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The World, according to the Ancient Greek experience of it, is in a state
of perfect equilibrium. This means that the functions and activities of all its parts
(at all levels of resolution) correspond exactly to their respective natures,
capabilities and powers; which again signifies that any distribution of roles and
actions to its parts other than the obtaining one would be unfitting and
therefore unstable; it would aytomatically gravitate towards the actual order. It
would also be, consequently,less efficient than the obtaining one.

Both a static (Aristotle) and a dynamic (Stoicism) construal of the overall
Cosmic Order and Balance had been proposed. In the latter case, a Law of
grand scale Cosmic Change is being inbuilt into the universal system. In order
to safeguard the state of perfect equilibrium over a finite period of time, the Law
of Cosmic Change had to be periodic; for with non-cyclical change, perfect
equilibrium may be ascribed to the World over an infinity of time, which means
in reality that there is no perfect equilibrium. Thus, in any case, (whether of a
static or dynamic nature) for the Ancient World-view the World is in perfect
equilibrium over an appropriate length of time.

The World is multi-centered. The centers are things (of whatever level)
endowed with essences. This means that the parts of the World follow in
existence their internal nature and do not obey blindly an external law. Thus,
they enjoy their own individual development, possess their own structure of
powers and capabilities, according to which their own action pattern is formed.
For such essential beings to constitute a system in Perfect Equilibrium (the
World, the Cosmos), the order estblished through their interrelationships of

nature, power and activity must be self-sustainable. Therefore there must prevail



in such cosmic system a Law of Self-Correction, whereby any deviation from the
Universal Harmony is always restricted, and automatically rectified. The Cosmic
Order of the Whole is never violated; any particular disturbance in it affects
parts of the World, and is internally eliminated. The World is a self-requlated
natural system of parts.

A state of perfect equilibrium is a just state. Justice consists in the natural
balance of diverse characters, competing potencies and diverging activities.
Without Justice there is no Harmonious system, no Whole of Parts, no &opovia:
there is either enforced, and thus artificial, homogeneity or utter chaos; either a
monotonous sound or a total dissonance.

The Justice and Harmony of the World is absolute; Heracleitus (DK 22B102)
expressed the fact pointedly: Tt pév et kaAa mavta kat dyaBa kai dikaa,
avOpwroL de & pev adka vTeAr)paoty & d¢ diaix. (From the three atrributes
characterising the cosmic state and every single part of it (mtavta), dikawx refers
to their objectively moral perfection, ayaOd to their heightened usefulness and
kaAd to their harmony and beauty). Thus, cosmic justice is necessary if things
are seen from the vantage point of divine preeminence, from the point of view
of the Cosmic God; injustice cannot exist. What appears unjust from the point of
view of particular parts of the World (like men) is a deviation in effect
constitutive of the general normalcy. Since being is dynamic, for Heracleitus
reality is vibrational: it exists as tension between opposites, it is, so to speak,
pendulum-like. Order is automatically maintained by mutual cancellations of
opposing anomalies, which furthermore are co-implicated into the same causal nexus.
Cosmic Justice is established as the balancing outcome of warring injustice. Universal
Justice in a natural system presupposes universal war; strife ensures justice
through its necessary process of offence and counteroffence, of guilt-debt
offered and received alternately, of violation and retribution; B80: eidévat d¢
XOT) TOV MOAeHOV €0vTa ELVOV, Kal dikNV €01V, KAl YIVOHEVA TAVTA KT €01V

kat xoewv (cf. B53). Anaximander previously expressed the same idea of Justice



prevailing as a result of balancing opposing injustices, of an order based on
transgression and retribution, of a Harmony whose working consinsts in the
absolute sway of the Law of Talion; B1: ¢ wv 8¢ 1] Yéveoig €0t tolg 00O, KAt
v $pOopav €ig TavTa YiveoOal katd TO XQewV: dOVAL YaQ avta diknv Kal
tiow dAANAO0LC TN Adikiag Kata TV ToL xeovoL tdév. All being comes to be
out of something else whose destruction produces it. An injustice committed
against the former being is redressed at the passing away of the new thing, for
this gives way to exactly that out of which it originally sprang.

Negativity thus subserves the positive Harmony. Darkness generates and
sustains light. Nocturnal, chthonic powers of the Underworld are instrumental
to the universal reign of luminous Justice. The horrendous ministers to the
august. The system of Archaic human order is identified with the structure of
Cosmic harmony; B94 “HAtoc yoap ovx vmepPnoetar pétoar et d¢ pr), Eowvveg
uwv Atkng émikovot é€evprjoovotv. Aeschylus in his Oresteia represented the
on-going antagonism, at the beginning of the Classical era, between the old,
dark Law of Blood (expressed by the Erinys) and the new lucid Law of Spirit
(proclaimed by Apollo); he solemny and prophetically, urged, too, for a
coordination of the two in an Athens that was already committing the Hybris of
excessive light-order.

Cosmic justice is self-sustained; cosmic order is self-regulated; cosmic
harmony is self-tuned. The mechanism of such momentous cosmic Principle of self-
correction, as it was experienced in Ancient Greek religiosity and thought out by
Archaic philosophers (especially, explicitly by Heracleitus), can best be studied
in connexion with the cycle of transgression and retribution, of pollution and
counter-pollution, a cycle repeated successively untill its final cleansing collapse and

consequent radical clearing and rejuvenation of the human ground.



The modern accounts of the great topic of ancient religious purification
suffers gravely both from want of a real understanding of the deeply lying core
unifying all the apparently infinite multiplicity of beliefs, feelings and practices
relating to this all-important matter, and also from lack of detailed investigation
into the various forms that this phenomenon of lustration assumes and into the
exact meaning of the terms utilized to express that variety. It is thus that one
meets with either artificial generalization more or less devoid of any relevance
to ancient religiosity, or with an arbitrary lumping together as approximately
equivalent of various terms signifying very distinct aspects of the examined
phenomenon side by side with other such equally accidental or indiscriminate
collections.

In reality, to put the matter in as brief and as general a form as possible,
things stand thus. What we would call immorality or impiety is for the ancient
Greek spirit viewed as transgression of a «natural» law, as going beyond the
limits determined and imposed by one' s own nature and circumstance, as a
kind of arrogation to oneself of powers or functions that one does not really, in
the objective order of things, possess. These transgressions of the cosmic order
are ispo facto crimes of lese-majeste committed against the Gods; for theirs are
the operating forces constituting and sustaining the world order. Every
transgression is thus, at its root, a sacrilege. Now a sacrilegious act proceeds
from consists in and propagates, various forms of pollution; for pure is that
which essentially accords with the will and nature of Gods, and is thus
restrained in its movements within the orbit circumscribed by its position in the

divine order of reality. What disrupts this order, what is disharmonious to it, is



the anomaly of defilement, is a contamination to the purity of the divine
operations.

