manipulation
of speech in Birds, but also as a sketch for the tyrannical and deceptive nature and political
design of vepelokoxkvyia. This is further underlined by the idea that Tereus also seems to be
driven by desire, which is, to a certain extent, the reason why he manipulates the birds in the
first place. Holmes argues:**3

Aristophanes depicts a comic Tereus who shows from the beginning latent tyrannical

and, in particular, erotic qualities that Peisetairus exploits and who thus provides the

bridge for erotic human beings to establish an imperial, aerial polis among the
contentedly self-sufficient birds.

Sophocles’ Tereus serves as the model for this imperial polis, a polis that, even before
it has been officially founded, exploits the birds by addressing them with charming, but

ultimately deceptive, rhetoric.***

At the same time, Tereus is addressed with rhetoric that is
equally deceptive, as Peisetaerus uses Tereus’ gullibility to his advantage; indeed it is clear
that it is Tereus’ desire that ultimately enables him to build vepelokokkvyio since he has to
convince him first before he can persuade the birds.*" Peisetaerus does this by promising

Tereus a powerful position in the bird-society: dot” Gp&et’ avBpdTmV HEV Homep Tapvonmv,

To0¢ & o Beovg dmoieite MU® Mniie. (“And then you’ll rule over humans as you do over

3 Holmes 2011: 1. Cf. Reckford 1987: 342. “In part Aristophanes’ [Birds] reveals the
madness of imperial Athens; or better, it reveals the underlying Athenian and human wish for
nothing less than everything. We recognize much of the delusion, the passion, even the lunacy
of Athens beneath the conduct of the birds under Peisetaerus’ leadership and manipulation.”
% This brings to mind the point the historical Gorgias makes in Helen 14, namely that
rhetoric has the power to bewitch and beguile the soul.

15 See also DeLuca 2014: 171.
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locusts; and as for the gods, you’ll destroy them by Melian famine”).**® Furthermore, at 191-
3, he tells him: fjv un @opov gépwotv VUiV oi Ogoi, TV Unpiov T Kvicav oV SloPPTOETE.
(“You won’t let the aroma of the thigh bones pass through unless the gods pay you tribute”).
Tereus is delighted to hear these prospects (as he says at line 195, un 'yo vonpa kopyotepov
fikoved mw. “I’ve never heard a more elegant idea”), which in turn leads him to betray the
birds and provide a bridge for Peisetaerus to get to them.*’

In this vein, both the birds and Tereus are blinded by eros, as the language of desire
has made its way into their lives.**® Holmes notes, adding to his argument above, “in Birds,
eros is a fundamentally and uniquely human (and, anthropomorphically, Olympian) trait that
invades the quiet and self-sufficient bird life.”*'® In addition to the acquisition of language,
the birds have thus also acquired specific human behaviour patterns, such as the tendency to

follow what is desirable. (This clearly accentuates the humanization of the birds — something

6 Birds 185-193. In a way, this is another example of Tereus, the barbarian, being
outsmarted by Athenians. In Tereus, he is subject to Prokne’s and Philomela’s cunning
revenge; in Birds, he falls victim to Peisetaerus’ superior rhetorical skills. This is despite the
fact that Tereus, in both the comedy and the tragedy, does not speak a barbarian dialect but
Attic Greek. See Holmes 2011: 4. More generally, on the absences of dialectical differences
in Greek tragedy, see Hall 1989: 117-8.
"7 The betrayal is highlighted further by the fact that Tereus has been transformed into a
hoopoe. In HA VIII, 633a, Aristotle quotes a passage, which he attributes to Aeschylus, which
describes the hoopoe as a shape-shifter who not only changes its colour but also its form
depending on the season. Furthermore, the hoopoe is described as a bird, “which presides over
its own evils” (tobtov 8" énomtny Emota t@v avtod kok®dv), and this clearly recalls Tereus’
violent past. The same phrasing also appears in fr. 581 of Tereus, tobtov 6" &mdémnV Emoma
T®V avtod kakdv, which continues to underline the link between the comic and the tragic
Tereus. On a similar note, McCartney 1920: 269 writes, “The large beak of Hoopoe, which
has a facies armata, is a memorial of the cuspis with which as Tereus he pursued Procne and
Philomela.”

Nonetheless, this is not to say that there is no humour in the first scenes. As Holmes
2011: 3 writes: *“...much of the humor of the initial scene is derived from the comic deflation
and inversion of the tyrannical and violent figure from the tragedy...[however]...the power of
Peisetairus’ words re-awakens Tereus’ latent human and tyrannic eros, so manifest in
Sophocles’ tragedy.”
8 Arrowsmith 1973: 126.
% Holmes 2011: 2.
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which I will discuss later). Before Peisetaerus and Tereus install fundamentally human traits
in them, the birds enjoy a self-sufficient life in nature, which, when we believe Tereus’ words,
suggests a pastoral-lyric.*?° At lines 57-160, he remarks, ovk éyapic &c TV Tpipfiv: 0d TpdTa
pev Oel (v dvev PaAlovtiov...velopesta & év kNmOIC TG Agvukd oncapa kol HopTo Kol
ukova kol oioOpPpia. “Not a disagreeable life to spend. Here, in the first place, you have to
live without a purse...and we feed in gardens on white sesame, myrtle-berries, poppies and
bergamot.”*%*

However, swayed by promising rhetoric and eros (the expansion of land) and
revolutionary politics (re-claim of leadership), the birds are happy to swap their existing
lifestyle for something they believe is better.*” In this way, it is clear that, even though
Tereus does not stay until the end of the comedy, his meta-theatrical presence informs Birds
in many important respects.*® He provides a link to the tragedy and, by doing so, offers a

model for the match ‘Peisetaerus against Birds’ (i.e. Athenian against barbarian) that takes

place in the theatre. It is a match in which the birds are hopelessly inferior, as they are being

%20 The term ‘proto-pastoral’ is probably more accurate here since “pastoral’ has not happened
yet, which is why a discussion of it with reference to Aristophanes is technically
anachronistic. Yet, such a discourse is not implausible and it is certainly worth pursuing in
this context. See Moulton 1981 and Pozzi 1985-86.

“2! See also lines 227-259 and 1088-1101, where Aristophanes provides similar proto-pastoral
lyrics.

22 Cf. Ludwig 2002: 12-13. “Eros tends to be reserved for situations in which the agent
already has his basic needs met...Indeed eros is often used to describe situations in which the
agent gambles more basic goods, risking life or limb in an attempt to obtain a beautiful object
of dubious material or practical value... . Eros occurs in cases in which the desire, whether
sexual or not, becomes obsessional and the subject of desire becomes willing to devote nearly
all of his or her life, time, or resources to achieving the goal.”

423 Cf. Dobrov 2001: 126. Dobrov notes that Sophocles’ Tereus is refracted through
Aristophanes’ “‘metafictional prism,” which is especially evident when looking at the
“definition of *Athenian’ and ‘polis’ against a barbarian Other,” as stated above. He ends his
comparison of the two with the words: “In creating his own masterpiece by transforming and
distorting a product of Sophokles” dramatic genius, Aristophanes was, quite clearly, honoring
his older contemporary with the highest praise.” On metatheatre and the intersection of
tragedy with comedy, see Dobrov 2001: 1-13.
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deceived by Peisetaerus’ unsound arguments.”* The audience is presented with a para-
tragedy where tragedy invades comedy, politics enter (bird-) fantasy, humans occupy the
realm of animals, and the audience sees humans from the point of view of the birds: as
charming but ultimately also as oppressive. The tragic aspect of the play is only accentuated
by the fact that Euelpides (the character whose name is based on ‘hope’) eventually
disappears, and Peisetaerus (whose name is based on the word “persuasion’) stays.

At the same time, | maintain that the argument presented here works even without the
recourse to Tereus (cf. p. 143) because Birds portrays its very own crisis of linguistic and
social oppositions between different factions. The comic genre’s prominence as a way to
express rhetorical entertainment and utopian schemes (marked by feelings of superiority and
dreams of a Golden Age) enables Aristophanes to flaunt his own tragic element in the play
when he juxtaposes the fate of the inarticulate ‘Other’ with an amusing game of deliberative
discourse brought on by clever Athenians. The comic element of this is accentuated by the
fact that Aristophanes presents us with a game within a game: Tereus’ persuasion techniques
are grounded in the nuances of the oratory of persuasion — which is why they work even
without resorting to Sophocles, as they are clearly manifest in the comedy (cf. pp. 150-2).
Yet, while he concentrates on persuading one faction, another faction is busy persuading him
in turn (and this may reflect the notion that even though Tereus speaks good Attic Greek, at

the end of the day, he is no Athenian).

424 Cf. Dunbar 1997: 316. “Whether Ar. intended Peis. to be...revealed as a ‘sophistic’
character, blatantly deceiving the simple birds by cunning, unsound arguments, or conceived
him simply as a typical Athenian, resourceful, energetic and bold (cf. the famous
characterization of the Athenians by the Corinthian envoy in Thuc. 1.70.), and deftly
deploying the various means of persuasion available by 414 BC to any Athenian prepared to
notice and imitate them, is a difficult question, dependent upon the answer (if there is one) to
the wider question of Ar.’s possible intentions in writing Birds...”
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It may not be possible to determine whether the birds are on the losing end of the
game because they are indeed ‘bird-brained,” or because they have been humanized and are
now driven by the lust for power, just like Tereus. However, it is clear that the misuse of
rhetoric, and the skillful employment of certain words, play a central role in their fate. They
are neither able to see the consequences of Tereus’ words nor, as will become clear later on,
those of the legal system Peisetaerus implements in their city. Thus, while chattering away

mindlessly, they march right into the trap of vepelokokkuyia.*?

I1. Negpehokokkvyia as a City of Language

The passages above show that the possession of language and the development of
civilization go hand in hand, and that the skilful employment of speech is a prerequisite for
building a city.*?® Slater writes, “[Peisetaerus] has been creating citizens for the bird-city by
language, and the city is a city of language.”**’ Dobrov notes similarly: “In distinction from
the comedies of the 420s in which linguistic play may figure as seasoning, so to speak, the
prologue and Great Idea of Birds are essentially displays of the creative power of
language.”**®
Surely, this connects with the idea that speech, as well as logical qualities related to

speech, is at the core of civilization. Heath asserts:**°

%% The etymology of vepelokokiuyio accentuates this, too. Specifically, while vepéin means
‘cloud’, it can also mean ‘bird net,” and koxkvé may refer to the repeated calls of cuckoos. Cf.
Ach. 598, &yxspotovnoav e kokkvyEC yve Tpeic. The scholia assert that the use of koxkvyéc
suggests that the vote was ‘uncultivated, that is disorderly. The cuckoo has an unrefined note.’
“26 This continues to highlight the de-evolution witnessed at the end of Wells’ Time Machine.
As stated there (cf. pp. 135-6), the decline of speech and civilization happens simultaneously.
427 Slater 2002: 145.

“28 Dobrov: 1997: 100.

%29 Heath 2005: 11.
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The success of the polis, the establishment of laws, the rise of justice, the exercise of
our humanity—civilization itself—are tied to the use of, and depend upon,
speech...This connection becomes commonplace in later rhetoric, where command of
language makes civilization possible and thus makes Athens, the locus classicus of
loquacity, superior to other Greek city-states and Greeks superior to other cultures.

Heath’s argument, that it is due to the Athenians’ ability to make use of the advantageous
aspects of speech that they were able to rise above other cultures, illuminates Peisetaerus’
employment of rhetoric in Birds. Even though he does not wish to live in Athens anymore, he
makes use of a distinct Athenian faculty (i.e. logos) and, by doing so, does what many other
Athenians have done before him: he founds a city and invents laws. This is one of the first of
many indications that it may be possible to take Peisetaerus out of Athens; however, it is not
possible to take the Athenian out of him.

By having his character systematically use this natural Athenian aptitude,
Aristophanes portrays a kind of thinking that is common in other contemporary texts as well.
For example, Isocrates states:**°

T0lg H&V yap GALOIG Oic Exopey 0VSEY TV GAL®Y (Do Slapépopey, GALY TOAGY Kai

T Thyel Kol T POMN Kol toilc GAAaG evmopiong KoTadeEoTEPOL TVYYAVOUEY OVTEG.

gyyevopévon & MHiv tod meifetv dAARAoVE Kol SNAoDV PO MHES adTOVG TTEPL MV av

BovAnOdpey, ov pHoévov 10D Onproddc CRv armnAldynuey, GALL Kol cUVELDOVTEG TOAELC

okioapev kol vopovg €0éueba kol téyvag ebpoey, Kol oxedov Gmavto ta o' MUV

Hepnyovnpéva Aoyog UiV €6TV 6 GLYKOTAGKEVLACAG.

For in the other powers which we possess we are in no respect superior to other living

creatures; nay, we are inferior to many in swiftness and in strength and in other

resources; but, because there has been implanted in us the power to persuade each
other and to make clear to each other whatever we desire, not only have we escaped
the life of wild beasts, but we have come together and founded cities and made laws

and invented arts; and, generally speaking, there is no institution devised by man
which the power of speech has not helped us to establish.

Additionally, at Antid. 293-4, he writes:***

%30 socrates, Nicocles or the Cyprians 5-6.
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BALAL TOVTOLG 01 TTEP 1) PVGIC 1) TV AvOpOTOV THV dA®V {dhoV, Kol T Yévog 1O TdV
EMvev 1dv BapPdpov, 1@ kal Tpog TV epovNnoy Kol mtpog Toug AdYovs Gpevov
nemodedoOot TV dAL®V.

...But in those qualities by which the nature of man rises above the other animals, and
the race of the Hellenes above the barbarians, namely, in the fact that you have been
educated as have been no other people in wisdom and in speech.

Lysias even stresses that it is man’s duty to convince by argument rather than by force, as that

is an approach reserved for wild beasts:**

fynodpevol Onpiov pev Epyov sivor v’ dAMAoV Pig kpotsicOat, avOpmmolg 8¢
TPOCNKEWV VOU® HEV Opioatl TO dikaiov, Adym & meloal, Epym d€ TOVLTOLG VINPETELY,
VIO VOUOL HEV BactAevopEvong, KO AdYoL d€ S1000KOUEVOVG

For they deemed that it was the way of wild beasts to be held subject to one another by
force, but the duty of men to delimit justice by law, to convince by reason, and to
serve these two in deed by submitting to the sovereignty of law and the instruction of
reason.

Lysias’ speech is arguably the most ‘Athenian’ of these passages (since Isocrates seems to
point at the weaknesses of the government of his time by associating the good points he

433 and Peisetaerus

attributes to monarchy in Nicocles “with the early democracy of Athens”),
clearly brings to mind his argument in Birds, when he convinces Tereus, the birds, and the

gods by speech and reason.***

3! |socrates, Antid. 293-4. Cf. Plato, Apol. 29d. This readily brings to mind Gorgias’ positive
opinion on rhetoric, analysed in chapter 1 (cf. pp. 75-6), which suggests that speech enables
man to establish anything they wish. See Gorgias 452e.
32| ysias, Funeral Oration, 19. Trans. Lamb, adapted.
“33 Norlin 1928: 75.
*3 This undermines the birds’ proposed plan when Peisetaerus and Euelpides first enter their
realm, and they are not very pleased to see them. They suggest attacking them (343-351),
rather than convincing them by speech to leave, which further shows that they lack the ability
(or willingness) to engage in debate.

That being said, 500 years later, Gryllus praises this exact quality (that animals defend
themselves by strength of the body rather than by craft and deceit). See Gryllus 987c-d.
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In this vein, he also epitomises Socrates’ critique of rhetoric discussed in chapter 1 (cf.
pp. 76-8). He does not truly convey *what is just and noble, but only what will seem to be so’
(006¢ ta Svtog dyaba | kakd aAL’ 6oa d0&et), and he relies on the fact that *persuasion
comes from what seems to be true, not from the truth’ (ék sivar 6 meiBev GAL’ ovk 8k Tfig
dndeioc).*® Certainly, vepehokokiuyio is based on a foundation of false promises and lies
since Peisetaerus promises Tereus, the birds, and the gods a better life but neglects to mention
that it is only his life that will improve in the theocratic tyranny he is about to establish.**
Utilizing Gorgianic rhetoric, Peisetaerus charms them and, by doing so, portrays one of
Socrates’ key reasons for holding rhetoric in contempt: it is a branch of flattery and thus a

disgrace.*”®” Tereus, the birds, and the gods are all swayed, and they do not realise that what

Peisetaerus is saying does not truly reflect the future he has actually planned for them.**®

I11. The metamorphoses in Birds
The rhetorical elements that inform Peisetaerus’ character also suggest that, despite

the fact that he has become a bird and is far away from Athens, he still possesses all sorts of

%% Phaedrus 260a. Cf. Gorgias 452, Philebus 58a-b, and Encomium of Helen DK 82 B11.
436 This brmgs to mind Rep 566d-e, when Socrates and Glaucon describe the nature of the
tyrant. ap obv, gimov, oV Toig P&V TpdTonc NHUEPAIG TE Kou xPOV® TpocyeAd T€ Kal domaleTal
TAVTOG, @ AV TEPITLYYAVY, KOi 0DTE TOPAVVAS PNV Elva Umcsxvsnou 1€ TOAAG. Kol 101 Kol
onHooiq, xpa(ov 1€ NAevBépmae Kai yijv Slsvgtus OMM® T€ Kol TOI¢ TEPL £AVTOV Kol TAGTY TAEMG
1€ Kai PG Elvat npocmou;wou dtav 8¢ e oiplat Tpodg Tovg EEm &xOpove Toig ugv KATOAAOYT,
TOVG 0¢ Kol dapOsipn, Kol Novyia EKeivav yévntal, TpOTOV HeEV TOAELOVS TIVAG (el KIVEL.
(“Then at the start and in the first days does he not smile upon all men and greet
everybody he meets and deny that he is a tyrant, and promise many things in private and
public, and having freed men from debts, and distributed lands to the people and his own
associates, he affects a gracious and gentle manner to all? ...but when, | suppose, he has come
to terms with some of his exiled enemies and has got others destroyed and is no longer
disturbed by them, in the first place he is always stirring up some war...”)
7 Gorg. 465a.
“*® This in turn recalls the importance of measurement discussed in the section on the
Protagoras (cf. pp. 107-109). In this case, both the birds and the gods fail to measure Tereus’
and Peisetaerus’ words.
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human attributes. Neither he nor Euelpides can let go of their humanness. They act like men,
speak like men (although at 1199 and 1510, Peisetaerus’ Greek does sound a little like bird-

chirping, moi moi moi and iov iov),**

and they think like political men. Konstan writes:
“Pisthetaerus...perhaps, represents the kind of ambitious individualism associated with a
sophistic conception of human nature, which takes advantage of the weakness of
credulousness of simpler creatures.”**° Romer notes similarly: “[in vepehokokivyica] human
nature (albeit in a very Athenian way) run[s] its natural course.”**' Moreover, Romer
continues, “[Aristophanes reaffirms] the idea that human life is somehow cyclical, that,
however much things change, they return to something very like their original condition, that
the new is old.”**?

The metamorphosis is thus incomplete because human nature has not been
transformed. This shows that the idea of a metamorphosis into true birdhood is nothing but a
comic fantasy in the play.*** This becomes also clear when looking at the ways in which they
mock each other after their transformation. Peisetaerus makes fun of Euelpides’ wings and
tells him he looks like a cheap imitation of a goose, and Euelpides responds by saying that

Peisetaerus looks like a close-shaven blackbird.*** Not only does this highlight the comic

effect of the entire situation, but it also shows once again that Peisetaerus and Euelpides have

39 Cf. Piitz 2008: 234.

0 Konstan 1997: 16.

“! Romer 1997: 51.

2 Romer 1997: 51. Again, this echoes the cyclical theme seen in PV, Statesman, Timaeus,
and Critias. Birds, like PV and the Platonic dialogues, shows that we are subject to recurrent
political cycles when it states that birds are able to reclaim kingship. It also highlights the
statement made on pp. 70 and 141, namely that both PV and Birds contain elements of a
divine rebellion, which demonstrate that it is possible (and even inevitable) to regain a
previously fallen leadership. Additionally, it points at something which will later characterize
Praxagoras’ regime as well: despite the new and revolutionary aspects of it, it is also
undeniably tied to old political problems.

3 Cf. Piitz 2008: 234.

44 Birds, 803-805.
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not transcended human nature, as they have only achieved a half-metamorphosis.

At the same time, while Peisetaerus and Euelpides may not become true birds in the
comedy, the ‘real’ birds certainly humanize over the course of the play, as already suggested
on pp. 155-7. Piitz notes:**

Es l&sst sich zusammenfassen, dal die Mischfiguren in den Voégeln...immer

menschlicher werden je spéter sie erscheinen..Die komische Phantasie der

Verwandlung von Menschen in Vogel wird also stérker gebrochen. Die Vogel des

Chors unterlaufen die gleiche Entwicklung, indem sie immer menschlicher werden.

Sie erfinden ihren Erschaffungsmythos, bauen eine Stadt und werden letztendlich wie
Menschen wegen Verrats bestraft.

Putz argues that the animals become gradually more and more human by inventing a story
about their origin and by building a city.**® Towards the end of the play, they are punished for
rejecting the city Peisetaerus built, just like human beings would be punished if they
committed a similar crime. The humanization of the birds is further accentuated by the fact
that their humanization is also an ‘Athenisation’ at the same time (cf. pp. 142 and 154 n. 413),
which is especially highlighted by Peisetaerus’ use of the word oikiCw in line 183, when he
tells Tereus that the birds’ mé6Aoc will become a moAig as soon as he has settled and fortified it.
Prometheus later underlines this in line 1515, when he says to Peisetaerus that he has
‘colonized the air’ (oxicate Tov dépa).

This development of the birds, which begins with the acquisition of language and
fundamentally human traits (such as desire), and continues with Peisetaerus’ settlement,

serves as a comment on the collapse of the traditional virtues in the birds’ realm, as it

5 piitz 2008: 235-236.

*® The fact that the birds invent a mythological background story for their city (which reaches
its comic zenith when, in lines 1353-4, Peisetaerus bases his justification for the birds’ laws
on an ‘ancient pillar of the storks’) brings to mind the story of ancient Athens in the Timaeus
and Critias, which, while containing many important connotations, also serves as a
genealogical study of contemporary Athens.
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continues to break the already blurred boundaries between humans and animals. At the same
time, it continues to inform the circular nature of the comedy, because Peisetaerus’ new polis
begins to bear trademarks of the one he wished to leave behind, before the construction has
even officially begun.

The humanization and Athenisation of the birds climaxes in the comic bird-roasting
scene that takes place towards the end of the play, already alluded to by Piitz above. It
emphasises the birds’ humanization by showing that they have been introduced to lawsuits
and punishment, and it also outlines one of the problems that come with civilization, namely

447

discrimination.”™" At 1580, Peisetaerus asks for the cheese-grater, as he is in the process of

preparing a few birds for roasting.**®

When Heracles asks what sort of meat this is,
Peisetaerus replies, dpviféc tiveg émaviotdpevol Toig dNUOTIKOToY OpVEOLS E00EAV ASIKETV.
“It’s a number of birds who have been found guilty of attempting to rebel against the bird

democracy.” Peisetaerus and Euelpides want the birds to follow their laws; the birds that do

not oblige break the law and must face the consequences.**°

7 Cf. Birds 526-33, where Peisetaerus tells the birds that it is normal practice for human
beings to hunt birds (whether they are in bird costumes or not).
8 Birds, 1580-1585. Like a true tyrant, Peisetaerus does here what a thousand lines earlier,
he had described as one of the indignities human beings always do to birds (and from which,
he said, the birds would be protected if they built a city with him). For at lines 532-4, he tells
the chorus: omtnoduevor mopébevd’ VUGS, AL Emkvdowy tupov Ehatov cilelov GEoG.
“[human beings] are not content to have you roasted and served up; no, they grate on cheese,
oil, silphium, vinegar...” This underlines not only the contradictory nature tyrants tend to
possess, but it also shows once again that Peisetaerus still acts very much like a human being.
Peisetaerus’ words humorously bring to mind the following fragment from
Pherecrates’ lost comedy Miners, which cannot be dated exactly but was probably performed
a few years before Birds. It describes the tales of two miners, who break their way into the
underworld and discover an abundance of food: omton kiylot yop €ic dvappoot npTLHEVIL
nepl 10 oo’ €métovt avtifolodoatl Katamielv, vad Huppivalct KAVEHOVOLS KeEXVHEVOL.
(“Roast thrushes ready for boiling flew round our mouths, begging us to eat them, spread out
beneath myrtle trees and anemones”). Athenaeus 268d-69c. Cf. Stobaeus 4.53.18, vol. V p.
1102 H on the notion that the underworld is paradise-like.
9 It is not clear how legal the laws are, as it appears that the law-making for the bird-city
takes place off stage. I discuss this in more detail on pp. 188-197.
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Apart from the fact that this illustrates that the birds have humanized, it also implies
that Peisetaerus and Euelpides have no problems with lawsuits, litigiousness, and punishment
if they are not in the centre of them. They might tell the birds that they left Athens in order to
avoid those things but towards the end of the comedy it becomes clear that this is not entirely
true. (Not that there is anything inherently odd or reprehensible about wanting the rule of law
and not wanting to be at the rough end of justice, but it does point at one of the fundamental
characteristics of vepelokokkvyia). What seems to be true instead is the fact that Peisetaerus
and Euelpides only want to evade the lawsuits and arguments of which they are not in charge.
Romer writes: “Peisetairos and Euelpides are tricky Athenians, for whom justice is clearly the
working of the laws in favor of those who already hold power, a paradoxically tyrannical but
ordinary arrangement.”**°

This also shows that, ultimately, vepelokokkvyia is also a barbarian polis; and
Peisetaerus’ and Euelpides’ desire to rule over it echoes their patriotism for Athens (which
shows once again that it is possible to take them out of Athens, but evidently impossible to
take the Athenian out of them). At Pol. 1252b7-9, Aristotle comments on the subjection of a
barbarian race (in this case, the birds) to the Greeks. He invokes Euripides and writes, ‘616
eoaotv ol momrtad, ‘PapPapwv &’ "EAAnvog dpyewv gikog.” “This is why the poets say: ‘it is right
that Greeks should rule over barbarians.””** Hall argues, “it is thus the poets, and a tragic

poet in particular, whom [Aristotle] selects as supreme illustrators of the self-evident “truth’

that all barbarians are naturally inferior to Hellenes.”*** It seems to me that these quotations

0 Romer 1997: 52.

1 pol. 1252b7-9. Aristotle is quoting Euripides, Iphigenia in Aulis, 1400 here, Boppéapov &
"EMnvog dpyewv €ikdg, AL’ ob PapPdapovg, untnp, EAMvev. “Hellenes should rule
barbarians, mother, but not barbarians Hellenes.”

2 Hall 1989: 165. There is a similar line in Euripides’ Telephus, paraphrased by
Thasymachus when the people of Larissa are threatened by the Macedonians, ‘Shall we, as
Greeks, be slaves to barbarians?’ (85 B 2 DK, Eur. fr. 127). See also Herodotus 8.144, where
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can convincingly be linked to Birds; and they allow us to look at the tyrannical scenes, in
addition to the interpretation offered above, as contemporary expressions of Greek superiority
over barbarians, especially when connecting them with Peisetaerus’ clever use of rhetoric.***

Peisetaerus and Euelpides, then, may have undergone a comic physical transformation
when they put on their bird costumes, but evidently they keep most of their human features. |
do not agree with Romer when he argues, “to all appearances Pisthetaerus and Euelpides are
men, but they deny their humanity and claim birdhood (lines 64-68).”*** Romer bases his
argument on the language the two characters use in line 64 (dGAL’ odk €opev avOponwm) and
lines 65 ("Ymodedung &ywye APpukov dpveov) and 68 (Emkeyodac Eywye Paciavikdc), but |
think this has more to do with their initial departure from Athens and their (comic) arrival in
the sky, rather than with their representation throughout the rest of the play. I do believe that
they wish to deny specific aspects of their humanity, specifically the ones that are not in their
favour, such as personal lawsuits and debts, but I do not think that they deny their humanity
as a whole.

Firstly, if they did, it is unlikely that they would use as many human features
throughout the play as they do. Secondly, it is questionable whether they would be able to
form a community in vepelokokkvyia if they rejected humanity entirely. Aristotle’s concept
of xowwvia illuminates this: todto yap mpog o GAha (o toic dvOpmdmolg idov, TO Hovov
ayafod kol kokod kol dwkaiov kol ddikov kol T@V dAlmv oicOnow &yewv: 1 8¢ TovTOV

Kowovio otel oikiav koi wolwv. “For this is proper to human-beings as compared with other

he expresses similar sentiments, and Hall 1989: 164-5 and 197 for more examples and a brief
discussion of how patriotic orations were considered to have an important didactic function in
the fourth-and fifth-century, specifically in connection with the tragic genre and the
Panhellenic festival at Olympia.

%*3 See also Deluca 2014: 163 who argues: “In Pisthetairos, Aristophanes shows that it takes
an Athenian to do universal empire right.”

** Romer 1983: 141.

166



animals: the human alone has perception [aicOnoig] of what is good and bad and just and
unjust and the others; and a community [kowwvia] of these beings makes a household and a
city.”*> According to Aristotle, only human beings are able to form a community because
they alone have aicbnoig. Animals lack this skill, which implies they do not have
commonality. Therefore, it is questionable whether vepelokokkvyio would be able exist (or
have any sort of communality) if Peisetaerus and Euelpides rejected their humanity and
claimed birdhood.

However, what we do witness is the animalisation of human emotions, at least at the
beginning of the comedy: Peisetaerus and Euelpides put on wings in order to fly away from a
current situation with which they are not pleased. They do not look for a city that is greater
than Athens but for a place that is easier than, but ultimately also similar to, Athens.**® It
seems that in Birds, this place can only be found in the sky, which is why Peisetaerus and
Euelpides need wings in order to get there.®” The wings then—and the rest of the bird
costume—can also be seen as a mode of transportation that liberates the protagonists from

their unpleasant life in Athens. Thumiger writes similarly:**®

The middle ground [between man and animal] is also confirmed by the fact that
human emotions themselves can be animalised: especially (but not exclusively) in the

> Aristotle, Pol. 1.2, 1253a15-18.

*® This seemed to have been a popular theme in 414. See, for instance, the fragments of
Phrynichus’ Monotropos, which was produced in the same year and at the same festival as
Birds (Birds came second, Monotropos came third), and which depicts a similar escape from
the city and law-courts. On escape from the city in Old Comedy, especially in plays that date
from the period of the Peloponnesian War, see Ceccarelli 2000 and the scholia, vol. 1, p. 425.

7 Cf. Peace 124-126, kol tic mdpog oot tiig 6800 yeviioetar, vadc P&V yap ovk BEel of
tavtny v 086v. (“But how will you make the journey? There’s no ship that will take you
there”). Ttnvog mopevoel mdAog: o0 vavcOidcopat. (“No, but this winged steed will™).

8 Thumiger 2008: 7. The motif of emotional affection being represented as winged and
feathered appears frequently in Greek drama. For instance, at Or. 1593, Menelaus tells
Orestes, aAL™ odTL yaipwv, v ye U eOyng ntepoic, and Hermione at Andr. 861-5 exclaims,
DOGSog £k YaG KLAVOTTEPOS BpVIC Apbeiny, mevkdev okdpog & S Kvavéac népocey dxTéc,
npotomhooc TAdta. See also Helen 1487, & mrovai Sohryanysveg.
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image of the bird...the subject as “flying away’ [is] an exchange that underlines the

equation between the animalised subject and the animalised emotional affection.

This “‘middle ground’ is informed by a comic element in Aristophanes. In particular, while the
wings may serve as a tool for liberation, the sky has specific limits here, as the plot of Birds
draws up certain boundaries, which compel the story to stay in a specific location. This is
especially highlighted by the city-walls that Peisetaerus orders the birds to build around
vepehokokkvuyia, and by his use of the word péooce in line 183.4%° “This wall,” Kosak
writes, “is the essence of the bird-city: it is the first and only physical structure that is
reportedly built.”*®® Additionally, she states, “the focus on the need for and construction of
the wall...plays upon an old topos in Greek literature: the argument that men [whether in bird-
costume or not] are the true defenders and thus the true essence of the polis.”*** It thus seems
evident to me that the funny-looking costumes do not keep Peisetaerus and Euelpides from
remaining fundamentally human.

The interim answers to the opening question (‘what makes human beings human’) are
then the following: Firstly, human beings have lawsuits, litigiousness, and debts; animals do
not (though, as is the case in Birds, they may be introduced to them). Secondly, a human
being is someone who, even if they have been transformed (physically or metaphorically) into
something else, still has the desire to build cities, establish laws, and rule over others. Even if
they do not assume the role of a human being, they cannot seem to shake off their humanity —
in Peisetaerus’ and Euelpides’ case, it is clear that they do not want to do this anyway.
Thirdly, human beings recognise the power and sophistication of language and use it to their

advantage. This becomes clear in Birds, as the comedy clearly shows the fundamental powers

459 Birds, 550.
460 K osak 2006: 173.
461 Kosak 2006: 173. Cf. Birds 180-184.
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of language (and, simultaneously, the consequences of the decline of it seen in chapter 1).

However, the concept of language, and the manipulation of another’s language, is
difficult. In Birds, the matter is complicated even further by the theatrical illusion, the fact
that the birds who have been taught Greek by a Thracian are not real birds, but chorus
members pretending to be birds, and by the generally fluid nature of Aristophanic comedy
(meaning, many masquerades in his plays are subject to change. For example, in Frogs
Dionysus and Xanthias exchange costumes incessantly and in Ecclesiazusae, women dress up
as men in one scene only to go back to being women in the next scene).

It is therefore debatable whether the acquisition of language really humanizes the birds
when they have been human all along. Yet, if we look at them as ‘real’ birds, the fact that they
speak Greek (or were able to learn Greek), even if their command of the language is not as
sophisticated as it could be, this does question the alleged superiority of human beings.*®* A
further discussion, therefore, is required, which 1 will begin by examining some of the ancient
concepts of language, especially the Aristotelian notion. This will provide further insight not
only into the issue addressed above, but also into the linguistic foundation of vepelokokkvyia

and the human activities of law-making and city-building.

IV. Ancient ideas of language as uniquely human: Aristotle
There is, perhaps, no other ability that has been so eagerly defended as being unique to
human beings as the possession of language. Heath asserts, “...the most important early

Greek vision of the difference between humans and other animals was the most obvious one

%2 Additionally, as the discussion in the first chapter demonstrates, superiority is not
necessarily eternal and can decline.

169



of all: we talk; they do not.”**®* Newmyer writes, “Some ancient philosophers eager to
maintain that the boundary between animalkind and humankind is fixed and unbridgeable
posited the capacity for language as evidence that animals could never cross that
boundary.”*** At the heart of this argument is the denial that animals have a capacity for
reason, and their ostensible lack of proper language is supposed to serve as a manifestation of
this. This is mainly because some ancient philosophers, such as Plato and Aristotle, view the
possession of language as a demonstration for rational faculty, saying that without language
there is no rationality. One reason for that is this: ‘speech’ and ‘rational thought’ are
undistinguishable in Greek since logos means both word and reason. Etymologically
speaking, by having speech (logon echein) one automatically possesses reason too, and vice
versa.*®® However, as | will examine below, there are also other reasons why many ancient
philosophers assert that without speech there is no rationality.

Aristotle asserts that all human beings are by nature political animals. While he
believes that all animals have some natural instinct for social learning and perhaps even
political thinking, he distinguishes human beings from other political animals. This is despite
the fact that he observes “many imitations of human life in the other animals, and more
especially in the smaller than in the larger animals one may see the precision of their
intelligence...” (moAld &v Oswpnbein Hunpata tdv dAlov (oov thg avOponrivng (g, Kol
HOALOV £l TGOV EAATTOVOV 1| €Ml T®V Helovav 160t Tig Gv TV Th¢ dlavoiog deiB81av).466 For

example, swallows build their nests just as humans build their houses, beginning with the

%83 Heath 2005: 9. For general discussions of language as the quintessential characteristic of
human beings, see Dierauer 1977; Buxton 1982; Thalmann 1984; Sorabji 1993; Pelliccia
1995. For a good survey of animal communication in antiquity (and some of the different
philosophical school’s opinions), see Fdgen 2014.

%% Newmyer 1999: 101.

5 As shown in chapter 1 (cf. pp. 134-7), this is also true in reverse, as speech declines
alongside reason.

%8 Aristotle, HA VIII (1X), 612b7.

170



foundation and then adding the rest.*®’

More importantly, Aristotle notes that there are other
animals that are political in addition to human beings (cf. p. 136 n. 375). He believes bees,
wasps, ants, and cranes exhibit a form of political behaviour because, like humans, they *have
some one common activity’ (kowov yiyvetat Taviav 1 Epyov).*®® The comparison of these
animals to human beings is particularly charming and significant because Aristotle lists them
all in the same sentence: £o11 8¢ tolovTOV AVOpOTOG, HéEATTO, GENE, MOPUNE, YépavOC.

Additionally, there are differences in political organisation among different groups of
animals, just like the government styles of human beings vary: “Some of them live under a
ruler, some have no ruler; examples: cranes and bees live under a ruler, ants and innumerable
others do not.” (kai tovTeV T HeEV DO’ fyepdvo 6T T & Evapya, olov YEpavog HEV Kod 1o
TV HEMTTAV YEVOC DO HyeHova, HOpHNKeS 8¢ kai pupio EAka Bvapya).*®

Nonetheless, ultimately human beings are more political than other animals because of
their unique capacities for language and reason.*’® It is these capacities that allow them to
organize communal life [kowwvia] around shared communication and verbal concepts of

471

justice.”"" Aristotle makes clear that without speech it is not possible to have a community at

all. This is because — and this is similar to what will later become a Stoic doctrine — humans’

“®7 Aristotle, HA VIII (1X), 612b7.

%8 Aristotle, HA I, 488a. A similar reference to bees, wasps and ants appears in Phaedo 82b,
where Socrates and Cebes discuss the concept of metempsychosis and assert that those who
have portrayed practical political virtues such as moderation and justice will be transformed
“into some such political and gentle species as that of bees or of wasps or ants, or into the
human race again...” (eig tolo0toV...ApkveicHal ToAMTIKOV Kol fUEPOV YEVOC, | TOV HEMTTRV
7} cONKGV §| LUpUAK®V, Kol €iC TaDTOV Y€ TAAY TO AvOpdOTIVOV YEVOQ).

%9 HA | 488a. In this vein, Aristotle also acknowledges that cranes are clever animals
(ppoViHo 8 TOALG Kol Tepl TaG Yepdvoug dokel ovpPaiverv). Cf. Statesman 263d. See also
Gerson 1999: 327.

% Note that Aristotle sees an undeniable link between logos and humans, and alogia and
non-humans. For scholarship on his view on men and animals see: Fortenbaugh 1971; Clark
1975; Dierauer 1977; Lloyd 1983; Preus 1990; Sorabji 1993; Fontenay 1998; Lorenz 2000;
Heath 2005.

"1 Aristotle, Pol. 1253a1-18

171



unique possession of speech and language enables them to share their conceptions of the
advantageous, the just, and the good. “Language has its telos in pursuing justice, thus making
the polis possible.”*’? The citizens of the polis interact and cooperate with one another in
ways that are far more complex than the ways other political animals use.*”® This is why, “the
social formations of other political animals have not attained the degree of organization and
specialization exhibited by human beings...their means of communicating with one another
are too rudimentary to allow further development.”*"*

Nevertheless, Aristotle does recognise the abilities of other animals to
communicate.*’”®> For instance, at HA 536b, he analyses the birds that teach their young to
sing, and he sees that the songs they teach vary in different places. This, he believes, is
comparable to the diversity of human languages, which suggests that among birds ‘language
is not natural in the same way as voice but can be trained.”*”® The parrot, for example, does
this by listening to and mimicking humans. Aristotle writes, there “is the Indian bird, the
parrot, that is said to be human-tongued” (to Tvéwkov Opveov 1 yirtdkmn, 10 AgyOUeEvOV
avBpomdyretTov, Towodtov £ott).*’’ Similarly, at 660a, he notes that all birds use their tongue

for communication with one another, which implies that they have the ability to exchange

some form of information between them. This, in turn, implies that Aristotle believes that

“72 Heath 2005: 10.

43 Aristotle, Pol. 1253a1-18. Avristotle says that those who do not live in a political society
are either inferior or superior to men: animals are incapable of forming such a society; gods
do not need one because they are self-sufficient. See Politics, 1253a2-4 and 1253a27-29. See
also Gera 2003: 37.

7 payne 2012: 114.

" DA 42005-21a7; HA 488a30-35, 504b1-6, 535a28-36b24, 60810-18; PA 659b2-60b11,
664a18-65a; GA 786b6-88a32.