But the World-Order, and its divine source, are not passive, impotent
recipients of such violations. Without relying on the blind necessity of a physical
law which renders mechanically impossible its infringement, the cosmic-divine
order has its own in-built, as it were, corrective procedures. The transgression is
punished, sooner or later, the violation atoned, not by some arbitrary or ad hoc
arrangement decreed by some God or other, but by the natural consequences of
the act itself as they are set in motion and unfold on each occasion according to
the eternal Laws of the Gods. For a religious anomaly once created constitutes a
pole of attraction toward which all kinds of other «disturbances» are bound to
converge. A religious stain attracts further defilement and propagates more
pollution, and this process of self-aggrandisement continues till the unfortunate
bearer of all this scum collapses and sinks down by the very weight of the
abominations it has collected. It is a question only of time. The divine World-
order is self-corrective, self-adjustable; there is no question of a decision being
taken and of a condition being created by fiat.

To such horrendous transactions of defilement certain divine beings
preside, some daemonic spirits. Their relation to the pollution around which
they are to be found, has two complementary aspects, whose sometimes
opposing appearance must not delude us as to their basic coherence. Those
daemons can be viewed as either the stern, implacable, indispensable
executioners, the maybe reluctant avengers of the disrupted divine harmony,
the necessary organs of punishment for the transgressors; or, alternatively, they
can be seen as quite enjoying their task, as exhilarating in the mire of defilement
which they make sure to create out of each infringement of the divine code, as
rolling with outmost pleasure in the abominations which are perpetrated under
their influence. The contrariety between these two conceptions should not be

exaggerated on pains of becoming artificial, false, and anachronistic, or rather



rather «modern», if I may put it thus. To the religious feeling as such any choice
between the two is nonexistent. It suffices that the daemons in question preside
over pollution and make sure that its natural consequences are being carried
out to the full; there is no question of their «liking» it or not, in the superficial
sense in which we use the word. To the extent that their very nature makes
them exist and act as they do, to that extent they do «like» their acts just as they
«like» themselves: this is «objective liking». We must not project onto the gods
human types of reaction - and skin-deep ones for that matter; we shall find
again and again religious anthropomorphism to be more symbolic than iconic.
On the other hand it is true that even in ancient times there were views in which
the latter notion dominated, whereas others emphatically moved towards the
former account. But this disparity does not affect the ancient religious
experience as such; the diverging explanations were attempts at a reflective,
philosophical interpretation of the religious fact. And here in this inquiry we are
strictly interested in the religious phenomena as such and in their direct
meaning, in the immediacy of their content.

Needless to say, equally misleading and anachronistic would be any
sharp distinction between two contrasted views as to the nature and function of
these daemonic beings: do they cause the accumulation of pollution attending
upon any violation of the divine-cosmic order, or do they merely express it? I
shall pursue this crucial topic analytically elsewhere, but let it suffice to mention
that causality is (for the ancient mind) multiple and multi-dimensional, fourfold
according to the Aristotelian schema.

To transgress the divine, cosmic law, to cause pollution, brings in itself
after it a train of dire consequences which constitute the punishment and, at the
same time, the redress of the initial violation. The whole transaction, the entire
chain reaction, is natural and divine simultaneously. Seen from its worldy pole,
it consists in the twin series of revenges, and of further transgressions

committed in direct answer to such unavoidable revenges; a first transgression



originates such a double series of offensive and defensive atrocities which in its
entirety constitutes the justice of the Gods. This justice is terrible; an initial
disturbance generates by itself a whirlpool of pollution in which both innocent
and guilty will perish - the carnalities do not matter: the slightest transgression
is a major sacrilege, extremely dangerous and potentially catastrophic. To create
an anomaly is to release powers and energy beyond control, which will run
their course in natural necessity, and will utterly eradicate, by the very weight
of their accumulated monstrosity, the anomalous point. Once a transgression is
committed, there is no way to act as if nothing happened; and there is no
question of forgiveness by an act of wilful grace. The punishment, or rather the
restitution, is complete when the gangrene has destroyed itself by destroying
the patient. In so far as these daemons are concerned, mere remedy or healing is
ineffectual and impossible; total destruction is the only acceptable outcome.
And thus starting from the worldly pole we arrived at its divine
complement. For these potencies governing the vicious circle of transgression
instigated by a first disobedience, these ministers of the offended divine order,
are the avenging daemons who wait for such an opportunity to manifest their
nature, realise their powers and exhibit their activities before the terror-stricken
eyes of helpless humanity. We may call them malevolent deities and sharply
dissociate them from the benign heavenly powers who, we are indolent to
think, smile beneficially on our worthlessness. But, in truth, they are simply the
ministers of the darker aspect of divinity, of the very same divinity whose
milder countenance we worship in celebrations of thanksgiving; and far from
being malevolent, they provide the necessary means for the natural justice of
the Gods.
Such ideas and sentiments do not only reproduce the ancient Greek
religious experience of these matters. They also provide the necessary point of
reference, and, more than that, the ground, for various philosophical

developments. I may mention here, by way of immediate illustration two of the
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latter: the Anaximandrian cosmic law of transgression and redress, governing
all elemental changes; and the Platonic insistence on the natural and necessary
connection between injustice and punishment, between wrong-doing and
unhappiness.

We must not confuse these avenging daemonic ministers of
chastisement, with enraged heroes or offended gods. In bringing about a certain
course of events the former and the latter may concur and combine their
activities, yet their nature is distinct and their involvement in such cases
different. The gods are the source and foundation of the cosmic order whose
violation is therefore sacrilege. The heroes are potent spirits, of a more personal
status, subordinate to the divine order, but with great control over natural
powers. The avenging daemons are chastising ministers, promulgating
corruption in order to naturally and finally cleanse pollution. Thus one, strictly
speaking, in errors of commission or omission, propitiates and atones in the face
of Gods, appeases and placates heroes, but can only avert, by special rites of
magic substitution and surrogation, the daemons of pollution. Of course the
situation is further complicated by the fact that in any given instance, more than
one of these types of reaction may be due and appropriate.

In connection with the rites of riddance or absorption, it should be noted
that the avenging daemons bear various names according to the more specific
description of the violation which occasions their active intervention, or in
relation to the sphere of pollution over which they preside: dAitrjpolol or
AALTNOLWOELS, AAAOTOQES, TMAAAUVALOL, TEOCTQOTIALOL O TIEOOTQOTIAIOL and
the like. There are also divine beings very close to godhead which are akin to
such daemons, the Eotvvig. And also there is a full-blown goddess one aspect
of whom is of a daemon of pollution: ‘Exdrn).