476 Aristotle, HA, 536b18-20. Note that Aristotle does not equate voice and language since at
HA 4.9, he writes: “Voice [oovr] and sound [woeog] are different from one another; and
language [6udkextog] differs from voice and sound”

7 Aristotle, HA V11 (1X) 597b27-29.
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some animals have natural instincts for (social) learning.*’® This is despite the fact that human
beings are the superior animals and that their capacity for learning surpasses that of other
animals.*"

Arnhart infers from this Aristotelian notion that “just as some birds are predisposed by
nature to sing, human beings are predisposed by nature to speak...in both cases a natural
predisposition is fulfilled through social learning.”*® Birds learning to sing and humans
learning to speak then are two cases that illustrate the natural instincts for learning.*** Arnhart
asserts further, “both humans and birds are inclined by nature to learn particular kinds of
verbal signals in particular ways at particular periods in their lives.”*3? However, exactly how
much or how well they learn depends on their social training. Those deprived of a proper
training will not be able to communicate in a sophisticated and effective manner.*®

As noted above, Aristotle recognises that birds are able to learn diverse dialects, or

different ways of singing, just as human beings can learn different languages. Darwin, who

sees it as evidence that “an instinctive tendency to acquire an art is not peculiar to man,” picks

*® However, while this does show that parrots have the ability to pick up words and
sentences, it simultaneously highlights a (Cartesian) human capacity, “namely the ability to
create and understand sentences which have never before been uttered.” Zirin 1980: 325. At
the same time, it is also this ability, which, according to Thorpe, takes away part of the human
superiority here. He states, “Human speech is unique only in the way in which it combines
and extends attributes which, in themselves are not peculiar to man, but are found also in
more than one group of animals.” Thorpe 1974: 300.

On a related note, at Met. 980a-b, Aristotle states that animals that are born with the
power of sensation are able to acquire the faculty of memory, which in turn enables them to
learn. Animals who are deaf, however, such as the bee, may be intelligent (and political, as
stated above) but they cannot learn due to the lack of sensation.

49 Another example can be found at HA VIII (IX) 630b, where Aristotle mentions the
intelligence found in elephants. Years later, Aelian notices a similar capacity for learning
among elephants. See Characteristics of Animals 2.11. On elephants’ high renown in
antiquity, see also Toynbee 1973 and Scullard 1974.

“80 Arnhart 1994: 467.

“81 See also Baker and Cunningham 1985; Kuhl 1991; Marler 1991a, 1991b.

“82 Arnhart 1994: 470,

“83 Arnhart 1994: 470,
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up this notion many centuries later.*®* Drawing from the Aristotelian treatise mentioned
above, he believes that human beings are not quite as unique as they think they are when it
comes to communication and language. Animals may not be able to form a centralized state
because any legal institution requires human speech, as Aristotle asserts, but they do exhibit a
form of communication that resembles human speech; this is true regardless of the fact that
their cognitive and linguistic capacities are not as complex as those of human beings.

These Aristotelian treatises are significant in comparison with the comic utopia of
Birds, and they enable us to draw up another appraisal of the reality that informs the linguistic
and political machinery of vepelokokkuyia. Indeed, they show that it is not a pure image of
the oppositions between Athenians and barbarians, but contains an element of realia. This, in
turn, is significant for my interpretation of the play and it corresponds with the question posed
at the beginning of this chapter, ‘what makes human beings human.” Specifically, Aristotle’s
stance sheds light on Tereus’ role as Greek teacher, because it suggests that the birds were not
quite as barbarian as Tereus claims they were before he came along. Instead, they emerge as
animals that always had the potential to acquire a kind of language, just like human beings,

and do more with their verbal signals than ‘just’ singing.*®®

“%4 Darwin 1871: 462-63.

8 Cf. Newmyer 1999: 102, who notes that the ancients were quite fascinated by ‘talking’
birds, such as parrots, as can be seen in Ovid’s Amores 2, 6 and Statius’ Silvae 2, 4 both of
which mourn the deaths of loquacious parrots.

Cf. Lucretius, De Rerum Natura. Lucretius sees the first form of human language as
an expression of feelings and an array of diverse, animal-like, sounds. This language was
spoken in a manner of cries and gestures (vocibus et gestu cum balbe significarent, 5.1022)
and was thus composed of voces rather than properly articulated names, nomina rerum. This
suggests that, according to Lucretius, once upon a time, human language was also inarticulate
before it developed into something more eloquent.

This recalls the de-evolution humanity has undergone in the future. In the society
Wells® time-traveller visits, human beings have gone back in time to some of the earliest
communities, where language is inarticulate and underdeveloped. Cf. pp. 134-6.
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Tereus’ language lessons, then, emphasise the birds’ civil evolution; he recognises
their natural instinct for social learning and uses it to improve their linguistic abilities so that
they not only sing their own songs but also those of the Greeks.*® Nonetheless, it is clear that
the birds’” Greek is imperfect, as they lack the ability to be true rational agents who engage in
political debate. In this vein, they emerge as a prime example of the inattentive Athenians
whom Aristophanes and Plato criticise in their works. They are linguistically advanced but
unable to use their skills to do any of the things that they should be doing (at least, according
to Aristophanes and Plato), such as measuring what they hear carefully (instead of dismissing

their concerns as soon as they hear promising rhetoric), or offering a counterargument.*®’

8 A counterargument for this is found in an anecdote that appears much later in Claudius
Aelianus’ VH 14.30. He writes about the Carthaginian Hanno who is said to have obtained a
number of birds whom he taught the phrase, *Hanno is a god.” Once the birds had learned this
sentence, Hanno liberated them and let them fly out to the world, hoping that his fame would
spread through their utterances. However, the birds soon forgot what they had learned and
returned to singing their own songs instead. Cf. HA 488b25-27. See also Fogen 2014: 226.

There is a different version of the story in Hippolytus’ Refutation of All Heresies 6.8,
where the Libyan Apsethos wanted to become a god. He gathered some parrots and taught
them to say, ‘Apsethos is a god.” Once the parrots had mastered this phrase, Apsethos set
them free, and they flew all over Libya and Greece, uttering the sentence they had been
taught. The Libyans believed them and began to worship Apsethos as a god until a cunning
Greek became aware that the parrots were making false claims. So, he retaught them to say:
“Apsethos shut us up and forced us to say ‘Apsethos is a god.”” Once the Libyans heard this,
they killed Apsethos. (There are also two ‘successful” versions of the story. See Maximus of
Tyre, Phil. Orat. 29.4, and Dio Chrysostom, Orat. 1.14).

These stories, while different genres from different places, and from a different time,
underline a principle of the Stoics: the birds possess parrot talk, and utter what someone tells
them to, but lack rationality and internal speech. They also show what can happen when
someone is used as a mouthpiece and the ignorant masses believe (and repeat) everything they
say without evaluating (*‘measuring’) their words first. This in turn brings to mind the point
made in the section on the Protagoras, namely that it is important to use the science of
measurement in order to estimate prospective levels of advantages and disadvantages in
political proposals (cf. pp. 107-109).

487 Cf. Plutarch, Them. 29.4-5, where Themistocles compares human speech to embroidered
tapestries which must be unrolled before the pattern can be displayed properly. For when the
tapestries are rolled up, they conceal and distort the pattern. Themistocles uses this simile to
convey his unease about using an interpreter with the Persian King. It shows the principles of
hidden meaning in speech that must be discovered. See Gera 2007: 451-453 and Zadorojnyi
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The birds’ lack of agency reflects both the behaviour of the Athenian masses off stage
who are quickly persuaded by eloguent (but empty) rhetoric without giving it proper thought,
and what happens when someone superior (i.e. an Athenian) takes advantage of someone
inferior (i.e. a barbarian) who may give consent to something they do not fully comprehend. It
also presents an unpleasant vicious cycle: the birds are unable to master the Greek language,
because they lack the political agency that human beings have, and they are unable to acquire
said agency, because it only comes when one has completely mastered Greek.*® In this sense,
it seems that human beings are indeed unique in this respect because they are able to do what
the birds are not. This continues to underline the ability to use a fully structured language
setting, which defines Peisetaerus as a distinct rational agent and political orator.

Finally, there is one last point that I would like to make before ending this section:
even if the birds were able to perfect their Greek and use it as eloquently as Tereus and the
two protagonists do in the comedy, it does not really eradicate the boundaries between them.
For even though the birds humanize over the course of the play, and even though Peisetaerus
and Euelpides have been put into bird costumes, at the end of the day they are still human
beings, whereas the birds end up as just roast chicken. Thus, the joke continues to be on

them.*&

2014: 307. This anecdote relates to Birds because it reminds of the birds’ inability to work out
(and “unroll’) the true meaning of Tereus’ and Peisetaerus’ speech.

“® 1n a way, the birds’ dilemma hints at a problem that is later conceived by thinkers such as
Rousseau. He sees speech and sociability as a chicken-and-egg problem: society is necessary
for the invention of language, and language is essential for the formation of societies. See
Rousseau, Discourse on the Origin of Inequality. See also Gera 2003: 161.

“® There is a modern parallel, which illuminates this aspect further. At the annual meeting of
the International Monetary Fund in Lima, Peru in 2015, Christine Lagarde urged the delegates
to take action on global warming and said: “If we collectively chicken out of this we’ll all turn
into chickens and we’ll all be fried, grilled, toasted and roasted.” Failure to take action, the
Business Standard wrote afterwards, “will condemn humanity to the same fate as the Peruvian
poultry that so many delegates to the group’s annual meeting are enjoying this week in a
country famed for its cuisine.” Business Standard, 8 October 2015.
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V. Plutarch’s Moralia

500 years after Birds, Plutarch offers a counterargument to the belief that animals
cannot be rational agents who are able to offer alternative arguments. The recourse to
Plutarchan political theory is profitable, because the comparison of some of the rhetorical
strategies seen in de sollertia animalium and Gryllus with those in Birds highlight the rhetoric
of the birds at the beginning of the comedy when they express their dismay to Tereus who has
allowed human beings to enter their realm. The comparison suggests that the birds may
actually be able after all to visualise more than one way of life (i.e. one with human beings
and one without). In this vein, the discussion presented here also conforms to some of the
themes discussed in chapter 1 (e.g. change and sophistic rhetoric) and the general undertaking
to unravel the nuances of discourse seen in texts from different periods.

In de sollertia animalium, Plutarch argues that it is wrong for human beings to believe
that only they are capable of rationality and proper use of language, and animals are not. He
builds his argument on the fact that not all humans possess the faculties of rationality and
language to the same degree. For example, infants are likely to have a lower degree of
rationality and language.*®® Even though in their cases, these degrees usually develop over
time, Plutarch takes this as evidence that at least some species of animals have higher

capacities of rationality and language than infants or other ‘marginal cases’ of humans.**

% De. Soll. An. 360c-d.
1 Newmyer 1996: 40 asserts that “such ‘marginal cases’ [could, for example, include]
infants, the mentally feeble, or perhaps the severely physically handicapped.” Note that this
does not mean that animals’ rationality is always higher than that of humans. Generally,
Plutarch asserts that animals have some reason but they cannot attain to the full capacity of
reason to which education and practice can lead humans (De. Soll. An. 962c). The main
difference between animal reason and human reason to Plutarch then, is quantitative rather
than qualitative. See Becchi 2000: 207 and Newmyer 2014: 227.

There is a similar comparison of animals to children at Rep. 441a-b, where Socrates
states, xai yap €v 10ic modiolg TodTO ¥ v T1g 1d0t, &TL BuHoDd Hev €0OVE YeVOpeva LECTA £0TL,
AoYIGHOD & &viot PV Elotye doKoDGY 00dEm0TE HETOAOUPAVELY, 01 8¢ ToALol OyE mote. (“For
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This is why, asserts Plutarch, human beings cannot deny rationality to animals that possess
the same capacities of reason they ascribe to such classes of human beings. In this vein, he
opens up a debate that discusses the extent to which animals may possess rationality.

At de animae procreatione 1026a, Plutarch gives the following definition for speech,
AOyoc 8¢ AEEC v @ovi] onUovTiki] dwavoiag. “Speech is the expression of the mind by
significant utterance...” Plutarch defines speech as a sound that signifies thought, and he
believes that it is not just human beings who are capable of uttering significant sounds but
animals are as well. The fact that animals are able to constitute genuine language by means of

492 continues to

their vocalizations, regardless of whether humans understand them or not,
emphasise the argument that animals do have rationality. For example, Plutarch states, at
moments of slaughter, animals are said to cry out for justice even if it sounds just like
inarticulate noises to the slaughterers.**

Plutarch tackles the question of animal rationality in the following three treatises: de
sollertia animalium, de esu carnium, and bruta animalia ratione uti or Gryllus. The first one
discusses the question of who is more clever, sea-dwelling animals or land-dwelling animals
to which no real conclusion is reached (cf. de. soll. an. 985c), but Plutarch seems to suggest

that both are equally intelligent. The second, de esu carnium, presents a case for

vegetarianism, and in Gryllus, Plutarch portrays an imaginary account of Odysseus on Circe’s

that much one can see in children, that they are from their very birth chock-full of rage and
high spirit, but as for reason some of them, to my thinking, never participate in it, and the
majority quite late”). To which Adeimantus replies, 11 8¢ &v toig Onpioig Gv Tig idot 6 Aéyelc,
ot obtwg Exet. (“And further, one could see in animals that what you say is true”).

492 Newmyer 2014: 229 states: “The problem with animal language may...not lie with the
animals themselves, but with humans who have not yet mastered their language, a
circumstance which Plutarch would argue, in De esu carnium...has devastating consequences
for animals.”

%8 De esu carnium 968e and 994e. This also echoes the notion that Plutarch, unlike the
Stoics, believes that animals deserve to be treated justly by humans.
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island. As noted at the beginning of this section, Gryllus is the most relevant source here and |
offer below an interpretation of Gryllus’ sophistic tendencies and their relevance to Birds.

In the dialogue, Odysseus has come to Aiaia to rescue his companions who, by Circe’s
magic, have been transformed into pigs. However, one of the pigs, Gryllus, declines
Odysseus’ offer to help persuade Circe to transform him back into a human being, because he
prefers being a pig.*** Gryllus believes that animals are superior to human beings because
they possess every virtue of them but none of their vices, such as lust or excess.**

In particular, he thinks that animals are by nature more capable of a virtuous lifestyle
than human beings are, which is especially evident in the rhetorical question he asks
Odysseus: tivog H&v obv ovyl HEALOV | T copaTdte Tdv dvOpdrmyv; (“what virtues do they
not partake of in a higher degree than the wisest of men™)?**® Indeed, it is Gryllus’ insistence

on nature (td &hov 1 @boic) that makes up the basis of his argument.*®’

Gryllus’ elaborate
explanation (presented below) underlines Plutarch’s belief that animals do possess rationality,
and that they have the capacity to make reasoned judgments, at the same time as it provides a
comic counterargument to the Stoic debate that denies rationality to animals. It is evident in

Gryllus” way of argumentation that animals do have the capacity for “deliberating and acting

pragmatically in cases involving things that are ‘relative to us’, including those things that are

%% Achilles talking horse Xanthus (1l. 19.404-17), who reminds Achilles of his mortality,
belongs to the same tradition of talking animals.

> Herchenroeder 2008: 362 notes that none of Plutarch’s other extant work assumes that
animals are superior to human beings. They may be attributed comparable powers of
sensation, judgment, and perception but they are not superior. On another note, this also
shows again the extent to which Aristophanes’ birds have humanized, because they now
possess some of the human vices which Gryllus dislikes.

8 Gryllus 4.

7 Gryllus 990d. See also Newmyer 2014: 227 and Newmyer 2017: 66. Herchenroeder 2008:
359-360 connects this persistence on phusis with the general parodic aspect of the text. As he
asserts: “Apart from epic material, the dialogue parodies philosophy too, especially the
concentration on physis and its counterpart, the theme of the Golden Age, that appear in much
philosophical discourse.”
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subject to chance and, sometimes, things tainted by what is irrational.”*® This is why human
beings have no right to mistreat or belittle them.
Plutarch chooses specific examples for Gryllus to illustrate that, in some aspects,

animals surpass human beings in terms of intelligence, behaviour, and character.*®

Gryllus
makes many important points; amongst others, he mentions that animals never beg or sue
(6énoig 6 ovk £otv 00 oikTov Mapaitnotg), that another animal would never enslave them
(006 dovAevel Aéwv AéovTt kal imog i 61” dvavdpiav, domep GvOpomog avOpmny), and
that they are by nature inclined to be courageous, unlike human beings (oig 8% péAisTa Sfjlov
dtL T Onpio TpdC 1O Bappsiv €D né(vas).500

The point Gryllus makes in regards to animals having a greater natural capacity for
bravery is especially significant. Gryllus bases this claim upon his observation that in

situations of conflicts and crises, animals show courage as genuine impulses. Human beings,

on the other hand, only show courage because they are afraid of possible punishments and

%8 Horky 2017: 110. This is in direct contrast with Aristotle’s claim, BovAgvticdv 8¢ pévov
avOponds éott Tdv (dwv. (“The only animal which is deliberative is man”). HA4 488b24-5.

499 Cf. Newmyer 1996: 42. Gryllus’ speech is a typical expression of the Golden Age. It has
often been argued that Gryllus adapts Cynic thinking, mostly because of his key point that
animals are wiser than human beings, but at the end of the day, it is not just about whether his
arguments are Cynic, anti-Stoic, anti-Epicurean or something else because his “expressions
offered a conventional form of response to the political and social inadequacies one perceived
in the world.” Herchenroeder 2008: 369. See also Mossman 2006: 7. Certainly, like
Aristophanes in Birds, Plutarch in Gryllus is also interested in discussing human beings, their
institutions, and human nature, and not just animals.

%00 plytarch, Gryllus 4. Aelian makes a similar point at Characteristics of Animals 6.1, when
he asserts that unlike men, who need language to persuade others to be good, animals do not
need extraneous encouragement, because they are able to stimulate their prowess for
themselves. (Aelian specifically refers to boars, lions, elephants, and bulls here).

Following this logic, Tereus lives more as a human than a hoopoe in Birds because he
has a slave (70). This is also evident in the subsequent lines when the slave-bird mentions
some of Tereus’ favourite foods, such as pea-soup (£tvog), which, according to the slave-bird,
he likes because it reminds him of the time when he was a man (75-8). It is also made clear by
the allusion to his representation in line 103, when Euelpides asks him about his lack of
feathers (oot mod ta wtepd;). On that, see also the scholia 103.
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sanctions that may be placed on them.®®* Human courage, Gryllus argues, is a matter of
“slavish submission (douleuousan) to custom and censure,” which is not courage but merely
fear of punishment. He says:>*
60 HUETG, KoTd VOU®V AVAYKNY 0V) £€KOVGLOV 0VOE PBOVAOUEVV GALL SOVAELOVGOV
£€0eot kal yoyorg kail 66&aic EmMAvot Kol Adyolg TAatTopévn Y, Heketdte avopeioy Kol
TOVG TOVOLG VPIoTOGOE Kal TOVE KIvdvvoug, o Tpog tadta appodviec AAAY T® Etepal
MaAAOV TOOTOV dedEVAL.
It follows that your practice of courage is brought about by legal compulsion, which is
neither voluntary nor intentional, but in subservience to custom and censure and
moulded by extraneous beliefs and arguments. When you face toils and dangers, you

do so not because you are courageous, but because you are more afraid of some
alternative.

This statement comes with a central implication: human beings yield to institutions, societal
expectations, and human-established laws, and animals do not, which puts them in a position
that is superior to that of human beings (in this regard).>®® This is primarily because, Gryllus
says, animals possess an unrestrained amount of freedom. Their natural resistance — again,
Gryllus builds his argument on nature — to be held captive in those human institutions is,
according to him, a sharp contrast to human society. The definition of human society here is

an institution of slavery and an emblem of cowardice because it stems from submission.>%*

>0 Gryllus, 987c-d.

%02 Gryllus, 988b-c. Aristotle makes a similar point at NE 1115a when he asserts, &1t pév odv
HeoOTNg €0l mepi pOPovg kai Bappn, 1ion eavepov yeyévnral. (“Courage is the observance of
the mean in respect of fear and confidence”).

*%% Herchenroeder 2008: 364. Yet, according to Aesop, there was a time when animals did
hold assemblies in the woods. They had political society and societal expectations, two things
that Gryllus attributes to be specifically human. See, for example, the fable Zeus and the
Tortoise, where the tortoise declines to fulfil a societal obligation and is punished for it. Cf. p.
150, with n. 400 for Tereus’ use of afpoilopev when he rallies the birds.

*%% Gryllus echoes a Cynic perspective here, and a phrase that has been attributed to Diogenes
of Sinope, one that offers the possibility to reject institutions and society (and the corruptions
that come with it) and to return to a more primitive lifestyle: élevbepia 1 éni Kpdvov. See, for
instance, Hercher 1965:32; Vidal-Naquet 1978: 135; Sorabji 1993: 158-61; Gera 2003: 60,
and Herchenroeder 2008: 3609.
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It is clear that Gryllus contradicts himself quite a bit here and that there are elements
of irrationality in his argument (either that, or his definition of freedom is rather different
from that of others). Given his place as a bewitched captive, on a remote island, whose life is
essentially in Circe’s hands, his aforementioned position is rather absurd.>®® His role as a
domesticated pig does not really fall under the rubric of ‘animal freedom’ about which he
brags when talking to Odysseus.>®® This is accentuated by the fact that he only boasts to
Odysseus about the advantages of being an animal in the first place because Circe has told
him to do so. Gryllus responds to her call in a similar vein to which domesticated pets answer
to their masters.>”’

It is true that Gryllus is free from human society, which, given his strong objections to
it, constitutes a large part of his definition of freedom. It also continues to underline how,
according to Plutarch, “all animals share of discursive thinking and reasoning in the process

508 that is, a form of wisdom that reflects their circumstances

of employing practical wisdom,
and attempt to make good choices. In Gryllus’ case, as stated previously, this practical
wisdom stems primarily from the premise that human beings tend to enslave other human
beings whereas animals would never enslave one another. Nonetheless, it does prompt the
reader to ask whether Gryllus’ role as Circe’s pet, and his dependence on her, really offers the

kind of freedom he describes in the dialogue. For what difference does it make whether he

yields to a human as a pet, or to a human institution as a person?

Gryllus’ way of argumentation recalls Callicles” assertion analysed in chapter 1 (cf.
pp. 70-1), namely that one can (and should) reject already established conventions and
arguments. In this vein, it also brings to mind the sophists’ approach that it is always possible
to propose a counterargument.

*%% He even recalls the captives of the Homeric Circe: lions and wolves that were trained to
behave like domesticated dogs (0d.10.212-9).

%06 Cf. Aesop’s The Wolf, the Dog, and the Collar, where the wolf chooses freedom over
luxury when he sees a dog who, while well-fed, has an iron collar on his neck.

07 Gryllus, 986a-b.

%% Horky 2017: 110.
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That being said, in his defence, he has got no easy task. After all, he used to be a man
and he has kept his human mind (according to Od. 10.239-40); making a case for the
superiority of animals therefore when he has no real insight into their minds must be difficult.
As Konstan writes, “...Gryllus is either pure pig, as he apparently is before Circe endows him
with speech and reason, or else effectively a human being in the shape of a pig...”*® In this
sense, Gryllus has no more the mind of a pig than Peisetaerus that of a bird, and, at the end of

the day, “he is really a human being in pig’s clothing,”*°

just like Peisetaerus is a human
being in bird costume.

To look at this from a different point of view: at 986e, Odysseus asks Gryllus if he has
not only lost his shape when he drank Circe’s potion but also his intelligence:

gUol ov, I'pOAAe, dokelc ov TNV HopeNV HOVOV GAAD Kol TNV dtdvolay VIO TOD

TOMOTOC €keivov d1epBapbot kol yeyovévar HesTOC ATOT®V Kol SloaAeA®Pnpévov
TOVTATOGL SOEDV.

For my part, Gryllus, I think that not just your shape but your intellect too was spoiled
by that potion, and that you have become stuffed with altogether absurd and
disgraceful beliefs.
There are undoubtedly humorous elements in Odysseus’ accusation (and obviously the
dialogue itself is intended to be funny), but if we take it literally, and presume that it is true
that Gryllus has lost his mind, then it might offer an explanation as to why Gryllus’ arguments
come across as absurd. In a related vein, according to Konstan, the language in the dialogue
suggests that Gryllus was never exceptionally clever anyways, but ‘piglike in his thinking’

even before the transformation, which makes the task to reason well even more difficult.*!

*% Konstan 2010-2011: 372.
*1% Konstan 2010-2011: 384.
> Konstan 2010-2011: 375. Certainly, at the end of the day, Gryllus’ illogic is also ‘simply’
part of the parody Plutarch presents us with in Gryllus. On that note, see also Herchenroeder
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Nonetheless, Gryllus’ argument is not entirely unconvincing. As stated above, his
point recalls that of Callicles in the Gorgias, who abhors certain human institutions and the
restrictions they put on him, but who loves the natural order of things (such as the advantage
of the naturally strong over the weak), and also that of the sophists who assert that every logos
can be met with an antilogos. Herchenroeder writes, “such is the cast of Plutarch’s Gryllus, a
lowly brute rivalling the heroic speaker, Odysseus, in a sophistic contest.”**? In this sense,
Gryllus does not appear as merely “piglike’ in his thinking, but also as a pupil of the sophists
who attempts to argue against the established human institutions Odysseus represents in the

dialogue.>*®

V1. Gryllus in relation to Birds, 321-370

Gryllus’ sophistic tendencies have the potential to highlight the rhetoric of the birds at
the beginning of the comedy further, especially the passages where they express their dismay
to Tereus who has allowed human beings to enter their realm (lines 321-70). They also have
the potential to present a comic counterargument to the opinion that animals can never be
rational agents, and they inform the theme of change and oscillation discussed in chapter 1
(cf. pp. 59-60) and the question, *how should we live and how should we behave?” (cf. p. 61).
This is why they should be considered in some detail; the birds’ language in lines 321-70,

presented below, does bear strong elements of resistance and hostility, which suggests that,

2008: 347, who argues, “Plutarch’s Gryllus [offers] a humorous portrait of elite perspectives
regarding language and sophistic learning.”

*12 Herchenroeder 2008: 359.

513 Odysseus himself makes this observation at 988e-f, mamai, ® IpOAie, Sewvdg pot Sokeig
yveyovévar cogprotc. (“You, Gryllus, seem to me have been born an amazing sophist”).
Gryllus admits this a little later, at 989b, dAL’ énei o pn AéAn0a coeiotc dv. (“Since it did
not escape your notice that I am a sophist...”). Trans. Herchenroeder, adapted.
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like Gryllus, they are capable of visualising more than one way of life (i.e. one with human
beings, and one without).

At 321, the Chorus tell Tereus that by inviting two human beings into their land, he
has committed the biggest fault (Uéyiotov é€apaptav) since they have known him. They feel
betrayed (rpodidwut) and maltreated (ndoyw), and believe that Tereus has lured them into a
trap (eic 8¢ d6hov éxdheoe).”™ Especially, the birds’ use of 86Aog is significant because it
implies that they are aware (or at least, suspicious) of the trick that is being played on them,
because it looks like a setup.”*® Additionally, at lines 344-353, the Chorus instruct the other
birds to launch a hostile attack (may’ &mB’ Emipepe moAépiov Oppav @oviov) against
Peisetaerus and Euelpides, and to ‘pluck and peck’ (tiAlewv xai daxvewv) them. The inclusion
of words such as émeépw, moiepém and ddxve demonstrate that, before Tereus and
Peisetaerus speak to the birds, they are more than sceptical and prepared to defend their land
against the Athenian visitors. A related set of words is spoken at 365 when the Chorus leader
says, £Ake, TilAe, maie, ocipe (“drag them, pluck them, hit them, flay them”), thus making
clear again that they wish to protect themselves from the human intruders.>'®

They only stop at line 375, when Tereus tells them that they should give Peisetaerus
and Euelpides a chance because ‘the wise can learn much from enemies’ (an’ £xOpdv dfjta
moAa HavOdvovoty ol cogot), and it this sentence that ultimately enables Tereus to persuade
the birds with the speech discussed earlier. Nonetheless, this strong initial opposition is
noteworthy, because it raises a potential counterargument to the conclusion reached earlier

when the birds end up as mere roast chicken after they have marched into the trap of

>4 Birds 321-335.

>15 See, for example, Od. 8.276 which uses the same word when describing how Hephaestus
sets the trap for Ares, avtap £nel o1 tedEe d0Aov keyolwpévoc Apet. (“This snare the Firegod
forged, ablaze with his rage at War™).

>1® This demonstrates again that the birds have not really overcome their status as barbarians
despite having learned Greek, for they pick force over debate.
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vepelokokkvyia without evaluating the political proposal that has been presented to them
carefully. Certainly, Peisetaerus himself says that the birds on the grill are birds that attempted
to rebel (éraviotnit) against the bird democracy (1585), and connecting this statement to the
passages quoted above, it is possible to suggest that those are birds that have never let go of
their initial suspicion. In this sense, those birds could be characterised as animals who are able
to conceptualise a different set of social rules which is why they portray a courageous attempt
at resistance against the human invasion into their realm.>’

Given the strong language at the beginning, | think a characterisation as such is not
entirely fruitless and it does allow us to propose that there are two groups of birds in
vepelokokkvyia and each group is part of a different political faction. In this sense, the first
group of birds may consist of animals who will not let go of their initial distrust; they do not
listen to Tereus, but instead look at Peisetaerus and think, ‘this Athenian is an untrustworthy
persuasive orator who jeopardizes our pastoral setting.” This would not only echo the
Aristotelian sentiment discussed earlier, namely that some animals do exhibit a form of
political behaviour and communication (cf. pp. 170-1), but also the sophistic notion analysed
in chapter 1 (cf. p. 60), that already formulated governments and ideas do not necessarily have
to be accepted without questioning, but that it is possible to offer an alternative argument.**®

The second group of birds may consist of animals who resemble the Athenian masses

off stage and, like parrots, repeat everything Peisetaerus says, as they are being deceived by

>7 Similar uses of émaviotnpt underline this further. See for example App. Hisp. 101, where
Quintus Sertorius raises Spain in revolt against the Romans (Ipnpiav te avtv énavéotnos
Popaiorg).

>18 It also underlines the cultural ascent the birds have undergone before the play when Tereus
distributed Greek among them. In addition to having been given language and reason, they
have also been given the ability to visualise more than one way of life.
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his rhetoric.>™ They happily accept the new conditions of life that Peisetaerus puts on them,
and repeat his promises without assessing them.>*

It is clear that the separation of the birds into different factions may stretch the
boundaries of the comedy a bit because, at the end of the day, the rebellious birds may merely
be a comic representation of the fear of political rebellion and oligarchic factions off stage.*
However, the hostile language used by the birds suggests that such an exploration is not
entirely fruitless, because it shows how initial doubt about a politician, or proposed political
regime, can be swept away with rhetoric, especially rhetoric which, seemingly nonchalantly,
invents a historical past that relates to the birds” environment and thus appeals to them. In this
vein, the separation can also be used to revisit the problems analysed in the Statesman and the
Protagoras, especially the difficulties that come with weighing sight and sound carefully.

Precisely, these two factions of birds may emerge as prime examples of those
Athenians who blindly follow any persuasive orator and elect any scoundrel as leader without
evaluating his speeches, and those who think more carefully about it and who attempt to
‘measure’ the words with which they are being addressed in order to ensure the best outcome

for them.>?? The behaviour of the two different factions also underlines the limitations of

*19 Birds, 1705-1765.

°20 Cf. Dunbar 1997: 11-12. “...did Aristophanes expect his audience to identify with
Peisetairos and think “We Athenians are a clever, enterprising lot; no other race could hope to
keep up with us, or resist our ingenious arguments’, or to react with e.g. ‘This man is a
dangerously persuasive orator, a typical pupil of the sophists!”?”

*2! This in turn brings to mind the prohibition of political factions in Utopia: when there are
no factions and no opportunities to propose counterarguments, no political rebellions can be
suggested.

*22 This brings to mind another argument Brennan makes in his book (cf. p. 103 n. 284). He
asserts, “Countries used to exclude citizens from holding power for bad reasons...but though
this was unjust, it remains open that there could be good grounds for restricting or reducing
some citizens’ political power. Perhaps some citizens are incompetent participants who
impose too much risk on others when they participate. Perhaps some of us have a right to be
protected from their incompetence.” Brennan 2016: 18. Brennan’s point is undoubtedly
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rhetoric: while it can be used to convince ‘the doctor to be your slave,” as Gorgias makes
clear, it is evidently not strong (or, nuanced) enough to convince the masses to listen

cautiously.®*

VI1. vépot in vepeLoKoKKLYia

It may be difficult to determine whether these rhetorical images suggest that some of
the birds really are clever rebels who use certain expressions in order to voice their disdain or
whether all of them are foolish parrots who mindlessly accept what is happening. Old
Comedy is not fettered to the realities of any of this and is at liberty to eliminate any
structures from the real world that would impede the plot; but it is also free to open up all
sorts of possible interpretations, especially when they are situated within the assembly
practices of fifth-century Athens. I think it would be more foolish to dismiss these rhetorical
images as a mere comic element than to attempt to understand their place in the time of
Aristophanes and their relationship to the (inattentive) Athenian masses of stage.

The attempt to understand these images allows for a further exposition of the para-

tragedy with which the audience is, in my opinion, presented here (cf. p. 157): politics

provocative (and | do not wish to agree with him), but it does highlight the problems some of
the birds face due to the other birds’ inability to question Tereus’ and Peisetaerus’ rhetoric.

>2% Gorgias 454b. This point is true not only in regards to the masses, but also to individuals.
For example, at Eur. Hec. 814-820, Hecuba speaks of the power of rhetoric, ti éfjta 6vnrol
TdAA0 PEV HoOnpato HoyBodpev mg ypn mavia koi Hotevopev, [le®m 8¢ v tHpavvov
avOpdTOIg HOVIY 0084V TL HAAAOV &¢ TéLoG omovdalopey HicBobg 186vteg HavOdvety, v’ fv
note neibewv G T1g PovAorto Tuyyxavewy 8° dpa; (“Why is it that we mortals take pains to study
all other brances of knowledge as we ought, yet we take no further pains, by paying a fee, to
learn thoroughly the art of persuasive speaking, sole rulers where mortals are concerned, so
that we might be able to persuade people of whatever we wish and gain our ends?”).

However, at 334-5, she acknowledges that her rhetoric has failed her when she tried to
save Polyxena, thus underlining its limitations. oOpoi pev Adyotl mpog aifépa epoddot hatny
PLeévieg apel cod eovov. (“My speech pleading against your murder has been cast idly to the
winds”). Cf. Mossman 1995: 134.
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continue to enter (bird-) fantasy and humans persevere with infiltrating the realm of animals. |
would like to contextualise the previous exposition (cf. 156-8) against an interpretation of the
legal system that Peisetaerus installs in vepeloxokkvyia; and in what follows | situate the
birds’ laws within the legal practices and laws of fifth-and fourth century Greece. This
approach seems to me to be worth pursuing, because the positioning of the birds’ laws within
the history of (Greek) legal thought adds further material to the laboratory of political thought
| aim to draw up in this thesis. Indeed, the nuances of the birds’ legal system are worth
exploring, because they continue to help us make sense of the patterns of legal reforms and
political discourse throughout the history of jurisprudence.

To begin, let us look at the birds’ punishment on the brazier and ask a few questions:
What evidence is there for the birds’ guilt? Who found them guilty? What kind of bird
democracy (Snpotikoiowy dpvéorc) does vepehokokkvyia actually enjoy?** So far, we have
learned two things about the birds’ legal system: (1) The law-making takes place off stage,
which makes it difficult to ascertain how legal the laws are, and (2) we know that the birds

525

have ‘many laws’ (moAloi yap opviBwv vopor)’ most of which seem to be proclaimed at the

whim of Peisetaerus. The vopot that are specifically mentioned, or implied, are the following:

1. Everything that is disgraceful among humans is admirable among birds.>?

2. Foreigners are to be expelled.®*’

3. All quacks are to be beaten up.>?®

>24 Sommerstein 1987: 303.

°2 Birds, 1346.

°2° Birds, 755-6.

*27 Birds, 1012-14. Gomep év Aakedaipovt Eevinhotodviat. See Dunbar 1997: 560. “The
Spartan tendency at this period [to expel foreigners] is twice unfavourably contrasted with
Athens’ free and open society in Perikles’ speeches in Thuc. (1.144. 2, 2. 39. 1). Foreigners
were expelled...probably at least as much as to protect the citizens from harmful foreign
influences as to prevent foreigners from seeing what went on Sparta...” See also Figueira
2003, who makes institutional connections about Pericles’ usage of xenelasia.
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4. 1t is customary to put a bounty on (long-dead) tyrants and/or enemies of the bird
democracy.>®
5. Itis not allowed to keep birds in cages in the courtyard.>*
a. If there are birds that are caged up, they are to be released.
b. Everyone who does not obey will be arrested.
6. Itisillegal to enter vepelokokkvyia without permission.>®*
a. There are border patrols that check for entry passes.>*
7. Itis meritorious to strangle and bite one’s father.>*
8. There is an ancient lawcode written on the Pillars of the Storks, which must be
obeyed.>**
9. Father-storks must take care of their young who, when grown up, must care for
their fathers in return.”®
10. It is customary to have slave birds.>*
11. Birds convicted of crimes may face the death penalty, followed by roasting.>’

a. Treason may demand a more severe punishment than the death penalty.>®

>28 Birds, 1015-16. Peisetaerus refers to a scroll here from which he reads the same statement
at lines 983-985. He claims that he has received these words from Apollo (981) but it is more
likely that he is making it up, which is also what the oracle-monger, who has entered the
scene a few lines before, accuses him of doing. (ovd&v Aéyewv oijlai og).

>2%9 See Sommerstein 1987: 272. “...the last ‘tyrant’ (autocrat) of Athens, Hippias son of
Peisistratus, had been expelled in 510...nevertheless at every Assembly meeting a curse
continued to be pronounced against any who aspired ‘to become tyrant or to join in restoring
the tyrant’...this helped to keep the fear of tyranny alive in the popular mind...” See also
Dunbar 1997: 583. Cf. Thesm. 338-9.

>3 Birds, 1084-7.

>3! Birds, 1175.

>3 Birds, 1214 and 1221.

>33 Birds, 1347. See also 757-9.

>34 Birds, 1353-4. See also |. 981.

>3 Birds, 1357. See Sommerstein 1987: 288. “...that young storks fed and cared for their aged
parents was a widespread popular belief: cf. [Pl.] Alc. | 135e; Arist. HA 615b23-24; Aelian
NA 3.23; and probably also Soph. El. 1058-62.” Note that this law contradicts the seventh
law; this inconsistency may be there for the comic effect, underlining the comical
arbitrariness of the laws.

>3 Tereus, for example, as mentioned earlier (cf. p. 180 n. 500), has a slave bird, which
contradicts Gryllus’ argument that animals never enslave one another at the same time as it
underlines the human attributes of the bird democracy.

>3 Birds, 1584.

>3 Birds, 1585-6. The ‘rebel birds’ are convicted of treason, which is why Peisetaerus grates
silphium on them as an added indignity. See Sommerstein 1987: 303, who notes: “So in
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The visit of the inspector offers further insight into the vopot of veperokokkvyio. When the
inspector asks Peisetaerus where the honorary consuls of the dnuotikoioty dpvéoig are (mod
npo&evor;), Peisetaerus blatantly ignores the question and chases him away with the words:
oVK amocofnoelg; ovk amoicelg T kadw (“Shoo off, will you—and take your voting-urns

with you!”).>*® This implies that:

12. There are no honorary consuls in vepglokokkvyia.

13. It is not customary to have voting-urns in vepeAokokkvyio.

When a decree-seller enters the scene and proposes to the Cloudcuckoovillians
(Negehokokkvyieng) the usage of Athenian measures, weights and decrees as the Olophyxians
do, Peisetaerus tells him to leave.**® He does not seem to believe that there is anything

valuable in the laws the decree-seller hopes to sell, which is also indicated by his to ti; in line

actual Athenian practice traitors (and also temple-robbers) were not only sentenced to death
but forbidden burial in Attica (Xen. Hell. 1.7.22).”

>3 Birds, 1021 and 1032. On line 1021, see Mack 2015: 71, who notes, the Athenian “does
not just represent the attitudes and needs of a functionary of the Athenian Empire. His need
for information on the local political conditions prevailing in Cloudcuckooland—and advice
for how to proceed in his mission—was the same that any other representative of a city had,
and he, naturally, relied on his city’s proxenoi.” The fact that Peisetaerus does not answer the
Athenian’s question, sheds further light on the uncertain political conditions of
vepelokokkvyia, and it also suggests that vepelokokkvyioo might not be the most hospitable
city, which then also links to the construction of the wall earlier in the play. At the same time,
however, it also shows how vepehokokkvyio differs from Athens, and this is, after all, the
rationale for building it in the first place — to find a place that is easier than Athens.

>0 Birds, 1040-5. Cf. Dunbar 1997: 569-70. “The main provisions of this clause, that the
citizens of Cloudcuckootown are to use the same weights and measures (and decrees...) as
those of another (minor) city in the Athenian empire (Olophyxos...), would be familiar to
many of the audience from their service on the Boule.” See also Slater 1996: 100-101, who
notes that this scene offers “evidence for a private trade at Athens in copies of assembly
decrees” and it “shows us that some individuals were quite willing to pay money for their
own, written copies of decrees...”
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1039, which is his initial response to the decree-seller’s vopovg véovg fikm map’ HUAG deDpo

noAfcev (“I’m here to sell you some new laws”) in lines 1037-8.>*" Thus:

14. Athenian measures, weights, and decrees are not to be used in vepehokokkuyia.

These then are the laws and customs of vepelokoxkvyia, which seem to be characterized by a
blend of Athenian, Spartan, and ‘Bird” elements. However, nothing is said about the actual
law-making except for the mentioning of an alleged ancient bird-law code. This suggests that
there are more vopot than the fourteen listed above—in fact so many that it is probably easy
for Peisetaerus to invent non-existing laws since no one knows what the laws are in the first
place. The lack of voting-urns (and the reluctance to have any) draws further attention to the
dubiousness of the political and legal system of vepelokokkvyia.

That being said, a lack of voting-urns does not necessarily mean lack of voting, but
lack of secret voting, i.e. voting in the courts. It is clear that Peisetaerus and Euelpides are not
fond of voting urns and jury-courts, because they represent “the very element of Athenian life
that [they] detest.”®** Therefore, for Athenians like them, the removal of these two juridical
elements is a welcome change. For others, however, this change is dubious indeed, because
the absence of voting urns and jury-courts “removes the possibility of recourse to the courts
that was the defence of any citizen in a democracy.”*

The emphasis on the ancient pillars of the Storks is particularly thought provoking.

Apart from the fact that it provides a significant counter-argument to Gryllus’ statement that

animals do not have to yield to vopou (as do the laws of vepelokoxkvyia in general), it also

>l See Dunbar 1997: 569. “to ti; probably means ‘To what effect?’, i.e. “What’s in these
‘new laws’ which you hope to sell?”.”

> Sommerstein 1987: 269.

>43 Bowie 1993: 170.
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poses the question whether the pillars exist in the first place or whether anyone has actually
ever seen them.>* Or, if they do exist, where are they located? Are they put up in the agora of
vepelokokkvyia, SO that they are easily accessible and the birds can quickly consult them, as
they go on their daily business?>* If yes, then this would imply that the Cloudcuckoovillians
are able to read (and re-read) the actual text of the law-code as many times as they want. This
idea is supported by the Athenian who wishes to become a citizen of vepelokokkvyia because
he is keen on their laws: navtov: pdAioto & 6t Kahov vopiletarl OV maTépo TOig dpvicty
Byyew kai davew.>*® Granted, there is the possibility that the Athenian only says this because
he likes what he has heard about the birds’ laws. However, it could also serve as a clue that
there is an actual written law code, which the visitor has seen and read.

However, even if there are pillars (or perhaps even wooden tablets and more scrolls
like the one Peisetaerus shows to the oracle-monger), can we be sure that the
Cloudcuckoovillians are able to read them properly? Tereus, Peisetaerus, Euelpides, the
immigrants from Athens, (and presumably even Prokne) are certainly able to, but how good is

the birds’ reading (and writing)? If it is as unsophisticated as their spoken Greek, there is a

>¥ Cf. Plato, Laws 793a-d. Here, the Athenian asserts that unwritten laws (&ypaga vopa)
are ‘ancestral customs’ (matpiovg vopovg) that make up the foundation of the constitution.
They might make the law code longer (Laxpotépovg motf] tovg vopovg), however, they are
important and must not be left out of the law code.

>* This question is further complicated by the fact that it is unclear whether there is an agora
to begin with. When Meton proposes to build one in lines 1004-9, he does not receive genuine
support from Peisetaerus. On that note, see also Kosak 2006: 174: “the play makes no
mention of building streets, temples, agorai, stoai, theaters, even new nests.” Furthermore,
“in Birds, the center, which is also the city, comprises practically the whole world; at the same
time, the center has no central meeting place...for exchange of ideas and commerce.” Kosak
2006: 174 n. 5. The play does not mention the construction of law-courts either, which
underlines further the questionability of the birds’ guilt: if there are no law-courts, how were
the rebellious birds prosecuted? In this sense, Peisetaerus’ use of adwkéw at 1585 is ironic: if
there was no law-suit and thus no real possibility of defence, this means that the verdict has
been reached without a trial. This is only exacerbated when looking at what he says
beforehand, £d0&av adwceiv — the birds seemed to be guilty.

>4 Birds, 1347-8.
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chance that they do not fully comprehend the laws even when they are visibly set up in the
agora. If the birds are unable to properly read the laws, it is easy for Peisetaerus to add to,
subtract from, or alter the law code. Which leads to the next question: how do we know that
the recording of the laws has been done correctly? Can we really be sure that Peisetaerus has
not tampered with them to adjust them to his purposes?

Plato discusses a similar issue in his Laws, written about half a century after the first
production of Birds. At 722e, Plato describes written law as a ‘despotic prescription’
(tvpavvikov Emitaypa) because it allows tyrants and despots to order and threaten the citizens
by simply writing a decree on the wall and then be done with it (kota tOpavvov kai decmdtnv

547

ta&avto Kol amenoavta ypayavta &v toixolg amnAldyBar).”" A comparable sentiment is

expressed at 718b-c when the Athenian asserts:

& 8¢ xpn MEV avd koi dvaykoiov eimeiv vopoEémy doTic dmep £yd Sravoeitol, &v 88
oyNHatt VOUOL AVOPHOCTEL AeyOpeva, TOLTOV TTEPL SOKET ot Selylo TpoeveyKOvVTa
adTd Te Kol £keivolg oic vopobetiost, T Aowmd mhvto ig dHvapy deEeddova, 1O
Hetd TodTo dpyecOon thic 0écemg TV VOV

And then there are things which a lawgiver who thinks as | do should — and indeed
must — talk about, but which do not lend themselves to being stated in the form of a
law. For these, in my view, he must present a model which he himself and those he is

making laws for can follow — explaining everything else to the best of his ability — and
only after that make a start on putting his laws in place.

This leads to the next question: if there are written laws, how do we know that Peisetaerus
explained to the birds (i) how to use them, and (ii) what he means by them? In this sense, it is
also unclear whether the laws include Peisetaerus’ opinion on what is good and bad.>* In a
way, this recalls the open texture of Athenian law. Aristotle, who is fully aware of this, asserts

in his Rhetoric, written about sixty years after Birds, that this is why “one of the crucial tasks

> For a good synopsis and general discussion of the debate about written and unwritten law,
see Nightingale 1999. Plato’s concerns here clearly bring to mind those of More, who worries
about despots who tamper with laws.

>4 Cf. Laws 823a.
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facing the litigant was to define clearly the nature of the wrongdoing his case involved.”>*

Certainly, if the birds lack information about the potentially open texture of their own law-
code, it makes it difficult for them to properly use and follow their laws, which again
questions the justification of their punishment.>*°

However, in case there are not any actual pillars, or any written law code for that
matter, then that does echo an ideology that developed in late fifth-century Athens. Thomas
argues that this ideology associated the rule by written law with democracy and the rule by
unwritten law with oligarchy.>" This thought is also evident in fourth-century texts. For
example, Aeschines states that autocracies and oligarchies are administered by the whims of
their leaders, and democracies by the written, established, laws (tvpavvideg kai oOAryapyion
T0IC TPOMOL; TV EPECTNKOT®V, ol 0 MOAEIG oi OmHokpatoOHeEVAL TOIG VOMOLS TOIG
kepévorc). > This then would not only highlight Peisetaerus’ tyrannical autocracy, but also
the assumption that the law-making in vepeloxokkvyia is based on his impulses. This is
potentially further underlined by the possibility that Peisetaerus draws up obscure laws
deliberately in order to release, and demonstrate, his power of decision-making in the bird-

city.>s

>*9 Harris 1994: 139. Avristotle, Rhet. 1374a.

>0 This also brings to mind Rhet. 1368b, where Aristotle asserts that in order for an agent to
be found responsible for a crime, the accuser must be able to demonstrate that the wrongdoing
was committed willingly.

>>1 Thomas 1995: 16-19. See also Harris 1994: 133 and Nightingale 1999: 106.

>2 Aeschines, Ag. Tim. 1.4

>3 |n a way, this recalls Aristotle’s Const. Ath. 9.2, where he notes: “the laws of Athens were
often unclear, with the result that the people had the power of decision at trials. It should
come as no surprise that one of the first acts of the Thirty was to eliminate or alter the laws of
Solon that contained points of dispute which might give the court broad latitude in reaching
its decision (Athenaion Politeia 35.2). Some argued that Solon deliberately made the meaning
of the laws obscure so as to unfetter the dicasts’ power of decision. But Aristotle rightly
dismisses this view and argues that the alleged lack of clarity in Solon’s laws is caused by the
difficulty of “defining what is best in general terms.”” Harris 1994: 138.
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These uncertainties and the fact that it is not clear what kind of legal system
vepelokokkvyia utilizes, emphasise the difficulty of the three questions asked at the
beginning of this section. First of all, it is not clear what kind of evidence there is for the
birds’ guilt, because it is unclear what kind of (written or unwritten) laws there are in the first
place and whether the birds are able to access them.>>* Secondly, it is uncertain who found the
dead birds guilty because there is no mentioning of law courts or jurors in vepelokokkvyia.
Thirdly, and this is the only question that has become a little clearer, the bird democracy
vepelokokKkvyia €njoys is not a democracy, but an autocracy that is run in an arbitrary manner
by Peisetaerus.

On the one hand, the inconsistencies and uncertainties of the law code are clearly only
there for the comic effect, and they are situated firmly within the Old Comic tradition. As
Aristotle asserts in Poetics, in comedy the broken rules are presumed by the text because if
they were to be discussed, the comic effect would disappear. Comedy is an imitation of low
and lawless characters, which aims at representing men at their worse.>* (This is in contrast

with tragedy, which usually requires a full discussion of violations of laws). Moreover, by

>** That being said, even if there is no clear evidence for the birds’ guilt, they could have been
convicted on the base of probable cause. Harris refers to Aeschines’ Ag. Tim. 1.90-91 and
asserts: “The Athenians...did not employ different standards of proof in public and private
cases: the accuser in a public case was not held to a stricter standard of proof.
Aeschines...distinguishes between those who are ‘clearly’ guilty and those who must be
convicted on the basis of probability, but he takes it for granted that men could be condemned
to death merely for their reputation and on the basis of mere likelihood.” See Harris 2013:
318. This would then deem Peisetaerus’ use of &ofav adwkeiv in line 1585 as sufficient
enough for the birds’ prosecution.

> Aristotle, Poetics, V. Years later, Leo Strauss provides a counter-argument to this. He
believes that (Aristophanic) comedy is superior to tragedy because it is the best medium to
portray the highest human type, the philosopher. Comedy is an excellent medium for the wise
because they laugh and joke at death and the gods, which is why they are able to live
peacefully and at ease, much like the Olympian gods themselves. See Strauss 1989: 106-9.

196



implanting incongruous Spartan vopot In vepelokokkvyia, Aristophanes mocks the
Athenians’ enemy, which is a rich source of humour in many of his plays.>*®

On the other hand, these inconsistencies in the legal structure and the reliance on
patchy ‘historical documents’ (i.e. the ancient bird law code) reinforce the arbitrary law-
making that takes place off stage. In this way, Birds presents an autocratic lawmaker whose
questionable laws point to the abuse of powerful rhetoric and the deterioration of objectivity
and justice. Nevertheless, comparably with Orwell’s Animal Farm, this great seriousness
about the nature of the autocracy and its law code is balanced by a pronounced comic sense —
it provides the opportunity to laugh at utter human failure in a way that is distressed by an

awful sense of despair.>*’

VIII. Animal Farm

VIll.a. The connection between Aristophanes and Orwell

There is more to be said about the similar ideas in Birds and Animal Farm, because in
both cases the authors employ pathos and humour, which also serves as a good example of
political satire. It is certainly profitable to analyse these similar ideas, especially when we pin
them to More. This comparative literary approach with historical foundations not only

continues to interrogate the political and legal mind of human beings by looking at it from the

>% See also Nelson 2016: 233, who refers to the more general inconsistences of Peisetaerus’
plan (such as the fact that he presents himself as friend of the birds only to betray them in the
end), and argues: “The inconsistences recall Athens, a city that prided itself on its leisure
(Thuc. 2.38) and yet never rested (Thuc. 1.70), that saw itself as both tyrant (Thuc. 2.63, 3.37;
Knights 1114) and benevolent leader (Thuc. 1.73-77, 2.40), and that seems to have risen to be
the greatest state in Greece almost by accident.”

T Cf. Morse 1995: 89-90. Cf. Bakhtin 1968: 38. “We find a characteristic discussion of
laughter in one of the most remarkable works of Romantic grotesque, ‘The Night Watches’ of
Bonaventura...speaking through the medium of his narrator...the author offers a curious
explanation of laughter and of its mythical origin. Laughter was sent to earth by the devil, but
it appeared to men under the mask of joy, and so they readily accepted it. Then laughter cast
away its mask and looked at man and at the world with the eyes of angry satire.”
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(serio-comic) point of view of the ‘other,” but it also traces the development of political
thought from Aristophanes in fifth-century Greece to More in sixteenth-century England and,
finally, to Orwell in twentieth-century England. This, in turn, connects with the task of this
thesis, namely to make sense of patterns of legal reforms and political discourse and theories
across time and space.

Aristophanes and Orwell both walk a fine line by maintaining a balance between
different political ideas that can be enjoyed by differently minded audience members and
readers. For example, in Birds, the roasting of the recalcitrant birds is something the
democrats in the audience might enjoy because it undermines a failed rebellion against
democracy. The construction of the bird-democracy that turns out to be a tyranny, on the other
hand, is something the oligarchic audience members might find funny because it portrays the
weaknesses of democracy. A comparable phenomenon occurs in Animal Farm: we witness
the foundation of animal socialism (with democratic elements) that turns out to be an
oligarchy, which underscores the limitations of (democratic) socialism. At the same time, we
observe the establishment of a pigs’ oligarchy that is eventually transformed into
totalitarianism (with ochlocratic tendencies), which highlights the dangers of the former.

This satirical portrayal of different political mind-sets not only attracts a wide
audience, but it also allows a two-sided picture to emerge that forces them to look at both

sides of the story.”® T.S. Eliot writes in a letter to Orwell in 1944 (in which he rejects his

>%8 Cf. Kirscher 2004: 759. In 1945, “William Empson warned Orwell that, since allegory
‘inherently means more than the author means’, his book might mean ‘very different things to
different readers’. Sure enough, English communists attacked Animal Farm as anti-Soviet,
while a conservative chided Orwell for forgetting that private property is a prerequisite of
personal freedom. Western propagandists hijacked the book after Orwell’s death, but twenty
years later George Woodcock found it showed the identity of governing-class interests
everywhere, and by 1980 Bernard Crick had to caution against reading it as a case for
revolution. In 1998 critics were still debating whether Animal Farm implied ‘that revolution
always ends badly for the underdog, hence to hell with it and hail the status quo’. The
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manuscript), “I think you split your vote, without getting any compensating stronger adhesion
from either party — i.e. those who criticise Russian tendencies from the point of view of a
purer communism, and those who, from a very different point of view, are alarmed about the
future of small nations.”°

Orwell, like Aristophanes, is fully aware of what he is doing. As he says in Why |
Write, “Animal Farm was the first book in which I tried, with full consciousness of what |
was doing, to fuse political purpose and artistic purpose into one whole.”*® Similarly, both
writers portray a ring-composition in their texts: they present a place, which is transformed
over the course of the story, only for it to bear such close resemblance to its initial
presentation at the end of it, that it is virtually indistinguishable from it in many respects.
More importantly, both Aristophanes and Orwell demonstrate the recurrence of political
structures, brought about by deceptive rhetoric and swayed masses who rashly surrender
power at seemingly opportune moments of foundation and revolution.

Kirschner highlights their connection further: *...genuine progress, [Orwell] believed,
‘can only happen through increasing enlightenment, which means the continuous destruction
of myths.” This has been the writer’s task since Aristophanes, and in the 1940s it was not

confined to exposing Russian communism.”®* Furthermore, as stated in the introduction (cf.

pp. 3-4 n. 9), Orwell praises Aristophanes and other humorous writers because they “show a

confusion, as Empson saw, came not only from readers’ prejudices but also from the story
itself.”

9 TS, Eliot, 13 July 1944, letter to Orwell. However, Eliot also praises Orwell’s writing
skills and compares him to Swift (“... [This] is something very few authors have achieved
since Gulliver”). This recalls the connections made between Swift and Orwell in the
introduction, and how their serio-comic narratives are applicable in discussions with reference
to Aristophanes. (cf. pp. 41-3).

*%0 Orwell 1946, Why | Write.

%61 Kirschner 2004: 766.
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willingness to attack the beliefs and the virtues on which society necessarily rests.”®* Like
Aristophanes, he addresses topics, “which the rich, the powerful and the complacent would
prefer to see left alone.”®

This approach also recalls that of More, who offers with Utopia a work that is both
beneficial and entertaining at the same time. | argue that the ancient political satire (seen in
Birds) can be compared with the modern one (seen in Animal Farm) when we connect both of
them with Utopia, because the style of More echoes that of Aristophanes and resurfaces in
Orwell. For instance, the question whether it is morally permissible for a ruler to make his
own laws (and tamper with them) is applicable to both Aristophanes and Orwell; and it is
clear that this question brings to mind not only Callicles’ fondness for the stronger to deal
with the law, but also More’s disdain for monarchs and their intricate laws. At the same time,
the comic attributes related to the different styles of contemporary governments that are
present in both texts can be compared with More’s satirical presentation of his own

occupation as a lawyer, as he takes one extreme and turns it into another (comic) extreme on

Utopia.

%62 Orwell 1945, Funny, but not Vulgar. (See Angus and Orwell 1968 285).

Cf. Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Rhet. 8.11, 1 6¢ ye kop®dio 6Tt TOMTEVETAL £V TOIC

dpdpact kal hocoel, 1 TV mepl TOov Kpativov kai Aptotopdvny koi Edmolw, ti 8l kol
Aéyewv; M Yap tol KoU®dio adt O yeloiov Tpootnoapévn eihocopel. (“Does it even need to
be said that comedy in the dramas, the comedy of Cratinus, Aristophanes, and Eupolis,
involves itself in civic affairs and philosophizes? For comedy itself, by approaching what is
ridiculous, philosophizes™).
*%3 Orwell 1945, Funny, but not Vulgar. In regards to the possibility that ‘the rich, the
powerful and the complacent’ might be wrongdoers, the following section from Platonius’ On
the Different Sorts of Comedy comes to mind: £mt toivuv tii¢ Apiotoeavovg kai Kpativov kai
EvmoMdoc kmpmidiag dpopntol tiveg katd Tdv dpoptavoviov foav ol momrai. (“So then in
the time of the comedy of Aristophanes and Cratinus and Eupolis the poets were an
irresistible force against wrongdoers”). Koster 1.2-3, 12-14. Cf. Horace’s Satires 1.4.1.
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VI11.b. Political factions in Birds and Animal Farm

| suggested above that the birds in Aristophanes’ comedy possess two different
political mind-sets, one that is pro-Peisetaerus and one that is against him. Similarly, the
diversity of the animals in Animal Farm is stressed by their different personalities and
thoughts. Like the birds, they are all subject to the same change of rule but they do not
necessarily act as a united body. The group of animals that may be compared best to the
recalcitrant birds in Aristophanes are the hens that attempt two rebellions upon hearing that
they must surrender their eggs to the pigs. Neither of the rebellions is fruitful: the first one is
cut short by setting a stop to the hens’ food rations, which results in the death of nine hens,
and the second one ends in the slaughter of the three hen ringleaders.>®

Nonetheless, those hens are some of the more daring animals on Animal Farm because
they have the courage to stand up to Napoleon. “Led by three young Black Minorca pullets,
the hens made a determined effort to thwart Napoleon’s wishes.”*® Like the rebellious birds
in Birds, the hens possess an independence of mind that makes them question the political
decrees the pigs put forward, despite the eloguent rhetoric with which they are being
delivered. In the hens’ case, it is not so much about the fact that they have to surrender their
eggs, but about the ostensible arbitrariness of that command — this becomes clear when the
hens fly up to the rafters, lay their eggs there, and smash them to the ground afterwards. They
still lose the eggs but it is a kind of loss that derives from their personal wish, rather than from
the pigs’ arbitrary request.

The hens, then, appear as rational agents who question the logic behind the pigs’

orders. In a sophistic (and “Calliclean”) manner, they do not accept the politics established by

*%% These complications highlight once again one of the features of Utopia: there are no
political factions and thus no opportunities to rebel against the establishment (whether
successfully or unsuccessfully).

*% Orwell 1945: 56.
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the pigs as authoritative only because they have become familiar through habit and speech.
Instead, they begin to envision an oppositional set of decrees; and they apply a concept of the
sophists when they provide a counterargument to the already formulated one. Specifically,
they seem to think, ‘whatever we do, we will lose our eggs. But if we smash them ourselves,
at least we will lose them of our own accord rather than of the government’s accord.” Rather
than accepting and adapting to the ever-changing policies, the hens attempt to resist and by
doing so, portray a mind-set that is independent from that of the pigs. Their resistance
therefore, comparable with that of the rebellious birds, can be considered a revolutionary act
against the established system.

The group of birds that celebrates Peisetaerus as a benevolent saviour can be
compared to two factions on Animal Farm. The first one consists of animals that mindlessly
follow Napoleon and his commands, because they are unable to discover the true meaning of
his agenda. A few suspicions might arise here and there, but ultimately they are all swept
away with persuasive words whose true meanings the animals do not really question, either
because they do not want to or because they are unable to. Their (feeble) attempts to reason
clearly are always shut down by rhetoric and public opinion. Consequently, in a manner
reminiscent of Birds, this group of animals may be able to speak, read, and write, but they
cannot work out the likely consequences of the decrees that Napoleon and the other pigs
implement on the farm.

The second faction consists mostly of pigs and may be best compared to Tereus and
his ‘erotic’ qualities in Birds (cf. pp. 154-6). Like the first group, it is made up of
impressionable followers; however, unlike the first group (and unlike Tereus), its members
are aware of what Napoleon is doing. They celebrate him as a hero and as someone who has

stepped in to restore justice to the animals. Tempted by freedom and led astray by power,
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these animals are happy to please Napoleon, as they do not only believe in his politics, but
also in the fulfilment of his promises. They may be capable of imagining a different set of
social rules, however, it is clear that they do not want to. To them, Napoleon’s political ideas
are the solution to their problems, and they exercise their collective consciousness to
implement them on Animal Farm.

In this way, the pigs praise Napoleon as an intelligent pig that has come to liberate the
animals from their human owner, just like some of the birds celebrate Peisetaerus as a clever
Athenian who has come along to reinstate divinity to their realm — and it is clear that both
Napoleon and Peisetaerus are depicted as eloquent, but ultimately, deceptive rhetors.
Additionally, in both texts, the audience witnesses a match between ‘superior against
inferior,” which is justified by some in both cases. In Aristophanes, as stated on p. 165, it is
about the portrayal of an Athenian’s superiority over barbarians, and in Orwell, the following
statement from T.S. Eliot comes to mind (taken from the same letter quoted above), when he
tells Orwell: “...your pigs are far more intelligent than the other animals, and therefore the
best qualified to run the farm...there couldn’t have been an Animal Farm at all without them:
so that what was needed (some might argue), was not more communism but more public-
spirited pigs.”*®

In both Birds and Animal Farm, the animals are promised that they are about to
advance on a mission that will right every wrong that has ever been done to them and their
ancestors, as it will lift them from ostensible oppression up to a better state of existence.

Unbeknownst to many of them, from this point on, law is a pure command, fabricated, and

alterable, at the will of the leader, and based on mysterious ancient documents that may or

%66 T 3. Eliot, 13 July 1944, letter to Orwell.
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may not exist. At the end, all there is left is repression and a sense of despair. The small elite
may have reached their goal but the majority of the animals certainly have not.

Certainly, this is the important point here, it is not about the “complete reconciliation
of the pigs and the humans,” as Orwell writes in the 1947 preface to the Ukrainian edition of
Animal Farm, but about the “loud note of discord” with which it ends.*®” The same is true for
Birds (and Utopia): it is not just about the Athenisation of the birds (and the policies that keep
the Utopian citizens from tampering with the law), but also about the uneasiness that comes

with it.>8

VIll.c. Two missed turning points

In a letter to Dwight Macdonald, Orwell writes:>*

| did mean [Animal Farm] to have a wider application in so much that I
meant...violent conspirational revolution, led by unconsciously power-hungry people
can only lead to a change of masters. | meant the moral to be that revolutions only
effect a radical improvement when the masses are alert and know how to chuck out
their leaders as soon as the latters have done their job. The turning point of the story
was supposed to be when the pigs kept the milk and apples for themselves. If the other
animals had had the sense to put their foot down then, it would have been all
right...you couldn’t have a revolution unless you make it for yourself; there is no such
thing as a benevolent dictat[or]ship.

This accentuates the relevance of Birds to Animal Farm because both stories make clear that

unless the masses are alert, and stop the rash surrender of power to the elite, and rebel when

*67 Angus and Orwell 1968: 406.

*%8 There is, of course, much more to be said about the humanisation of the animals and their
engagement with human vices (such as desire, drinking alcohol, murder, and tampering with
laws). This certainly relates to Birds, and to the cyclical nature which informs both texts.
However, due to the limited scope of this thesis, | focused in this section on the behaviour of
the hens and the significance of their rebellion against Napoleon. For a good analysis of the
humanisation of the animals, see Popescu 2012, especially pp. 198-200.

*%% Orwell 1946 — this letter is a response to Macdonald’s query about the meaning of Animal
Farm.
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necessary, there will be little hope for benevolence, freedom, and equality. This includes
knowing when to protest. In Animal Farm, this should be, as stated above, when the pigs
decide to keep the milk and apples for themselves. However, the other animals do not realise
that they should at least try to say something, and by missing this turning point, they surrender
what little power they have left to pig leadership. There are a few attempts afterwards (as is
evident in the case of the hens), but at that point the pig tyranny is already too far advanced in
order for it to be overthrown effectively.

A similar phenomenon occurs in Birds: here the turning point of the story is when
Peisetaerus grills the first birds and puts cheese and silphium on them. This is when the other
birds should wake up from their ‘dream of eros’ and understand that Peisetaerus is not really
concerned about their wellbeing as he initially said he was. However, similarly to the animals
in Animal Farm, they fail to seize the xoupdc and, by doing so, give Peisetaerus the
opportunity to continue with his political agenda in whatever way he wishes. (As shown in the
discussion of the Statesman, it is the masses’ failure to recognise koupdg that enable the
koro&, who does recognise kaipdg, to proceed with his agenda). The birds’ collective lack of
agency is thus apparent once again, and this time too, it does nothing but lead to their doom.
The rebellious birds may take a chance when they collectively attempt to challenge the
regime, but ultimately the misled collectivism of the masses is the one that really dominates.

This failure to know when to protest and when to be alert, underlines the point these
stories have in common. It is not so much about giving up revolutionary hopes altogether and
look at what is happening with a sense of hopelessness; instead, it is about the embrace of a
kind of personal responsibility on the part of revolutionaries.>” This attitude brings to mind

More’s civil philosophy (cf. pp. 34-6) and his optimistic outlook, which states that while it

570 |_etemendia 1992: 136-7.
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may not be possible to make everything good unless everyone is good, what can be done in
the meantime is to work towards the confinement of the vicious and the reduction of the evil.
This includes seeking progress through the failure of revolutions itself. Along the lines of
Orwell’s statement, “all revolutions are failures, but they are not all the same failure,” the
rebellious animals in Aristophanes and Orwell, while unsuccessful, portray a Morean-like
attitude and show that not all self-determination is lost.

That being said, the failure to know when to be alert also shows, like the Statesman
and Protagoras, that the masses must learn to listen closely to an orator’s rhetoric, since
eloquence does not equate with political competence. If they fail to do so (and, as made clear
in chapter 1, this undertaking is exceptionally difficult), they will never have the political

regime that is actually beneficial to all.

IX. Chapter Conclusion

In addition to the points made on pp. 168-9 in regards to what makes human beings
human, the following observations can now be added to the list. Firstly, human rhetors and
political leaders (even when in bird-costume) may employ Gorgianic rhetoric and force their
agenda onto others without being concerned about the consequences this might have.
Secondly, human beings tend to miss the right point in time (kaip6g) to protest, just as they
miss the opportunity to measure the words the orator uses to address them. This in turn, as has
been shown in the discussions of the Statesman and the Protagoras (cf. pp. 94-5 and 108-9),
influences their levels of happiness and unhappiness. Nonetheless, as Birds and Animal Farm
demonstrate, this does not mean that humans cannot learn through failed revolutions. By
maintaining a sense of self-determination and an attitude that resembles that of the sophists,

they also embrace a personal obligation on the part of revolutionaries.
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Furthermore, this chapter illuminates some of the ways in which Orwell can be
compared with Aristophanes and More, because all three authors highlight the connotations of
distinct patterns of legal reforms and deliberative discourse which often include a ring-like
composition, which not only echoes that of the cosmos in Greek thought, but also that of
previous regimes. The serio-comic allusions to unjust laws and unsuitable rhetoric, which are
present in all three texts, also link to some of the points made in the introduction and chapter
1. In particular, they inform the sophists’ notion that arises with the ascent of man, namely
that ‘every logos can be met with an antilogos’ (which recalls More’s elimination of that very
possibility at the same time), but they also show that neither the argument nor the
counterargument has to be necessarily free from deceit and injustice.

Additionally, the points made in this chapter illustrate the ways in which different
factions engage with established regimes and different forms of power, and how they are
influenced by cyclical ideas of rhetoric and political structures (which underlines More’s
disdain for intemperance in talking and his prohibition of political factions). The realms of the
animals, infiltrated by human political behaviour and speech, show that the return to origins
looms over the characters’ heads continuously and cannot be broken unless the masses begin

to see rhetoric for what it really is.
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CHAPTER 3

Female Deliberative Rhetoric and State Ideology in Aristophanes and Gilman

I. Lysistrata

I.a. The Figure of Lysistrata

The recourse to the animal world begins to outline the importance of the problem that
informs the continuous return to origins, and it explores cases that highlight the role
deliberative rhetoric, legal reforms, and want of political agency play in these returns. In this
chapter, | look at the role of women in legal discourse and state ideology. I utilize female
societies and stories about reversed gender-roles in Aristophanes, Herodotus, Apollonius of
Rhodes, and Gilman, and different epistemologies (comic fantasy, inquiry, myth, and modern
political science fiction), and examine how these fantastic worlds (which, like the animal
world, portray an ‘Other’) continue to help us think reflectively about the speeches, laws, and
political issues of our own society.””*

| begin with Lysistrata because it conforms to the ring compositions discussed in the
previous chapters, as it presents an Athens that is being dismantled at the beginning of the
comedy, only for it to return to its origins at the end of it. Like the texts discussed in the other
chapters, the play is remarkable not only for its portrayal of notions of (temporary) ascent and
descent, but also for its interest in speech and persuasion, the forces and limitations thereof, as

well as the understanding and lack of understanding that inevitably comes with it. In this vein,

the analysis of the Statesman and the Protagoras is especially relevant because the play

>"L Cf. Lehman 1997: 2. “We believe, rightly, that we will gain new insight into ourselves and
our own legal system by better understanding how other societies and cultures have taken
different paths to resolve...social questions.”
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shows what results when articulate (and well-intended) speech, for want of political agency
and improvement, is met with miscomprehension on the listeners’ side, and being dismissed
as inept. However, it also shows what happens when rhetorical discourse, which
systematically uses specific examples from histoy, tragedy, and legal and deliberative oratory,
is used to unite groups from different places that are otherwise separate.>’?

Furthermore, Lysistrata (like Ecclesiazusae) is comparable with the modern political
and social thought presented by Gilman, and it also bears a clear literary resemblance to
More’s Utopia when placing it within a comparative analysis of the 16"-century text. As is
the case in Birds and Animal Farm, it is not hard to find parallels between the upheavals
presented in the comedies (such as the juxtaposition of the sexes and their different
communication and political styles), More (such as the abolition of intricate laws and other
juridical concerns), and Gilman’s commentary. It is also clear that the serio-comic pairing of
an ‘Other’ with a recourse to another world (prompted by political issues) is present in both
Aristophanes and More; and it also appears in Gilman many centuries later when she uses the
political and social matters of her time as the rationale for an escape to a differently organised
world. Like the discussions of Birds and Animal Farm, the analysis below offers a discourse
between the ancient and modern world, as it portrays the similarities between ancient political
and legal theory and rhetoric, and our time. In this way, it continues to help us trace the
development of this strand of Western political thought over the last two thousand years.

At the beginning of the comedy, Lysistrata gathers the women together and announces
that the future of all Greece is in their hands. At lines 29-30, she exclaims: obUtw ye Aemtov

®o0’ 6Ang T ‘EALGd0g €v taic yuvau&iv Eotv 1) cmtnpia. “So very dainty that the salvation

>’2 This paragraph is drawn from the panel proposal submitted to the CA 2016, ‘On Speaking
and Not Being Heard: Rhetoric and Political Agency,” in which I presented alongside Sarah
Bremner, Niall Livingstone, and Helen Tank. See the bibliography for our respective papers.
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of all Greece is actually in the hands of her women.”" Shortly after, at line 32, she says: ac
£€oT’ &v NHiv Tii¢ morewg ta mpayHata. “I tell you that the fortunes of the country depend on
us.”>" And, at lines 39-41, she exclaims: fiv 8¢ Evvéldwo  ai yuvaikeg £vOGde of T £k
Bowwtdv ai te [Tehomovvnoinv HUES te, Kowi] cocolev v ‘EALGda. “But if the wives come
together here—those from Boeotia, those of the Peloponnesians, and ourselves—united we’ll
save Greece.”” The order of the polis, Lysistrata asserts, depends on its women and it is up
to them to unify Greece and to ensure that it has a peaceful future.

The usage of the Greek word polis (tfic méAewc) in line 32, as Sommerstein also notes,
is significant and deserves further analysis.>’® Usually, polis is used to describe a city or a
city-state, but here, in this context, it is used to refer to Greece as a whole. This becomes clear
when looking at lines 40 and 41: ai T ék Bowwtdv ai te [lehomovynoiov HHES €, KON
ocmoopev v EALGSa. Aristophanes is certainly not the first who defines polis in the sense of
country (see, for example, Euripides’ lon 294 or Bacchae 58) but, “for a citizen of a particular
Greek state to speak of all Greece as her polis—and to do so as if this were the most natural
thing in the world—must be unique.”®’ The women in Lysistrata, then, are not just concerned
with internal peace and unity in Athens but also with a more external one that includes

Boeotia and the Peloponnese. That is, they are also concerned with a panhellenic unity.>”

°73 |ys. 29-30.
™ Lys. 32.
°> Lys. 39-41. The theme of salvation comes with the underlying notion of a ‘return to
origins’ (the time before warfare), which links to the circular notions seen in PV, Birds, and
the Platonic dialogues.
>’® Sommerstein 1990: 156.
""Sommerstein 1990: 156. Cf. Henderson 1988 whose translation of 32 bears similar
connotations to those of Sommerstein: “Our country's fate is henceforth in our hands.”
>’® This longing for a pan-hellenic unity connects to the oikos: the women, who are used to
maintaining peace within the household, now seek to create peace in a bigger household,
which is Greece. (Pan-) Hellenes should not fight because they are all one big family.

A similar appeal to put an end to warfare appears in Peace 301-3, performed ten years
before Lysistrata, when the Chorus Leader says that all Greeks should help end the war. See
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This notion of a panhellenic reconciliation, and the idea that the women are best suited
to achieve it, also appears at line 342 when the second semi-chorus remarks,” dAAd ToAépov
Kol Hovidv puoapévag EALGda kai moAitag’ (*...but rather see them rescue Greece and their
fellow-citizens from war and madness...”) and between lines 495-500 when Lysistrata says to
the Proboulos, “fpeic vudc choopev’ (“We’ll see you safe”).>” It is also hinted at in the
following dialogue, where Lysistrata talks about what might happen when the women do not

step in to help:>*°

Av. f| Inkét’ elvan Prjte Tlehomovvnoiovc—

Ka. Bértiota toivoy Pnkét’ stvon viy Afo.

Av. Bowwtiovg te mavtag EEolmAéval.

Ko. pn dfita mwévtog y°, GAL" doehe TaG EyyELELS.

Av. Tepl 1OV AONVAY &° 00K EMYAOTTAGOHOL
TO10VTOV 0VOEV: GAL™ bovdncov 6V Hot.

Lysistrata: Either there will be no more Peloponnesians—
Calonice: Well, that would be splendid, by Zeus, for them to be no more!
Lysistrata: --and the Boeotians will all be utterly destroyed—

Calonice: Oh, please not all of them—do make an exception for the eels!

also lines 296-8, where Trygaeus calls all people, & yempyol k&pmopotl kai TéKTOVEC Kai
SnHovpyoi kai pétoucor kai EEvor koi vioidTar, dedp’ 1t @ mavrec Aed. Hermes draws from
this pan-hellenic expression at 435-6, when he exclaims that all Greeks should be blessed.
The emphasis seems to lie on a general pan-hellenic peace and ideology in Peace, which is
also reflected by Trygaeus’ words at 1080-2, where he says that it is better to make a treaty
and rule Greece together than to wage war ceaselessly. This is slightly different from the pan-
hellenic unity Lysistrata proposes, which is more rooted in the female domestic sphere rather
than anything else, but it is still noteworthy because both plays incorporate a longing for
peace in all of Greece and not just Athens.

The model for the Greeks as a loose collective can also be found in the Iliad, where
Agamemnon, as a leader, should be concerned for the safety of all Greeks. (Unlike Lysistrata,
however, he is not).
>79 | ys. 342; 495-500.

%80 | ys. 33-38.
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Lysistrata: |1 won’t utter any words of that kind about Athens, but you can infer my

meaning.

These lines suggest that Lysistrata does not want to, even hypothetically and metaphorically,
talk about the destruction of Athens. Anxiously, but to a certain extent also patriotically,
Lysistrata announces that the women must save Athens from warfare and madness; speaking

negatively about this undertaking is not an option.*®*

Westlake points out that another reason
why Lysistrata avoids talking about the destruction of Athens is because she fears it will be a
bad omen if she does.’®” These feelings of fear and anxiety are further emphasized in line 590
when the Proboulos tells Lysistrata to be quiet when she mentions losses of hoplites because
he does not want her to bring up bad memories (siya, i pvnoucokionc).

Lysistrata’s very name underlines the point that she sets out to rescue Athens from
warfare further. Lewis points out that at the time the play was produced, the position of
priestess of Athena Polias—the highest appointment an Athenian woman could hold—was
occupied by a woman called Lysimache.®® This name is strikingly similar to that of

Lysistrata, Lysimache meaning ‘dissolver of strife’ and Lysistrata meaning ‘dissolver of

armies.”®® The connection becomes even clearer when looking at line 554 where Lysistrata

%81 Kanavou 2011: 137 argues that Kalonike’s name is also of significance in this passage,
especially because she is the first woman whom Lysistrata greets in the play. She asserts, the
name “alludes to the *beautiful victory’ that the women’s plan is hoped to have, and as it is
the first name to be heard in the play, it may be interpreted as an intentional good omen; its
message is repeated in the (similarly formed) name Nwodixn...” Additionally, she states,
“Lysistrata argues that the women’s victory will benefit the city, therefore names related to
the concept of victory (Kalonike, Nikodike) are also related to ¢ilomolic dpetn “patriotism’.
Kanavou 2011: 138.

°82 \Westlake 1980: 41.

*8% The losses of hoplites are already implied in lines 524-5 where Lysistrata draws attention
to the shortage of men in Greece.

*84 |Lewis 1955: 4.