Here, I shall study in some more detail the nature of dAdotopeg and
aArtrjolot because of their multiple importance, and particularly by reason of

their nicely illustrating the above expounded general theory of Pollution, and
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further with a view to revealing, so far as it is feasible and permissible, the
working of the Law of Blood as a self-sustainable Law of Justice. The
AAd&otogeg are particularly apposite in this connexion as they are intimately
correlated to the Furies; in Hesychius, they are also identified in meaning; s.v.

AAROTELV" EQLVUELV.

The dominant sense in the meaning field of &Aaot- refers to
untouchableness and unbearability as a result of enormity (in both senses of the
word) committed, and thus because of pollution (V. Appendix Ancient
Grammaticals on dAaot-). And so dAaotwp, this potent expression, receives its
natural location in the midst of the «abomination» semantic field (V. Appendix).
There are two significations for this word, both intimately connected to each
other. As Galenus in his Vocab. Hipp., s.v. has it, &Adotopec are avtol te ot
avOpwrot ol tax dAaota (rather than dAaotd) éoyaodapevol, kat ol TiHwEol
avtwv datpoves. Similarly the Etym. M. s.v. dAdotwQ: 0 AUAQTWAGG, 1) O
dpoveve. 'H 6 époowv tovg povouvg Zevg (the implication of Zeus here will be
explained in a moment). And the Etym. Gudianum in the second entry for
aAdotw (p. 32.35 Sturg) has: AA&otwE 0 Zebg O émomTebV TOUG AAAROTX
Kkal xaAema mowovvtag. 'H 0 aoegPr|g, 1) 0 kakomotog. OVtws Howdwxvog. The
first entry for aAdotwo in the same lexicon (p. 32.28) seems at first sight to add
a third signification: 0 vekpoc, 0 poveve, kai 0 épopwv TovC povove Zeve. Here
the variation of meaning is centered round a major pollution: murder; and the

murdered, the murderer and the murder-deity are given as the senses of the
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word. But in reality we have again the same fundamental bifurcation of the
signification: either the perpetrator of crime is meant or the avenger of crime,
whether as the ghost of the dead or as the deity in charge, so to speak, of these
pollutions. The spirits of retribution vary from the bloodthirsty soul of the dead
man to the revenging angels of chastisement, and the daemons of Vengeance, to
the avenging dark aspect of godhead itself. The primeval law of natural justice
works through all these levels of agency, and utilizes as well living men and
other physical factors; the divine aspect of its operations is stratified according
to the various levels of supra-physical existence, but finds its summit and
foundation in the very Dark King himself. Thus just as we have seen the
distinction between the dead man as dA&otwo (evidently in his ghostly, as we
should say, capacity) and Zeus as Minder-of-Murders, so we may distinguish
between Zeus being called eponymously AAdotwo (as an epitheton dei) and
datpoveg aAaotoeg (as noticed e.g. in Etym. M. s.v. aAaotwo, p. 57.33 and 37.
Hesychius also testified as much s.v. dAdotwe" mkeog daipwv. Zeve. For the
mkeog cf. Aeschyulus, Agamemnon, 1502, a passage which will be quoted
below). These latter are the immediate instruments of punishment, as Suda has
it s.v. AA&OTWE" TKEOG Kal POVIKOG dALHWV TIHWOWV Kal aveTtiAnota éQya
mowwv. On the other hand, as to the former, the dark, as well as even chthonic,
aspects of Zeus are well documented. If we ask why Zeus, the Olympian King
of the Gods and of the New Order, had to be implicated in these transactions of
defilement, the answer is not far to reach for him who had paid thorough and
minute attention to ancient Greek religion as a whole. There are two main
relevant points. Firstly, the more general one is that Dark and Light somehow
coincide at bottom; they are two aspects of divinity, and of the world-order
expressed in divinity, rather than two opposing powers. There is not the
remotest trace of any Zoroastrianism or Manichaism in the Greek feelings,
attitudes and speculations concerning that primal antithesis - despite

misleading or, better, misapprehended appearances. Hellenic Dualism is always
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sublated in the complex monism of the ultimate identity (in source and
transcendent substance) of the opposites.

And to apply this to the matter at hand: there is not in the World an
eternal strife of the powers of good and evil, always equiposed for battle; there
is rather the lighter and the darker aspect of divinity, and there are shades, too,
in between. All Olympian Gods have their sombre, even gloomy and atrocious
aspects; and all spirits and daemonic beings of clearly «chthonic» origin exhibit,
when of really divine stature, the corresponding solemn and august, but awe-
inspiring, sublimations. In fact «awful» is the word best expressing, with the
entire subtle variation of shades in its meaning, the divine ambivalence between
light and darkness. Divinity for ancient religiosity is not so much good or evil,
moral or immoral - it is a-moral as the source and foundation of natural
morality; it is like a natural law, but a natural law deprived of its senseless
mechanicity and infused with spiritual meaning and intelligence. Yet in order to
see these things clearly one must, as said, study ancient religion globally, and
not fall into the trap of projecting what is co-constitutional complementarity as,
for instance, mere temporal succession of a more moral divine order over a
more primitive one - such like are the naive schemes that beset the study of
ancient religion in modern times.

However, the remedy is ready at hand: take mythology in conjunction
with what we can resurrect of the ancient religious practice; do not allow to be
imposed upon by a prima-facie interpretation of mythological stories - and of
such from a single author for that matter (chiefly Hesiod); think that myth is
part of the enigma of symbolism, not the plain answer to it.

But these vastly important issues will be properly attended to in another
part of this work. For the time being, let us pass to the second of the two
relevant points concerning Zeus' presiduum over that awesome ritual of blood
pollution signified by aAdotwo, and let it be observed that Zeus, presiding, in