*8% Sommerstein 1990: 5.
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exclaims: oijlai mote Avoidyag uéc év toic “EAnot xoleicOou. “I believe that one day we
will be known among the Greeks as the Dissolvers of Strife, [or as Lysimachai].”®

It is thus appropriate to associate Lysistrata with Lysimache and to link her to the
power and wisdom of Athena, the patron goddess of Athens.*®” This in turn evokes the trust
and affection felt by Athenians for Athens and, by doing so, may lead the audience to think
that Lysistrata is doing the right thing, namely saving Athens in a very Athenian way, with the
help of Athena. The notion then falls once again on the rehabilitation of Athens and the
reintegration of a Greece that has been torn apart by warfare, as well as on the return (or going
back, mdiw) to a more peaceful time. Lewis states likewise: “...Lysistrata is meant to
represent the oldest and best elements in Athenian life, which, if properly emphasised, will
reject war as the foolish thing that it is.”*®

All these previously mentioned passages then talk about the reconciliation of Athens
(and Greece as a whole), and the war-weariness of the Athenians, and thus echo what | stated
at the beginning of this chapter: Athens must be rejuvenated and brought back to its status quo
at the end of the play (and thus come full circle), a status that is not affected by warfare,
destruction, and the separation of men and women.”® Lysistrata, linked to the virtues and

wisdom of Athena, serves as a spokeswoman for this undertaking and it is because of her

efforts that faith in the polis is eventually restored.

*86 | ys. 554,

*87 Sommerstein 1990: 5.

*88 |_ewis 1955: 3.

>89 Cf. fr.119 Eupolis (Etymologicum Genuinum AB), appructovijoon kai yAofioon Tiv woA
(“For the city to spring up and flourish again”).

213



I.b. Lysistrata’s Discourse of Expertise

Lysistrata’s connection with Athena is further underlined by the fact that Lysistrata
acts primarily in the name of the patriarchal order and public affairs, and not just for oikos-
related matters.”®® Unlike Praxagora in Ecclesiazusae, who makes her argument for female
rule convincing by transforming the polis into an oikos, Lysistrata wishes to reinforce the
established rule. However, the sex strike that takes place in the play derives from the domestic
sphere, as do the metaphors that Lysistrata uses when she describes her plan to the men. As
Foley points out: “Lysistrata’s strategies—the weaving of a cloak and the redirecting of
public resources to peaceful purposes—are as appropriate to her public role as priestess as to
that of housewife.”! Indeed, it is the wide range of metaphors that Lysistrata uses in order to
exercise her political power that are noteworthy here, for they show that she does have the
specialist knowledge to run a city.

Lysistrata’s expertise becomes especially clear in her exchange with the Proboulos
that Foley refers to in the quotation above. The exchange takes place from lines 486-610 and

it is worth looking at it in more detail. In lines 486-7, the Proboulos asks Lysistrata why the

>% Cf, Foley 1982: 9-10. “Like Athena, [Lysistrata] may well have been partially armed over
her female dress, since at one point she threatens the old men with force of arms if they
continue their attack. Like Athena in the Eumenides, she invokes meifo® (203) and reason
(432, 572, 1124, 1135) as her mental weapons. Like Athena, she serves as the accepted
mediator between the sexes (1115-87) and moves them back into harmony, marriage, and a
mobilization for non-Greek wars rather than for stasis in the Greek world. Athena, the divine
female born from a male, is in her partial masculinity the only possible image of positive
female role reversal. She acts for the state, not only in the interests of women and of private
family concerns. Like Athena, Lysistrata stands on the side of the public religion of Athens,
not for the orgiastic cults that old comic satire tends pejoratively to associate with women.”
(Note that Foley identifies Lysistrata with Lysimache. See Foley 1982: 8).

> Foley 1982: 9.
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women shut down the Acropolis in the first place, to which Lysistrata essentially replies:

‘because this is where the money is.”*%

IIp. kai P adTdV T00T” EmOLU® v 1OV Ala TpdTa TLOEGOU,

O T1 fovAdEVAL TV TOAY NUDY ATEKANGATE TOIGL LOYAOIGLY.

Av. tva TapyOplov oV KatéYoyLey Kol ) moAeploite ot avTo.

Proboulos: Well then, this is the first thing, by Zeus, that I’m concerned to learn from
them — what was your object in shutting and barring our Acropolis?

Lysistrata: So we could keep the money safe and thereby prevent you from making

war.

The Proboulos is puzzled and asks Lysistrata if she thinks it is because of money-related
matters that they are at war (dia tapyvprov morepodpev yap;) to which she replies, ‘yes, and
that is also why there was all this other distress, t00” (kai td@AAa ye Tavt  €xvknon). When the
Proboulos asks what the women are going to do with the money (dAAa ti dpdoerc;), Lysistrata
confidently tells him that they will manage the money from now on (/e Tapiedoopey avtod)
because they are so much better at it than the men are. After all, women already manage the

household finances for them (00 Kkoi TévSov yprpoTe Tavieg NHe Tapedopey OHIv;). > It is

*%2 Cf. Herodotus 5.71, where Cylon attempts a male coup d’état by trying to seize the
Acropolis with a few other young men. This combination of seizing the Acropolis, like Cylon
once did, and going on a sex-strike, is the first of many combinations of male and female
politics. Specifically, this initial clash of the male political domain with the domestic one sets
in motion the further clashes mentioned in the comedy, which then take place on a linguistic
level.

*% The same argument is put forward at Stat. 259b, where the Stranger asks the Young
Socrates, ti 8¢; HeydAng oxfiHa oikioemc 1| SHIKpdS ab TOAE®S dYKOC UGBV TL TPdC dpymV
doicetov; (“Well, so far as government is concerned, is there any difference between the
grandeur of a large house and the majesty of a small state”)? The Young Socrates responds,
ovdév (“No”). As stated in the introduction (cf. p. 15 n. 36), ovdeig is a particularly emphatic
‘No,’ thus indicating that there really is no difference at all.
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this reference to the oikos here that is the first of many skilfully employed rhetorical devices
by Lysistrata in the scene with the Proboulos.>**

By specifically referring to the domestic sphere, Lysistrata puts her argument in the
reality of everyday Athenian life and shows that the values of the oikos can be used to set the
polis right. Like an Athenian political orator, she aims to convince the Proboulos that she (and
all women for that matter) is a good financial adviser by drawing from real Athenian political
speeches found, amongst others, in drama, political assemblies, and Platonic dialogues. For
instance, she recalls Teiresias in Sophocles’ Antigone who tells Kreon: €d cot gpoviicag €d
Méyw. 1o HovOdvey & fidiotov €0 Aéyovtog, &i képdog Aéyot. “l have considered for your
good, and what | advise is good. The sweetest thing is to learn from a good advisor when his
advice is to your profit.”*®* Similarly to the Proboulos in the comedy, Kreon is not very

impressed at first and accuses Teiresias of having taken bribes (kepdaivetr’, éumoAdte TamO

Cf. Prot. 318e, where Protagoras tells Socrates that if Hippocrates comes to him, he
will teach him both how to manage his own home and the affairs of the city. Protagoras does
not say that there is no difference between these two managements, but his words at least
imply that these skills can be learned at the same time. Cf. Xenophon, Oeconomicus 7.14-16,
where he states that running a household is like running a city, which is, in many ways, a
supersized household.

There is also a noteworthy modern parallel for Lysistrata’s household metaphor. In
2015, Theano Fotiou, a member of the left-wing party Syriza in Greece, said, during austerity
negotations, that Greek families would survive the fiscal crisis because they know how to
make cheap meals out of nothing, such as stuffed peppers. Like Lysistrata’s words, Fotiou’s
were meant to be a compliment to the Greek people, however that intention fell flat because it
actually led to crowds protesting on the streets with dishes of stuffed peppers in their hands. (I
owe this reference to Ariadne Konstantinou who pointed it out to me at the ‘Prometheus,
Pandora, Adam and Eve: Archetypes of the Masculine and Feminine and their Reception
throughout the Ages’ conference at Bar-Ilan University in March 2017).
>% Equally, if Lysistrata did not manage her household well, this would likely undermine her
argument. As Aeschines writes in Ag. Tim. 1.30, tov yap v idiav oikiav kak®dg oiknoavta,
Kol T Ko Tiig mOAeme mapamAncing ynoato dadnosty, kol ovk 830Ksl olOV T eivor T
volo0&tn TOV antov dvOpomov 18l Hev sivan movnpdv, dnpoacio 8¢ xpnotov. (“For he believed
that the man who has mismanaged his own household will handle the affairs of the city in like
manner; and to the lawgiver it did not seem possible that the same man could be a rascal in
private life, and in public life a good and useful citizen”).
>% Ant. 1031-2.
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Tapdewv fikektpov, e Povreobe, kai Tov Tvdkov ypuoov).’®® However, like a good orator,
Teiresias quickly defends himself and tells Kreon that he is actually well suited to speak in the
interest of the polis, for he knows how to reason.>®’

Lysistrata does something similar in Aristophanes’ play when she makes clear that the
comedy is, to a certain extent anyway, about Adyor and mei@od—words, speeches, and
persuasion.”® In a dialogue comparable to that of Teiresias and Kreon, and to that of
Antigone and Kreon, she and the Proboulos begin to argue over who knows best how to speak
in the polis’ interest. In Lysistrata’s opinion, it is she, for she knows how to successfully
manage a home.>*® However, the Proboulos is not convinced, for he thinks that household
finances and military finances are two different things—one is used to maintain peace within
the oikos, the other is used to wage war with other city-states and to keep the polis safe.®® He
thus believes that Lysistrata’s argument is invalid.

Lysistrata, in an attempt to refute the Proboulos’ accusation, tells him that the men
should not be making war in the first place (GAL’ o06ev del mpdTov MoAeEiv) because it is
neither profitable nor necessary in order to keep safe. Instead of waging war, the men should

rely on the women to keep them safe (Mueic VUG cdoopev). The Proboulos is outraged on

>% Ant. 1037-9.

> Ant. 1048-50. This recalls the link between speech and reason, as discussed in the analysis
of the Greek ideas of language in chapter 2 (cf. pp. 169-170).

*% Cf. Ober & Strauss 1990: 263.

> Approximately nineteen years later, Praxagora makes a similar point when she says that
power should be given to women because “they are, after all, the people to whom we look for
the efficient management of our homes” (kai yap €v taig oikiong Tavtang Emtpdmolg Kai
tapioiot ypopeda). See Eccl. 210-1. About another thirty years later, Socrates tells Critobulus
in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus 3.15 that the increase or impoverishment of the household is not
just up to the husband but also to the wife, for it is she who handles the money within in it.

%00 vs. 496-8.
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hearing this, seemingly lunatic, proposal and exclaims that Lysistrata has no right to say (and
do) these things: vi| Ty Afuntp” E8wov ye.**

However, Lysistrata tells him that he and the fellow men must be saved whether they
want to or not.®? This is yet another exchange in this scene where Lysistrata implies that
women do in fact have the intelligence to do the men’s job—and not just do it for them, but
do it better than them!°® This becomes even clearer a little later in the play, in lines 1124-27,
when Lysistrata addresses the Athenians and Laconians:®%*

EYm yovn) Hév giplt, vodg 8 &veoti [ot,

a6 EUAVTHC 0L KAKMG YVOUNG &YX,

TOVG & €K TOTPOG T€ KOl YEPALTEP®V AOYOLG
TOAALOVC AKOVOAG 0V HEHOVGML KOKMDG.

I am a woman, but | have got a mind: |1 am not badly off for intelligence on my own
account, and I am not badly educated either, having heard a great deal of the talk of
my father and of other older men.

The language that Lysistrata uses here might have reminded the audience of certain passages
from Aeschylus’ Agamemnon and Euripides’ Melanippe the Wise and thus also of political

rhetoric in Athenian tragedy.®® Especially the first line (¢yd yoviy pév €iplt, vode & &veoti pov)

%01 | ys. 500. The fact that the Proboulos invokes Demeter may be significant in terms of how
emphatic his response is, because Demeter was often “named in official oaths taken by men,
notably that of the jurors.” (Sommerstein 2014: 322. Cf. Dem. 24.151). The Proboulos’
choice to use Demeter and not, for example Ge (another goddess only men could swear by),
may emphasise his point that women really have no place at all in financial and other official
business.

%02 ys. 501-3.

%3 There is another modern parallel to this. On 16 August 2008, in an interview with the
Financial Times, the former Ukrainian Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko stated that women
are better at taking care of the country than men are. She, too, based her argument on the
household and said: “You know how, when a family breaks up, in most instances, the child
stays with the mother? She is the more reliable caretaker. It is the same with a country. |
simply think that we are more reliable and we are more able to give up living a normal life in
order honourably to fulfil our responsibilities.” Cf. Brock 2013: 197.

%04 ys. 1124-7.

%% Hall 2010b: 30-1.
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seems to be a direct quotation from the now fragmentary Melanippe the Wise line 482;
Melanippe uses it in a speech in defence of women, and in a rebuttal of the opinion men hold
about them.®® Lysistrata, similarly, uses this rhetorical device in order to emphasize her
statement that, even though she is a woman, the audience should listen to her.

We see a similar piece of rhetoric being employed by Praxagora a few years later
when she addresses the other women and the theatre audience: ot 8" icov Hev thode Tig
YoOpag HéETa dooviep VUIV: dybopat 68 Kol PEpm Ta TG TOAE®C dmavia fapémg mpayHata. “l
have as much of a stake in this country as you do; and | am vexed and grieved at the whole
situation the City is in.”®" Likewise, in Euripides’ Children of Heracles, Macaria, albeit more
reserved than Lysistrata and Praxagora, urges her listener to give her a chance, for even
though she is a woman, she does have something to say.®® Additionally, the speech
Clytemnestra gives after she has killed Agamemnon also shows similar rhetorical strategies.
For she asserts that she is not a weak-minded woman (yvvaikog og depacilovog) but instead a
woman who killed her husband fearlessly (dtpéotw xapdiq). (Granted, this is not a positive
precedent but it does fit in with the other examples, nonetheless). Likewise, Medea crosses
borders in her speech to the chorus in lines 215-70 when she transforms “Corinthian
housewives into champions of something like militant feminism, rejoicing in their next ode
that women too will now have songs sung of the great deeds (410...).”°%

This crossing of borders, and use of Athenian rhetoric that is usually reserved for men,
can be further explained when looking at Willi’s concept of ‘language loyalty.”®*® Willi

writes: “However close-knit women’s social networks are, women may feel little loyalty to

%06 Melanippe fr. 482. For discussions of the fragments of Melanippe the Wise and Melanippe
Captive, see for example Cropp 1995 and Battezzato 2016.

7 Eccl. 173-8.

%8 Children of Heracles 474-83.

%09 pe|ling 2000: 202.

*19 Willi 2003: 164.
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the traditional culture embodied in traditional language. They may expect a real or symbolic
bettering of their lives and social positions from the culture that is associated with the new
language.”® Willi further asserts that the blend of the old and the new language has the
ability to represent two codes: a ‘power code’ and a ‘solidarity code.” The former challenges
existing structures and is supported by a socio-economic strength that is not controlled by the
community itself, and the latter is meant to enforce a kind of unity, which is regulated by the
community, in face of threats from outside.®*? I think the same can be said for Lysistrata and
the other examples mentioned above: the women’s traditional language, which derives from
the oikos, enforces a cohesion (as households tend to do) and a shield that is meant to protect
from the threats from the world outside. Simultaneously, as seen above, it also challenges
these existing structures in a way that is not necessarily supported by the community, as it
goes against traditional social norms.®*?

Granted, the cases we are presented with in the plays cited above are different, not
only because of their different plotlines, but also because they are different genres and
separated by several decades. For example, Medea, Clytemnestra, Macaria and Melanippe are
limited by the constraints of the tragic genre whereas comedy allows a more authentic utopian
exploration by Aristophanes in his characterization of Lysistrata when he invokes the image
of women as a counter-demos which is meant to mirror the world of the male civic space.

(This does raise some interesting questions about the importance of genre in ancient utopian

*L Willi 2003: 164.
®12 Willi 2003: 164-5.
®13 Cf. McClure 1999: 27, who refers to this dramatized female speech as “bilingualism.” She
writes: “...women can be considered ‘bilingual’ in that they understand both their own
discursive strategies and those of the dominant group, engaging in ‘code-switching’ in order
to function in societies where they are subordinated.” Cf. Hawkins 2002: 154.

This also emphasises the point made in the passage on the Statesman, namely that
Lysistrata (and Praxagora) are able to address different factions at the same time. Cf. pp. 91-2.
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thought, such as how dreams of another Golden Age often served as the cornerstone of Old
Comedy, but due to the limited space at my disposal these shall remain unexplored here).

Instead, | wish to look at some of the comparisons that can be made between the tragic
and the comic genre when it comes to masculine and feminine rhetorical discourse.
Especially, Agamemnon and Lysistrata are worth comparing here, because both plays portray
Athenian rhetoric that is utilized by female characters. Like Clytemnestra, Lysistrata’s
“speech vacillates between gendered subject positions.”®* She is persuasive and eloquent like
a man (which is only emphasized by the fact that she learned rhetoric from her father and
other older men as indicated in lines 1124-7), but she reformulates male speech by utilizing
metaphors from the female domestic sphere.®*®

Her ability to perform both masculine and feminine discourse not only accentuates her
connection with Athena once again, who is “in her partial masculinity the only possible image

of positive female role reversal,”®*°

it also underlines the idea of the male actor impersonating
women, and thus a central element of fifth-century Athenian comedy, namely the merging of
male and female ideas. In the case of Lysistrata, this role reversal becomes particularly
evident when Lysistrata launches onto the next argument in her political debate with the

Proboulos. Like Macaria and Melanippe, she declares that the times when the Athenian

®4 McClure 1999: 71.

®15 Cf. Eccl. 243-4. év taic @uydic Hetd Tavpdg Gno’ &v mokvi: Enert’ dkodovs’ SEEHaOOV
@V pntopov. “In the refugee time | lived with my husband on the Pnyx; that enabled me to
listen to the speakers and learn off their tricks.” See also McClure 1999: 239 who notes: “As a
fusion of both male and female characteristics and speech practices, Praxagora, like
Lysistrata, mediates between the two realms, first as an exemplar of the tragic actor who
rehearses his part and accurately renders the speech of the opposite gender, and later as an
accomplished public speaker in the Assembly who seduces “his’ audience with *his’ deceptive
speech.” Cf. Zweig 1992: 80.

*1% Foley 1982: 9.
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women were quiet are over and that they will no longer ignore the bad decisions the men have
made in the past.®’

The Proboulos is, once again, unimpressed and tells Lysistrata that her husband had
every right to tell her to keep quiet (OpOdc ve Aéymv vi] Af’ékeivoc).®*® By doing so, he hints at
the common Athenian notion found in many literary texts that women ought to be silent. For
example, Sophocles praises female silence in his Ajax when he writes: yovat, yovouéi koopov
1 owyn eépet. “Silence brings adornment to women.”®*° Aristotle seems to quote directly from
Sophocles when he remarks: 610 6€i Gonep 6 momtng eipnke mepi yuvaukde, obtm voUilew
Eyew mepl TAVTOV: “yovauki KOGHOV 1| oyn eépet,” AL avdpi ovkétt todto. “All classes must
be deemed to have their special attributes; as the poet says of women: ‘Silence is a woman’s
glory,” but this is not equally the glory of man.”®?°

However, Lysistrata decides that it is time to turn the tables and tells the Proboulos
that it is now the men’s turn to be quiet. In lines 527-8, she confidently declares: fjv odv UGV
xpNOoTa Agyovod®v €0ehont’ dvtakpodcsOot KavTiclondd  domep ynHelS, émavopdmcaley v
vuac. “So if you’ll be prepared to listen in your turn to our good advice, and if you’ll keep
quiet in your turn as we had to, we can put you back on the right path.” When the Proboulos
tries to object, Lysistrata simply says: cuona. “Be quiet.” By audaciously declaring that the

men ought to be quiet from now on, Lysistrata shatters social norms and poses a threat to the

Athenian social and cultural system.®”> As Clytemnestra has done before her, and as

°7 Lys. 507-514. Cf. Apollodorus, Against Neaera 112, where Apollodorus (or, pseudo-
Demosthenes) draws a picture of the jurors’ wives giving them a hard time if they reach the
wrong verdict on Neaera.

°18 | ys. 521.

®19 Ajax 293. Trans. McClure. See also McClure 1999: 20 and Finglass 2011: 226.

%20 Aristotle, Pol. 1260a31. See McClure 1999: 20 n. 71 for further examples.

%21 Cf. Konstan 1993: 437. “Women, when left to their own devices, are imagined as creatures
of lawless desire, prone to violate the social order which is predicated on the integrity of the
individual household.”
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Praxagora will do after her, Lysistrata decides to take matters into her own hands upon
realizing that the men have failed to conduct political affairs properly. By offering a different
style of politics, all three women emerge as intelligent rebels against inadequate male politics
and show that they are indeed more than ‘men in drag.’®? Comparably with Macaria and
Melanippe, they epitomize the juxtaposition of female powerlessness in Athens and female
confidence on stage.

The similarities to the tragic texts in this exchange suggest that Lysistrata’s political
discourse with the Proboulos is not just a comic inversion of male and female roles, but also a
discussion of rhetoric itself. Similarly to Sophocles, Aristophanes takes for granted his
audience’s familiarity with political and philosophical rhetoric, and by doing so follows an
oratorical paradigm that the audience would have recognised from drama and political
assemblies, and also from philosophical discourse.®?®

This becomes also clear in the next part of the dialogue when Lysistrata explains to the
Proboulos how exactly the women are going to put an end to the ostensibly pointless current
political affairs.®**

dHomep KAwoTip’, dtav HUiv 1| tetapaypévoc, dde Aapodoa,

VIEVEYKODG AL TOToV ATPAKTOIC TO UEV EvTanBol 10 &’ éxeloe,

oUT® Kol TOV TOAEOV TODTOV S10ADGOEY, TV TIC £d0T),

deveykodoat o1 TpesPeldv TO HEV Evtavbol 10 & €keioe.

It’s like when we have a tangled skein of wool. We take it, like this, and pull it gently

with the help of our spindles, now this way and now that. That’s how we’ll unravel

this war, if we’re allowed to, sorting it out by sending embassies, now this way and
now that.

In this scene, Lysistrata not only sounds like a character from a Platonic dialogue by

explaining political matters with the help of a wool-allegory, but also like Athena Ergane, the

622 cf. Mossman 2001: 382.
623 Ober & Strauss 1990: 259. Cf. Willi 2002: 135-39; 149-50.
624 Lys. 568-570.
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patron deity of craftsmen and artists. Not only does this underscore her domestic activities
(and, by using dwAvwm, also the etymology of her name), it is also another example of how
Lysistrata stands on the side of public religion in Athens, and thus close to the heart of the
polis.

Moreover, the choice of metaphor is significant here, because it links back to the
juxtaposition of feminine and masculine discourse mentioned earlier: Lysistrata takes
women’s work that has to do with wool and spindles and transforms it into eloquence. On the
one hand, this relates to a statement made earlier: Lysistrata uses arguments that derive from
the domestic sphere in order to bring her point across because that is what she knows best.®?®
On the other hand, it also shows how Aristophanes gives voice to Lysistrata through both
women’s work and male political rhetoric. Not only does this play with the comic topsy-turvy
idea of women in power in that Aristophanes takes a domestic element and applies it to the
public domain of the male, it also highlights an element of Lysistrata’s speech that is quite
different from the tragic passages quoted earlier. For while those passages portray the worst
thing that Athenian female eloquence can do (undermine men), Lysistrata’s rhetoric is
ultimately used to help the men.®%

Nevertheless, the Proboulos is once again not convinced and demands further
explanation of how exactly the women intend to handle the men’s affairs (nmd¢ 61; @ép’

1©0).%%" This is when Lysistrata provides another simile: she utilizes a raw fleece as a

%2% This recalls Philomela, who weaves to tell the story of her rape and glossectomy, and of
Penelope who weaves and unravels wool in order to delay her marriage to another man. See
also Karanika 2014, especially pp. 82-88.

%26 See also Lane 1998: 166. “Throughout the passage and the play, the domestic agility of
women is celebrated and mockingly compared with the public incompetence of men...The
humour of the passage as well as its polemical point depends heavily on this clear gender
identification of weaving with women — precisely because Lysistrata is in fact proposing this
model of civic weaving as an appropriate model for the men.”

%27 ys. 573.
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metaphor and makes clear that Athenian politics must be cleansed from dirt, villains, and
tyrants. Once that it is done, a union of Athenians, immigrants, foreigners, and anyone who
opposes tyranny, must be formed (just as it is necessary to place the wool back into the work-
basket together with other pieces of wool after it has been cleaned). Returning to the
panhellenic concept mentioned at the beginning of the play, Lysistrata then asserts that all the
colonies must become part of this union in order to assure peace and an effective political
system. This is just like smaller pieces of wool that must be added together in order to make a
warm cloak.®?®

It is clear that this allegory is packed with metaphors that resemble philosophical
discourse. First of all, it is important to note that it points to the essential thing the comedy
attempts to do, namely renewing Athens and returning (méAwv) to a peaceful time. This
becomes clear when looking at the “‘cleansing’ aspect of it. For Lysistrata does not take a new
piece of wool but an old one (i.e. Athens) that she wishes to clear from dirt (i.e. from the bad
influence of certain people) and join together with other pieces of wool (i.e. other Greek city-
states). This allows us to construct a clear view of what the play is doing with the mythical
idea of women in power who attempt to save the polis. For once again we are presented with
oratory from the oikos that is used to fix problems created by men.

Secondly, it is worth pointing out that a similar weaving-analogy appears in Plato’s
Statesman. In the text, the Stranger applies the art of weaving to the statesman and asserts that
the universal science of statesmanship knows how to weave everything that is within a state
into a unified fabric.%?® He bases the necessity of this on two opposing temperaments of men:
courage and moderation. If those who are too courageous dominate the state, this will result in

a policy that is too aggressive; similarly, if those who are too moderate dominate the state,

628 | ys. 574-586.
629 stat. 305e.
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this will result in aggression against themselves.®® Thus, just as it is Lysistrata’s task in the
comedy to weave opposing elements together, it is the task of the statesman to weave citizens
with these conflicting temperaments into a unified social fabric.®*

The statesman achieves this by providing both divine and human bonds for the souls
of the citizens. The divine bond is created by implementing in men’s souls a correct opinion
of what is just and good, and the human bond is created by the intermarriage of men and
women, as their offspring will naturally have a balanced mixture of the two opposing
elements.®®* This is similar to Lysistrata, for at the end of the comedy, we are presented with a
synthesis of divine and human elements. The divine principle is Athena, upon whose power
and wisdom Lysistrata calls, and the human one is the reconciliation between men and
women. Both Lysistrata and the statesman then weave together different people and
temperaments in order to create a unified and harmonious society.®*

Finally, it is worthwhile comparing this piece of rhetoric with Plato’s ship of state
mentioned at 488a-489 in Book VI of the Republic. Let us briefly summarize the parable: the
image there is a ship, and the owner of it is stronger than everyone else on board. However,
despite his strength, he can neither hear nor see very well nor does he actually have much
experience with seafaring. The sailors are in a constant fight about who should steer the ship,
each of them thinking they are the best suited for the job. (This is despite the fact that none of
them has actually ever learned how to steer a ship since they claim that it is not teachable). If

they do not succeed in grabbing the rudder from someone else, they execute the one who

does. Afterwards, they drug the shipowner so that they can steer the ship and call themselves

%30 Stat. 307a-8b.

%31 Hall 1981: 84.

%32 Stat. 309¢-310b.

633 See Cornford 1934: 60, who asserts that the reunion of men and women at the end of the
play “is itself a sort of re-marriage.”
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‘navigator;’ anyone else is dismissed as useless. The parable ends with the assertion that these
sailors do not realise that the art of navigation is a craft that must be learned in order to do it
successfully. For at the end of the day, it is not just about the ship itself but also about the
things that may influence the navigation of it, such as the seasons or the winds.

Similarly to Lysistrata’s wool-basket allegory, the connotations of this parable are
clear. The captain (i.e. the demos) is slow-witted and unable to see how things really are, and
the sailors (i.e. the politicians) are in a constant fight over who should control the ship (i.e. the
polis) but are ultimately only interested in themselves. Both demos and politicians are unable
to recognise a true captain; one who actually realizes that one must also pay attention to
things outside the ship in order to navigate it successfully. Moreover, the ship-of-state simile
hints at a problem encountered by Lysistrata in her dialogue with the Proboulos. Monoson
states:%*

The parable...suggests a predicament that all the people on the boat share. How is a

navigator to demonstrate the importance of his skill, short of being given the

opportunity to practice it? The abstract nature of his knowledge makes it difficult for

him to convey to the captain and crew that he indeed knows something relevant.
Lysistrata, too, despite her eloquence, has problems getting her point across to the Proboulos,
for he neither understands the metaphors she uses nor how women play a part in warfare. The
former has already become clear on the previous pages, and the latter is exemplified by the
Proboulos’ statement following Lysistrata’s allegory: otkouvv dewvov tavti tavtag pafdiéev
Kol TOATEVELY, aig 0VdE Hetiv mavy Tod moAépov; “It really is disgraceful that these women
should go on like this about sticks and balls, when they’ve had absolutely no part in the

war.”%® Lysistrata responds by saying that women do actually know something about war

634 Monoson 2000: 121.
63 |ys. 586.
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because of the losses of sons and husbands that are associated with it.*® But again, the
Proboulos does not understand her, for the abstract nature of Lysistrata’s domestic argument
makes it difficult for him to follow it.

The Proboulos’ inability to understand Lysistrata underlines many notions found in
the comedy: (1) it portrays the opposition of the sexes and the imbalance that is created by it:
the polis and oikos are separated and cannot properly communicate with one another; (2) it
serves as a comic element, as the debate between the Proboulos and Lysistrata emerges as a
parody of real masculine political behaviour: politicians talk to (and at) one another but are
not really being heard by the other party; (3) similarly, even though Lysistrata is able to speak
‘like a man’, she is still not being heard, for she uses metaphors that are outside the
Proboulos’ realm of knowledge. As Hawkins puts it: “This [domestic language] is a language
in which most men would not be fluent since it does not normally enter into the male
world.”®%

The emphasis is on ‘normally’ here because things are different in Plato, where the
weaving metaphor is invoked frequently to discuss issues related to the state. Nonetheless,
Hawkins’ point does recall female powerlessness in Athens and the limits placed on women
in the domestic sphere, and it also brings to mind the differences between male and female
speech. (4) However, the scene also shows the (rhetorical) freedom female characters have on
the Greek stage, for Lysistrata continually counters the Proboulos’ objections and does not
keep quiet. She argues relentlessly that the Athenian men are destroying the polis through

warfare, and she seeks a peaceful solution.

63 | ys. 587-598.

%37 Hawkins 2002: 157. Again, the underlines the point made in the section on the Statesman
(cf. pp. 91-2). Lysistrata and Praxagora manage to engage with different factions on a
rhetorical level, but ultimately only Praxagora is truly successful because Lysistrata does not
manage to get the Proboulos to understand her.
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Their exchange eventually ends with the Proboulos leaving the stage in line 610,
feeling utterly insulted, saying that he does not deserve to be treated like this. He is angry at
Lysistrata and her speech, though not necessarily at the politicians (or the demos) who caused
the problems Lysistrata mentions in the first place. Like the Athenian demos, the Proboulos
prefers compliments to criticism, and like the sailors in Plato’s ship-of-state parable, he
attempts to deny Lysistrata the demonstration of the importance of her skill. In this way then,
while certainly ensuring comic laughter, the dialogue also serves as a reminder (and perhaps
even warning) to the audience that they are responsible for recognising the intentions of a
speaker and for taking action when necessary.®*® This is similar to the issue that Aristophanes
deals with in Knights, namely the denial of rights to well-intentioned orators. Instead, they are
being given to self-serving ones (Cleon) who aim to undermine the polis from within.

Of course, in the true spirit of Aristophanic comedy, Lysistrata’s argument is
ultimately successful, as the comedy ends on a triumphant note. Nevertheless, the scene with
the Proboulos still raises certain issues that were very real worries for Aristophanes’
contemporaries. The Proboulos has, arguably, been corrupted by flattering rhetoric and thus
refuses to listen to Lysistrata, making it difficult for her to be heard. He fails to recognise the
intentions of Lysistrata and does not realise that she acts for the good of the polis. Thus, while
this topsy-turvy world is certainly very much at home in Aristophanes, it also echoes real
problems off stage, as it portrays the Proboulos, who as an Athenian is supposed to be the

master of logos, as acting in contrast to his own ideals.®*®

%% This brings to mind the behaviour of the courageous birds and animals discussed in
chapter 2, as they take a step in the right direction and attempt to overthrow the tyrannical
regime. Cf. pp. 184-8; 201-4.

%39 At the same time, as shown in the discussions of the Statesman and the Protagoras (cf. pp.
89-91 and 104), this undertaking is exceptionally difficult, and the blame does not lie solely
with the Proboulos because it is not necessarily possible for him to learn the language of a
different (i.e. Lysistrata’s) faction.
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At the same time, as discussed above, we are also presented with a merging of
masculine and feminine rhetoric. Lysistrata appears as a mediator that speaks on behalf of the
city in order to end warfare and to guide the male and female back into harmony. By making
use of specific metaphors (that stem from the realms of both women and men), Lysistrata
shows that it is time to reaffirm Athens and to unify all Greek city-states. By doing so, she not
only reiterates the panhellenic notion mentioned in the first few lines of the play, but she also
asserts that it is time to join the oikos and the polis back together, for only then can the
existing (military) conditions be brought to an end.

Finally, it is worth noting that, by portraying the women as a group of people who
engage in political action in order to stop warfare, Aristophanes a) draws up an alternative
public that shows women with their own state institutions, and b) he makes use of the comic
motif where men fear that women plot against them in secret meetings. This becomes further
evident in lines 1128-1135 of Lysistrata, where Lysistrata refers to the common sacrifices of
Athenians and Spartans in order to underline her argument that reconciliation is necessary. By
mentioning common festivals in this context, she not only merges religious, civic, and
military elements but she also represents the women gathering on top of the Acropolis as an
alternate demos with their own nomoi and politics. This idea is developed further in

Thesmophoriazusae where a women’s festival is imagined as an assembly.®*

Il. The purpose of Lysistrata’s speech
Aristophanes, through the characters of Lysistrata and the Proboulos, refers to the

demos’ inability to identify a leader (and orator) with good intentions. This latent criticism of

%40 See especially lines 295-310 of Thesmophoriazusae and also Konstan 1993: 439.
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the demos not only recalls the connotations of the texts discussed in chapter 2, but it also
brings to mind a scene from Knights, performed a little over ten years before Lysistrata. In
lines 1355-1357, the following exchange takes place between the demos and the Sausage-

Seller:

Af). aicyvvolai Tot Talg TPOTEPOV AAPTING.

Al. GAL" 00 6V TOVT®V OiTIOC--UT) PpovTioNS--
GaAL" of o€ TodT EENTaTwv.

Demos: You know, I am really ashamed of my former errors.

Sausage-Seller: But you weren’t to blame for them — don’t you worry — it was the men

who practised these deceptions on you.
Here, the Sausage-Seller tells the demos that it is not their fault that they have chosen an
inadequate leader; rather, it is the leader’s fault, for it is he who has deceived the demos with
unsound arguments. (This, as has been shown, is the same problem that appears in Birds ten
years later, when most of the birds are deceived by Peisetaerus’ and Tereus’ oratorical skills).

Certainly, Aristophanes is walking a fine line by including these implications (and
accusations) in his plays. He cannot very well assert in front of the Athenian audience that the
entire demos is inept (although he does come close in Knights) and that that is why they
choose inept leaders; no one who appears before the demos — be it playwright, comic hero, or

641

orator — can afford to do so.” As Henderson points out: “anyone...who for any reason

%! There are quite a few testimonia and passages in (fragmented) plays, which say that Cleon
attacked Aristophanes for ridiculing him in his comedies. See, for example, Ach. 377-82 and
502-3, and Wasps 1284-91. More importantly, the Scholium on Aelius Aristides Or. 3.8
states: katnyopriicavtog 8¢ 100 KAéwvog Aptotopdvoug HBpems, £té0m voog pniétt £Esivan
KoMty ovopaoti. (“After Cleon had accused Ar. of hybris, a law was passed forbidding
further comic ridicule of anyone by name”). The Scholium on Ach. 378 notes that Cleon did
take Aristophanes to court because of the insults he hurled against him in Babylonians.
However, it is necessary to note that these testimonia and fragments are not
conclusive. Halliwell 1998: xIv n. 46 asserts, “to treat [Dikaipolis’ defence speech in Arch.] as
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admonished the collectivity of citizens had to persuade its members that he was still somehow
in conformity with collective norms and with the democratic notion that collective norms
must always control decision-making.”®*
Hence the pedagogical approach via satire. Rather than outright attacking the demos
(and risking punishment), Aristophanes educates them by ridiculing (which again links him to
Lucian and More, and their serio-comic approaches). As Loraux writes:**
...one still has to get oneself heard by this Demos that prefers unconditional praise to
lessons in morality. Because laughter, which frees from fascination, is the most
effective weapon of criticism, the comic poet has no other strategy than to educate by

ridiculing. One must make the Athenians laugh at the praise that they are so happy to
address to the city and the democratic system...

In Lysistrata, this is highlighted not only by the dialogue but also by the panhellenic (and thus
collective) nature of the comedy. In this sense, Lysistrata’s comic speech is not really political
— neither in context nor in ethos — but instead a lesson in (and reminder of) morality, as it
functions as a means for the expression of the collectivity of the demos.®** Aristophanes thus
again emerges as a political satirist (as he does in Birds) and once again, comparably with
Orwell, exposes false beliefs engendered by Adyot and nedo.

In order to avoid unnecessary problems, he does so by appealing to the intelligence
and integrity of the demos, which is one of the reasons why we are presented with a sense of

reassurance in Lysistrata. By presenting to the audience a celebratory image not only of

programmatic of the author’s own stance, as has often been done, is to tear it out of the
context of parody and metatheatre in which it is teasingly embedded.” Likewise, Rosen 2010:
235 argues: “The problem of interpreting the allegations of a historical quarrel between Cleon
and Aristophanes is particularly interesting because it is so easy to see the story—whatever its
basis in historical fact—as part of the poet’s attempt to create a specifically literary persona
for himself, a gesture that need not always have any basis in truth.” Rosen, however, does not
seem to doubt that there was some sort of disagreement between Aristophanes and Cleon to
which Aristophanes alludes in his plays. See Rosen 1988: 78.

%42 Henderson 1993: 309.

®43 |oraux 1986: 306.

%44 Cf. Henderson 1993: 318.
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Athens but also of themselves, Aristophanes cultivates an affirmation of both the polis and the
demos’ intelligence, thereby saying that they can do better. The strong Athenian nature of the
comedy allows the audience to reflect on their Athenian heritage and virtues; and with the
inclusion of a representation of Athena Polias, they are even provided with a blast from the
past and reminded of the early stages of the polis when Athena was chosen to be their
patron.®* In this sense, the comic poet presents to the audience not only a dismantled polity
that is in need of renewed strength, but he also offers them a sense of encouragement for
themselves — which then links to the point made in the Protagoras, namely that political
excellence is a social achievement which is based on universal competence and
opportunity.®*

Aristophanes then brings Lysistrata — and the fictive world of comedy - into the
political realm of Athens by satirically re-endorsing it through contrast and inversion. More
importantly, like a true satirist, Aristophanes ends the play on a latent critical note when this
endorsement becomes once again the weapon of criticism.®*’ For while the ending does bring
about the desired restoration of normality, the characters fail to realise that it is normality that
caused the problems of the play in the first place. Similarly, in Birds, Peisetaerus and
Euelpides leave Athens in order to find a better life outside the city, only to discover that the
only real possibility is to live within a polis, with all its discords and injustices. Neither they,

nor the characters in Lysistrata, can escape the status quo; instead they find themselves

%4> Again, this links to the interpretation of the word mdAw, albeit this time more positively.
Cf. pp. 86-7.

%46 Cf. pp. 102-3, with n. 278. Cf. Dio Chrysostom, Declamations 16.9. ékeivot Pév yap
VQopmHevol kol 6ed10teg TOV dfjlov g deomdTV €0MTELOY, NPEUA dAKVOVTEG Kol HUETA
YéL®TOG, omep ol Titho Toig Toudiolg, tov S€nN TL TV ANOESTEPMOV TEIV AVTH, TPOGSPEPOLGL
péMTL ypicacon v koAwka. (“For the comic poets, being suspicious and fearful of the people,
flattered them as a slave flatters a master, chiding them gently and with a smile, as nurses will
do with children when they must give them something unpleasant to drink and put honey on
the rim of the cup”).

®47 Cf. Loraux 1986: 307.
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subjects to the same cycles of recurrent political events discussed throughout this thesis. This,
then, is almost a lesson in morality in itself and thus also an affirmation that, comparably with
the endings of PV, Birds, the Platonic dialogues, and the moral of Plato’s ship of state parable,

we always seem to end up right where we started.®*®

I11. Lysistrata’s speech in relation to Gorgias and Birds

In the analysis of the Gorgias and the Encomium of Helen, | noted that part of the
larger picture that is being portrayed is not only the critique of rhetoric but also the powers
and limitations thereof. Especially, Helen is worth briefly revisiting here because it is, to a
certain extent, also about who you are and who you say you are, and about whether others are
able to know whether you speak the truth.

This is complicated, because according to Gorgias, both sight and sound have the
power to manipulate and mould the mind in whatever way they wish.®*® This is why, as
Haden also notes, speech is not subject to an objective reality but is itself an independent

agent.®®

Or, as Clements puts it, “according to this model of perception...each one of us is
fundamentally at the mercy of what we see and hear.”®*! Gorgias exemplifies this in Helen

where he justifies Helen’s actions by stating that a) the sight of Paris overwhelmed her soul,

®® This also implies that Lysistrata’s idea of the status quo is more imagined than real,
because it does not really bring about the peace and restoration that she desires.

®4982B11.11, 13 DK. Cf. p. 68; p. 75 n. 193; p. 76 n. 196.

%0 Haden 1992: 320. Cf. Versényi 1963: 45, who writes that Gorgias argues that logos “might
have nothing to do with knowledge, intellect, reason, but move in an altogether different
realm.”

%1 Clements 2014: 186.
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and b) she came under the influence of speech against her will; she thus had no choice but to
leave with Paris and cannot be blamed for the complications that ensued with her leaving.®>?

Gorgias, comparably with the Sausage-Seller in Aristophanes’ Knights, who blames
the leader for deceiving the demos with illogical arguments, implies that it is the people who
are the real victims here. For it is they who have to experience both sights and sounds in a
passive manner, as they are separated from an objective reality. This is only exacerbated by
the problems encountered in the Statesman and the Protagoras, which show that different
groups often genuinely struggle to understand the speech of the other group, and that the art
(and knowledge) of measuring words is no easy undertaking. While this implies that the
demos, like Helen, cannot be blamed for their actions, it does make progressive political
change, which depends on the ability of the demos to understand what is being said,
difficult.®>®

This is especially significant when relating it to the scene between Lysistrata and the
Proboulos, because it suggests that there are no accessible epistemological grounds on which
the Proboulos can assess the truth and value of Lysistrata’s words. In addition to the reasons

mentioned earlier (cf. pp. 228-9) that explain his inability to understand her (i.e. his inability

%2 DK 82B11-12 and DK 82B15. This is opposite to the case seen in PV, when Prometheus
tells Zeus, as noted earlier (cf. p. 68), that even his charming rhetoric will not save him from
his fall.

This is not to say that Gorgias necessarily cared about Helen. See Versényi 1963: 43-
4, who argues, while “the work is designed to show that the causes of her disaffection were
beyond her control, and to vindicate her honor...there is no reason to suppose that Gorgias
cared much whether Helen was vindicated or not, and Helen is obviously merely a pretext for
his argument.” See also Robinson 1973: 53. Gorgias’ (potentially) ambigious intentions in
writing the encomium are further underlined by the ending he chose for the text: éBovAndnv
ypayor Tov Adyov ‘EAévig Uev éykmpiov, EUov ¢ maiyviov. This may relate to the serio-comic
nature of More’s Utopia and its subtitle, ‘A Truly Golden Handbook, No Less Beneficial than
Entertaining.’
%3 This is also why Zeus, in the myth of the last judgment in Gorgias 523d-e, asserts that
trials should be held ‘naked’ with everyone’s soul exposed, because only then can a fair
judgment be made.
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links to the opposition of the sexes; it emerges as a parody of real masculine political
demeanour; and it recalls female powerlessness in Athens), the following can be added to the
list: the Proboulos cannot judge the legitimacy of Lysistrata’s words because he does not
know whether what he hears and sees is true. This is why he fails to understand her argument.
As noted previously, this is one of the underlying notions of their dialogue: the demos is
simply not capable of recognising a leader who means well. On the one hand, this is because
they are easily deceived by flattering rhetoric; on the other hand, it is because of the Gorgianic
model of perception and the Platonic problem of political comprehension: they ultimately fall
victim to the passivity and limitations of sight and sound, which prevents them from
understanding words in a way that actually reflects their underlying meaning.®**

Gorgias’ and Plato’s troubles then, applied to Lysistrata, are yet another reminder that
the audience must return to their senses and see political speech for what it really is. It is clear
that the spectacle of speech that Aristophanes creates in the dialogue between Lysistrata and
the Proboulos, links not only to political speeches off stage, but also creates something that
can be linked to the rhetorical problems discussed in the first and second chapter.®®® The birds
especially, seem to be prime examples of the Gorgianic model of perception. They listen to

any logos (whether it is Tereus’ or Peisetaerus’) and are moulded by its message. At the same

%% In a way, this also foreshadows certain events that would happen later on in the year. As
Thucydides writes at 8.66, soon after the Lenaea, Peisander and Athenian hetaireiai conspired
against democracy and subjected the city to a reign of terror. No one dared to speak against
them and the once-active demos had become passive for fear of being subject to violence. The
situation was only exacerbated by the fact that appearances could not be trusted. It was not
always clear who was (or was not) complicit in the conspiracy. Similarly, the discourse
between Lysistrata and the Proboulos is characterized by suspicion (the Proboulos is not sure
about Lysistrata’s motives), secrecy (he fears the women have met in secret to plot against the
men) and a general lack of trust. See also Clements 2014: 188-9, and Prot. 356d-e, where
Socrates talks about the dangerous power of appearance.

%% Cf. the passage on the Mytilenian Debate in Thuc. 3.38, when Cleon scolds the Athenian
for taking pleasure in the spectacles of fine speeches that are only about what sounds good
and what looks good but not about what actually is good.

236



time, their ability to participate actively in political decision-making slowly vanishes
(although some of them do try, as | have demonstrated), and they are left at the mercy of
whatever Tereus and Peisetaerus tell them. This suggests once again that, despite the fact that
most of the birds are bird-brained, they are not necessarily to blame for their fate because it is
Tereus and Peisetarus, the persuaders, who really commit the wrongdoing here.

Consequently, the Helen, as well as the Statesman and the Protagoras, helps us make
the following argument clearer: Aristophanes is concerned with teaching the demos the
political (and often quite tragic) deception of speeches. Like Birds and the Platonic dialogues
(and like Plato’s ship-of-state parable and Orwell’s Animal Farm), Lysistrata demonstrates to
the audience that they must see the true meaning behind rhetoric. In Birds, this is done by
portraying animals that are deceived by arguments that appear to be valid but ultimately result
in death; and in Lysistrata, it is done by portraying a character who cannot identify a valid
argument and rather chooses the destructive status quo.?®® Once again then, Aristophanes
emerges as a poet who satirically unpacks systems of political thought and speech and who

appeals to the audience, saying they should do better than this.®*’

IV. Ecclesiazusae

It is clear that the comic idea of the rule of women is present in Lysistrata and

Thesmophoriazusae, and presumably also in other lost plays by Aristophanes and his

%56 Something similar happens in Clouds and Thesmophoriazusae. As Clements writes: “Both
[comedies]...show us an Aristophanes explicitly concerned with the disfigurement of
democratic discourse by arguments that appear to be valid but harmfully deceive or result in
error, and with answering the threat posed to the proper instruction of the demos by those who
would promulgate them.” See Clements 2014: 183-4.

%7 This is also evident in Acharnians, performed in 425 B.C., where the Chorus refer to
Aristophanes as someone who has stopped the demos from being deceived by foreigners’
speeches and from being persuaded by their flattery. See Ach. 633-41.
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contemporaries.®®® Lysistrata draws parallels between military and household finances, the
dialogue between Lysistrata and the Proboulos recalls political speeches found off stage; and
Thesmophoriazusae envisions a women’s religious festival that corresponds to male political
institutions in Athens. However, in both plays, the rule of women is ephemeral and everything
goes back to normal in the end, thus echoing the idea of recurrence that shines through this
chapter. Additionally, both comedies portray crises that are very specific: Lysistrata seizes a
polis that is debilitated by warfare, and Critylla and the other women reprimand Euripides for
representing them in a bad light in his tragedies. In Ecclesiazusae, on the other hand,
performed approximately nineteen years after Lysistrata, we are presented with a different,
more radical, case. Not only is the change in leadership permanent but the initial predicament
is also less specific: Praxagora primarily rallies the women because she believes that the
demos keeps electing bad leaders who abuse the law for selfish reasons.®

The rationale for the new regime is the misuse of existing laws, which is why
Praxagora decides to abolish courts and legal processes, and to hand over the rule to the
women. She promises a world that Peisetaerus and Euelpides seek to find in Birds, and that
More establishes years later in Utopia, namely a world that is free from the complexities of
lawsuits, debts, and litigiousness. Praxagora begins this undertaking by submitting a decree to
the Athenian legislative assembly, and it is here where it becomes clear that the legal

language, while already present in Lysistrata and Thesmophoriazusae, is taken to a whole

%8 For instance, Theopompos’ Stratiotidai seems to have portrayed women serving as
soldiers and Pherekrates’ Tyrannis suggests a plot similar to the one we see in Lysistrata and
Ecclesiazusae: the fragments imply that women have turned the tables on the men and that
they are seen as the saviours of Athens. See Henderson 2000: 142.

®9 Eccl. 176-8.
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different level in Ecclesiazusae.®® Additionally, the audience is presented with a scenario that
is contrary to the one seen in Thesmophoriazusae, where a man dresses up as a woman and
infiltrates a female space. Now, we have women disguise themselves as men in order to gain
access to a male space.

The women’s infiltration of the male legal sphere is important because it calls into
question the legality of their decree; for an assembly which consists mainly of women
disguised as men is not the most legitimate assembly. There is certainly an argument to be
made that the women’s decree is procedurally correct (which I will make later on in this
chapter), and yet there is also a kind of uncertainty to it, and it is this uncertainty that allows
us to investigate further some of the fundamental questions about the use of law in
Aristophanic comedy, already touched upon in our discussion of Birds. For Ecclesiazusae
clearly plays with the juridical logic of late fifth-century and early fourth-century Athens, and
it exhibits a portrayal of an ambiguous decree that recalls the suspicious law-making of Birds.
In the following sections, | will investigate this juridical logic by looking at a) Praxagora’s
political and legal rhetoric, and b) the changes that were made to the Athenian legal system in
late fifth-century Athens, which show how the women’s decree might just work, at least in

theory.

V. Praxagora’s Political and Legal Rhetoric
Despite the questionable legality of the women’s coup d’état, and despite the fact that
it is more radical and more permanent than the one seen in Lysistrata, the language Praxagora

uses in the assembly recalls the language Lysistrata uses in her exchange with the Proboulos.

%0 Cf. Fletcher 2012: 130, who writes: “the humour of women taking control in Lysistrata
and using the language of law-making, a minor joke in Thesmophoriazusae, extends to its
fullest capacity in Ecclesiazusae.”
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For, similarly to Lysistrata, Praxagora employs metaphors in a political context in order to
demonstrate that women do have the knowledge of how to run a city. She too builds her
argument on women’s areas of expertise (e.g. household finances, weaving, food, wine, and
sex), and she uses these Athenian female virtues in order to a) attack the politics perpetuated
by men, and b) propose an alternative way of running the polis. Like Lysistrata, Praxagora is
depicted as a clever and persuasive political orator who makes clear that women have just as
much to say about the current political situation in Athens than the men.

Moreover, like Lysistrata, Praxagora mediates between the realms of female and male
discourse and, comparably with Clytemnestra and other tragic characters, she serves as an
example of the actor who accomplishes the speech of the opposite gender. In Praxagora’s
case, this is only accentuated by both the fact that she achieves the appropriation of male
political discourse right at the beginning of Ecclesiazusae, and by the etymology of her name,
‘one who is active in the agora.” Both the appropriation of male speech and Praxagora’s name
stress the similarities between the theatre of Dionysus and the assembly, and they point at the
status of male speech in Athens, for they show the potential dangers that can arise when the
art of persuasion is used by leaders with a suspicious agenda.®®

Additionally, as is the case in Lysistrata, the female adaptation of male political
discourse sets in motion the disturbance of the conventional hierarchy in Ecclesiazusae, and it
provides Aristophanes “with a vehicle for illustrating the disastrous consequences of political
power placed in the wrong hands.”®®®> However, unlike Lysistrata, Praxagora’s rhetoric is
ultimately less convincing. She never actually says how she intends to save Athens, and
towards the end of her speech in the Assembly, she merely provides an array of empty

rhetoric that underlines the dubiousness of her proposed government.

%L Cf. McClure 1999: 264.
%2 McClure 1999: 264. It is clear that Praxagora joins Peisetaerus here.
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Before we look at Praxagora’s legal and political rhetoric in more detail, we must
briefly discuss the stolen cloaks which the women use to sneak into Assembly. It is clear that
in order for their coup d’état to be successful, they must look like men, act like men, and
speak like men.®®® Much has been written on this kind of cross-dressing (especially on the fact
that we deal with men playing women impersonating men), and the sexual inversion and
infertility of the Athenian men that ultimately result from it).®®* However, for this section, one
of the more important points is the following: the women’s proposed regime is not defined by
their transformation into men (which is, after all, only temporary, and merely a key to get into
the assembly) but by the fundamental change of Athens’ nature. The polis becomes an oikos
and lawsuits and politics are swapped for clothing, food, and sex. Existing law and legal
action are eliminated, and courtrooms are converted into dining rooms. In order to save
Athens from selfish lawmakers and bad leaders, the women propose a very non-Athenian
government and, by doing so, undermine the basis of the conventional Athenian democracy.

The stolen cloaks are part of this proposal because this is the only way the decree can

be brought to the Assembly in the first place.®® The masquerade is thus a tool to carry out the

%3 For scholarship on what real Greek women sounded like, see, for example, Gilleland 1980,
Sommerstein 1995, Dickey 1995, and Dickey 1996. Cf. Thesm. 266, where Euripides tells the
relative, “but when you talk, be sure your voice sounds feminine, and be convincing!” (fjv
MG &, dmmc T@ POLYUoTL Yovoukielc &b kol mOovaG).

%64 See, for instance, Said 1979, Stone 1981, Foley 1982, Muecke 1982, Taaffe 1993, Zeitlin
1996, Bassi 1998, McClure 1999, Compton-Engle 2003, and Compton-Engle 2005.

%3 |n regards to this act of larceny, there is a noteworthy observation. There is a distinct type
of offence called Awmodvcia, the act of clothes-snatching or slipping into another’s clothes.
For instance, Euelpides refers to this act in Birds 497, Lysias mentions it in Ag. Theom.1
10.10, and Aeschines draws on it in Ag. Tim. 1.91. (See also Phillips 2013: 337). Harris states
that the distinction between a regular thief and a clothes-snatcher (Awmodvtng) “is probably
between those who take another person’s property stealthily and those who seize it openly.”
More importantly, “to arrest a thief or a clothes-snatcher, one had to catch the thief in highly
incriminating circumstances, that is, either in the act or with the stolen object in his
possession soon after the crime was committed. The clothes-snatcher presumably had to be
seized during the actual assault or just after he took the clothes.” Harris 2013: 53-54.
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mischievous plan; however, it neither transforms the women into men permanently nor does it
provide them with male character traits. (This is, after all, the mistake Dionysus makes in
Frogs when he falsely believes that he assumes the traits of the person whose costume he is
wearing).®®® This is also why the women’s performance of their masculinity is flawed: they
are insulted when they cannot take their knitting to Assembly (89) and they have difficulties
suppressing female oaths (155).%" In comic fashion, and presumably much to the audience’s
entertainment, the women struggle to act like men. But at the same time, this comic struggle
also underlines the statement made earlier: the women do not wish to run the city as men but
as women. As soon as the Assembly passes the decree, the masquerade is discarded and the

women go back to their everyday clothing.

While the women in Ecclesiazusae take their husbands’ cloaks secretly in order not to
jeopardize their undertaking, Praxagora is later called out on it by Blepyrus when he asks her
why she took his cloak instead of hers (535-8). However, she is not prosecuted, presumably
because it would push the boundaries of the comedy a bit far if she were and because by
abolishing legal processes and making everything communal, this particular crime is probably
no longer a problem either.

%6 Cf. Said 1979: 35 and Taaffe 1991: 107. The mischievous aspects of the masquerade
highlight More’s disdain for kings and lawyers who adopt an infinite variety of disguises that
interfere with the truth. This is why Utopian citizens possess only one persona, which
prevents them from engaging in any kind of role-play. Cf. pp. 32-3.

°®7 \We see a reverse scenario in Thesmophoriazusae when the relative first swears by Apollo
at 269, and then by Artemis at 517.

According to Willi 2003: 189, this shows that “oaths could be linguistic markers.
Apart from obvious slips like mistakes or grammatical gender and wrong forms of address,
oaths are the only gender-linguistic feature that is explicitly commented upon.” This suggests
that oaths in the comedy are an area in which there is a clear linguistic demarcation, which the
women have trouble crossing. Cf. Sommerstein 1995: 65-6. See also Oath ID 788 in The Oath
in Archaic and Classical Greece database, where it says: “The fact that the woman swears by
the two goddesses (Demeter and Persephone), although she is pretending to be a man, gives
her away as this is a woman’s oath....” Cf. Oath ID 713 on Thesmophoriazusae 383-384,
where Demeter and Persephone are invoked, “this oath by Demeter and Persephone had no
special connection with the Thesmophoria but was frequently used by women (and only
women) at all times.” Cf. Sommerstein 2014: 321.
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The fact that the women remain distinctively female in their approach and methods®®®

(even when in male disguise) also becomes clear when looking at Praxagora’s recitation of
her political proposal in the assembly. Even though she does vacillate between male and
female rhetoric, similarly to Lysistrata, she makes clear that even though she is a woman her
rhetorical skills are equal to those of an Athenian man. The passage that especially
emphasizes her eloquence, and use of political and philosophical metaphors, is found in lines
169-261 of Ecclesiazusae. Comparably with the beginning of Lysistrata, the passage begins
by underlining Praxagora’s concern for both Athens and Greece as a whole as well as the fact
that just because she is a woman, does not mean she is not able to voice her opinion on
political matters. In lines 174-5 she addresses the assembly and says: 6covrep OUiIv: GyBoplon
3¢ kol eépm Ta TG TOAEMG GiavTo Bapémg pdypata. “My own stake in this country is equal
to your own, and | am annoyed and depressed at all the city’s affairs.”®® Not only does this
connect to Lysistrata’s statement that the future of Greece is in her hands but also to the
traditional ‘lament and blame’ topoi used by real Athenian orators who criticise current
political affairs. By utilizing this kind of rhetoric, Praxagora not only mocks these real orators
but she simultaneously demonstrates her own rhetorical ability.

The “blame’ aspect becomes especially clear in the next lines when Praxagora directly
blames the demos for the state of the current affairs; she says that it is their own fault because
they always elect bad leaders. She says: 0p®d yap adTV TPOSTATUIGL YPOUEVIV AEL TOVIPOIG.
“For | see that she constantly employs scoundrels as her leaders.” The reason for this is

similar to the one we see in Birds, Knights, and Lysistrata: the demos is easily deceived by

%8 pelling 2000: 214.
%69 Eccl. 174-5.
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both sight and sound, and struggles to recognise the intentions of a speaker. As Praxagora
states:®"°

KAV TIg NUéEPaV Piov

YPNOTOC YEVNTAL, OEKO TOVNPOG YIYVETAL.

EMETPEYOG ETEPW: TTAEIOV  ETL OPAGEL KOKAL;

YOAETOV PEV 00V GvSpag SucapéoTong voudeTsv,

01 ToVG PLAETV PeV PovAopévoug dedoikarte,

ToUG &° ovk €0€Aovtac AvTiPoreld’ ekdoToTe.

Even if one of them turns virtuous for one day, he’ll turn out wicked for ten. You look

for another one? He’ll make even worse trouble. | realize how hard it is to talk sense

to men as cantankerous as you, who fear those who want to befriend you and

consistently court those who do not.
Once again, Aristophanes is walking a fine line here by implying that the Athenian demos is
unreasonable, difficult to talk to, and unable to elect a leader who acts for the good of the
polis. Not only does this emphasise the points made earlier in regards to Knights and
Lysistrata, and the relevance of the Gorgianic problem of perception, but it also links to a
central problem mentioned by Aeschines in Against Ctesiphon around five decades later
where he talks about the Athenians’ inability to figure out the long-term ramifications of
decisions made in the assembly.®"*

Aeschines points out that the demos might make a rash decision in the assembly
triggered by their emotions, or because they were persuaded by the words of dishonest
orators, and that they fail to hear the wisest and most just decrees.®’? “The eventual
consequences of a quick decision made under the influence of emotion or evil rhetoric,” Ober

writes, “might be disastrous, as was the case with the Sicilian Expedition of 415-13.7°"

°"0 Eccl. 177-182.

®71 Against Ctesiphon 3.3-4. Cf. Thucydides 3.38.4-7, where Cleon scolds the Athenians for
allowing themselves to be deceived and for being the victims of new-fangled arguments.

®72 Ober 1989: 301.

®”3 Ober 1989: 301.
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Similarly to Aeschines, Praxagora asserts that the demos has ceased to listen to good
politicians and, like Aeschines, she reminds the audience of a time when this was not the case.
In lines 183-5, she says: ékkAnciotcy qv 8t odKk £xpdHeda 00dEV TO Topdmay: ALY TOV Y’
Aybpprov movnpov fyodecta. “There was a time when we convened no assemblies at all,
but at least we knew Agyrrhius for a scoundrel.”®* This statement, which clearly criticises the
current political system in Athens, is the first indication for the proto-communist regime
Praxagora is about to establish. More importantly, it relates Praxagora to other Greek orators
who insert specific historical examples at the right moment in their speech. As Worthington

notes: “Rhetorical allusion to a particular event or period inserted into a speech was calculated

%74 Cf. Eupolis’ Cities fr. 219 (Athenaeus 425b), ob¢ & obk v eikecd’ 008 Gv oivomtag TPOG
10D, VOVI 6TpaTnyodg <—> . ® TOMC, TOMG, OC EVTLYNG €1 UIAAOV T} KaADS ppoveic. (“Men
whom before now you wouldn’t even have chosen as wine inspectors, now you elect as
generals. O my city, my city, you are more lucky than smart”). See also Eupolis fr. 384
(Stobaeus 4.1.9), which, according to Storey, might have been part of Demes, Cities, or
Maricas.

Kol UNV €Yo TOAADY TopdVTOV 00K XM Ti AEEW.
oUT® 6POSP” AAY®D TNV ToMTElOY OpDV TOP  MHIV.
NUETS yap oy oVT® TEMS MKOVEV Ol YEPOVTEG,
GAL" foav NIV Tf] TOAel Tp@TOV HEV 0 GTpaTNyOl
€K TOV HeyioToV 0iKIAYV, TAOVT® YEVEL TE TPMTOL,
oi¢ Oomepel Ogoioty NOYOUESHO Kol Yap foav.
MOT’ ACQUADC ETPATTOUEV: VOVI O™ &7 TOYOEY,
oTPATELOLESD™ aipovplevol KabapaTo oTpaTyoVC.

Well now, with so many possibilities I don’t know what to say. | am so upset when |
look at our [your?] state of government. This is not how we old men used to live. Our
city had generals from the greatest families, leaders in wealth and birth, to whom we
prayed as if they were gods—and gods they were to us. And so we lived in security.
But now we take the field in haphazard fashion, electing as our generals the scum of
the earth.

See also Frogs 718-37, where the Chorus makes a similar argument about the Athenians
choosing bad citizens, and appeals to them to change their ways.
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to have the desired effect on the audience and thus lend weight to the overall thrust of the
speech.”®”

Indeed, in Praxagora’s opinion, it was easier to see a speaker’s true intentions when
there were no assemblies; this is because assemblies tend to praise the wrong people (e.g.
people like Agyrrhius) for the wrong reasons (e.g. financial gain), which becomes clear in the
next lines: viv 8¢ ypopévav 0 HEv Aafmv apydplov vmepemnveoey... “Nowadays we do
convene them, and the people who draw pay praise him to the skies...”®"

In a way, Praxagora’s argument makes sense. Generally, assemblies were more or less
representative of the Athenian citizen body but, as Ober also points out, it was impossible
that every Assembly could represent a full cross section of the demos.”®”” Therefore, an
assembly that leans toward one end of the political spectrum might come to a decision that is
not in everyone’s interest. A famous example for this can be found in Thucydides 8.67: in
411, the assembly held outside the city, at Colonus, abolishes democracy and imposes
penalties on any Athenian who wishes to propose an alternative decree. Instead, power is
given to the Four Hundred, and the Athenian democracy becomes an oligarchy. Granted, this

decision was made under the stress and turmoil of the Peloponnesian War but it still brings to

mind the places that the popular will can lead the demos, and it is fair to assume that

°7> Worthington 1994: 109. That being said, Worthington continues, “that the accuracy of the
historical information contained in speeches by the Greek orators is open to doubt is no small
understatement.”

®76 Eccl. 185. Agyrrhius is credited with introducing the three-obol wage for attending the
Assembly. Praxagora seems to believe that people only attend Assembly because they are
getting paid and that they do not really care about what is actually being discussed during
Assembly. See McClure 1999: 244-5. Also note that Praxagora’s use of apyvpiov, meaning
money or a small coin, could be a pun on the name Agyrrhius, i.e. Aydppioc introduced
apyovpiov to the Assembly.

Cf. Gorgias’ Helen 1, ion yap apoptio kol apodic pHéReechai te T0 motvetda kol
gmavelv to Hopnta. (‘For it is equal error and mistake to blame the praisable and to praise the
blameable’).
®"" Ober 1989: 301.
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Praxagora thinks about this when proposing the abolition of assemblies: when there is nothing
to overthrow, coups like those in 411 will not happen anymore.®’

Indeed, it is the popular will, and the fluctuations of it, that seem to be of concern to
Praxagora. For in the next few lines she describes the constant fluctuations of the demos’
opinions.®” For instance, the demos wished for the city to be ratified, but when it was ratified,
they were unhappy;®® there are always different political opinions amongst different social
groups in the demos (td mévntt Pév doket, Toig Thovsiolg 8¢ kol yeopyoic ov doket);*®* and
the relationships with the Corinthians are never stable.®®? (It is ironic that towards the end of
the play, a character describes Praxagora’s newly established regime in a similar way: he
refuses to hand over his possessions to the government because they (and the demos)
constantly change their mind anyway. He says: éy®do. tovtoug yeipotovodviog Hev toyw, Tt
av 6¢ 06&n tadto malv dpvovpévoue. “lI know these people: they’re quick to vote on
something then they turn around and refuse to abide by whatever it was”).%®®

This sentiment is elaborated in lines 205-209 of Praxagora’s speech when she
compares the demos’ always-changing opinion to the tossing of a ship.?®

VUETC Yap E0T” @ Sfjpe TovT®V aiTiot.

T ONpocia yap HioBopopodvteg yprHato

idig okomeloh’ €kaotog 6 Tt TIg KePOAVET,

10 0¢ KooV domep Alolog KuAivoeTal.
fiv ovv éUol meibncbs, cwbnoech’ &t

°78 Likewise, Lysistrata’s coup against warfare and military matters would probably not be
feasible under Praxagora’s regime.

°7% Eccl. 193-200.

®80 Eccl. 193-4.

%81 Eccl. 197-8.

%82 Eccl. 199-200.

%83 Eccl. 796.

%% In regards to the example of Aesimus, Sommerstein writes: “The scholia assert that
Aesimus was ‘lame, disfranchised [or dishonoured] and stupid’, apparently taking kvAivéetat
to mean ‘reels about like a cripple, drunkard or idiot’; but this sense of the verb is not
otherwise attested.” Sommerstein 1998: 158.
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And you, the sovereign people, are responsible for this mess. For while drawing your
civic pay from public funds, each of you angles for a personal profit. Meanwhile the
public interest flounders like Aesimus. But listen to my advice and you shall escape
from your muddle.

The use of 10 kowov kvAivdetar is particularly significant and deserves special attention.
Praxagora, like many orators before her, evokes the famous ship of state metaphor and
compares the public interests (16 kowvov) to the effects of the sea (kviivdetar). In her opinion,
the state tosses to and fro like a ship at sea.®® The kind of language Praxagora uses here,
especially her usage of the word kviivém, might have brought to mind certain passages in
Homer to the audience. For instance, in 11.11.307, Homer writes tpo@t kOpa kviivdetar when
describing the constant rolling onwards of swollen waves; and in Od.2.136, he writes toicwv
yop Méya milo kvAivoetar when referring to the great despair that is rolling onto the suitors.
Similarly, in Frogs 536, Aristophanes uses petokviivosty to equate a ship’s tossing with
Dionysus’ changing opinion.

Moreover, 10 xowov also emphasises sharing. Aristotle’s concept of xowovia,
discussed in the chapter on Birds, makes clear that human beings who have a perception of
what is good and bad, and just and unjust, are a community that make a household and a city.
Praxagora’s use of the word here is another indication for the oikos-like city she is about to
establish. She knows that a family is also a kowwvia, as they share the goods of the
household. By referring to the Athenian demos in the same way, she prepares for the stage to
become “an area in comedy in which the distinctive and the peculiar are opened up to be
shared by all...”®® Therefore, by including 1o kowov kvAivdeton in her speech, Praxagora
highlights an important trademark of the new regime: there will be no more disagreements

and wavering opinions amongst the members of the Athenian community, and thus no more

%8 This recalls the circular movements seen in the Statesman, Timaeus, and Critias, especially
the recurrent moments of foundations and cataclysms in which Athens seems to be trapped.
%8¢ Saxonhouse 2000: 58.
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ring-like compositions and circular movements. Instead, there will be pre-established opinions
that are suitable for all and that will allow for a progressive government.®®’

The idea that the gynaecocracy will be more progressive than the previous regime is
also hinted at in a claim made earlier in the play. In line 109, Praxagora remarks: viv J&v yop
ovte Béopev ot Ehavdvopev. “As it is, our city is oarless and becalmed.” Praxagora asserts
that, as things are the moment, the Athenians neither sail nor row; they are motionless and not
getting anywhere. She uses this nautical vocabulary to describe the current situation in Athens
and to appeal to the assembly that they have to do better than this if they want to move
forward and escape the realm of waves and circles. Like any good orator, she also tells them
how they can do better: fjv odv élol meibnobe, cwdoesd’ £t “But listen to my advice and
you shall escape from your muddle.”®® Of course, her advice is to hand over the rule to the
women, for only then will Athens have a progressive government: taic yap yovaié&i onpi
xpHvar TV TOA MHAG napa&oﬁvm.sgg

It is worth noting here that the meaning of Praxagora’s ship of state metaphor is
different from Lysistrata’s. For in Lysistrata, the ship of state metaphor is used primarily to
underscore a problem that appears frequently in the scene with the Proboulos: the Proboulos
struggles to understand Lysistrata because of the abstract nature of her arguments (and
because she is from a different faction) and is reluctant to offer her the opportunity to show
her skills. In Ecclesiazusae, on the other hand, the metaphor is used to emphasise both the
concept of unity and the removal of democratic politics. Additionally, it is used in opposite

ways in the plays. In Lysistrata, it points at the importance of democratic decision-making

that involves everyone and not just a select, potentially incompetent, few; and in

%7 This is in line with More’s rationale for Utopia, if there is no room for private political
debate and factions, no alternative proposals against the established regime can be made.
688
Eccl. 209.
%9 Eccl. 210-11.
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Ecclesiazusae, it is used to underline tyrannical decision-making that does not involve
everyone. In this manner, Praxagora’s speech, while similar in style to Lysistrata’s, is
ultimately also less comforting. This is because it is much more reassuring to listen to
someone who offers democracry and metaphorical warm cloaks as a solution than to someone
who advocates violence and the abolition of democracy.

However, while Praxagora uses the ship of state metaphor in a different way from
Lysistrata, like Lysistrata, she soon launches into an argument that shows why the women are
better suited to run Athens than the men. She begins by asserting that women are simply
superior to men: éc & eioiv HUGY T0dC TPOTOVS Bertioves &yd S186Ew.° This claim of
superiority is doubtless provocative (and presumably ridiculous) to the audience but it does
have parallels with other texts. For instance, in Euripides’ Melanippe Captive, the speaker
scolds men for denouncing women, for they are so much better suited at running things than
men are. P&ty dp’ £g yovaikag €€ avopdY YOYOC WAALEL KEVOV TOEEVIO Kol AEYEL KAKMG: ol
8’ elo’ apeivoug apoévav, deiém & yw. “Vainly does censure from men twang an idle
bowshot at women and denounce them. In fact, they are better than men, as | shall
demonstrate...”®" In this account, the claim of superiority mainly derives from the women’s
roles in the household: vépovot &° oikovg kai ta vowotorovpeva E[om] dopmV cdlovoty, 006
gpniia yovoukdg oikog edmviig ovd” dAPloc. “They manage households, and save what is
brought by sea within the home, and no house deprived of a woman can be tidy and
prosperous.”

In Thesmophoriazusae, on the other hand, the female characters prove themselves

superior through the etymologies of their names. The Chorus Leader examines whether men

*0 Eccl. 214-5.
%1 Melanippe Captive 494.
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or women are the worse (yxsipovg) group by contrasting them and placing the name of a

woman and a man side by side.®?

Noavotpaynms Hév v* fttov éotiv XapUivog: dfjha 8¢ Tapya.

Kol pev on kot KAeopdv yeipov ndvimg dmmov Earafoiyods.

PO APIGTOUAYMV OE XPOVOL TOALOD, TTPOG EKElvV TNV Mapabdv,
Kol ZETpatovikny DUV 00deic 000 €yyelpel moAepilew.

aAL” EVPovAng tdv mépLuoiv Tig fovAenTnc £0TIV AEivVOV
TapadoLs ETEPM TNV PovAeiay; ovd™ avTOG TOVTO YE PNGELC.

obtmc el ToAD PeAtiovg TdV AvSpdY £0YOUED” sivar.

Take Nausimache and Charminos: he’s inferior—what could be
clearer?

Here’s a further example: take Kleophon—far worse than the tart
Salabaccho!

No man even tries to compete with Aristomache, Marathonian
woman.

And the same is true where Stratonike’s military might is
concerned.

But as for last year’s Councillors, not one could match Euboule.
They abandoned office to somebody else: they couldn’t deny it
themselves.

So that’s why we boast that women are better, much better, than
all you men.

Praxagora’s statement is equally bold, and by providing this link to similar
proclamations made in other dramatic texts, she not only offers a comic reversal of the
traditional Athenian hierarchy but she also paves the way for the next lines where she explains

how exactly the women are superior to the men. At first, she emphasises the old-fashioned

%92 Thesm. 801-10. See also Kanavou 2011: 151-2, who writes, “Novotdyn “fighting at sea’,
is appropriately superior to Charminos, the Athenian general defeated by Sparta at a naval
battle earlier that year (Th. 8.41.3 — 43.1).” “The meanings of Apictopdyn (‘best fighter’) and
Etporovikn (“victory for the army’) are related and imply female success in the battle field,
where men have appeared (in the context of current war) to be highly inadequate.” “Evfo0An,
‘of right judgment’, alludes to the ability of good thinking, also a traditionally male
characteristic.” Zalofoky®d, meanwhile, “is used for a different sort of joke. It belonged to a
well-known hetaera...and it is clearly not chosen for a positive etymological meaning, but for
the allusion to the courtesan and for its position at the end of the line: while the other
women’s names...introduce statements about female superiority to men, in the case of
Salabakho’s name the joke is that the demagogue Kleophon...is worse than her, a

prostitute...”
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nature of the women and their respect for ancient customs (kovyi petaneipopévag idoig av
avt6c).2%® She scolds the Athenian men for messing around with innovations that are not
necessary while the women attend to traditional things as they have always done (Gonep xai
npd Tod): they celebrate the Thesmophoria, enjoy cooking, baking, drinking, and sex.®®*
Somewhat paradoxically then, “the radically new order is underpinned by the claim that its
beneficiaries represent the Athenian reservoir of old-fashioned virtues.”*%

This speech about the good old days not only links to the theme of ‘return to the
origins,” already seen in the previous chapters, but it also feeds into Praxagora’s earlier
criticism of the demos: back in the day, people did not take money to attend assembly; instead
they took their civic duty seriously and acted for the good of the polis.®® Moreover, it links to
the older characters in the play that represent the wisdom of the older generation in Athens
(see, for instance, 895-6). At the same time, we see how this criticism and knowledge of
ancestral customs gives way to the women’s coup d’état. Generally speaking, Praxagora is a
lot more innovative than some of the other characters in Aristophanic comedy, and she is
certainly more ground-breaking than Lysistrata. For Lysistrata, as mentioned in the beginning
of this chapter (cf. p. 213), is meant to symbolise the oldest and best Athenian virtues, which
are supposed to reject warfare as the irrational thing that it is. Praxagora, on the other hand, is
meant to represent a new order. She may emphasise the women’s knowledge of ancient

customs in order to underline her argument, and her regime may be modelled after the

%98 Eccl. 217-8. A related statement about the old-fashioned nature of women also appears in
Cratylus 418c, when Socrates says to Hermogenes that women ‘are most addicted to
preserving old forms of speech.” (LdAoTta TV dpyaiov poviy c®lovot).

* Eccl. 221-8.

%% Ober 1998: 146.

%% Reckford 1987: 345. See also Eccl. 302a-310c.
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traditional values of the oikos, but at the end of the day, the government she establishes has
little to do with the Athenian status quo that Lysistrata seeks to restore. °’

The fact that the new government will be radically different from the democratic
Athens is also implied in the subsequent lines of Praxagora’s speech. She does not want to say
what exactly the new regime will entail, which is undoubtedly rather suspicious. Instead, she
says: mapoadOVIEC TNV TOAV U TEPAaA®EY, INde TuvBavapeda ti Tot’ dpa dpdv HEALOLGLY,
AL amA®d Tpoéme Edpev dpyewv. “Let us hand over governance of the city to the women, and
let’s not beat around the bush or ask what they plan to accomplish. Let’s simply let them
govern.”®®® This statement is far from being a trustworthy one, and it certainly suggests that
the new government may not be the most transparent one the Athenians have ever seen.

The suspiciousness of these lines is also highlighted by Praxagora’s use of the word
amA®. ATA@® means ‘single, simple and plain,” and initially it seems that Praxagora uses the
word in order to underscore her good intentions for the new government. This positive
connotation of amA@® recalls section 8.36 in Pindar’s Nemean, where he appeals to Zeus to
help him stay away from hateful allurement (£x6pa mépeacic) and flattering tales (aipviwv
MOBwv), and instead help him stay on a straightforward path in life (kelevoig amidaig Lmag).
Praxagora does something similar when she promises to lead her regime on a straight path
that does not include ambiguities, hatred, and deceitful speech. It also brings to mind a
passage from Polybius’ Histories when he uses amA@® in the superlative in order to refer to the

simplest of lives (amAovotdroig Pioig) that is removed from extravagance and excess (tfic &v

%97 Cf. Saxonhouse 1992: 8. The fact that Praxagora appropriates male speech here in order to
undermine the Athenian status quo can be compared with the role of Clytemnestra in the
Oresteia, where “she uses her ability to mimic and appropriate masculine and public language
to serve what from the choral perspective would be a regime that entirely undercuts the
cultural status quo.” See Foley 2001: 204.

®%8 Eccl. 229-232.
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%99 Again, this underlines Praxagora’s goal

TOVTOIC TTEPLTTOTNTOG KOl TOAVTELEING APECTATEC).
to rule her government in a simple manner and to stay away from unnecessary superfluity.

However, it is also clear that when Praxagora asserts that the demos should simply let
the women govern (anA® tpdéme Edpev Gpyewv) she does not merely mean that they should
just let them govern and have faith in them, but also that they should let them govern with a
simple narrative that does not include a proper discussion about the type of government they
are about to establish. The idea that arA® does not only have positive connotations becomes
also clear when looking at other Greek texts. For example, in Isocrates’ To Nicocles, Isocrates
laments that people often fail to take pleasure in the things that are the most honourable,
useful, and noblest to them. Instead, they pursue things, which are contrary to their best
interest.”” By doing so, “they shun the verities of life” (tdc dAndeioc @V TpaypdTmy
eevyovowv), as they do not even know their own interests (dot’ 008 0 c@étep’ aAVTAV
ioacw).”” The reason for this is, Isocrates asserts, that people “look upon men of wisdom
with suspicion, while they regard men of no understanding as open and sincere” (p6ovodot
H&V Toic &0 @povoDsty, Gmhodc 8 fyodviat Tode vodv ovk &yovrac).