his primal kingly function, over justice, presides also over the ways in which



14

Justice violated is restituted - Justice relating to this or that Oeouoc or vouuov.
Thus, e.g. cf. Scholian ad Euripides, Hecuba 345: ot iketevovteg, Tkéoov Ala
TIEOETELVOV" Ol O¢ ovvolkovvteg, Epéotiov ol d¢ dptrol, PiAov: ot ¢ év pa
ta€el kal ovppogia kataAeyouevol, ‘Etaipelov: ol 0¢ E€vor, Eéviov: ol O v
0okolg ovppwviag moovvteg, ‘Ogkov: ol d¢ adeAdoi, Oudyviov. For Zeus
MeAixloc we shall have occasion to speak later in this essay. Cf. also Herodotus
I, 44, where Croesus, lamenting the accidental killing of his son by Adrestus
meQUUeEKTEWY O¢ TN ovpdoET) devag ekadee Ala kaBdpotov (he had purified
the very Adrestus from another involuntary murder), paotvoopevog ta VO
tov Eelvov memovOwg ein, éxdAee d¢ Emtiotiov te kat ‘Etaionjiov (he had kept
Adrestus to his house as a honoured guest and friend), tov avtov Tovtov
ovopdlwv 0edv (sc. Ala), tov pev Emiotiov kaAéwv, ddtt 1) oikiowot
vTOdEEAEVOG TOV Eelvov Povéa TOL Tadog eAdvOave Pookwv, TOv 0&
‘Etaipniov, wg PpvAaxka cvurépupag avtov ebpnkot moAepwwtatov. Here the
whole situation is now clear and explicit. (Such epitheta are also mentioned in
Plutarch, Anatorius 758D, without reference to Zeus, but there the point renders
such reference irrelevant). Pherecydes also commented (apud Epimer. Hom.,
Cramer Amnecdota Oxoniensia. 1, 62, 12: kat PeexvdNG (sc. yoddel) «Zevg O
Tkéoloc kat AAdotogog kaAettaw'). — For this God’s punishing function in
such capacities, v., e.g., Plutarch, Amatorius 766C: oUte Yoo E€vwv Kal tkeTtwv
adikiag 0 Eéviog (sc. ZeVg), ovute Yovéwv aag O I'evéOALog oUTw duwkel Kat
pételot taxéws, we etc. Zeus then, the king Oeuiotovxog, the upholder of
Justice, is also the Punisher. But as justice, for the ancient soul, is a natural
balance where each has and fares according to his or its merit; so it also is that
any upsetting of the equillibrium naturally corrects itself; the divinity ultimately
presiding over this divinely natural (there is no incompatibility, of course, here)
restitution of the original balance, is that same Zeus, the source and guarantor
of the violated and redressed divine order - the means of the restitution being

the cycle of defilement above explained with the daemons operating it.
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We have then Zeus dAdotwo as the supreme principle of this field of
Enormities, and harsh daemons more directly presiding over and manipulating
those awful processes of defilement. Finally, there are also the very perpetrators
of the initial violation and the impurity caused thereby. All three classes
(categorically distinct but intimately interconnected) are called &dAdotopeg. This
fundamental alterability (characteristic of the cognate conceptions as well, as
will be more analytically observed elsewhere), is, e.g., interestingly noticed by
the Scholiast on Odyssey XI 321, where upon the description Mivwog
0Aoddoovog, it is remarked: kat mwg Mivwa eldov Alog dyAaov viov (ibid.
568); 1] TOV kata TWV doePwv 0A0OPEOVA, WG AAdOTOEA TOV (SC. dalpova or
E€POoQoOV) KATX TV AAAOTOQWV, 0A0O(EOVOS 0DV TOL OAoa TOIg AdIKOLS
$hOOVOLVTOG.

The pollution involved in the relevant transactions, need not originate
exclusively in murder and blood-guilt. As Erotianus, in Gloss. Hippocr,. s.v.
explains: aAdotopec Bakxelog pev év mowtw Povels Ppnotv, &k g Evorntidov
MeAavinming Aéyovtoc (Fr. 517 Dindorf): lowg dAdotoo’ (Elmsley pro
AAAOTOEAG) 0VK €TtOAUNoE KTavelv. 'Eviot 0¢ tolg avoolov Tt Kal HaQov
éoyaoapévoug, kav un wot  dovelsr ol dAaota Twva k' O6dovg
duampattopevot. And accordingly, Hesychius has immediately before the
quoted lemma on a&Adotwo, the following two entries: AAdotogec.
[TaAapvaiol. ot ptdopatt évexopevol 1 ot peydAa apagtdvovtec. And:
AAAOTOQWV: ACEPWV, TWV HIAOUATL Evexopevwy. As practically always, when
the epitomator or the corruption of the text do not mislead us, Hesychius can be
relied upon to give us exactly what we need.

Scrutiny of significant occurrences of dAdotwo exemplifies the preceding
analysis. The word is particularly often met in tragic poetry, as was observed
already by Harpocratio, s.v. referring (with the superficial explanation of o0
undémot’ av tg émAdOorto where the similarity of the formulation with the

ones to be found in the Etymologica in connexion with the dvemiAnotov -
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interpretation, renders the notion of changing ¢miAdOotto to émiAaBorto vain)
to Demosthenes, De Corona, p. 324.18 (&vOpwTmol pixpol kat kOAakeg Kat
aAdotopec, Nkowtnoxopévol (significant metaphorical use of this repulsive
word) Tag éavtV €kaotog maTEdAg etc.): TOAD d& ToUVOHA €V T1) Ty wdla.
And so it is. In extant Aeschulys, the word is used in almost all cases to

signify the «malevolent» daemon of destruction pursuing inexorably his guilty
victims, the culprits who violate the divine order and thereby create pollution.
Thus in Agamemnon 1497 sqq., Clytaemnestra poignantly explains that she is
less the perpetrator of the murder of Agamemnon, than the daemon who at last
exacted revenge on the Ovéotela deimva offered by Atreus:

avXELS elval TOOE TOVEYOV U0V

und’ émuAexOng

Avyapepvoviav etval i dAoxov:

Pavtalouevog 6¢ yvvaiki vekpov

TOoLO’ O MAAALOG DQLUVG AAGOTWO,

Atpéwg xaAemov Botvatnog

TOVO' ATETIOEV

téAeov veaols Embvoag.
Clytaemnestra in effect says nothing rhetorical, but the profound truth that she,
with her desires, her decision, her act, and her «free will» was but the instrument
of the implacable, unappeasable, unmerciful daemon who «sprung up» (as it
were) from that first enormity and doomed and «sealed» off right then
Agamemnon for this bloody retribution. In a similar way, the man who was the
first link in the series of events ending with the utter disaster that befell Xerxes'
fortunes in Salamis, is described as some malevolent daemon or punishing
spirit (the UPBoic of Xerxes is the proximate offence, as the Oecwv pOOvOC in the
immediate vicinity of the passage to be quoted makes sharply felt); Persae 356-8:

np&ev uév, w déomoLta, ToL TAVTOC KAKOD

paveic ddaoTwp 1) Kakoc daluwy odev.
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Avno yao ‘EAANV €€ AOnvaiwv otoatov
EAOwv etc.