Here, amlodg is used to describe simple-minded people (‘men of no understanding’)
who are looked up to by others. This links to the abovementioned passage in Ecclesiazusae,
for Praxagora is also praised by people who are unable to see the truth, and who regard her as

open and sincere despite the fact that she is amAf, i.e. too unqualified and simple-minded in

order to run a government that is fair to all. Indeed, her view of the matter is too simple, and

%% polybius, Histories 9.10.5.

% To Nic. 2.45. This recalls the failed measurements discussed in the Protagoras: people
struggle to measure happiness and unhappiness accurately, and thus often choose the wrong
side of the scale. Cf. pp. 108-9.

" To Nic. 2.46.

792 To Nic. 2.46. This in turn brings to mind one of the rationales for Praxagora’s government:
the Athenians do not know how to distinguish a wise leader from a scoundrel.

254



here anA@ also brings to mind a section in Plato’s Protagoras where Protagoras tells Socrates
that his view of the parallels between justice and holiness is not as simple as his is. He says: “I
do not take quite so simple a view of it, Socrates...” o0 mévv pHot doksl, Epn, @ TdKPOTEC,
obtac amhodv.’”® Again, amhodv is used to describe a simple mind-set that fails to look at the
matter at hand from different angles; this highlights the negative connotations of Praxagora’s
speech further: she may say that the issue at hand is a simple matter for which no thorough
discussion is necessary, but linking her use of anA® to that of others shows us that what is
about to happen is much larger than she says it is.

Returning to her speech, even though she does give a few examples in the next lines,
which highlight the resemblance between a city and a family (discussed earlier), she does not
actually tell the audience how she and the other women intend to save Athens. She merely
points out the women’s maternal instinct and the fact that they are skilled in household
management. She then stops there and makes another vague claim: ta 6° 6AL" €dow: tadt
gav meibnobé Hot, evdarlovodvieg Tov Biov diaéete. “I’ll pass over my other points. Adopt my
resolution and you’ll lead happy lives.””® While Praxagora is in good company here with
other politicians who make ambiguous statements in the assembly, the sheer elusiveness of
her government does not bode well for the Athenians. On the contrary, it is yet another sign
that the audience is witnessing the descent of a democracy into a tyranny.’®

Unsurprisingly, and in true Aristophanic fashion, the characters of the play are elated
at the prospect of the government Praxagora proposes. Like the Athenian demos, scolded
earlier by Praxagora for not paying proper attention to an orator’s rhetoric, and like the

gullible birds in Birds, Praxagora’s audience is swayed by her eloquence. As the Second

93 prot. 331b.
%4 Eccl. 239-240.
%5 Cf. Rep. 547h-562b.
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Woman remarks: &b vy’ @ ylvkvtdrn Hpaéayopa kai deéidg. mo0ev & téhavo todt EHadeg
ovtw kaAdg; “Well said, Praxagora my sweet! What skill! Where did you learn such fine talk,
my dear?’% The woman fails to realise that the part of Praxagora’ speech she is referring to is
neither fine nor skilled; it may be well-spoken but, as mentioned earlier, it is nothing but
empty rhetoric at the end of the day. Like the Athenian men, whom she and the other women
reprimand, she does not see that Praxagora’s proposed regime may not be as great as she
thinks it will be.”®

The deception of Praxagora’s speech is also implied in the next few lines when she
responds to the Second Woman’s question quoted above, saying: &v taig guyoic HETd TAVIPOG
drno’ év mokvi. Enert’ dxovovs’ €€EUabov v pntopwv. “During the displacements | lived
with my husband on the Pnyx, and learned by listening to the orators.”’®® As mentioned
earlier (cf. p. 240), this stresses the idea that Praxagora, like Lysistrata, vacillates between the
two realms of male and female speech, as she offers an example of the actor who successfully
appropriates the speech of the opposite gender. Indeed, as McClure asserts, Praxagora appears
“as an accomplished public speaker in the Assembly who seduces ‘his’ audience with ‘his’

deceptive speech.””® Rothwell states similarly: “Far from giving herself away as a woman

"% Eccl. 241-2.

97 Cf. Gagarin 1994: 47, who writes: “Aristophanes’ comic caricature of rhetoric as a vehicle
for persuasive falsehood that will sway a largely ignorant audience is the product of a
fundamentally conservative critical position. The same basic attitude underlies the sustained
philosophical attack on rhetoric in the Gorgias.” Comparable depictions of rhetoric can be
found in Clouds when Strepsiades only wants to learn sophistic rhetoric, so he can escape
from his debt-collectors, and in Wasps when Aristophanes paints “a picture of the typical
Athenian juror as blinded by the prejudice and utterly unconcerned with the truth of a
litigant’s case. This ignorant juror is the perfect foil for the sophists’ tricks of persuasion.”

"% Eccl. 243-4.

799 McClure 1999: 239. In this vein, both Lysistrata and Praxagora might be seen as examples
of characters who blur the distinction between categories that are otherwise assumed to be
opposite to another. (As is, for instance, the case in the Pythagorean table of opposites where
‘male’ and ‘female’ are on opposite sides). This also recalls Lysistrata’s use of the weaving-
metaphor, which she employs in order to combine (and indeed, weave together) different
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who is unfamiliar with oratory, she positively shines...‘a fine exercise in rhetoric,” ‘so
accurate is the parody that the speech would do credit to an actual speaker in the
assembly.””"*® This is also why the First Woman makes this remark in response to
Praxagora’s statement that she learned to speak from her husband and other orators: ook £tog
8p” & UEL Moba dewvn koi cogn. “Then it’s no wonder, madam, that you were so impressive
and sage.”’**

That being said, despite their similarities, Praxagora and Lysistrata employ different
styles of appropriation. When Praxagora tells her audience how she learned the male
language, she uses the verb éxpovOave. This suggests that she examined the language of the
orators she mentions very closely and learned it by heart (cf. Laws 811a), which in turn
indicates that she knows the relevant vocabulary through and through. Lysistrata, on the other
hand, when she describes her appropriation of the male language, uses the verb povcdopat
(1127), which, while similar in meaning, has different connotations to éxpavOaveo.
Particularly, it is passive, meaning ‘to be educated’ or ‘to be trained in the ways of the Muses’
rather than active as is the case of éxpavOavem. This implies that Lysistrata did not study the
male language as actively as Praxagora did (who, by using an active form, stays literally true
to the etymology of her name). This is underlined further by Aelian’s use of the word at NA

16.3, where he talks about an Indian bird that, if taught to utter human speech (Hovcw0eig

ewvnv) is more talkative than the parrot. The passive form, and its employment to describe

factions. Like the Pythagorean table, and the female-male rhetoric, the metaphor draws
attention to the combination of opposites, which in turn underlines Lysistrata’s political
potential because, like the true statesman in Plato’s Statesman, she is a “political weaver [who
is;l concerned with intertwining two opposite groups of citizens.” Lane 1998: 177.

"% Rothwell 1990: 84.

"1 Eccl. 245. The chorus in Thesmophoriazusae uses the same word (8ewéc) to describe the
first woman’s speech, obm® TaOTNG HKOVOO TOAVTAOKMOTEPOS YUVOIKOS OVOE OEVOTEPOV
Aeyovone. (“I’ve never heard a woman more intricate of mind or more impressive as a
speaker”).
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something similar (namely, an adaptation of a kind of human speech), suggests further that
Lysistrata’s appropriation of the masculine language is not as active as that of Praxagora.’*?
Therefore, while both characters are undeniably very clever, ultimately Praxagora’s
rhetorical skills are superior. Indeed, they are so ‘impressive and sage’ that she emerges,
anachronistically, as a prime example of Aristotle’s means of persuasion. Specifically, at
Rhetoric 1377b, Aristotle stresses the importance of pathos, which is used in order to create a
certain mood in the audience; and it is clear that Praxagora employs that method when
utilizing the ‘lament and blame’ rhetoric at the beginning of her speech. It is also clear that
she employs the concept of eunoia equally well in order to establish a bond between her and
the audience in order to ensure that the rest of her speech will do its work.”™® By sharing a
language with the group she addresses, she constructs a narrative of belonging (as Tereus and
Peisetaerus have done before her), which in turn generates a feeling of trust in the audience.
Furthermore, she makes use of a strategy mentioned at 1377b, namely ethos, in order to
induce the degree of trust further and “to produce a feeling of goodwill in the audience
towards the speaker” so she can reach the effect sought by her.”** She does this, for example,
when she tells the other women that she learned political rhetoric by listening to other men.

Like Nestor’s appeal to his age and experience at Il. 1.260, which is supposed to underline his

12 This also means that Praxagora, “like many other Aristophanic main heroes’ names, has
the sound of an ‘earned’” name.” Kanavou 2011: 172.

The idea that it is worth exploring the different styles of appropriation was given to
me by Catherine Conybeare and Brett Rogers during the Q&A of my paper (“The Athenian
female ideal and its opposite: female rhetors in Aristophanes’ Lysistrata and Ecclesiazusae™),
given at the ‘Prometheus, Pandora, Adam and Eve: Archetypes of the Masculine and
Feminine and their Reception throughout the Ages’ conference at Bar-1lan University on 20
March 2017.

13 See Carey 1994: 29. Lysistrata does something similar when she gathers the women at the
beginning of the play, but | would say that ultimately Praxagora is more successful because,
unlike Lysistrata, she manages to convince both sexes.

4 Carey 1994: 35. See also Russell 1990: 198. Cf. Mossman 1995: 98-99 to see how this
description relates to Greek tragedy, (rather than comedy, as is the case here).
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expertise in military matters, so Praxagoras’s reference is intended to constitute a claim to her
authority in political affairs.

Finally, Praxagora also knows how to appropriate style suitably when she addresses
the women, which brings to mind section 1408a of the Rhetoric, where Aristotle talks about
the importance of the *propriety of style’ and the combination of language with external
characteristics (such as sex and age). He says:

mBavoi ¢ 10 TpayHa kai 1 oikela AEELS: maparoyiletal Te yap 1 yoyn ®g GAN0GS

Aéyovtog, 6Tl €l T0ig T010VTOo1G 0VTMG EXOVaty, GOT olovtal, €l Koi U oVTwg Exel OC

Aéyel 0 Aéywv, td mpdyHoata obVTeg Exetv, Koi cuvopomabsl O dxodmv sl T®

TaONTIKAC Aéyovtl, KAV UnOev Aéyn. 610 TOAAOL KOTOTANTTOLGL TOVG GKPOOTOS

Bopvpodvrec.

Appropriate style also makes the fact appear credible; for the mind of the hearer is

imposed upon under the impression that the speaker is speaking the truth, because, in

such circumstances, his feelings are the same, so that he thinks (even if it is not the
case as the speaker puts it) that things are as he represents them; and the hearer always

sympathizes with one who speaks emotionally, even though he really says nothing.
This is why speakers often confound their hearers by mere noise.

Especially ‘xoi ocvuvopomabel 6 dxovwv del @ mabntikdg Aéyovtt, kv Unbsv Aéyn’ echoes
both the women’s positive reaction to Praxagora’s proposal as well as the (negative) male
elements of her style of delivery, which are more about making noise and provoking uproar

than anything else.”

Again, this shows how well Praxagora appropriates masculine speech
and how closely she must have paid attention when she observed men doing politics.
Ultimately, it is because of this astute observation and arguable brilliance that the

women decide to elect Praxagora as general (otpatnyoc).”*® If it has not been clear before, it

> There is another modern parallel which emphasises this point further. Earlier this year, the
New York Times advertised their subscription services, and posted: ‘Subscribe to nuances,
not noise.” This highlights not only the connection between antiquity and modernity pointed
out in the introduction, but also the dangers of Praxagora’s words.

18 Eccl. 246. It appears that Praxagora is effectively otpotnydc advtokpirop, who enjoys
extraordinary powers and authority. See Hamel 1998, esp. pp. 9, 50 and 201-3. This does not
necessarily mean that she is ‘absolute in powers or exempt from accountability,” (Hammond
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should now be obvious to anyone that ‘Gynaikopolis,” as Sommerstein calls it, “is no more
ruled by the women than Cloudcuckooville is ruled by the birds.””*" The idea that Praxagora
is in sole charge of Athens is later confirmed by Blepyrus when he says: @épe vov £y®d cot
napoakolovdd TAnciov, v’ dnoPfAénmpat kol Aéymov EUE Tadi, “tov Thg oTpaTnyod ToDTOV 00
Bavpalete;” “Say, I’d like to tag along at your side, and share the spotlight, with people
saying, “Look, that’s none other than the Lady Commander’s husband!”"*® This sentiment is
reiterated at lines 834-837 when the Herald proclaims:

® TavTeG AoTol, VOV Yap obtm TodT Exet,

YOPETT” Emelyes’ €00V Tiic oTpaTNyidoc,

OmmG AV VIV 1 TOYN KANpoLUEVOLG

epbon kab’ Ekactov avop” dmol deimvnoeTe

Now here this, all you citizens—yes, all are included now:

get a move on and go straight to the Lady Commander’s

place, so that the luck of the draw can determine where
each man among you will dine.

It is clear that Praxagora is the otpatnyog and that the Athenian citizens are no more equal to
her than the birds are to Peisetaerus in Birds. It is also clear that Praxagora’s regime, similarly
to the one in Birds, is shaped by a deceptive political discourse that is full of jargon and that
fails to address the truly important things. Once again, the women epitomise Aeschines’
concern mentioned earlier and show that the demos has ceased to listen to the wisest and most
just decrees to which Athens was once accustomed. The suggestion that Praxagora may not
propose the wisest and most just decree also becomes evident when looking at the last few

lines of the passage analysed here. When asked how she intends to handle potential

1969: 127), however, considering Praxagora overturns the traditional Athenian constitution, it
is unlikely that she is accountable to any of the checks that may have been imposed by it.

17 Sommerstein 2009: 216.

"8 Eccl. 725-7.
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confrontations in the assembly and the city-guards (ot to&o6tat), she says that she will slander
their names and nudge them with her elbow (8€aykmvid).*

On the one hand, this violence is a comic feature that belongs to this fictional world
that Aristophanes presents on the stage of the Greek theatre; it is a world in which (comic)
violence rather than the rule of law prevails. On the other hand, it refers back to the dubious
proclamation made earlier, namely that the demos should just let the women govern without
asking too many questions (amA® Tpoém® EdUev apyewv). If questions should be asked
regardless, they may be shut down with violence and slander. In addition to the rest of
Praxagora’s speech, this is yet another indication that the decree of the women will not
necessarily bode well for the Athenians.

The selected passage above then portrays Praxagora’s political and legal rhetoric in a
way that foreshadows the ambiguous government that is about to be established. The results
of her speech are a prime example for where misleading advice, persuasively given, can lead
people who are easily swayed by political jargon and who fail to measure the words that are
given to them. Certainly, comparably with Birds and Protagoras, this passage places as much
emphasis on poor advice as on poor judgment. However, while the birds may be excused
because they are ‘bird-brained,” in this case, at least part of the responsibility lies with the
Athenians, for their judgment is so poor that Praxagora persuades them without any real

difficulty.”® This brings to mind a section in Pindar’s Nemean 7.33-4, where he writes:

"9 Eccl. 249-60.

720 See Carter 2013: 55, who refers to this lack of judgment as “an account that is firmly
critical of democracy, either the people are too dimwitted to recognize good advice when it is
presented to them (the view the messenger in Euripides’ Orestes takes of some of his fellow
citizens), or their judgment is so poor that they are routinely manipulated by unscrupulous
politicians. In this last category we find most of Aristophanes’ Knights.” This brings to mind
Brennan’s argument (cf. p. 103 n. 284), when he argues for less, rather than more, political
participation because, in his opinion, not everyone is able to participate in a way that is
actually beneficial.
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POV & Eyel Titop Sphog avdpdv 6 mheiotoc. “The heart of the mass is blind.”"* It also
recalls a passage in Euripides’ Orestes when Orestes says to Pylades: dewvov oi moAlot,
Kakovpyovg dtav Eymot mpootdrtag. “The masses are a dreadful thing when they have wicked
leaders.”®* In the case of Ecclesiazusae, the questionable legality of the decree only
reinforces this poor judgment and it is now time that we turn to this question of legality and

look at it in some more detail.

V1. The Legality of the Women’s Decree

Vl.a. The Procedure

As mentioned on p. 238, rather than putting the decree in front of a comic assembly of
women, as is the case in Thesmophoriazusae, Praxagora submits it to the Athenian assembly
when the prytaneis call for a debate about the salvation of the polis (ti 8" &AAo v’ 7} £€d0&e Toig
TPLTAVESL TEPL cwTnplag yvopae kabsivor Tic morenc;).”” The fact that the decree is
submitted to the real assembly in the play is important, for it enhances the joke by making it

more tangible. The rules of the assembly in Ecclesiazusae are those of the real assembly in

2! The persuasion of the masses also brings to mind Herodotus 5.97, where Aristagoras is
able to deceive 30,000 Athenians but fails to fool one single Spartan.
22 Orestes 772. See also Carter 2013: 52, who uses this passage in order to point out that the
“assembly scene [in Orestes] is narrated in such a way as to keep the people insulated from
blame, to an extent. The audience of this play has been primed to accept the view that it will
be the politicians’ fault if the people do not decide in favor of Orestes.”

On a related note, see also Phaedrus 259-6a, where Phaedrus asks Socrates: ovtoot
nepi T0VTOL AKNKO, O QIAe TMKPATEC, OVK £lvar Avaykny T@ HEAAovTL piTopt EcecOot T T
ovt dikoo HavOdave dAla T d6&avt ow TAN0eL oimep SiKAGOLGLY, OVOE TA OVTMG Ayodd T
KoAd GAA Boa SOEeL €k yap TOVTOV £ivol O meifev GAL’ ovk &k Thic dAndeiog. “On that
point, Socrates, | have heard that one who is to be an orator does not need to know what is
really just, but what would seem just to the multitude who are to pass judgment, and not what
is really good or noble, but what will seem to be so; for they say that persuasion comes from
what seems to be true, not from the truth.”
723 Eccl. 395-7. Cf. Thesm. 943-4, which suggests that the prytaneis are able to schedule an
emergency meeting of the council when necessary.
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early fourth-century Athens, and while the outcome of the women’s decree is undoubtedly
radical, it is not necessarily absurd.”®* On the contrary, as | will demonstrate in this section,
the mechanics of getting the decree passed by the assembly are not just based on deception
but also on real legal practices of early fourth-century Athens.

It is, I think, a profitable undertaking to read the play’s legal fiction against what we
know of contemporary legal reforms and practices, because it opens up several intriguing
possibilities for how Aristophanes’ audience might have reacted to the political fantasy
presented in Ecclesiazusae. It also makes the joke all the more telling, because the comedy
envisions a world that is engendered by real Athenian legal and political practices, and thus
might just work in theory. In the passages below, | adduce the legal background to the play
and offer a subtle unravelling of its interpretative ambiguities in order to lend nuances to our
interpretation of the play and to provide an analysis of what it can tell us about the legal
practices in Aristophanes’ time.

Let us begin with the call for a debate about the salvation of the polis. Rhodes asserts
that this kind of debate “appears to have been an open category, like the Romans’ de re
publica, an invitation in desperate circumstances to make any proposal for the city’s benefit;
we see an example of it in the procedure by which the Four Hundred came to power in
411.”"® Evidence for this can be found in the resolution of Pythodorus as mentioned in
Aristotle’s Const. Ath. 29.2-3, where he writes:'?°

TOV OfHov ElécBat et TAV TpoimapyOVIwV déKa TPoRodAmy dALOVG eikoot €K TOV
VIEP TETTAPAKOVTO ETN YEYOVOT®V, OTTIVES OUOGAVTEG 1) UV GLYYPAWELWY G dv ydVTOL

"24 Ober 1998: 130.

’%> Rhodes 2004: 225.

26 Thucydides 8.1 and 8.67 tells us that these ten people were appointed in Athens after the
Sicilian disaster to deal with the problem and to reform Cleisthenes’ constitution, which,
according to Cleitophon in Const. Ath. 29.3, was not democratic but similar to that of Solon.
For an account of the problems of the ndtprog moAteia, see Ostwald 1986: 337-411.
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BérTioTal glvar Tfj mOAEL, GLYYPAYOLGL TEPL THC cwTnpiag: &Ecivar 88 kai TV GAA®Y
@ BoLAOUEV®D YpaeLy, Tv' €€ amavTov aip®dvtal TO GpLoTOoV.

That in addition to the ten Preliminary Councillors already existing the people
choose twenty others from those over forty years of age, and that these, after taking a
solemn oath to draft whatever measures they think best for the state, shall draft
measures for the public safety; and that it be open to any other person also that

wishes, to frame proposals, in order that they may choose the one that is best out of
them all.

But in the case of Ecclesiazusae, this is complicated. While the statement above does suggest
that anyone could offer a probouleuma before the assembly, in the comedy the probouleuma
can be seen as specious—*“specious because it has not come from a regular boule, but from a
rogue group that does not normally vote.”’?” However, while the women’s probouleuma
comes from a group of people that is usually unable to vote, there is an argument to be made
that it is procedurally correct nonetheless — or would be if the women were citizen men.
According to Aristotle, the assembly cannot discuss or vote on anything that the
prytaneis do not put on the agenda; and the prytaneis in turn, cannot put anything on the
agenda unless the councillors mentioned by Aristotle discuss it first.”?® The fact that the
prytaneis call for a debate in Ecclesiazusae 395-7 suggests that a) the probouleuma of the
women is on the agenda, and b) that the council had considered it prior to the meeting.”®® The
same is arguably true for the other probouleumata that are heard that day. When Chremes
recounts the assembly meeting to Blepyrus, he says that there were two other resolutions in
addition to that of the women. The first one was made by Neocleides, however it is implied

that the audience did not give him a chance to finish his speech (399-405), so we do not know

"?" Fletcher 2012: 130.

"% Aristotle, Const. Ath. 45.4.

2% Cf. Rhodes 2004: 225, who writes: “The prytaneis, who until the early fourth century
presided at meetings, had special benches at the front, facing the other citizens: the fact that
Ecclesiazusae mentions the prytaneis’ benches at the front, and does not mention the
npoedpol, wWho took over the presidency, inclines me to the view that at the time of
Ecclesiazusae, in the late 390s, the prytaneis were still presiding.”
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what it is that he was going to propose; the second one was made by Euaeon who asked the
rich to donate cloaks to the poor and to provide shelter to them in the winter (415-421); and
the third was the one made by Praxagora (427-430).

This implies that while the women may infiltrate the assembly by purloining their
husbands’ cloaks in order to gain entry, they generally seem to follow protocol and do what
others do if they wish to propose a resolution to the assembly. This is further supported by the
fact that they are not prosecuted for illegal procedure in the play. According to Aristotle,
anyone who attempts to introduce a decree to the assembly that has not been approved by the
council is subject to prosecution. As he states: xat’ avtd yop todta Evoydg 6TV O VIKNGOG
ypaot] mapavopwv. “for the proposer who carries such a measure is ipso facto liable to
penalty by indictment for illegal procedure.””*® However, there is no mentioning of this in the
comedy, which suggests that the women’s decree is procedurally correct.”®® In fact, they even
seem to introduce their decree to the assembly better than others, for the assembly interrupts
Neocleides and does not seem to vote in favour of Euaeon either. This is significant on many

levels. For not only does this comically underline Praxagora’s argument that women are better

"% Aristotle, Const. Ath. 45.4.
3! |ooking at this another way: it could also be the case that the women’s decree is
procedurally incorrect after all, but that they are not punished because no one has the wit or
energy to challenge them. If the Athenians of 392/1 are as weary of litigiousness and politics
as Peisetaerus and Euelpides are in 414, perhaps they are just too exhausted to do anything.
This weariness would then link back to the problem encountered in Birds and Animal Farm,
where the animals fail to put their foot down and think carefully about the political regimes
that are presented to them.

It is surely right to say that this argument is pressing the logic of Aristophanic comedy
a bit far; comic fantasy often depends on certain questions not being asked and is at liberty to
ignore the fetters of the real world as much as it wants. But it is no secret that Old Comedy
deals with many ridiculous things and many serious things. See, for instance, the chorus in
Frogs 389-90: ‘koi moAAd Hev yéELOG...moANG O¢ omovdaio.” Likewise, Dicaeopolis says in
Achar. 498-500, ‘i mtayoc v Enert’ &v ABnvaiolg Aéyewv HEAL® mepl Tiic TOAE®S, TPVYWdioy
Tow®dv. 1O Yap dikoov oide kai Tpuywdia.” This is why | think it is proper to press the logic of
comic fantasy here to some extant because, as will become clear, it does tell us something
about the historical significance of the legal reforms made in the late fifth-century.
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suited to running Athens than men, it also recalls a section in Plato’s Protagoras, discussed

earlier (cf. pp. 99-100). At 319b, Socrates tells Protagoras:

Otav cLAAEY®EV €ic TNV EKKANGiay, M0V eV mepi oikodopiag Tt dén mpacat TV
TOAMY, TOVG O1KOOOMOVG HETOMEUTOUEVOVS GLUHUPOVAOVG TTepl TOV OIKOSOUNUATOV,
otav 0¢ mepl vavmnyiog, ToOS VouTnyovs, Kol ToAAN TavTo 0VTMG

when we are collected for the Assembly, and the city has to deal with an affair of
building, we send for builders to advise us on what is proposed to be built; and when
it is a case of laying down a ship, we send for shipwrights; and so in all other matters

He continues at 319c:

gav 0¢ TIc GANOG Emyelpl] awTolg GVHPovAEDElY OV €keivol N oifovial dnpiovpyov
givat...6Md kotoyeAdotr kai Qopvfodoty, Ewg av 1 avtdc GmooTi O Emyeipdv
Aéyewv katabopuPnbeig, 1| ol To&otan adTOV APeAKVGOOWY 1 €EApmVTAL KEAELOVIMV
TV TPLTAVEWDV

but if anyone else, whom the people do not regard as a craftsman, attempts to advise
them...they merely laugh him to scorn and shout him down, until either the
speaker retires from his attempt, overborne by the clamor, or [the prytaneis] pull him
from his place or turn him out altogether by order of the chair

The same phenomenon takes place in the assembly meeting in Ecclesiazusae. When

Neocleides gets up to speak, the following happens: 2

kGt 00Emg

Tp®T0oG NeokAeiong O yYAAU®V Tapeipmucey.
Kame®’ 6 dfjpog dvapod TOGOV SOKELS,

‘00 d€va TOAMAY TOVTOVL O YOPETY,

Kol TodTo TEPL COTNPING TPOKEUEVOL,

0¢ anTOC T PAEPUPid’ 00K E6mGATO;’

And right away Neocleides the squinter groped his way to the podium to speak first,
but the people started to yell as loud as you please, “Isn’t it dreadful that this guy
dares to address us on the subject of our salvation no less, when he can’t even save his
own eyelids?’

32 Eccl. 397-402.
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According to Chremes, the demos makes the same 06pvPog that Socrates refers to in his
conversation because they deem Neocleides to be a non-expert on the subject of salvation. For
how could someone who cannot even save his own eyelids possibly save an entire city? While
it is not entirely clear if Neocleides is removed by the prytaneis or gives up voluntarily
because of the shouts from the audience, it is implied that he withdraws from his attempt to
speak rather quickly and goes back to his seat.

There is, of course, an argument to be made that Neocleides and Euaeon are
unsuccessful because the assembly is full of women that day. As Chremes tells Blepyrus:

TAeloTOg AVOpOTOV OYAOC,

d60¢ 00demmmoT HAO™ AOPHOG £C THV TOHKVAL.

Kol 6Tt ThvTeg oKLTOTOUOIG NKALOHEY

OPAVTEG ADTOVG. OV YOP AAL VTEPPULAC

®O¢ AevkomAndng 1 id&iv fkkAncio

A huge crowd of people showed up en masse at the Pnyx, an all-time record. And you

know, we thought they all looked like shoemakers; really, the Assembly was awfully
pale-faced to behold.

33 Eccl. 383-7. Ober 1998: 136 n. 30 points out that “the Greek cultural assumption that
‘women are pale’ [is] deep-seated.”

Greek writers such as Xenophon and Aristotle assert that women are by nature more
suited to indoor life (hence the paleness) and men to outdoor life (apart from men who work
indoors such as shoemakers). At the same time, as Ober also argues, many Greek authors play
with this cultural norm. For instance, Plutarch (Thes. 23) tells the story of a military ruse
initiated by Theseus: he disguises young Athenian men as women by giving them women’s
clothing, re-arranging their hair, and by putting lotions on their skin. He also tells them to stay
out of the sun and to take hot baths. In Ecclesiazusae, the opposite scenario takes place: the
female characters in the play tell Praxagora that they stopped shaving and stood in the sun to
get a suntan. Clearly, their ‘suntanning regimen’, as Ober calls it, is not entirely successful
since the women’s paleness is commented upon a few times in the play. Firstly, this recalls a
point made earlier: the women struggle to act like men, and are unable to cross certain gender-
related borders. Secondly, it hints at a problem, which will become clearer in the next section:
the Athenian men may find the pale assembly peculiar but evidently not peculiar enough in
order to act on it. Instead, they accept the pale-looking Praxagora as a young man, which
enables her to continue with her charade. Thirdly, perhaps comparably with Praxagora’s
vacillation between male and female speech, Chremes’ account also implies that the
appearance of femininity and masculinity is artificial in a way and that it can be adapted if
necessary. In Greek drama this is accentuated by the fact that all female parts are played by
male actors. On that, see especially Taaffe 1993: 130.
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Sommerstein, too, comments: “The Assembly meeting which votes to hand over power to the
women is packed with voters who are women in disguise (and many of the men...have been
prevented from attending because their wives have ‘borrowed’ their clothes...).””** Thus,
there is a chance that the audience interrupts the first two speakers not necessarily because
they are bad speakers but because they want to make sure that Praxagora’s proposal is heard
and approved. Nonetheless, the text still implies that the first two resolutions do not win
approval of anyone present in the assembly. Chremes does not seem to be particularly
impressed, and also Blepyrus says that he would not have voted for Neocleides and Euaeon
had he been there. For in regards to Neocleides’ speech he says: ck6pod’ 00D tpiyavt’ Ond
TIOOHaAAOV EUPBarOVTO TOD AOK®OVIKOD cavtod Tapaleipey Ta PAEpapa TG Eomépas,” Eywy’
v etmov, &l mapov &tdyyovov. “If 1’d been there 1’d have said, ‘Grind up garlic and figs and
add Spartan spurge, and rub it on your eyelids at bedtime.”””* And in regards to Euaeon’s

resolution, he asserts:”%

V1| TOV ALlOVuGoV ypnotd y': €1 &° €keiva ye
Tpocéinkey, ovdEig AVTEXEPOTOVIOEY AV,

TOVG GAQLTApOPOVS TOIC ATOPOLg TPEIS YoiviKag
deimvov mapéyev amactv §j KAGe Haxkpd,

tva 101" anélavcsov Navcsikhdovg Tayadov.

By Dionysus, what a noble thought! He’d have won unanimous approval if he’d

added that grain dealers should give the needy three quarts for their dinner or face
harsh punishment. They could have collected that benefit from Nausicydes.

Therefore, while it is fair to assume that Neocleides’ and Euaeon’s probouleumata do not
gain approval because the women want to make sure that Praxagora’s probouleuma is heard,

Chremes and the other few men who are arguably present during the meeting, do not seem to

734 Sommerstein 2009: 216.
35 Eccl. 404-7.
36 Eccl. 422-6.
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find the men’s resolutions very convincing either.”’ It is therefore questionable whether their
probouleumata would be passed even if the women were not present.

There are two more instances of speakers being interrupted, and they can be found in
the women’s rehearsal scene at the beginning of the play.”® In line 144, Praxagora tells the
First Woman to go sit down after she has made an unsuccessful attempt at giving a
convincing speech: ob p&v Padile kai kdOno - ovdev yap &l. “You go and sit down. You’re
worthless.” The Second Woman is even interrupted twice. Once in line 159 when she says: ®
vl tov AmoAlo—"“Oh! By Apollo—" which is the correct oath (since she is in male
disguise),” but Praxagora is still annoyed with her because she used the wrong oaths
beforehand, which is why she replies with: made toivov. “No, stop,” and once in line 169
when Praxagora tells her to go back to her seat: dneppe xai ob koi kaOnc' Evtevbevi. Even
though this is a rehearsal and not yet the real assembly, it does stress the point that speakers
who are not able to advise well on a subject matter struggle to get the attention of the
audience.’*°

Praxagora, however, as has been made clear earlier, does have the expertise of

Socrates’ “craftsman,” for her language comes from an area with which she is familiar. Thus,

* That being said, Euaeon’s probouleuma actually does resemble that of the women in a
way. His appeal to the polis that the rich should give to the poor and open their doors for
those who are in need of shelter reminds us of Praxagora’s proposal to share all the common
goods and to tear down the walls, so everyone can live together. This feeds into the unequal
distribution of wealth in Athenian society, a theme that also appears in Wealth. Blepyrus
reflects on this in his response to Euaeon’s proposal when he says that Eueaeon would have
been successful had he added that grain dealers should give the needy money for their dinner.
This could be another reason why Eueaeon is unsuccessful in the assembly: wealthy
Athenians feared that the poorer citizens could use their legislative power to enforce
economic equality. (See Ober 1998: 148). The feeling of unfairness based on the unequal
distribution of wealth in society also appears in More, when he echoes Plutarch’s idealised
interpretation of Lycurgus’ reforms. (cf. pp. 21-2).

"*8 Rhodes 2004: 227.

"39 See Sommerstein 2014: 321 n. 46 and Sommerstein 2009: 19-20 n. 18.

0 This also recalls Lysistrata’s strategy discussed earlier (cf. pp. 223-4), when she bases her
argument on the domestic sphere because that is what she knows best.
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when she gives her speech, the demos considers her an expert, for she is able to describe how
the women would govern (just as a builder is able to describe the ways in which he constructs
buildings). Unlike Neocleides, and unlike the two women during the women’s practice,
Praxagora is not interrupted, for she comes across as both competent and favourable.”** Yes,
this may be because the assembly is full of women that day but it stresses nonetheless that a)
Praxagora seems to follow protocol when proposing her decree to the assembly, and b) that

she delivers her speech better than some of the other speakers deliver theirs.

V1.b. The mutability of psephismata and nomoi

The decree of the women thus seems to be procedurally correct, or at least is not
exposed within the play as being procedurally incorrect, however this does not answer the
question whether the women are legally allowed to alter existing laws in the first place. The
short answer to this question would be no, since in fourth-century Athens women are not
allowed to participate in legal matters and attend assembly.”*? However, in Ecclesiazusae, the
women are dressed as men and the few men present in the assembly neither recognise the

incongruity of the women’s costume nor do they question the ‘pale young man’ (i.e.

1 On interruptions in the assembly, see, for example, Hansen 1987, Tacon 2001, and Rhodes
2004.

2 This point will be raised later on as well, but it is worth noting here too that outside
comedy Athenian men never seriously considered the possibility that women might attend and
vote in the assembly, and therefore never thought it necessary to actively keep them from
doing so. Additionally, it was never thought necessary to specify that the rights of an
Athenian citizen were, in fact, the rights of a male Athenian citizen since that was implied in
the laws, which treated women as legal minors. Likewise, it was presumably not thought
necessary to specify that only biological males could be citizens since, again, few Athenians
would have considered the possibility that anything else could ever be the case. This links
back to a) the debate on how much the male disguise has really changed the women (as shown
earlier, it has not changed them very much at all), and b) deeply cherished assumptions that
keep the Athenian men from considering the option that women might have made their way
into assembly.
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Praxagora) when ‘he’ gets up to speak. This unfortunate misperception may be linked to the
general anxiety about the justice of any decree leaving the assembly and an apparent
confusion about a few new legal procedures, which had been introduced in 410 and 403
respectively.’* Indeed (and this is based on the legal allusions which I adduce to highlight the
play’s admixture of realia and fantasy), it is this very combination of misperception, anxiety,
and confusion that has the potential to demonstrate that the women’s decree may not be as
illegal as it initially seems, because the new legal situation actually leaves the possibility
open.

In regards to the newly introduced legal procedures: in 410, the democrats and
oligarchs decide to establish an anagrapheis ton nomon in order to collect and publish all
existing laws. This decision was triggered by the constitutional struggles the Athenians
experienced after the defeat in Sicily in 413 and the oligarchical revolution in 411. During
those times, “both democrats and oligarchs had claimed for their side the ‘ancestral
constitution,”” which led the Athenians to become more conscious of how tricky the concept
of nomos could be.”* Ober states:"*

After the end of the war, the Athenians realized that the existing nomoi did not
provide an adequate statutory basis for government, and they initiated a new and
complicated constitutional procedure (nomothesia) for making laws. Psephismata
would still be passed by the demos in the Assembly, as before. But now nomoi would
be made by specially lotteried committees. Any psephisma that was contrary to an
established nomos could be challenged and overturned in the people’s courts.

The fact that any psephisma that went against existing nomoi could now be challenged and

annulled, is based on two legal procedures established in 403: (i) the “public prosecution for

™3 This anxiety already appears in Birds 1040-5, when the decree-seller attempts to sell
decrees to the newly found bird-city but is quickly asked to leave by Peisetaerus.

" Hansen 1991: 162.

"> Ober 1998: 145. See also Hansen 1991: 163.
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having proposed and carried an unsuitable nomos (graphe nomon me epitedeion theinai),”’*°

and (ii) “the public action against an unconstitutional psephisma”’*’

(graphe paranomon).
That is, people who propose laws and decrees that are contrary to existing law can now be
prosecuted. The same procedure can be used “against laws or decrees that [are] perfectly in
consonance with the rest of the laws and correctly passed, but which [are] regarded as
unsuitable or...damaging to the democracy and the people.””*®

It is important to note that before the beginning of the fourth-century, the words
nomos and psephisma are being used rather interchangeably, as is, for instance, the case in
Clouds and Birds. Pheidippides’ new nomos, that sons may beat their fathers, is based on an
old ymoewpa of the cocks and other animals; and the YnoiopatondAng attempts to sell new
laws (vopovg véouc) to the citizens of vepehokokkuyia.*® However, in the period of 403/2 —
322/1, the same period in which Ecclesiazusae is performed, there is a sharper distinction
between the two terms.”° Firstly, nomoi are now passed by the nomothetai, and psephismata

by the ecclesia. Secondly, nomoi are now the stronger force: if a new psephisma is

inconsistent with a current nomos, it can be declared invalid with a graphe paranomon.

4% Hansen 1991: 175; Demosthenes, Ag. Tim. 24.33; Aristotle, Const. Ath, 59.2.

"7 Hansen 1978: 317,

8 Hansen 1991: 175. It is worth noting that law-making in the late fifth-century and fourth-
century was a big project, which went through several phases. For a good synopsis of the
different phases, see MacDowell 1975: 73-4. For a good account on the establishment of the
nomothetai and the historical significance of it, see Ostwald 1986: 509-524. Indeed, the
subject is rather large and controversial, too large and controversial for it to be discussed in
detail here, but it is exactly this controversy that forms part of the plot of Ecclesiazusae.

"9 Birds 1035; 1037 and Clouds 1428-9.

%0 Hansen 1978: 317. As will become clear in the next paragraphs, despite this new ideology,
which contrasts supposedly permanent nomoi with ephemeral psephismata, it is still not
entirely clear what counts as a nomos and what does not. The distinction thus remains rather
fluid, which is especially true in the case of Ecclesiazusae.
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Thirdly, nomoi are intended to cover long-term affairs concerning Athens while psephismata
are meant to deal with ephemeral matters.”*

In the case of Ecclesiazusae, however, both the new distinction between nomoi and
psephisma, as well as the new legal procedures, are potentially problematic. Considering that
these changes had been made only a few years prior to the production of the play, it is fair to
assume that many Athenians are still confused about them by the time the comedy is put on.
This is presumably also why there is no clear difference between nomoi and psephisma in the
play; instead, similarly to older plays, the two terms are merged into one. As Ober writes,
“Aristophanes deliberately jumbles the distinction between decrees of the Assembly and
nomoi...[and] in several passages...the hags treat the terms psephisma and nomos as if they
were simple synonyms....”"*? This is also evident when looking at the introduction of the
women’s decree: it is introduced using the methods that are used to introduce a psephisma
but, unlike psephismata, it is meant to last indefinitely.