The man is real, of course, and also his coming is the physical, tangible
manifestation of the beginning of the destructive operations of the malevolent
spirit chasing down Xerxes: there is nothing incoherent in these two beliefs.
They complement each other, just as the cunning of the Greek and the envy of
the Gods co-operate, on different levels of existence and causality, in bringing
on the inescapable result:

0’ evOVC wg NrovoEeV, oL Evvelg dDOAOV
"EAANVOG &vdpdc, ovde Tov Oewv pOovov etc. (Ibid. vv. 364-5).

The divine order is maintained, and the divine plans are carried on,
through natural agencies (men included); their instrumentality does not require
explicit obedience, or direct command on the part of the Gods - these are rather
modern-Christian, naive modes of visualising the workings of Godhead, and its
ways in the World. What really happens is that the means, the instrument is
manipulated by the Gods and serve their purposes by being what it is - it obeys
not by explicitly obeying but by following up its own nature and impulses.
Divine causality is not cancelled because of human free will and personal
responsibility, any more than it is abrogated by the mechanism of physical
processes. Here is a major issue, and a crucial difference between the ancient
and the modern conceptions of Godhead; it shall be adequately developed
elsewhere in full. But the fundamental point is even explicitly made by the
answer of the Chorus to Clytaemnestra's claim above explained. In Agamemnon,
1505 sqq. they reply:

WG MEV dvaltiog el
TOLOE TOL POVOU, TG O HAQTLENOTWYV;
W, TW; TATEOOEV 0& CLAANTITWE Yévolt AV AAGOTWO etc.
The human agent is guilty; and yet the act had to be done, in a very

important and pregnant sense: the dA&otw holds sway over the destinies of
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culprit and victim alike. The dAdotwo twv ITeAomdwv was proverbial, and
utilized accordingly by Xenarchus, the comic writer, v. apud Athenaeus II p.
63F (Meineke, Fr. Com. Gr. vol. I1I, p. 614).

In the Supplices Zevg Ticéotoc plays the cardinal role without appearing
on the scene. The King of Argos trying both to avoid aggressive acts and to save
the suppliant Danaides, ponders on the necessity of some deeply thought way
out of the heavy burden. He says (Supplices, 407 sqq.):

det tot Babelag ppovtidog cwrnolov,

WS AVATA TAVTA, TEWTA UEV TIOAEL,

avToloL O ULV EKTEAEVTNOEL KAAQCG,

Kal pnte dneLs puotwv épadetal

Ut v Oev €dpatoty wd’ dQULUEVAG

EKdOVTEG LHAC TOV TavwAeDQov Oeov

Bapiv Evvorkov OnoopecO’ dAdaotopa,

0c o0’ &v Atdov tov Oavovt’ éAevOepol.
The mavwABegog Oedg is Zevg Tkéoloc when offended, when his Law of the
sacredress of the Suppliant is violated (cf. the very first verse of the tragedy,
and cf. e.g. v. 477-8). By disregarding Zeus' sanctions we make Him our
cohabitant, an atrocious ovUvowkog, a horrible dA&otwoe, our Destroyer, - who
would not relax His awful, pitiless avenging punishment even after Death. In
fact the aAcdotopeg are essentially chthonic beings as we shall see.

From daemons of pollution we moved to the Supreme AAdotwe: Zeus
the Avenger of his violated Law. In the other and opposite direction, there is
also one extant passage in Aeschylus concerning the human &Adotwo. Orestes
approaches and addresses Minerva thus: (Eumenides, 235 sqq.):

Avaoo’ ABdava, Ao&lov keAevpaotv

1k, déxov d¢ MEELUEVWS AAdoTOQ etc.
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(This passage, on which see also n. 1, will be examined more fully in our
examination of the notion of mpooTEOMTA0G).

Sophocles, too, provides examples of both divine and human references
for dAaotwo, and also an illustration of how the use of a word can be naturally
extended, without becoming exactly metaphorical. - In Oedipus Colonens, 787-8

————————————————— el
XWOAS AAKOTWE OVHOG EvvalwV Ael.

Oedipus is addressing Creon. The destroying spirit that led Oedipus to
his destiny, after the evil doings that he suffered at the hands of his own sons
and Creon, is forever to inhabit Thebes (cf. the oVUvowkog dAdotwe in the
Aeschylean passage above quoted), becoming, as a result of that evil-doing and
Oedipus' consequent curse, the destroyer of the land: the X¢iy & under some other
form is still in Thebes.

In Trachiniae, 1235-6, Hyllas inveighs against his father's injunction to
marry Iole:

Tic Tavt’ v, 60TIc P’ € AAaoTORWV VOOooL,

¢AoLto;
Only one mad and deranged, sick in mind through the action of some
destroying, avenging daemons, is likely to have it this way; the scholiast
appropriately paraphrases: tic &v tavTa MEATTELY EAOLTO €KTOG WV HAVIAS KAl
OenAaoiac.
On the other hand, evil, wrong-doing, human pests are the dAdotopeg in
Ajax' exclamations when he has understood what he has done; Ajax, 372 sqq.:
@ dVLOMOQEOG, OG XEQL HEV HeONKA TOVG AAAOTTOQAG
(Odyssey and the two Atreidae)
&v O’ éAlkeool ool kal KAVTOIG TTEOWV almoAlolg
EQEUVOV al’ €devoa.
Finally, the extended usage above indicated is to be found in Trachiniae

1092 where the Nemean Lion is called foukoAwv dAdotwo, the scourge of
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herdsmen (cf. Hesiod's reference to the same Lion as mnu’ avOowmnolg,
Theogonia 329). But of course that lion was a semi-divine being, and in any case
religiously significant, connected I believe to the Nemean Games. Furthermore
one should keep finally in mind that extended usage does not mean extended, or
however altered, sense. The lion was a dreadful destroyer, a punishment for their
sin, as we might say.

There are many occurrences of the word in Euripides, almost all
referring to daemonic destroyers. In Orestes, 1545 sqq., we have an admirable
succinct formulation of the substance of the matter; the Chorus exclaims:

TtéAog Exet daipwv Peotolg,

TéAog Tt BO€AEL

HeydAa dé tic & dvvapig d' AAaOTOQWV
énao’ Emaioe péAeOpa tdde OL atlpatwv
dwx to Muptidov méonp’ x didoov.

& could be omitted with some mss; in any case there is no need for strong
punctuation after dUvapuig, for the phrase is all right idiomatically - supply
ovoa after tic or read & with a comma before it. On the other hand émteo’ émeoe
may be the correct reading, testified as it is by the better mss. and giving a
welcome added sharpness to méonu’ &k dipoov; we should read then and
punctuate thus:

HeyaAa O€ Tic & dLVAULS DU AAACTOQWV

émeo’ émeoe HéEAeOQa TAdE dL” alpdTv etc.,
understanding péAaOoa as the subject of émeoe. Or, perhaps better still, we can
combine the two readings, thus accounting most naturally for the diversity,
reading;:

HeydAa dé tic dvvapic d” dAAaoTdéewV

énao’ émeoe péAaBoa tde dL” alpdtwv etc.

This would also account for the juxtaposition of both forms in the

Scholia.
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¥

é¢mtato’ might also be suggested.

But however this may be, the sense is clear: man's fortune and fate is in
the hands of Godhead; indeed great was the power (Hermes') which, through
the bloodthirsty daemons of Revenge, drowned in blood this House, because of
the impious and impure act of its founder towards Myrtilus, Hermes' son.
Notice the triple repetition of di&; it may appear inartistic at first sight in such a
powerful and concise context, but it is purposefully arranged to enhance the
crucial point: God acts and gods' will is done through the Daemons of Pollution
and Destruction, God acts and his will is done in the human bloodshed and the
actions that men commit according to their own mind - all is but part of a huge
organism: the World's natural justice. An anomaly is finally resolved, the stain
produced by Myrtilus' ill-suffering at the hands of Pelops is in the end wiped
out completely, so to speak. Thus, the last dux gives the human affront against
the god, while the former two occurrences of the particle represent the
«mechanism» through which the offended divine dignity manifests its essential
inviolability.

For in an important sense, the divine order is indeed inviolable, like
Anaximander's cosmic Law of elemental justice: for whoever seems to violate it,
in disobedience, in reality will collapse under its remorsefully overpowering his
strength; he precisely proves the law valid by his attempted invalidation of it.
For the really divine order consists not in a Law of Prohibition which only can
be violated and then redressed; it consists in the maintenance of an adamantly
unyielding nexus: the similar loves, attracts, generates, breeds, goes with the similar.
Inexorably, thus, pollution will follow pollution, baseness will tend on baseness,
excellence will search for excellence, mediocrity will propagate mediocrity, and
so with anything and everything. This is the great Cosmic Law - and it is
inviolable. The perpetrator of crime does not really transgress the divine order;
he merely disobeys human, positive injunctions - and the law of such gods as

are modelled on such human institutions. What the guilty does is a
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confirmation of the ultimate Law of Homeoactivity and Homeopathy: he acts in
accordance to his nature and he will move in the circle to which that nature
inexorably inscribes him: the circle of defilement; he is confined there by his
very nature, not by this or that accidental act of his. Just as the true xaAog
kaya0oc, when he, by a fortuitous contamination of divergent circles acts
unmeritoriously, he is not thereby essentially polluted; for his nature being of a
different order, he only externally touches the defilement, and soon returns to
his appropriate station.

There is, then, a three-level operation set in movement the moment an
impious offence is committed: ultimately and principally, it is a question of the
God (safeguarding that aspect of the cosmic order to which the sacrilege relates)
restoring intact - or rather exhibiting as intact - the absolute validity of His
Divine Law. This action of the offended and enraged divinity is implemented
naturally, through the transcendent effticacity of cosmic powers and realities.
The daemonic Ministers of Destruction (released as they are by and through the
very committing of an act which evokes them by being of their nature) are
directed to plague the sickened portion of the World in the spiritual and
physical vicinity of the focus of the anomaly. The corrupt sector suffers its due:
the daemonic infection simply answers its rotten condition. Through the
ensuing accumulation of profanity, the disorder is, as it were, putrefied, eaten
out by the very enormity of its pollution, which, in the end, devours itself and
thus disappears, invalidated by its unlimited over-indulgence. This is the way
that the anomaly is corrected, the offence redressed - or rather eradicated. But,
of course, on the third and lowest level people think, will, feel, plan, intend,
deliberate and act - yes they even are bound to follow and evolve their own
inner nature; in doing which they simply carry out God' s will, as Euripides
succinctly teaches us here.

This passage, more than illustrates, it exhibits the crux of the matter: the

coordination and subordination of the various levels of causality in these
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operations. For him who can see globally the ancient Greek world, this is a
welcome, but expected, insight. What else do the philosophical articulations of
reality in ontologically subordinate state tell us? Religious consciousness and
philosophical speculations always coincide in their root-experiences for a
profoundly integrated and serenely satisfied culture.

The monstrous spirits of destruction, the cruel avengers of transgression
will destroy anything in order to harming their miserable victim. Medea acts
like them in this respect. Thus Antigone informing the unhappy Oedipus about
the mutual killing of his two sons exclaims (Phoenissae, 1556 sqq.):

——————————————— 00G AAROTWO

Eldpeorv PolOwv

KAl oot kat oxeTAlaot paxaig

ETL AOAG €t TOLG COVG, @ TATEQ.

In fact these daemons of pollution will not take heed of human
responsibility as we «morally» understand it. They will infect and plague
everything (according to the latter's resistance) with which they come into
contact. So Creon sends into exile Oedipus after the preceding dramatic
catastrophe, and he clearly explains why (Phoenissae, 1589 sqq.):

oUKOLV O €A0w TVOE YTV OlKELV ETU
ocadpwg yoap einte Tepeolag ov ur) mote

00V TIVOE YNV OlKOUVTOG €V MEAEELY TOALV.
AAA’ EkkopiCov kal Tdd’ ovx UPoel Aéyw,
oVd’ €x000¢ WV 006G, dx dE TOLG AAAOTORAG
TOVG 00VG dedotkwe un Tt yn mabn kaxov.

He is rational and god-fearing but, alas, to no avail.

Similarly Jason rails against Medea after her murdering their children
(Medea, 1329 sqq.):

----- £Yw 0¢ VOV POVW, TOTE 0L PEOVWY,

0T’ €k DOV o€ PagPdoov T amo xOovog



24

‘EAANV’ &g olcov 7younv, Kakov péya,
TATEOG TE KAl yNg meodotv 1) o’ eé0péaro.
oV 00V O dAaotopa eic Eu’ Eoxnpay Ocoi
KTAVOLOX YXQ OT) 0OV KAOLV TAQETTIOV

TO KAAALTIOWQEOV €l0€NG AQYOUS OKAPOG.

Her former crimes attracted the chastising horrible daemon; but his
communion with her made that Gods have turned that dA&otwe of hers upon
him as well. It is instructive here to note this further point: Jason ascribes to
divine direction the Alastor's visitation upon him as well; however he need not
have seen the matter in this way: the daemons of pollution do not pay attention
to questions of moral responsibility in the modern sense of the word; they do
their work and thereby punishment and redress are automatically, so to speak,
achieved. Divine origin of the visitation means acknowledgement of substantial
error on the part of Jason as well; and this is rendered explicit by téte ov
doovawv in our very passage. Such niceties are easy to discern and follow, once
one has adequately understood the essential core of the matter.