The women, therefore, may follow protocol when submitting their decree to the
assembly but it is the wrong procedure used at that particular moment because it is only meant
to be used when introducing psephismata, not nomoi, which suggests that their decree is
indeed questionable. Ironically, this questionability recalls the rationale for the gynaecocracy
because it brings to mind the general anxiety about the justice of certain decrees leaving the
assembly. It also recalls a point Praxagora made earlier: if legal terms and legal action are
confusing and cause for anxiety, why not get rid of them once and for all? This would also

solve two problems mentioned at the beginning of the comedy: first of all, the fact that many

! pseudo-Plato, Definitions 415b and Nightingale 1999: 105. Note that these revisions have
created a great deal of scholarly controversy, “especially concerning the changes in the power
of the assembly, and the (alleged) shift “from popular sovereignty to the sovereignty of law.””
(Nightingale 1999: 105-6). See Ostwald 1986 and Sealey 1987 who argue in favour of this
shift in power, Ober 1989 and Todd 1993 who argue against it.

72 Ober 1998: 145-6.
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Athenians seem to attend assembly for less than patriotic reasons would no longer be an issue,
and secondly, alternative political proposals such as the one that led to the coup in 411 would
no longer take place.

That being said, it is this scenario that shows once again that Praxagora, like
Lysistrata, is very clever. Especially, when we read her fictional legal actions against what we
know about contemporary legal reforms and practices, it allows us to lend nuance to our
interpretation of her and characterize her as someone who takes advantage of potentially
apprehensive and flustered people in order to establish her government. Like Lysistrata,
Praxagora can be related to the current situation, as she uses the foibles of Athenian
democracy to her advantage.”® Both characters build their initial plan on a loophole in
Athenian society: Lysistrata knows that neither Athenian women nor men are able to abstain
from sex for a long time, which is why a decision in regards to military affairs will be made
quickly. Similarly, Praxagora—and again, this is related to the legal setting | offer to the
play—situates her new regime within the confusions arising from recent changes made to the
processes of enacting laws and decrees. Thus, the two women provide a subtle distinction to
our analyses of the plays when we situate them within these loopholes and their clever

exploitations thereof.”*

753 Cf. Cratinus’ Pylaea (fr. Photius p. 595.12), “wise men should turn the present situation to
their advantage.” (Gvopog co@ovg xpt TO TOPOV TPy KAADS £i¢ dOVapy TifecOat).

™% Lysistrata’s level of intelligence is highlighted further by the fact that she not only
recognises this loophole but also the element of collective fear that seems to come with it,
which brings to mind Aristotle’s Rhetoric 2.5.1: “for men do not fear all evils...but only such
as involve great pain or destruction, and only if they appear to be not far off but near at hand
and threatening, for men do not fear things that are very remote.” (o0 yap mavio o KoKQ
@ofodvtat...0 A" doa Avmoc Heydrag 1 @Bopag dvvatal, kol tadt £av U TOPP® GAAY
obveyyug Qaivnton dote UEALEWY. TG yop mOppm® o@Odpo ov @ofovvtor). By (comically)
recognising a fear that derives from the men’s (and women’s) home, Lysistrata reflects on this
Aristotelian notion and, like many orators before and after her, she identifies a specific danger
that scares her audience.
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Still, regardless of any potential confusion about the new legal processes, the women’s
decree does pose the question: are the Athenians theoretically able to prosecute Praxagora,
making use of the procedure established in 403, for going against existing law? Considering
this legal method is officially recognised by the time the play is put on, the answer to the
question is yes. However, any graphe paranomon must be initiated by a private citizen; if no
citizen starts one, the psephisma is valid regardless of how undemocratic or unconstitutional it
may be.”® There is no mentioning in the play of a citizen contemplating taking legal action
against the women’s decree, and while this may prompt some readers to ask whether the
whole question is doubtful in this case, it does add further nuance to our unravelling of the
play’s interpretative ambiguities, in my opinion. It is clear that comic absurdities are not
fettered to the realities of Athenian legal practices like this, but it is also clear that comic
fantasy includes serious elements (cf. p. 265 n. 731), which is why, I think, it is lucrative to
adduce this apparent lack of contemplation to the play.

Particularly, reading this (again) against what we know about contemporary legal
reforms, it opens up further avenues for how contemporary Athenians might have reacted to
the comedy’s political fantasy. | am inclined to suggest that the citizens in the play do not
offer a graphe paranomon either because of their unfamiliarity with the new legal procedure
or because by abolishing all existing law, Praxagora likely also abolishes the right to launch a

graphe paranomon.’®

On a related note, this section also recalls Peisetaerus’ strategy in Birds (cf. pp. 152-5;
161), when he recognises the sophistication and power of language, and uses it to his
advantage. That being said, ultimately Praxagora is much more of a revolutionary than
Lysistrata and Peisetaerus are because she seeks to overturn the status quo, whereas the other
two seek to restore and/or keep it.
"> Hansen 1978: 325.
7% Cf. Ober 1998: 139 n. 38, who writes: “The women presumably fear a graphe paranomon,
the standard legal means by which decrees of the Assembly could be invalidated...but since
the women intend to close down the lawcourts...this legal remedy will soon be cut off.”
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Presumably, by abolishing the right to launch a graphe paranomon, Praxagora is also
exploiting the Athenian people’s weariness. As fond as they are of lawsuits and litigiousness,
it is clear that they are also tired of dealing with these things (which is, after all, also the initial
reason why Peisetaerus and Euelpides leave Athens). My reading of Ecclesiazusae (and the
subtle allusions I make to Athenian legal history) shows us, in a somewhat ironic manner, that
there will never be a graphe paranomon if people are politically weary by presenting a
character who abolishes the right to launch one in the first place. This also feeds into one of
the key points on Praxagora’s political agenda: the graphe paranomon is arguably a key tool
in the male political game of litigiousness and aggression among rival political parties. By
cutting off this legal remedy, Praxagora recalls the foundation of her proto-communist
government that does not include different political cliques and opinions, but only one
political programme that is meant to be fitting for all.

This brings to mind the problems caused by the diverse rhetorical styles in the
Statesman and Lysistrata, where different political cliques struggle to find a common
language. In the world Praxagora creates, these issues are no longer relevant. Likewise, her
solution is in line with More’s rationale for Utopia, where he prohibits political factions and
private debates in order to prevent tyrannical groups from arising. The Utopians’ high opinion
of simple legal matters (‘the most simple and apparent sense of the law is open to

757

everyone’)™" echoes that of Praxagora, when she advocates a simple (arAdog) legal system.

Furthermore, her reasoning emphasises the fault the Utopians find with other nations, whose
‘mass of incomprehensibly intricate laws prevents them from having a straightforward and

fair government.”"®

> Utopia, 87.
78 Utopia, 86-7. Cf. pp. 253-5.
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Nonetheless, Praxagora’s actions do pose the question: is she allowed to propose
(unsuitably) the abolition of the law that is meant to keep people from making unsuitable

proposals?”*®

When we continue to read the play’s fantasy against what we know of the legal
practices in Aristophanes’ time, and acknowledge that comedy deals with both ridiculous and
serious things (kai moAAd HEV YELOLA...mOALG 8¢ omovdaia, Frogs 389-90) even though it is
obviously not bound to the realities of many things, the short answer to this is no. Praxagora
is not a male citizen, and thus she is not allowed to propose decrees; and she is not a member
of the nomothetai either, which means she is not allowed to make laws. Moreover, as stated
above, while the decree is procedurally correct, Praxagora does not acknowledge the
distinction between psephisma and nomos and their different legal processes. Thus, her decree
may indeed be considered illegal.

But looking at it another way, the question could also be answered with a yes:
persuasive Athenians once established the existing legal system, so why should not the same
persuasion methods be used to abolish it and propose something else instead? This response
brings to mind a conversation Strepsiades and Pheidippides have in Clouds, performed
approximately thirty years prior to Ecclesiazusae, where Pheidippides tells his father that it

was only a man who came up with the law that prohibits a son to beat his father. Therefore,

another man can propose a new law that allows sons to beat their fathers.”®® Pheidippides’

% As noted on p. 272, ‘unsuitable’ here (U7 émtideiov) means not fit for, or favourable to,
democracy. un émitnoeiov also frequently appears in other Greek texts. For example, at 5.81,
Thucydides uses it in order to refer to the establishment of an oligarchy, which is suitable for
Sparta (koi OAryapyio émitndeion toic Aaxedarpoviolg katéotn); and in Lysias’ Against
Agoratus 13.51, it is used to state that Agoratus worked against the interests of the Athenian
people (kai ovk Emrtndsia T@ MMU® T@ VUeTép@ mpdrttovtag). Like amioog discussed on pp.
257-9, un émtidetov indicates that Praxagora’s government may not necessarily bode well for
the Athenian people. Cf. p. 109 for Socrates’ use of aptiov in Prot.

%0 Clouds 1420-1424. There is a similar law in Birds, which states that it is admirable to
strangle and bite one’s father because that is what is written on the pillars of the storks (1347;
1353-4). This suggests again that Aristophanes does not hesitate to parody sophistic
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statement can be linked to the continual jokes in Aristophanic comedy about the Athenians’
fondness for lawsuits and litigiousness, a theme that is also present in Ecclesiazusae. Indeed,
Pheidippides states what Praxagora seems to think as well: if someone creates a law, why
should someone else not challenge its legitimacy? Or, if someone founds a court of law, like
Athena in the Eumenides, why should someone else not abolish it like Praxagora does in
Ecclesiazusae?’

However, in this case, it is more complicated than that: Praxagora wants her challenge
to be the final challenge in order to stop the constant going back and forth at law once and for
all.”® Consequently, she would be the last Athenian (for a while at least) who could call into

question existing law’s validity.

arguments, which question codes of conduct among human beings, by drawing comic
parallels with animals. See Quass 1971: 25-26 and Dunbar 1997: 653. The comic argument
clearly brings to mind Callicles’ opinion in the Gorgias and the sophists’ thinking in general,
namely that it is possible to propose an alternative argument to any proposition.

See Gardner 1989: 59-60, who notes that this comic law could also refer to the

perturbation adult male Athenians felt towards the end of the fifth-century about their
relationships with younger Athenians, particularly the younger’s apparent lack of respect for
the elderly. Strepsiades arguably refers to a law attributed to Solon here which punishes sons
who mistreat their parents with disfranchisement. See also MacDowell 1978: 92.
’®! This sentiment goes against Athena’s words in Eum. 693-4, when she founds the court of
law and says that citizens should refrain from polluting the law with (bad) innovations. It also
goes against Pol. 1269a12-18, where Aristotle asserts that it is usually better to refrain from
changing laws even when the magistrates may be in error. He bases his opinion on people’s
bad habit of abrogating laws easily (a concern that also appears in Eccl.) and concludes that
this bad habit does not teach people anything except how to disobey their authorities.

See also Const. Ath. 7.2, where he says that Solon made his laws binding, and thus
unalterable, for a hundred years. This reference also appears in Plutarch’s Life of Solon 25.1
and Herodotus 1.29. (More, who clearly voiced his concerns about monarchs who tamper
with laws whenever they wish, might have supported this). Similar opinions can be found in
Demosthenes’ Ag. Lep. 20.90-2, where he views the frequent changes made to the laws as a
sign of disorder, and Ag. Tim. 24.139, where he tells of the Locrians who have everyone who
proposes a new law legislate with a halter around their neck. If the new law is accepted, the
one proposing survives; if it is not accepted, the halter is drawn tight and they die. Lastly, see
Antiphon De Choreut. 6.2 and Thucydides 3.37.3 for other examples, and Harris 2013: 324-5.
%2 pollux and the Antiatticist mention the comic poet Thugenides, who, if the name is
correctly restored on the victors’ list for the Dionysia, won with a play called Jurors around
440. (Storey 2011: 355). One of the few surviving lines is the following: i
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It is here where it becomes clear once again that Ecclesiazusae, like Lysistrata and
Birds, is largely about Aoyor and mei@d—words, speeches, and persuasion. For we are once
again presented with a character who claims to know what is best for the polis. Certainly, both
Lysistrata and Praxagora believe that they have not only got the mind but also the eloquence
to do the men’s job for them—and, as already stated in the section on Lysistrata, not just do it
for them, but do it better than them. In the case of Ecclesiazusae, this is highlighted by the
seemingly utopian ending, for Praxagora accomplishes what the democrats hoped to achieve
when introducing the new legal procedures in 410 and 403: avoidance of both oligarchic
coups and propositions of unsuitable laws that are damaging to democracy. (After all, if there

is no democracy, no damage can be done to it).”**

OYa0’ dvtiducodiey dAyrotg Ett; “Why do we still go back and forth at law, my friend?”
(Photius, b, Sz, a2096. Trans. Buis). The play is very fragmented, which makes it difficult to
work with, but this surviving line may still be used to a) underline Praxagora’s rationale for
her regime and b) point at Aristophanes’ jokes about the Athenians’ love for lawsuits and
litigiousness.

See also Math. 2.34-5, where Sextus Empiricus writes: “where rhetoric is nonexistant

or very rare, laws remain unchanged, but among those who admit it laws change daily, for
example at Athens...” (map’oic §j o008’ Shog | omaviog £6TL PnTOpIKy, TOVS VOHOUG
GoaAEVTOVG HEVELY, TTapd O€ TOIG TPOGCIEUEVOLS avTniy donUépat veoypodabal, domep kol
nap  Abnvaiowc...). Sextus attributes this to Platon who, allegorically, tells of a traveller who
goes away for three months and does not recognise his city when he comes back because the
laws have changed so much.
’%3 inking this back to the point made earlier (cf. p. 265 n. 731), namely that the Athenians in
this play are perhaps as weary of politics as Peisetaerus and Euelpides are in Birds, the
abolition of democracy could indeed be a good thing. If the point here is that democracy is
about people deciding what they want, maybe politics and responsibility for decision-making
is precisely what the male characters in Ecclesiazusae do not want. This eagerness to vote for
a politician who will abolish politics is also evident in Blepyrus’ and Chremes’ dialogue in
lines 460-4, when Blepyrus joyfully expresses that he will no longer have to get up early in
the morning to attend assembly but instead can stay home all day. Blepyrus’ response is
slightly inconsistent with Praxagora’s declaration to abolish lawsuits, but at this point in the
play, she has not yet told him about her decision—that does not happen until line 656—so it is
possible that he and Chremes simply assume that jury duty will be handed over to the women.
Or, as Sommerstein asserts, “not only Blepyrus but even the...neighbour find it impossible to
imagine an Athens without lawsuits.” Sommerstein 1998: 197.

This would link to the joke in Clouds 207-8, when Strepsiades looks at a map of
Athens and cannot believe that it is Athens because he does not see any law-courts in session
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This is why it is attractive to answer the question, whether Praxagora is allowed to do
what she does, with a yes. As questionable as the foundation of her regime may be, law is a
social construction and the fact that the other characters do not make use of their right to start
a graphe paranomon against her, even though they may theoretically be able to, does suggest
that her rule can be rightly seen as the new law of Athens. Looking at it this way, it becomes
clear that the Athenians’ fondness for legal action is taken to a whole other level in the
comedy. In fact, | argue that it has the potential to be read as a more political play than
Lysistrata because it shows where the power of persuasion, in combination with confusion
and anxiety, may lead. Ober argues similarly:"®*

Ecclesiazusae is emphatically political comedy in that it derives a good deal of its

humor from the foibles of democracy—from democracy’s deep-seated institutional

and ideological structures and from confusions arising from recent constitutional
tinkering with the enactment of law.

Ecclesiazusae therefore is not necessarily as absurd as one may think, for its comic logic is
the juridical logic of late fifth-century and early fourth-century Athens taken to an extreme.
More importantly, it expresses something of importance about the characters’ historical,
social, and legal environment. For it is clear that the changes to the legal system could not be
made without the willing cooperation of the council and the assembly, which once again
points at the role of deceptive political jargon and potentially confusing procedures of law in
the decision-making progress. We are presented with the comic paradox of men who willingly
sign off a decree that strips them of political power, and the audience in turn is presented with
an equally comic paradox of a world that is engendered by a procedurally correct decree that

abolishes the proposition of future decrees.

on it. A similar joke appears in Birds 110, when the hoopoe, upon hearing why Peisetaerus
and Euelpides left Athens, expresses his surprise that there are Athenians who oppose law-
courts.

"®4 Ober 1998: 152-3.
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In this vein, Aristophanes provides a comic narrative of contemporary Athenian
democracy and its legal system, and he shows us that a conventional procedure may lead to an
unconventional political order. In this case, the new political order is so unconventional that it
leads to the collapse of institutionalized law itself. Ruffell argues that, “comic form, with its
absurdist, comparative, and self-reflexive moves, anchors itself in the political and cultural
context, even as it constructs and develops anti-realist worlds, scenarios, and motivations.”’®®
| believe the same can be said for Ecclesiazusae: the basic story of the play, i.e. women in
power, may be absurd to the fourth-century audience, and the juridical logic may be taken to a

comic extreme; however, the legal language of the play is not absurd, for it is deeply anchored

in the political and legal world of its time.

V1.c. The tragicomic aspect of the play

The comic paradox, and the usage of contemporary Athenian legal language, then
emerges as a tragicomic narrative of contemporary political-juridical conditions. Aristophanes
presents to the audience a questionable charade, based in the legal world of early fourth-
century Athens, which works out not only because of confusing legal procedures but also
because of deeply established assumptions about a speaker’s nature. For as incongruous as
Praxagora’s costume may be to the audience, the few men present in the assembly do not
realise that the ‘pale young man’ speaking is, in fact, a woman. (It is, however, hard to
imagine that any of them would ever suppose that ‘he’ might be a woman—as stated on p.
270 n. 742, it is unlikely that even the most innovative Athenian at the time would think that

women might make their way into assembly).

765 Ruffell 2011: 429.
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At the end of the play, the audience is presented with the story of a society that is
dismantled due to assumptions, confusing legal procedures, and deception by both sight and
sound. They witness Chremes and the other men accept as authoritative a speech, full of
political jargon, given by a woman in disguise, which ultimately leads to the breakdown of
the conventional hierarchical order and institutionalized law. They also see the Athenians
march into the same trap that Praxagora scolds them for always marching into: they employ a
scoundrel as their leader.”®® It may seem odd (albeit undoubtedly funny) to the audience that
the men in the assembly do not question the mass of pale people and that they readily accept
the pale-looking Praxagora as a young man. But again, it is this oddity that reinforces the
previous statement: when assumptions collide with a persuasive political proposal, which is
shaped by deception on many levels, the political order can be fundamentally altered.”®’

At the same time, despite the fundamental alteration of the Athenian political order,
this employment of a scoundrel (i.e. Praxagora) shows that not much has changed after all.
Praxagora may be a revolutionary, and thus not necessarily a scoundrel in the old mould, but
she does use scoundrelly tricks, presumably because she knows they have worked in the past
and are thus likely to work again.”®® Consequently, even with the revolutionary aspects of the
story, the ending of Ecclesiazusae seems to provide us once again with a ring composition
which features Athenians who end up right where they started. Their false optimism,

engendered by Adyot and me®wm, recalls that seen in Birds, Lysistrata, and also Animal Farm,

as it leads a large group of people to exchange one bad leader for another once again. As is

"% Eccl. 176-7.

’®7 This links back to the Gorgianic model of perception, for it matters once again, to a certain
extent anyway, who you are, and who you say you are, and whether others are able to know
whether you speak the truth.

"®8 This feeds into her appropriation of male speech, which she learned by listening to her
husband and other orators on the Pnyx. This is how she knows that the kind of rhetoric she
uses will work because she has seen it before.
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the case in the other texts, it is also this optimism that quickly becomes the weapon of
criticism when Aristophanes (and Orwell) use it in order to appeal to the audience’s
intelligence and integrity. In Ecclesiazusae, this appeal is all the more telling because it is
even more based on Athenian legal and political values than it is in Birds and Lysistrata.

This is why | think it would be a mistake to dismiss Ecclesiazusae as a ‘lunatic and
illogical’ play that shows that Aristophanes is ‘aging and overtired,” “elderly, peevish, and
irritated,” or indeed “a broken man who could sink to the tiresome dirtiness of Ecclesiazusae”
and who may have ‘had a stroke.”’®® As fantastic, hyperbolic, and absurd some of the play’s
content may be, its legal allusions, which | adduce to illuminate the play’s admixture of
fantasy and realism, are of importance, for they point at the historical and social significance
of the reforms that have been made to the Athenian legal system in the fifth-century.
Certainly, by playing with the city’s juridical and institutional structures, Aristophanes brings
the fictive world of comedy into the political and legal realm of Athens, as he does in Birds
and Lysistrata. By doing so, he may even lead the audience “to entertain ideas which
renovate, reiterate, develop, or re-create their city and its inhabitants and which can be

mapped back onto their actual counterparts.”’"

VI1. The future prospects of Praxagora’s regime

At the end of the comedy, the essential question for the establishment of Praxagora’s
gynaecocracy is this: can we be sure that the new rule will last, and that it will actually break
the cycles of recurrent political events? Praxagora is overly confident—and stays true to

Aristophanic fashion by portraying this confidence clearly—but what are the future prospects

709 Zeitlin 1999a: 176; Murray 1933: 181; MacDowell 1995: 308; Taylor 1926: 210; Dover
1972: 195 n. 7. Note that Dover’s remark is in regards to both Ecclesiazusae and Wealth.
70 Ruffell 2011: 430.
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of her regime? Zeitlin and Ober & Strauss assert, “...despite the observance of formal comic
conventions in the structure of the plot, the ambiguities at the end suggest that ‘the play offers
no answer as to whether the new regime was a success or a failure.””’"* However, | believe
the plot of the play actually might offer an answer to that question, albeit only covertly.
Specifically, when looking at the story of Ecclesiazusae in relation to other stories about
female dominated societies, both Greek and barbarian, we are in a position to assume that
Praxagora’s matriarchal government is actually rather ephemeral and bound to fail.

A first indication for this is the chaotic ending of the comedy, which is triggered not
only by the collapse of institutionalized law, the abolition of law-courts and assembly
meetings, the changes made to the conventional hierarchy and sexual roles, but also by the
obsolescence of monogamous marriage. This outcome, which clearly displays a radical
departure from the conventional Athenian model of social and political organization at that
time, brings to mind the myth of matriarchy, which, according to Bamberger, belongs to “a
prior and chaotic era before the present social order was established.”’” For, “the Rule of
Women, instead of heralding a promising future, harks back to a past darkened by repeated
failures.””” Or, as Merrill puts it, “the ancient matriarchies were not part of a Golden Age but
rather something which had to be destroyed in order for civilization as patriarchy to exist.”’"*

The gynaecocratic rule of Ecclesiazusae recalls this dark past of matriarchy not only

by taking us back “to the pre-legal world of the Oresteia where force and violence had to

1 Zeitlin 1999a: 175. (Zeitlin quotes Ober & Strauss 1990: 269 here).

72 Bamberger 1974: 276. Cf. Dowden 1995: 44,

'8 Bamberger 1974: 280. This conclusion primarily concerns the message of South American
myths of matriarchy, but is also applicable to both the ending of Ecclesiazusae and the myth
of the Amazons.

™ Merrill 1979: 14. For a counterargument, see Bachofen 1967, who argues that matriarchy
was the first form of a truly ordered society, which replaced an anarchic time of promiscuity
and chaos.
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suffice for the enactment of justice until the establishment of law courts in Athens,”’” but
also by dismantling the institution of monogamous marriage.”” It also brings to mind other
female dominated societies, which evoke the myth of matriarchy in a similar manner.
Specifically, the myth, and the recollection of it in the accounts discussed here, stress social
tensions, which are present in Greek society. At the same time, however, it also endorses the
polis through Athenian thinking. This is especially evident in Herodotus’ version of the myth
of the Amazons, and in the myth of the Lemnian women as told by Apollonius of Rhodes. For
even though these stories represent the opposite of ideal fifth-century Athenian life, it is
possible to learn about the Athenian self by examining the ‘Other’ these stories represent.
This becomes particularly clear when investigating the Amazons’ marriage with the

Scythians, and the Lemnians’ marriage with the Argonauts.””’

7> Fletcher 2012: 137. After all, as mentioned earlier, when asked how she intends to handle
potential confrontations, Praxagora asserts that she will make use of (comic) violence in order
to ensure justice. See Eccl. 249-60.

""® Note that here and in the subsequent sections, I rely on Merrill’s definitions of matriarchy
and patriarchy, and “define ‘matriarchy’ as a society in which an equal or greater amount of
authority is vested in women than in men and in which descent is traced through the female
line. The term *patriarchy” will refer to any society in which primary authority is controlled
by men, with descent and inheritance traced through the male line.” Merrill 1979: 13. While it
is not entirely clear whether Praxagora establishes matrilineal descent, she does abolish the
patrilineal succession of property in lines 587-594, which stems from her proposal that
everyone should own everything in common.

Further note that due to the specific word-limit to which I am obliged to adhere, I will
not include a discussion of non-monogamous relationships in Plato’s Rep. (except for a brief
note on p. 291 n. 793) despite their relevance to the following passages. | really wish to lay
the debate of the revolutionary social organisation of Kallipolis on one side and focus instead
on the historical, mythical, comic, and modern texts presented below; but it is clear that parts
of the Rep. could convincingly be added, and that the consequences of the abolition of
marriage in the Platonic text fit in with the hypotheses presented here.

" This is in line with Foley’s rationale for Female Acts in Greek Tragedy, as she “wanted to
understand how tragic women were used to think about the social order and how they helped
men confront intractable social and philosophical problems.” See Foley 2001: 13-14.
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VIl.a. Herodotus’ Amazons

Let us begin with Herodotus® version of the myth of the Amazons, and look at the
Amazons’ marriage with the Scythians. At Herodotus 4.115, the young Scythian men return
to the Amazons, after having obtained their share of their property from their parents, in order

to form a community with them. The women welcome them back with the following words:

NUéag €xel OPog te Kol 6€0G OKMG yPT OIKEEWY €V TAOE TA YOPW, TOVTO UEV VUENG
ATOoTEPNCAGOC TATEP®V, TOVTO O€ YRV TNV DUETEPNY INANGAUEVAG TOAALL.
aAL’  émeite a&odte MUEag yuvoikag Exewv, TAde Tolgete Ao MUV @épete
EEavaoTémHeY €K TG YTiG THoode kal mepnoavtec Tavaly moTapOV OlKEDIEY.
We’re very anxious about having to live here. It’s not just that we’ve separated you
from your parents, but also that we’ve done a lot of damage to this country of yours.

Since you want us to be your wives, let’s move together away from here and find
somewhere to live on the other side of the Tanais River.

This proposition to form a community together is important because it links, as will become
clear, to the concept of patriarchal marriage, the pillar of Athenian stability and order. Before
the Amazons meet the young Scythian men they are untamed and oiorpata, Killers of men,
who invade Cremni (the country of the Scythians), steal horses, and fight the older Scythians
in battle.””® After the battle, the older Scythians decide against killing the women; instead,
they tell their young men to pursue the Amazons and have children with them. The young
men do as they are told and cautiously follow the Amazons, retreating whenever they turn to

attack. Eventually, a Scythian happens to come across an Amazon alone and when she does

8 In regards to oiorpata, Asheri 2007: 659 writes: “in the first part it is possible to discern
the Iranic vira- = ‘male, man’, but the second part is reminiscent rather of pati- = ‘lord’.
Penrose, drawing from How&Wells, argues similarly: *...oior may be cognate to the Persian
vira [man], whereas pata may be related to the Persian patayo, which means ‘master,” rather
than killer. According to this theory, oiorpata meant ‘masters of men,” not ‘man-Kkillers.”
Penrose 2016: 146. See also How&Wells 1928: 340. Elderkin, on the other hand, argues
otherwise. While he does think that oior is cognate to the Latin vir, he does not believe that
pata is related to the Persian pati or patayo. Rather, he argues, pata is a noun, which is based
on the Greek mno, maiw, ‘to smite.” This is why, he asserts, “the compound...means what
Herodotus says it meant ‘man-smiter, i.e. man-Kkiller.” Elderkin 1935: 344.
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not send him away, they have intercourse. They agree to meet again the next day and to bring
a friend; in this manner, the Scythians ‘tamed the remaining Amazons’ (koi ovtoi
EKTIMDOOVTO TOC Aowde TV Apalovav).

This ‘taming’ process marks the beginning of the Amazons’ relationship with the
Scythians, and is the stepping-stone towards a more ordered society. Comparably with
Tereus, who tames the birds in Birds by teaching them Greek, so they are no longer barbarian,
the Scythian men teach the Amazons their language and have sex with them in order to guide
them towards a less barbarian, and more civilized, life.”® Both taming processes can be linked
to certain Athenian values, specifically to the Athenian idea of a well-ordered society. In
particular, the birds begin to resemble Athenians when they start learning Greek, and the
resemblance is emphasized when they begin living in a city (even though they do retain many
bird-like features). Likewise, the Amazons begin to resemble Athenian women when they
marry the Scythian men and learn their language (even though they mostly keep to their
original way of life).

The fact that the Scythian men do not learn the language of the Amazons, but the
Amazons appropriate that of the men, can be compared with Lysistrata’s and Praxagora’s
appropriation of male speech. Penrose suggests that this points at the Amazons’ intelligence
(which to the Greeks is a rather masculine trait), and Merrill asserts likewise, that the
description of language acquisition here “wryly suggests that the Amazons are more skilled at

cultural adaptation than the admittedly barbarous Scythians they have married.”’®*

% Herodotus 4.113.

"8 Herodotus 4.114. See Brown and Tyrrell 1985: 299, who write: “Herodotus’ placement
and use of éxtildoavto specifically indicate that by the act of intercourse alone the Scythians
accomplished the taming of the Amazons.”

’81 See Merrill 2008: 14 and Penrose 2016: 115. On a different note, this also links back to
the point made in the sections on The Time Machine and Birds, namely that the possession of
a common language and community-formation goes hand in hand (cf. pp. 135-6; 158-9).
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The Scythians’ reasoning for taming the Amazons recalls that of the Athenians when
they wish to pursue the Greek model of marriage in order to fix the Amazons’ chaotic way of
life and establish a community — and not just the model of any Greek, but that of Kekrops, the
Athenians’ first king and ancestral parent to whom they attribute the establishment of
marriage.’® This reasoning is first implied in Herodotus 4.114 when the Scythians say to the
Amazons: “Let’s stop living like this from now on...” (vdv &v pnkétt miedva ypovov {omv
tomvoe Eymev), and is later reinforced by the Amazons’ proposal to move to the other side
of the Tanais River to form a society. Like the Athenians, the Scythians seem to believe that
men and women must join in union together if they want to live in a proper community that is

not marked by uncivilized and warring conditions.’®

Moreover, they seem to believe that the
Amazons alone may represent chaos, but when united with men, they have the potential to
form a social order, in this case that of the Sauromatians.”®*

The formation of a community in Herodotus® account of the Amazons does not only
recall the Kekropian model of marriage as a civilizing force but also the Homeric household,
which “was founded on legitimate marriage, and [which] perpetuated itself by fashioning
legitimate marriages.””® More specifically, “no household could exist without a lawful wife,

that is, a wife obtained according to the recognised rules of matrimony.”’® The same is true

for a plot of land, something that is associated with the idea of a household in Homer. For

82 Tyrrell 1984: 28. Cf. Loraux 1986: 25. “King of Athens before Athens comes into
existence, Kekrops accomplishes the transition from savagery to civilization by collecting
men together into a city...and by introducing marriage, which puts an end to promiscuity.”

783 Cf. Hartog 1988: 259. “We find the Scythians reasoning like Greeks (one does not make
war against women) and it seems that for them, too, the polarity between war and marriage is
meaningful.”

8% Cf. Blok 1995: 92. “In the Herodotean story, the Skythians and Amazons were merged to
become the Sauromatians...” Cf. Dewald 1981: 100. “Together the Amazon women and
Scythian men remove to a nearby uninhabited area to found a new people that will exhibit a
blend of Scythian and Amazonian qualities.”

"8 |educ 1992: 242.

"8 |educ 1992: 242.
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example, in Od. X1V, 61-3, Eumaeus says to the swineherd: 1} yap tod ye Ogoi kotd vooTOV
gdmoav, 8¢ kev & dvdukéwmg dpiket kai KTo dMOGGEY, 01KOV T8 KAPOV T TOAVHUVAGTNY TE
yovaika. “The gods, they must have blocked his journey home. He’d have treated me well, he
would, with a house, a plot of land and a wife you’d gladly prize.”

The Amazons and the Scythians seem to associate similar things with the idea of a
household, as marriage and the obtainment of a plot of land on the other side of the Tanais
River define the foundational structure of their community. Again, both the Amazons and the
Scythians reason like Athenians; and this time they do not just think like Kekrops but also like
Homer when they associate wives and a plot of land with the idea of a household, and thus
also with the idea of a well-ordered community. Leduc writes: “In Homeric societies the
entire residential group was founded on, and perpetuated itself by enforcing, legitimate
marriage.””®" More importantly, as Lévi-Strauss puts it, marriage in Homeric societies made
“an effort to transcend theoretically irreconcilable principles.””® Presumably, the older
Scythians have something similar in mind when they send the young men to tame the
Amazons by the means of marriage: overcome differences and pave the way towards a more
peaceful future.

This kind of reasoning brings to mind the ending of Lysistrata and the myth of the
Lemnian women, as told by Apollonius of Rhodes. For at the end of Lysistrata, men and
women reconcile and are moved back into harmony and marriage, which confirms the happy
and triumphant ending of the comedy. The myth of the Lemnian women provides a similar
ending: briefly, the Lemnian women develop an unattractive body odour because of
Aphrodite’s anger towards them. The women’s husbands, repulsed by their wives’ smell,

decide to take Thracian captives as concubines, which leads the women to kill all the men on

87 |educ 1992: 243.
788 |_évi-Strauss 1983: 53.
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Lemnos. Hypsipyle, however, does not want to take part but helps her father to escape
instead. Shortly after, she greets Jason and the Argonauts, and leads the Lemnian women into
a mass marriage with them, marking the reunion of men and women and the commencement
of a more peaceful future that is not shaped by warfare.”®

In all three stories, the polarity between warfare and monogamous marriage is present
as well as the (Greek) idea that men and women must (re-) unite in order to live less chaotic,
and more peaceful, lives.”® The reasoning that Lysistrata, Hypsipyle, and the Scythian men
seem to share brings to mind a few philosophical dialogues, some of which have already been
discussed earlier. For example, it recalls the weaving-analogy in Plato’s Statesman where the
Stranger argues that the universal science of statesmanship knows how to weave everything
that is in a state into an organized fabric. As stated on p. 92, the statesman accomplishes this
by providing both a divine and a human bond for the citizens’ souls. The divine bond is
created by implementing in men’s soul a correct opinion of what is just and good, and the
human bond is formed by the monogamous marriage of men and women whose offspring will

have a balanced mixture of the two opposing elements.”**

"8 Ap. Rhod. Argon. 1.9.17. Again, a ring-like sequence is present.

It is worth noting that Herodotus tells the story the other way around and narrates an account
of Lemnian men murdering women and children. In his version, told at 6.138, Lemnian men
abduct Athenian women to be their concubines and have children with them. The women
raise the children in the Athenian way, and teach them the Attic dialect and Athenian customs.
The Lemnian men, fearing that these Athenian children will one day dominate over the
Lemnian children, decide to kill them and their mothers, too. Herodotus also briefly mentions
the story of the Lemnian women Killing their husbands at the end of 6.138, which, along with
the other one, “is one of the origins of the universal Greek practice of describing savage deeds
as ‘Lemnian’”, according to him.

% |n the case of Lysistrata and the Lemnian women, this also brings to mind the “binding
nature of patriarchal marriage where wife’s subordination and patrilineal succession are
reaffirmed.” See Zeitlin 1996: 87.

91 Cf. Lys. 568-570 and Lysistrata’s wool-allegory, which she uses in order to demonstrate
that Athens must return to the status quo.
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A similar stream of thought, albeit more negatively, appears in Aristotle, when he
expresses concerns about Socrates’ idea that wives should be held in common in Kallipolis,

specifically about the premise from which the argument proceeds, namely, that it is best for

the state to be as unified as possible. At 1261a17-23, he asserts:’*?

Kaitol avepOV 6TV MG TPOToDoa Kol YIVOHEVN Uit HAAAOV 00dE TOMG EoTan: AT 00G
Yap TL TNV QOO E0TIV 1] TOMG, YIVOUEVN T€ [ia LOAAOV oikia HEV €k TOAE®S BVOpmTOG
&’ &€ oikiog &otar HAAAOV yap Hiav trv oikiav Thg TOAemg painpev v, Kol TOV Eva
g oikiog: Mot &l Kol duvatog Tig €l ToUTO dpdv, OV TOMTEOV: AVOLPNGEL YOpP TNV
TOAV.

Is it not obvious that a state may at length attain such a degree of unity as to be no
longer a state? — Since the nature of a state is to be a plurality, and in tending a greater
unity, from being a state, it becomes a family, and from being a family, an individual;
for the family may be said to be more one than the state, and the individual than the
family. So that we ought not to attain this greatest unity even if we could, for it would
be the destruction of the state.

Aristotle’s concern about the maximum unification of the state and women being common
property, which will ultimately lead to the destruction of the state, recalls Lysistrata’s,
Hypsipyle’s, and the Scythians’ rationale for their actions. Even though their stories are not
about the unification of the state and the communality of women per se, they do feature an
absence of partnership, a destructive environment and a lost, or lack of, Aristotelian

community.” It also brings to mind the myth of Kekrops mentioned earlier in which Kekrops

92 Aristotle, Pol. 1261a17-23. Cf. Plato, Rep. 462.

%% While for Aristotle the absence of the institution of marriage affects the endurance of the
state, for Plato the very presence of it (among the Guardian class) jeopardizes the survival of
the state. For the Guardians, the private household and institution of marriage is to be
abolished (457c-d) because Plato fears that private interests would clash with public interests,
which would constitute a threat to the existence of the state. (That being said, there is still a
form of temporary marriage, which is to be performed at certain festivals, in order to ensure a
stable birth-rate, “so that the city will, as far as possible, become neither too big nor too small.
Kol PAte Peyddn UiV 1 TOMG Kot TO dvvatov Pfte opikpa yiyvntar, 460a. Low birth-rates
could potentially become a problem in Ecclesiazusae since all men have to sleep with an old
woman first before they are allowed to sleep with a young one, 1015-20. If more men sleep
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introduces the Athenian men and women to marriage in order to end their random and
promiscuous lifestyle.”* In a similar vein to the myth of the Lemnian women, and Herodotus’
account of the Amazons, “matriarchy [i.e. a chaotic era] comes to an end with Kekrops’s
institution of patriarchal marriage—namely, the yoking of one woman to one man.”’*®

Indeed, the brief stint of gynaecocracy on Lemnos ends when the Lemnian women
marry the Argonauts, and in Herodotus it ends when the Amazons cross the River Tanais and
settle down with the Scythian men. For even though they keep to their original way of life
(draitn GTo TovTOL YpE®VTOL Tf| TOAOL] TAV ZowpolaTémy al yuvaikeg), they no longer live in
a female-only society, but in a new community that is made up of both men and women and
that has its own language and marriage customs.’®® Thus, even though it is a different kind of
social order (men and women are equal, and the women go out hunting and wear the same
clothes as the men), it is a social order that resembles the Athenian one because it is built on
the institution of marriage and thus on one of Kekrops’ ancestral norms. In a way then, even
though the Amazon society contrasts the Athenian one in many ways, it does define the polis
through the marriage with the Scythians.”’

This is why | think it is a mistake to dismiss Herodotus” account of the Amazons as a

“charming, happily-ever-after tale, [which] seems not only remote from [his] main

theme...but a perfect example of his alleged gullibility and willingness to detour from the

with old women than with young ones, this might affect the demographics of the state, which
might then subsequently lead to its decline).

% Tyrrell 1984: 30.

%% Tyrrell 1984: 31. Cf. Dewald 1981: 92: “...Herodotus’ portrait of women emphasizes their
full partnership with men in establishing and maintaining social order.”

"% Herodotus 4.116-7.

*T This is in contrast with the unbalanced gender relations we see in Herodotus’ description
of the Persian society, or the rather odd ones in his account of the Egyptians. It is also rather
different from his account of Periander and his relationship with the Corinthian women. In the
story, Periander asks all the women in Corinth to strip naked, so he could burn their clothes
and give them to the ghost of his wife in order to find out where she had put his friend’s
money.
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main course of his narrative to tell any amusing story, no matter how irrelevant.”’®® On the
contrary, | think Herodotus’ version of the myth is relevant because it can be used to point at
something important about the Athenian status quo. For, like Lysistrata and the myth of the
Lemnian women, it shows that being an Amazon, or living in a gynaecocratic society where
the sexes are separated, can only ever be an interim status in the Greek world.”® More
specifically, it can be used “as a model that sets out Herodotus’ idea of how societies begin
and are enabled to endure over time.”®® For his account of the Amazons suggests that, in
order for a society to endure, the polis and monogamous marriage must be (re-) created at
some point, as is the case in Lysistrata and the myth of the Lemnian women (and in Birds as
well). In this way, the Amazons, for all their social and behavioural differences, recall a Greek

way of thinking.®*

VI1.b. Herodotus’ Amazons and Apollonius’ Lemnian women in relation to
Ecclesiazusae

This idea, that living in a gynaecocracy without the Kekropian institution of marriage
is inevitably ephemeral, is significant for our understanding of the plot of Ecclesiazusae. For
it draws attention to an important point about the (ostensibly) unavoidable outcome of

Praxagora’s government, and it allows us to construct a view of what the play is doing with

%8 Flory 1987: 109.