Notice further how this passage provides a fine focal point in connection
with which fundamental differences between ancient and modern ways of
understanding and evaluating human action are clarified. A modern dramatic
Jason would simply and directly associate Medea’s present and past wrong-
doing: since you perpetrated in the past such unnatural enormities in my
favour, you are the kind of person that would do similar monstrosities against
me on a suitable occasion, as it happened now. But the ancient mind cannot
grasp the immediacy of such connections. Medea is no natural monster. And
there is no natural evil either, out there in the world or in human soul. What
Medea did in Colchis could be, however harsh and extreme, divinely
sanctioned (from a powerful section of the divine substance at least) just as
Orestes metroctony was. The point is not Medea’s evil nature. The point is that

her actions then set in motion, after all as it turned out, the working of the self-
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correcting mechanism of the divine order (a mechanism symbolized by, and
entrusted into the hands of, the corresponding daemonic daAcdotwe): Medea was
eventually punished by being driven to commit enormities against herself (the
killing of her own children) greater than those she inflicted on others earlier.
Jason was simply entangled in Medea’s punishment because of his connection
with her.

Accumulated calamities of a superhuman enormity and beyond reason,
perhaps even without apparent cause (so for as the miserable sufferer is
concerned), are ascribed naturally to the workings of an dAd&otwo. Theseus
laments his unhappy lot (Hippolytus, 817 sqq.):

oL Eyw mMovwv* Enabov, @ TOALS,
TX HAKLOT €UV KAKQV. @ TOUXQ,
(G HoL Pagela Kol dOHOLS €meoTAONg,
KnAic dppactoc € aAdaoTtopwy TIVOC.
A stain is upon him and his household from an dAaotwp.

Similarly Hecuba on seeing Polydorus' dead body wails (Hecuba 685

sqq.):
alal, Katdoxopat yowv,
Paxyelov €€ aAdoTopog
&QTIHaON VOLOV.

And the Chorus ascribes the terrible happenings to this dA&otwo, some
daemon who sits heavy on her fate (ibid, 721-2):

@ TAT|UOV, (G 0€ TTOAVTIOVWTATNV B0OTWV
dalpwv €0niev, 6otic €oti ool Paguc.

Helen's marriage with Paris, resulting in such unimaginable destruction
and misery, was not a marriage but a deadly woe coming from an &Adotwo
(Hecuba, 945 sqq.):

-------------- émel pe yag

€K TTATOWAGS ATIWAETEV,
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EEWKLOEV T 0lkwWV YAHOG, OV YAMOG
AAA" &AAaoT6E0G TIC OLlVG.
And similarly Paris is described as the plague and destroyer of Hecuba,
in Troades, 941 sqq.=933 sqq. Variorum, (Helen is addressing Menelaus):
NAO’ oUXL pikav Beov €xwv avToL péTa
0 od’ dAdoTWE, elt’ AAEEavdoov DéAeLg
ovopatt mpoopwvelv viv eite kat ITdowv:
But this concerns the application of the word to pestilences under human form.

When one is going to perform some vile, horrible or repulsive act of
destruction - the influence of an aAdotwe impressing upon him the godsend
atn is naturally assumed. So Clytaemnestra, upon having of her husband's plan
to sacrifice their daughter, immediately thinks of madness and of an &Adotwo’s
goading (Iph. in Aul., 876 sqq.):

KA. @ tdAaw’ éyw. Mepnvag aoa tuyxavel mooig;

ITP.  &oTiPowv, ATV &g 0¢ Kal OT)V TAdA" TOUTO O’ 0V PEOVEL

KA. €k tivoc Adyov; Tic avTov odnaywv ddaotopwy;

Even if one is not responsible for an atrocious act, yet if he has been
involved in it in whatever way, unintentionally or indeed without his
knowledge, he will consider himself as plagued by an dAdotwo. So Achilles,
the unwilling cause of Iphigeneia's coming to the Greek camp in Aulis,
announces that he intends to prevent the horrible sacrifice (ibid., 944 sqq.):

£y KAKLOTOG 1)V &Q” AQyelwv avno,
£y TO UNdév, Mevédews d' €v dvdodoty,
w¢ ovxl I[INAéwe, dAN dAaotopoc yeyawc,
elmep povevel TodUOV dvoua 0@ TIOOEL
(addressing himself to Clytaemnestra).

That one who causes misery (directly or indirectly, deliberately or

unintentionally), especially of an odious or signal in its enormity character,

must be the child of daemonic powers bent on destruction is also clearly
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highlighted in Troades, 761 sqq. = 768 sqq. Variorum. Andromache is referring to
Helen:

w Tuvdaelov €ovog, ovmot et Alog,

TOAAQV D¢ tatéwv Pnui o’ éxmedukéval,

(alluding also to her lewdness),

Alaotopoc pév mpwtov, eita d& POOVOUL,

Dovov te Oavatov 0, boa Te Y1) TEEPEL KaKA.

oV YA&Q MOT avXw ZNVAa Y ékpvoal o’ éyw

moAAotot knpa BaoPagols ‘EAAnot te.

Helen's pedigree reminds one of the horrible progeny of NVE in Hesiod's
Theogony, 211 sqq. The two last verses in the Euripidean passage, refer to the
view that Zeus himself caused (in the sense we explained just before) the Trojan
War as a way of relieving the Earth from the weight of Man's impiety and
pollution; v. Euripides, Orestes, 1638 sqq. with the scholia. There Apollo himself
is pronouncing the truth of the matter, which illustrates nicely my analysis of
the natural workings of the divine powers: human ¥Boic aggrandises itself,
atrocity follows atrocity, the enormity of the crimes and the rapidity of the
process increases continuously till the salutary crisis arrives in a paroxysm of
Man's sacrilegious pride, and the whole edifice of defilement collapses from
within. This is true divine punishment.

When the ultimate atrocity is enjoined upon the unhappy Orestes by the
Delphic Oracle, he wonders whether it was not really Apollo that advised him
but some AA&otwo. So in Electra, 979-80 Variorum:

OP. dp’ avt’ ddaotwp ein’ aneikacOeic Ocw;

HA. tepov kaBiCwv toimod’; éyw Heév oL doKQ.

Electra, set on the murder of her mother, tries to sooth his apprehensions
invoking the inviolable sanctity of the Delphic sacred tripod. No ghostly spectre
could dare to sit there on the august throne of the god of light. And Orestes is

relieved to hear from Apollo himself that he will stand by his suppliant and will
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not betray him now that he had committed what he was advised to; Orestes,
1666 sqq.:

w Ao&la pavtele, owv OeOTUOUATWV.

oL Pevdopavtic o0’ &Q’, AAA™ étrjTupog.