%9 Cf. Dowden 1997: 123 and 128. “The Amazon herself...has no future other than marriage
or the tomb.”

809 Dewald 1981: 100.

81 This is also exemplified by the fact that the Scythian men obtain their share of their
property from their parents before they marry the Amazons, which points at the relationship
between property, monogamous marriage, and patriarchy (or, absence of matriarchy) in Greek
society. At the same time, despite the underlying Greek notion, the fact that men obtain the
dowries in the account, and not women, also indicates something rather non-Greek. As Asheri
comments: “The circumstance that men, instead of women, bring dowries and leave their
paternal home constitutes, in the eye of the Greeks, a subversion of ordinary rules.” See
Asheri 2007: 660.
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the idea that it is not possible to escape the Athenian status quo. For at the end of the day, as
is the case in Lysistrata, the myth of the Lemnian women, and Herodotus’ account of the
Amazons, everything always seems to come back to it in one way or another. Certainly, the
basic pattern of these stories is quite similar: at the lowest point of each story, (seemingly)
unpleasant women are in power, and the men have either disappeared or sunk to the bottom of
the hierarchy. In the end, the chaos that ensues, because of either the men’s absence, the
separation of the sexes, or the female rule, is fixed by marriage or the reunion of men and
women—and this is the important point here, namely the return (or formation, in case of the
Amazons) to the Athenian status quo on a social level.

However, in Ecclesiazusae, this does not exactly happen. The characters do return to
the status quo on a political level in a way, simply by employing Praxagora as her leader, for
she uses the same scoundrelly tricks others have used before her to gain power. However,
they fail to do so on a social level because even at the end of the comedy, monogamous
marriage is still obsolete and women are still communal; and, more importantly, women are
still in power.2%2 Even so, looking at the endings of the other stories discussed here we are in a
position to suggest that a similar return to Athenian normality will eventually take place in
Ecclesiazusae as well—even if it does not happen within the temporal frame of the comic
production. This is why | disagree with Zeitlin, who argues: “[the play] takes the unusual step

of leaving the women in power to enforce their utopian scheme, which by dissolving the

82 This is also why the Athenians would have probably preferred the society featured in
Herodotus’ version of the Amazon myth to the one depicted in Ecclesiazusae. For in the
Amazon myth, even though the Scythian men are not at the top of the Sauromatian hierarchy
but equal to the women, there is some sort of progress (and normality) in the Athenian sense
because the myth ends with the portrayal of the settled community of Sauromatians.
Additionally, the men have not really ceased being men, as is the case in Ecclesiazusae, and
they do not do women’s work, as is the case in Herodotus’ account of the Egyptian society —
the women may do men’s work here but they have not swapped roles with them; they merely
do the same kind of work. Herodotus’ version of the myth thus features a kind of progress that
Ecclesiazusae lacks.
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institution of marriage and of the individual oikos itself, ensures the permanence of their rule
in the new social order.”®%

Instead, | believe that the discussion of the other female dominated societies puts
forward the idea that Praxagora’s matriarchal rule is not permanent but rather short-lived
because a society at that time, without the Athenian institution of marriage, can only exist for
so long. Certainly, the ephemerality of Praxagora’s government is already implied in lines
657-8 of the play, where Blepyrus tells her that her regime, along with her political agenda, is
bound to collapse. Blepyrus’ reasoning is based on the abolition of lawsuits rather than on that
of patriarchal marriage, but it still underlines an important point, which Praxagora fails to see:
her regime is not sustainable, and one day her downfall will come.

This, then, sheds new light on her decision to close the law-courts in order to put an
end to the Athenians’ tendency to change their opinions constantly. Clearly, she is no
different than they are, for her political agenda joins the seemingly unending string of
swapping one malfunctioning political system for the other. Specifically, before Kekrops, the
Athenians live in a state of promiscuity and randomness; “during his reign, Kekrops
transforms the social organization of the people whom he has organized into a settled

community, ‘inventing many laws for humans’...”8%

and now Praxagora alters the social
organization of the Athenians once again by unsettling Kekrops’ community and by inventing

many new laws.?®

803 Zeitlin 1999a: 177.

80% Zeitlin 1999a: 182. Zeitlin is referring to the scholiast to Plutus 773 here, who asserts that
Kekrops “invented many institutions for the human race, raising them from a savage to a
civilized condition...”

85 These new laws make clear once again that Praxagora and Lysistrata are actually quite
different in many ways. They both certainly serve as examples for women who are capable of
achieving male standards of excellence, and both use a similar kind of rhetoric, but ultimately
Praxagora is much more of a rebel than Lysistrata is. For not only does she alter existing law,
but she overturns the laws of Kekropian Athens.
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In this way, we can also see a circular movement from matriarchy to patriarchy and
then back to matriarchy again, which is also pointed out by the neighbour in lines 830-1 when
he says: tote pev eI fipyoMey, viv & al yovaikec. “We were in power then; now the women
are.”®® However, Herodotus’ account of the Amazon myth, and the myth of the Lemnian
women, insinuates that the matriarchal order of the comedy will eventually be replaced by
patriarchy again. When that happens, the neighbour might change his answer from tote pev
MUelc fpyolev, VOV & ai yvvoikeg to MUeiC fipxoley, ToTe ai yvvoikeg Npyov, vdv ol dvdpeg
apyovotv. Consequently, as innovative as Praxagora is on some levels, her political and social
agenda is actually rather regressive because, when linking it to other stories that feature
female dominated societies, it has the potential to show that the Athenians are going in circles

and that, sooner or later, they will end up right where they started once again.®”’

Although, looking at it another way, while Praxagora’s government is more premature

and radical than others, it also shows a more successful state of society on many levels.
Warfare, crime, and poverty do not exist, and everyone is taken care of. In a way, this brings
to mind More’s ideology discussed in the introduction: while (new) societies may not be able
to solve all problems (such as violence, which is clearly not on Praxagora’s agenda), they may
at least be able to reduce the bad. Cf. pp. 35-6, with n. 115.
8% The movement from patriarchy to matriarchy also brings to mind the oracle in Lysistrata
767-8, which predicts victory for the women if they work together. The oracle says: aAA’
omoTav TEMOL XeMOOVES €ic Eva yYDPoV, ToUG ETOTG PEHYOLTL, ATOSYMVTIOL TE PUANTOV,
Tad 0. Kak@V Eotot, T0 & VIEpTEPO VEPTEPA BNoel Zevg vy1Bpepétng (...when the swallows
hole up in a single home, fleeing the hoopoes and leaving the phallus alone, then are their
problems solved, and high-thundering Zeus shall reverse what’s up and what’s down).

It also recalls the story of the oracle of the Argives in Herodotus 6.77, which predicts
that the female will overcome the male: dAL™ dtav 1 ORAela 1OV dpoeva viknoaco EEgldon
kai kDdog &v Apyeiooty dpnrat, moAAIS Apyeiov dpedpueéac ToTe OMoet. O TOTE TIC £pést
Kol €necoOUEVOV AvOpOT®V devOg OPIg TPLEMKTOG GmdAeTo dovpl dapacbeic. (“But when
female conquers male and expels him, when glory in Argos redounds to her name, she will set
Argive women a-plenty tearing their cheeks; and so it will be said by future generations that a
fearful thrice-coiled snake fell before the spear and perished”). These examples primarily link
to the topsy-turvy worlds found in Aristophanic comedy and Herodotean societies, but they
can still be used to underline the idea of the change from patriarchy to matriarchy seen in the
accounts analysed above.

87 This brings to mind the question raised in the fragmentary play by Thugenides mentioned
on p. 278 n. 762 (ti @yao dvridikodpey dAAqroc £tt;) and also line 208 of Ecclesiazusae
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The persistence of the Greek status quo is thus visible in all the accounts of female
dominated societies discussed here (even in the one that features barbarians), and it is this
persistence that helps us reflect on fundamental values of Athenian civilization. For, like the
stories of Birds and Lysistrata, these accounts demonstrate that ultimately Athenians cannot
live without their patriarchal political and social standards, no matter how hard some of them
may try to escape them. The men in Ecclesiazusae may have been stripped of their political
power, but, taking into consideration the other accounts, it is fair to assume that they will
rebel at some point and attempt to reinstate the previous status quo by re-institutionalizing the
subordination of women through monogamous marriage, just as they did during the age of

Kekrops.®®

VII1. Modern Perspectives on the Amazon Myth and Women as Political Leaders

At the end of this chapter, one question that is left to be asked is this: in what different
directions do the conclusions of Ecclesiazusae and Herodotus’ account of the Amazons take
us? 1 mention some of the similarities in the previous sections, for example (1) both stories

play into the historic conflict between matriarchal and patriarchal regimes, (2) both portray

where Praxagora scolds the Athenians for tossing to and fro like a ship at sea when it comes
to public opinions.

Furthermore, it recalls the various cycles analysed in the previous chapters, such as the
ones seen in PV, Birds, the Platonic dialogues, and The Time Machine. These stories show
that the past is contained in the future. PV makes clear that what Zeus does to Prometheus will
be done to him as well; Birds is, to a certain extent anyway, about the reclaiming of a
previously lost leadership; in the Statesman, history perpetually repeats itself by continually
exchanging (a) for (b); in the Timaeus, Athens is subject to ever-recurring moments of
foundation and cataclysm, and in The Time Machine, the time traveler is reminded of the
Phoenicians and the Sphinx when he visits the Eloi in the year AD 802701. Cf. pp. 55-8; 83-
5; 131-2; 141.

898 |f this assumption is true, then the ending of Praxagora’s regime may also have the
potential to serve as prime example, or warning even, for anyone who dares to challenge
Athens’ power and greatness, and perhaps even patriarchy in general.
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women who are capable of achieving male standards of excellence, (3) both feature unbridled
female sexuality and power relations to do with sex, (4) both present to the audience an
interrogation and unmasking of female and male law, and legal practices, and (5) both
examine the question, ‘what law, and what kind of political system, is best for Athens and the
other societies described in the texts.” More importantly, both the comedy and the myth
portray women at moments of foundation and revolution and, comparably with the animal
societies discussed in chapter 2, they show the power of collectivity.

But what are the different key elements of the texts? It is clear that both Ecclesiazusae
and the Amazon myth feature a meeting, and confrontation between men and women—this
can also be seen in Lysistrata and the myth of the Lemnian women. Eventually, the crises that
are reached in those confrontations are resolved, but they are resolved rather differently in the
comedy and the myth. In the comedy, the crisis is resolved by the abolition of monogamous
marriage, which subsequently results in a form of separation of the sexes. In the myth,
meanwhile, it is resolved the opposite way, namely by the creation of monogamous marriage
and the union of men and women. Consequently, what Praxagora advertises as a problem in
Ecclesiazusae is described as a solution in the Amazon myth. Put differently, while Herodotus
presents elements of Athens’ view of what an ordered community should look like,
Aristophanes presents a celebration of a regime that abolishes the very order Herodotus
creates.

Furthermore, in Herodotus we witness the ascent from matriarchy to a more
patriarchal society. This is despite the fact that the Amazons are still barbarian and rebellious
in the sense that they wear men’s clothing and do men’s work; at the end of the day they are
also more tame and settled than they are at the beginning of the story. Meanwhile, in

Ecclesiazusae, we see the opposite happening, namely a comic portrayal of Athens’ descent
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from patriarchy to matriarchy (even though the unavoidable return of patriarchy seems to be
looming over the characters’ heads).®®® Unlike the Amazons, the women in the comedy
continue to be rebellious even at the very end of the play, as they celebrate the gynaecocratic
regime and the end of patriarchal Athens. Consequently, despite their many similarities,
ultimately the texts take us in two different directions, as they end with different political and
social notions.

However, despite their differences, the interpretations of these different political and
social notions have the potential to link together, as they are assimilated to a debate not only
about democracy, different social orders, and the refinement of law, but also about which
social order is ultimately the better one. In this case, the initial answer to that question seems
obvious. Ecclesiazusae ends in chaos and features a form of descent (in that the rule of men is
replaced by the rule of women) and Herodotus’ version of the Amazon myth ends in order
and portrays a form of ascent (from the Athenian point of view, because men and women are
united). Thus, at first glance, his appears to be the better (or, at least more successful) social
order at that time. This idea that the more patriarchal society, the one in which men and
women have formed a union, appears to be more successful than the other one is significant;
and it recalls the argument made throughout this chapter and the previous ones, namely that it
seems to be only a matter of time until the (patriarchal) status quo is (re-) established and
celebrated once again.

Nonetheless, despite one social order arguably being better than the other one, there is
something to be said about the notion of collectivity, which can be witnessed in both

accounts. For it not only recalls the different bird stories analysed in chapter 2 where the birds

89 This links to the notions of ascent and descent in the Prometheia, analysed in the first
chapter (cf. pp. 55-8). Both there and here, it is clear that these notions oscilliate, and that the
theme of change within them dominates the stories. Lysistrata’s and Praxagora’s actions are
situated within this theme of change, just like Zeus’ and Prometheus’.
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attempt to take their fate into their own hands and change it for the better (albeit
unsuccessfully), but it also brings to mind the comparisons made between Aristophanes and
Orwell or, more generally, the connection between fifth-century Greek comedy and early to
mid-twentieth-century political literature. Specifically, it can be compared with utopian
socialist literature written by women in the early twentieth-century in which female characters
are often portrayed as a collective unit and the moving force in an attempt to fundamentally
restructure the society of their time—much like the female characters in Aristophanes’
Ecclesiazusae and Lysistrata.

It is, however, important to note that there are a number of significant differences
between the modern gynaecocracies and the ancient ones, which need to be acknowledged
before continuing. Specifically, the two most important differences for this discussion are the
following: First of all, modern (utopian) gynaecocracies tend to be more evolutionary than
ancient ones: rather than promoting radical revolutionary shifts (something that can be seen in
both Ecclesiazusae and the myth of the Amazons), they avoid large revolutionary movements
and instead build their societies piece by piece over the course of the centuries. This is so the
foundations are set “deep to last all the longer” and the walls are raised “so high that they will
not fear anyone.”®!° Secondly, as Johns writes, “the feminist utopian view of history...is not
the traditional fantasy of suddenly summoning Eden [something which is characteristic for
Aristophanic comedy]. Instead, it is a theory of history as accumulation, the combined power
of many small, discrete events issuing in large impacts.”®! Or, as Bammer puts it when

describing American feminist utopias from the mid-twentieth century, “...a movement toward

810 30hns 2010: 186. Pizan 1404-5: 12.
811 johns 2010: 188.
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utopia [is] a journey of many small steps [and] change...is the sum total of changes we
ourselves create day by day in the process of living.”®"?

Nevertheless, despite these fundamental differences there is a connection to be made
between the ancient and modern gynaecocracies—ijust like there is a connection to be made
between Aristophanes and Orwell. In particular, while Birds and Animal Farm portray,
amongst others, a confrontation between culture and nature, and civilization and barbarity, the
ancient gynaecocracies analysed here and their modern counterparts depict a confrontation
between men and women and, at times, a lack of understanding between the political thoughts
of the former and the political proposals of the latter. More specifically, many of the texts
written by women in the early and mid-twentieth century portray scenarios that are especially
comparable with the beginning of Lysistrata, and the myths of the Amazons and the Lemnian
women: matriarchy is the (initial) leading force and men are either absent or not in the
forefront of the stories.

Furthermore, in both the ancient and the modern gynaecocracies, the women, or
female characters, have broken free from the place traditionally assigned to them by the
society of their time; and they propose a series of modifications within their respective
societies. These modifications often relate to the core of the women’s societies and may make
the reader question established social, political, and legal norms—as is the case in Birds and

Animal Farm. More importantly, while in ancient Athens, it is the stage of the theatre that

812 Bammer 1991: 104. Another difference which needs to be mentioned is the fact that the
stories about the ancient gynaecocracies (especially those seen in Aristophanes) are written
and played by men for a (presumably) male-dominated audience. The modern gynaecocracies,
on the other hand, are written by women for a readership composed (largely) of other women.
However, | do not think that this difference undermines the analysis presented here, just like
the presentation of comic and tragic women in Greek plays is not undermined by the fact that
their roles are acted by men. | believe it is possible to compare these texts, regardless of the
differences in the authors’ sex, as their presentation (and challenge) of the audiences’
expectations of social norms is certainly comparable, as are the juxtapositions of the polarities
between male and female. Cf. Mossman 2001: 375.
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offers female characters a space to freely express their social and political views without the
constraints that are placed on women off stage, in the late nineteenth and early twentieth-
century that space is provided in (and by) utopian fiction, which serves as a vehicle for
women’s critique of political and social matters.®™® Moreover, it is “one of the few modes
available for feminist theorizing and the articulation of alternatives” and it allows women “to
express their desires for a more just and equitable society ...”8*

Additionally, in both the ancient and modern accounts, marriage is often either
abolished or temporarily interrupted, which has to do with the fact that it may prevent the
women featured in those stories from achieving both agency and self-determination. As Russ
writes in the 1975 novel The Female Man in the voice of one of her characters: “Men
succeed. Women get married. Men fail. Women get married...Men start wars. Women get
married. Men stop them. Women get married.”®" This is why, in order to achieve the much
sought-after agency and self-determination, women must either become men (if only
temporarily, as seen in Ecclesiazusae) or, alternatively, they must remove themselves to a
remote place, which is separate from their own society and which does not include men.

One of the books that features such a separate society, is Charlotte Perkins Gilman’s
Herland of which | offer a comparative analysis below in order to transport themes from
Aristophanes and Herodotus to modern literature to show how the anxieties and frustrations
presented in the ancient texts are able to transcend their historical contexts, and are still of
significance in Gilman’s time.

The book is published in 1915 and tells the story of three male explorers who discover

an ancient all-female community in a remote Amazonian jungle. The majority of the book

813 Johns 2010: 175.
814 J0hns 2010: 175.
815 Russ 1975: 203-4.
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focuses on the differences between the society of the men and that of the women; and it
examines the social and political issues of Gilman’s time by juxtaposing the patriarchal
society of the men and the two-thousand-year-old matriarchy of the women. While often met
with a lack of understanding on both sides, most of the characters are also willing to learn
from one another and look at their respective societies through the lens of the other. It is,
however, the ending of the story that is particularly noteworthy because, comparably with
Herodotus’ version of the Amazon myth, Gilman’s account ends with the marriages between
the male explorers and the Amazonian women, and the (re-) marriage between matriarchy and
patriarchy.®°

At first, it seems that the society described in Herland can be readily compared with
Ecclesiazusae because it features many characteristics which Praxagora proposed for her
gynaecocracy two thousand years earlier: warfare, crime, and jealousy do not exist, and the
nation functions as one big household where everyone is cared for. However, these are the
only (main) similarities of the two gynaecocratic societies, which are potentially even
outweighed by one big difference, namely by the fact that the women of Herland are
portrayed as being rather sexless, as the focus is more on motherhood rather than on sexual
relations even after they marry the men. Still, looking closer it becomes clear that Gilman’s
modern Amazons can be compared with Herodotus’ ancient Amazons and, through a
comparative reading and transporting of ancient themes to her writing, | show that they offer
additional insight into the texts’ implications for both ancient and modern audiences.

While in ancient Greece the Amazon myth is often associated with the past,

specifically with the arguably rather chaotic principle of matriarchy discussed earlier, it is also

816 Syksang 1995: 147.
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possible to associate it with the present when looking at it through the lens of the ‘Other’ in

the early twentieth-century. Blok argues similarly:®’

Certainly, the Greeks associated the Amazons with the past, but this remained vague

in many ways. Not only was there no coherent perception of the past in which the

Amazons were incorporated in a variety of ways—the historical view of the mythical

past was too speculative for that—but in other respects too, the Amazons were not

figures who were confined to the heroic past, for time and again these women turned

out to intervene in the present as well.
Blok’s argument here is primarily based on the assertion that in Greek etymology, the word
‘Amazones’ is “approached as a piece of contemporary Greek and not as a residue from
earlier times,”®'® but her argument can nonetheless be placed into the twentieth-century as
well. Indeed, much like Birds and Animal Farm, the Amazon myth has the potential to
become assimilated to our time and it can be used to point at contemporary social, political,
and legal problems. Moreover, comparing it with its modern adaptation in Herland, we can
continue to examine a) ephemeral female leadership and the temporary absence of men, and
b) the eventual (re-) union of men and women on a political and social level and the formation
of, or return to, a more patriarchal community.

This becomes especially clear when looking at the initial absence of men and the two-
thousand-year old all-female leadership in Herland. Comparably with elements of the myth of
the Lemnian women, there used to be a patriarchy, but most of the men are killed in a
succession of wars. The slaves of the men, seeing an opportunity to gain control, kill the
remaining men and boys as well as the older women and mothers. This leads the younger

women to rise in revolt and kill all the slaves, leaving no male behind. This all happens in a

mountain pathway whose only pass to the outside world had previously been sealed off by a

817 Blok 1995: 33-34.
818 Blok 1995: 34.
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volcanic outburst. Consequently, there is no way out and no way in, and the younger women
are the only ones who are left, thus marking the beginning of a matriarchy.®*® In regards to the

foundation of this matriarchy, Johnson-Bogart asserts:**

As in other literary utopias, the strategy for achieving perfection in Charlotte Perkins
Gilman’s Herland appears to be based primarily on eliminating one partner in various
pairs of terms where the excluded partner is seen to be the locus of the ills of society.

Johnson-Bogart continues by arguing that there are deep assumptions about the nature of the
meaning of certain terms in virtually all literary utopias. These assumptions, she states, are
“based on the binary structure of language which produces an abundant network of paired
terms whose meanings are one another’s opposites - masculine/feminine, public/private...and
so on.”® It is clear that in the ancient gynaecocracies analysed in this chapter, it is primarily
the *‘masculine vs feminine” and the “public vs private’ (or, the polis and the oikos), which are
in opposition to one another (something which can also be seen in the Pythagorean Table of
Opposites, as stated on p. 256 n. 709). As Johnson-Bogart argues, the same argument can be

made for many modern gynaecocracies, and utopian fiction in general.

819 In regards to the survival of the race: at the very beginning of the history of Herland, the
founding mothers perfect the asexual reproduction technique of parthenogenesis, thus
ensuring, and explaining, the continuous birth of baby girls for generations to come without
the intervention from men.

A comic reversal of this scenario is found in Lucian’s moon episode in VH 1.22,
where “there are no women — they don’t even have a word for ‘woman’ — but men reproduce
together through an agreed alternation of gender-roles, and in the absence of a uterus gestation
takes place in the calf of the father’s leg, whence the Moon-baby is delivered in due course by
surgery — another nod, perhaps, towards the asexual reproduction suggested by Herodorus’
egg-laying Moon-women.” Ni Mheallaigh 2014: 220.

820 Johnson-Bogart 1992: 85. For instance, as Johnson-Bogart writes, “in Looking Backward,

Edward Bellamy eliminates ‘poor” from the dichotomy rich vs poor...[and] in Mark Twain’s

A Connecticut Yankee in King Arthur’s Court, Hank Morgan attempts to eliminate what he

Ezelrceives to be superstition and irrationality...to make his notion of reason ubiquitous.”
Johnson-Bogart 1992: 85.
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However, it is also clear that while the meanings of these paired terms are usually in
opposition to one another in theory, in practice this is not always the case. As argued earlier,
when looking at Lysistrata and Ecclesiazusae, the categories of the ‘masculine vs feminine’
appear to be particularly blurred because Lysistrata and Praxagora employ a combination of
male and female rhetoric (cf. pp. 224-5 and 240-1). In this vein, the traditional opposition of
the paired terms is deconstructed over the course of the comedies—something that can also be
observed in the myth of the Amazons and the myth of the Lemnian women. In Herland, these
terms, and the assumptions about the nature of the meaning of them, are deconstructed in a
way that is comparable with that seen in the ancient gynaecocracies. More importantly,
however, is the fact that at the end of the narrative, they are put back together, which is also
the case in the myths of the Amazons and the Lemnian women, and Lysistrata. In particular,
it is “the basis of meaning in the relation that binds terms to one another,” which is
reconstructed [at the end of Herland].*?

In both the ancient and modern accounts, both terms, whether separated or paired, are
of importance because it is they that help define the world that is created. As Johnston states,
“...for Gilman, the patriarchal world makes the fiction of Herland’s matriarchy necessary
since each requires the concept of that other to define itself.”®?* Put differently, in both cases,
the old world that is abolished at the beginning of the story is still relevant throughout the
entire narrative, because the new world could not be defined without it. In Herland, this is
only accentuated by the fact that the world is unfolded through the eyes and consciousness of
the three male explorers who grow increasingly wary of the flawed patriarchal society they
come from; and this clearly echoes Hythloday’s sentiments when he tells his friends about

Utopia which is, according to him, so much better than the society they live in. However, in

822 johnson-Bogart 1992: 86.
823 johnston 1991: 59.
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Herland, it is also emphasized by the fact that the women believe their society can only
benefit from this male perspective from the outside. More importantly, they learn that their
society is not fully complete when the ‘masculine’ half does not contribute to it.

This brings to mind both the approaches seen in Ecclesiazusae and Utopia, where the
foundations of the new rules are defined by the flaws of the old (something that is
characteristic for Aristophanic comedy in general), and the one seen in Lysistrata where
Athens is, in a way, incomplete during the time the women occupy the Acropolis. In this
manner, Gilman’s text is as much about women as Ecclesiazusae is about female leadership
and Lysistrata about a sex-strike. For while it certainly outlines a form of an all-female
utopia, it also points out the flaws of the male-dominated world, which it has left behind, by
juxtaposing the matriarchal world of the women, and the patriarchal world of the men. More
importantly, as is the case in Lysistrata, Herland ends with the re-marriage of men and
women when the three male explorers marry three of the women in Herland, thus
accentuating the notion of (the now former) incompleteness and the separation of the sexes.

One of the marriages in Herland is particularly noteworthy. In the sequel to Herland,
called With Her in Ourland and published in 1916, one of the women, Ellador, decides to
leave Herland and move to the United States with her new husband Vandyck. However,
complications ensue and the couple agrees to return to Herland to settle there for good. By
now, however, Ellador is pregnant, thus disrupting the 2000-year long stint of
parthenogenesis immediately upon arrival, and, as it turns out, also the entire matriarchy
itself. For the last words of the book read: “and in due time a son was born to us.”®** As Mary
Beard said in a recent lecture on Women in Power, “...Gilman must...have been very well

aware that there was no need for another sequel. Any reader in tune with the logic of the

824 Gilman 1916: 149.
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Western tradition will have been able to predict exactly who would be in charge of Herland in
fifty years time: it would be that boy.”®?® Even though this is not mentioned in the story, the
insinuations are clear enough: the return to patriarchy is inevitable even in the matriarchy of
Herland, and there is no doubt that soon, parthenogenesis will not be needed anymore either.

Both the sequel, as well as the point made earlier, that Herland juxtaposes the world
of the women with that of the men by unfolding it through the eyes of the ‘other,” link to the
logical structure behind the general idea of matriarchy. This becomes especially clear when
looking at Pembroke’s and Vidal-Naquet’s definition of matriarchy. Vidal-Naquet, drawing
from Pembroke, asserts, “whether we are talking about the Amazons or the Lycians, it is the
Greek polis, that men’s club, that is being defined by historians and its ‘ethonographers’ in
terms of its opposite.”®® Additionally, the ending of With Her in Ourland brings to mind
Herodotus” account of the Amazons, which, as written earlier, can serve as a model that sets
out his idea of how (patriarchal) societies begin and are enabled to endure throughout time.
More importantly, however, Pembroke and Vidal-Naquet, as well as Herodotus” model, recall
the argument made earlier about Lysistrata and Ecclesiazusae (and Utopia, for that matter).
Namely, that the dismantling of the comic societies, while entertaining, is also unsettling
because it clearly points at the social and political shortcomings of real societies.

It appears that Gilman has something similar in mind when writing Herland — and, as
discussed earlier on pp. 204-5, three decades later, this is also Orwell’s task in Animal Farm
when he toys with reality only to put it back together at the end of the story in order to
underline its weaknesses. | mention in the chapter on Birds that one of the connections
between Aristophanes and Orwell is that both seem to believe that genuine progress “can only

happen through increasing enlightenment, which means the continuous destruction of

825 Beard 2017. Cf. p. 46 n. 141.
826 \/idal-Naquet 1986: 208. Pembroke 1965, 1967, and 1970.
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myths.”®" It appears that Gilman, along with other female utopian writers from the early to
mid-twentieth-century, can join this connection, for she too is interested in sincere progress
within society, which can only be achieved by increasingly educating people and by
commenting on social and political matters, using literature as a vehicle.

This also links her to More’s humanist approach in Utopia, when he attempts to
educate the public, both amusingly and disturbingly, by commenting on the injustices of his
time. This, in turn, shows how not only Birds, but also Lysistrata and Ecclesiazusae can be
readily compared with modern political and social discourse (i.e. Herland) when we pin them
to Utopia. Precisely, | take the issues seen in the Aristophanic comedies (such as the
separation of the sexes and unjust government styles) and, through a comparative reading,
transport them into modernity via Gilman who uses the same mixture of realism and fantasy
that More uses in Utopia. Like Aristophanes (who represents Lysistrata and Praxagora as
being within both sexes) and More (who places the citizens of Utopia within paradoxical
interpretations of tyranny), Gilman achieves this by showing an ‘Other’ who is *“always and
necessarily within, and [her project] points to her vision of a better world achieved through
the integration...of polarities.”®?®

In this manner, it is not only the terms ‘masculine vs feminine” which need to be
reconstructed at the end of Herland, but also the union of men and women themselves, for
only then can a more harmonious world be achieved. However, as is the case in Lysistrata,
Ecclesiazusae, and Utopia, the ending of With Her in Ourland suggests that this union may
not be as balanced as Gilman had hoped it would be. For it merely offers, in a style that

reminds of that of Aristophanes and More, a return to the place it had initially tried to escape.

827 Kirschner 2004: 766. Cf. pp. 199-200.
828 jJohnson-Bogart 1992: 89.
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Finally, it is clear that the plots of Herland and With Her in Ourland are also, like the
stories discussed in the previous chapters, situated within an ever-recurrent theme of political
change, and ascent and descent, which in turn is situated within a ring-composition. More
importantly, like Wells” The Time Machine and Orwell’s Animal Farm, Gilman’s works are
clearly comparable with ancient political theory and, like More’s Utopia, they offer a modern
symbolic interpretation of these themes and show that they are of significance even today. By
doing so, they help us understand both patterns of legal reforms and political change as well

as recurrent ideas in Western political thought in the last two thousand years.
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CONCLUSION

At the end of this thesis, | do not wish to summarise everything that has been said;
rather | would like to reiterate some of the fundamental points that have been made, and then
discuss in more detail what they mean, not just for Aristophanes and his contemporaries, but
also for us. Especially, the discourse presented in this thesis draws attention to the cyclical
movements and oscillating notions of ascent and descent in law-making and political debate,
both of which seem to inform western political thought in the last two thousand years. These
movements demonstrate the conversation between ancient political theory and modern
political thought when we situate them in a comparative analysis that begins with More’s
Utopia; and they show that the concerns of the ancient philosophers and playwrights in fifth-
century Greece can also be found in our time when we place them in a trans-chronological
dialogue across time and space.

Furthermore, it is clear that these movements and notions are largely characterized by
rhetoric, and not just by its use and misuse, its merits and its faults, and its strengths and its
limitations, but also by its portrayal of what it is like to have speech but to lack the capability,
or inclination, to engage effectively in political debate. Specifically, the discussions about the
different factions in the Statesman, the demanding task to teach political excellence so it can
be a social achievement in the Protagoras, and the systematic use of rhetoric in Birds,
Lysistrata, and Ecclesiazusae, demonstrate the effective and ineffective ways in which
political speech is used in different settings.

In the case of Lysistrata and Ecclesiazusae, this certainly also points at female and
male gender conceptions, and how they can be disrupted and manifested at the same time.
However, it also points at something else. Earlier this year, NYU hosted a re-staging of the

2016 presidential debates with reversed gender roles: Donald Trump was played by a woman,
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and Hillary Clinton was played by a man. The initial assumption was this: Trump’s
aggression would be much less tolerated in a woman, and Clinton would appear as even more
competent when acted by a man. However, the opposite was the case: many audience
members struggled to find in the male Clinton what they had admired in Hillary, and found
that the female Trump did quite well in moments where the real one had failed. For instance,

as a few audience members said afterwards:%?°

The simplicity of Trump’s message became easier for people to hear when it was
coming from a woman. [...] Another...said that [the female] Trump created
‘hummable lyrics,” while [the male] Clinton talked a lot, and everything she [said] was
true and factual, but there was no ‘hook’ to it.”

Like the reaction of the Proboulos who is unable to see Lysistrata’s competence, and
like the other characters’ support of Praxagora’s violent proposal, this reaction at NYU points
at something of importance: not only does it show different male and female rhetorical styles,
but also the presupposed standards by which we judge both of them. In this way, both the
ancient and the modern examples can be used to think not only about the polarities between
the masculine and the feminine, but also about their respective language and demeanour on
the (political) stage, and the assumptions that come with them, even today. This in turn
highlights the outcome of the task given at the beginning of this thesis, i.e. to understand
patterns of jurisprudential reforms and dystopian political discourse between the ancient and

modern world. For these examples make clear that Aristophanes’ concerns (albeit presented in

a satirical manner) about Athenians being unable to engage intelligently with oratory that is

829 | jkewise, someone else said: “[The male Hillary Clinton] was ‘really punchable’ because
of all the smiling. And a lot of people were just very surprised by the way it upended their
expectations about what they thought they would feel or experience. There was someone who
described... [the female Donald Trump] as his...aunt who would take care of him, even
though he might not like his aunt.” See Reynolds 2017 for the link to the debate and the
quotations from the audience members.
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beneficial, and dismiss the one that is ultimately damaging, causes just as much distress today
as it did in late fifth- and early fourth century Athens.

Similarly, the aim to portray this concern in a way which a wide audience can
understand, is still as challenging today, as it was during the time of Aristophanes and Plato.
Three months after the performance at NYU, the New York City’s Public Theatre put on a
production of William Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar for its annual Shakespeare in the Park
programme. Staying in tune with many of Shakespeare’s other works (and More’s for that
matter), it is a play which, amongst others, warns about the consequences of political
violence, especially those who are about to commit it. The key element of the production was
this: Julius Caesar was portrayed as Donald Trump. The intention, at least in part, was to warn
the audience about his behaviour and agenda, much like Aristophanes warned about Cleon
and Eupolis about Alcibiades. However, just like Aristophanes and Eupolis paid for this with
lawsuits and, in Eupolis’ case, perhaps even with death,®*° so the producers of Julius Caesar
faced repercussions: they lost most of their sponsorships and were accused of ‘sponsoring an

assassination depiction of Donald Trump.”%*

80 There are several (fragmented) sources, which accuse Eupolis of attacking Alcibiades and
paying for it later. For instance, “Probus” ad Juvenal 2.91-92 states: quo titulo Eupolis
comoediam scripsit, ob quam Alcibiades, quem praecipue perstinxerat, necuit ipsum pergit in
mare praecipitando, dicens “ut tu me in theatris madefecisti, nunc ego te in mari madefaciam.
“Eupolis wrote a comedy with this title, because of which Alcibiades, whom he had especially
attacked, killed him by pitching him headfirst into the sea with these words: “You have
drenched me in the theatre, now I will drench you in the sea.””

Likewise, Platonius On the Distinctions among Comedians (Koster 1.19-21), notes:
iolev yobv tOv Ebmolv émi t@® 6184 tovg Bamtog amomviyévra €ic v 0dhaccav O’
gkeivov gig Ov kabijke Tovg Bantag. (“We know at any rate that Eupolis after producing Dyers
was drowned in the sea by the man against whom he had written Dyers). However, while “it
is commonly assumed [that Eupolis]...died in the sea battle of Cynossema, fought in the later
part of 411 (Thucydides 8.104-6),” Eratosthenes refutes this because he says there are plays
which Eupolis produced after that time (FGrHist 241 F 19). Storey 2011: 26.
831 See Wilkinson 2017.
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Like many ancient audience members, several modern spectators missed the point of
the production: it is not so much about finding entertainment in the depiction of politicians as
tyrants (although Aristophanes may come close in some passages), but about the political
warning which informs the performance. Especially, the cautionary advice to the masses who
are easily swayed and manipulated by opportune rhetoric, and the words of warning about the
consequences of ochlocracy (which also echoes Orwell’s Animal Farm), are what
characterizes the portrayal of many characters in these productions. Again, this modern
example emphasises the distinct pattern of political change and dystopian discourse which the
ancient and modern texts discussed in this thesis share, because it shows once again how the
concerns of Aristophanes can also be found in modern paradigms, and what it is like to
witness political warnings fall on deaf ears.®*

There is one last question | would like to ask: what would Aristophanes make of all of
this? Particularly, what would he say if he saw More’s Utopia, or the reversed gender debate
at NYU and the production of Julius Caesar? In regards to Utopia, he might find amusement
in the idealised Spartan elements of which there are so many on the island, and there is little
doubt that he would not want to examine the legal system which is so different from that of
fifth-century Athens. He might look at some of its merits, such as the fact that the constant
going back and forth at law has stopped once and for all; but he would, presumably, also
recognise its faults. If there is no room for legal debate, then there is also no room for

deliberative rhetoric, which could eventually lead to the state of weariness Peisetaerus and

82 The timeliness of this is further highlighted when looking at the production of Lysistrata at
The Cambridge Greek Play in 2016. The Spartan ambassador was purposely depicted as
Donald Trump (in both speech and demeanour); however, instead of dealing with large
amounts of criticism, the actors received uncontainable laughter from the audience’s side. The
point here is not so much about the different receptions of the two plays (which is, in part,
also due to the fact that they are different genres), but that both the comedy and the tragedy
can be put on in fifth-century Greece and 16™-century England, and be just as fitting in 2017,
because they address political issues which are still of relevance, even to us.
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Euelpides suffer from when they decide to leave Athens to live with the birds. While the
Utopian legal system does not require any progress according to the text, Aristophanes might
find the state of weariness to which the lack of debate would lead (symbolically portrayed by
Wells) troubling, as the absence of debate does not actually solve the problems that come with
the presence of it.

Likewise, he might look at New York and find that not too much has changed. It is
still common practice to impersonate politicians on the theatrical stage, and the task of
unravelling different styles of speech and their meanings (both on and off stage) still proves
difficult. In this vein, Plato’s undertakings in the Statesman and the Protagoras, and his
critique of rhetoric in the Gorgias, are also still as pertinent today as they were in fourth-
century Athens, since so many political discussions are still characterized by naiw rather than
npoxonn. Equally, the dismissal of expertise and the acceptance of ineptitude, is still as much
of a problem today as it was around 391/2 B.C. when Praxagora scolded the assembly for
failing to listen to the truly wise and just decrees.

It is this pertinence which points at the importance of the research presented in this
thesis. Precisely, 1 have drawn up a laboratory for political thought which showcases not only
the history of jurisprudence and the interdisciplinary appeal of studying legal reforms and
political theories across time and space, but also the value that lies in studying the longue
durée of literature. It is the vitality of this longue durée of literary merit that makes clear how
certain rhetorical patterns and political behaviours have the ability to transcend any particular
historical context and do what Herodotus hoped to accomplish all those years ago. Namely, to
preserve the remarkable achievements of human beings, their longings and their fears, their
anxieties and serenities, their frustrations and satisfactions, and the traces of their events, no

matter how far away they may seem. The dialogue between the ancient and modern world
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shows how literature both preserves and exposes rhetorical and jurisprudential themes afresh
for reinterpretation by every new participant throughout the centuries, from the audience
member watching Aeschylus’ Prometheus Vinctus in fifth-century Greece all the way to the
guest at the Julius Caesar performance in the New York of our time.

Finally, as a last flourish, these juxtapositions may, at times, be disheartening, but they
also serve as an important reminder that we should not stop confronting the limitations of
rhetoric (as much as of a weary trope this meritorious appeal may have become in recent
political debate), and the political and juridical problems which are often informed by them,

as they still play a paramount role, both in antiquity and today: &t yap 6 Adyoc yontevet.
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