Kaitor u’ éonet deipa, un tivog kAvwy

dAaotopwy d0&aipt ony kAvew ona.

AAA" €V teAettal, meloopat 0¢ ooig AOYoLS.

However, Euripides appears to adopt the highest level of alastorship: the
Aeschylean Zeus aAaotwe would seem inadmissible to him. Therefore he
contrasts godhead with the terrible ministerium justitiae. But this, if seriously
meant, undercuts the very foundation of a self-sustainable divine order, besides
being a cardinal example of a rationalistic oversensitivity and, in effect,
wobbliness. But, fortunately, there is sound meaning in Euripides point here,
which would free him from the allegations of his ancient detractors and modern
admirers. Orestes hesitates; is what he experiences an Apollonian spectre that
hides a horrendous AAdotwo urging him to augment the series of atrocities
heavily weighting upon the House of the Pelopids; or is it pure Apollo himself,
the god of final achievement and luminous harmony, that will affect the final
liberating act in that series of monstrous deeds, putting an end to the
accumulation of abominations that an initial transgression originated and has
kept going on up to now?

When Medea goes indoors to murder her children, the Chorus invokes
Mother Earth and the God of Light, the Sun, to help and prevent the atrocious
deed; especially addressing themselves to the Daylight, call upon it to throw
out of the house, at this crucial juncture, Medea, who, under the influence of
aAdotooeg, has been transformed into a murderous Fury (Medea, 1258 sqq.):

AAAG Vv, @ Pdog dloyevég, KATELQYE
Katdnavoov, €£eA’ oikwv doviay

tdAawvav T EQotvviv U1’ dAaotoowv.
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My interpretation of this difficult passage keeps the transmitted text and
the sense elicited is nicely apposite; yet vTt" dAaotOQwYV is not perfectly natural
here taken in the required meaning. Perhaps &n’ aAaotopwv (with Elmsley) is
some improvement, but it does not meet the difficulty all the way. Musgrave,
whose notes on Euripides are almost always illuminating even where we
should certainly not adopt his emendations, proposed:

TAAXIVAV T €0LvVvDO Ut dAQCTOQOV,
taking dAdotogov as accusative of aAdotopog (this form was noticed above)
and construing tdAawvav T dAdotogov OO €otvviot, which Porson, as he
said, did not understand. «Mox épwvvoo’™ U’ aAdotogov legit Musgravius,
quod neque ipse interpretatur, neque ego intelligo». And yet Porson was, and
partly is hailed as a great philologist (of verbal criticism, no doubt!) when
Musgrave, the best Euripidean scholar, was hardly noticed or known. But from
people who can admire such pretentions critical fools as Cobet or Badham,
nothing is surprising. However Musgrave's emendation, ingenious though it is,
will not really help us here. For the basic problem remains - which is, how the
formula «€&eAe X vO W» can, without bias, mean throw out Medea who has
become and acts like X on the influence of \V; in fact, in one particular Musgrave
aggravates the problem by changing the (relatively more appropriate in
expressing influence) U7t + genitive to U6 + dative. In any case the formula is
harshly, perhaps unbearably, elliptic. Unless, which I prefer, we should read
quite simply twv dAaotopwv instead of U &Aaotopwv or, if we keep VMO,
connect it to ££eAe with a most daring UmeoPatov, which is, after all, the
scholiast' s reading, it would seem; he comments: T0 é¢£nc: UéEeAe TV OlkwV
Vv Poviav Eguvdv twv aAdaotogwv. (Schwartz, in his very defective edition of
the Euripidean scholia, missing and destroying the entire point inserts <0Tto>
TV dAaotopwV!). - That Medea is meant by Eoutvvic is, I think, certain because
of tdAatva. The Scholiast, it is true, takes it as referring to the Daemon goading

Medea to her atrocious deed: taAatvav d¢ éovvov avtrv ¢not v Mndeiag
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dallpova, ov v Mndetav. OmelANTTAL YXQ TWV TOLOUTWV KAKWV altia eivat
‘Eowvic. This, though in itself better, leaves us with the problem of tdAawva.
For his explanation of taAawva is very weak: tdAawvav d¢ v tdAatvag
nioovoav. Alternatively, we may with Seidler (approved by Elmsley) reverse
the order to tdAawvav dpoviav ', and take tdAawvav as referring to Medea,
while ¢poviav t" Egouvviv would then quite properly signify the overhanging
murderous Fury who has taken possession of Medea's mind. All right - but
unnecessary, and even, perhaps, less poignant in the context and moment. So I
stay with text and interpretation as above indicated.
The action of an dAcdotwo is well indicated by the Chorus with reference
to Oreste's madness and deranged mind (Orestes, 335 sqq.):
lw Zev,
tic éAeog, TG O Aywv
doviog Eoxetat
Qoalwv o0& ToV HEAEOV, © dDAKQLX
ddkELOL CLUPBAAAEL
TOPEVWV TIS €IS DOHOV AAROTOQWV
HATEQOG Al 0aG O dvafakyeVey
Finally, there is a most telling passage in the midst of the awful
monologue of Medea, when she broods, still hesitating, over her intention to
harm and wound as deeply as she can Jason irrespective of consequences and
her own attendant suffering (as I noticed above, her behaviour illustrates very
aptly the character of the daemonic beings which we study). Medea, 1056 sqq.:
A, a.
Mn) dnta, Ovpé, un ov v’ éoyaorn tade:
£€aoov avToVG, W TdAAV, Peloal TEKVWV:
éet ped’ Nuv Cwvteg evGEAVOLOL OF€.
As the scholiast well observes: maAwv évtavOa Avetat mEoOg oiktov. But

then, suddenly, the chthonic powers prevail:
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Ma tovg o’ Adn) vepTéoug dAdaToAc,
ovTtoL TOT’ €0tal Tov0’ 6mwe €X00IG Eyw
TIAOAC TIAET|OW TOVGS EHOLG KaBvPploat.

Again the scholiast remarks, just to the point: émeldr d¢ ovvexws 6o
EQUTIV VIKWHEVNV T TEOG TOLG TAIOAG OKTw, O00Kw POKwdeoTATW
KatakAelet éauthv mEOG TO UNdEv €tepov 1) TOV POVOV TV TMaldwv €€
amavtog doaoat. The ¢pikwdéotatoc Opxoc is the invocation of the chthonic
aAaotopec; she takes an oath by them and lets them imbue her with their own
blind, deadly spirit breathing revengeful destruction even in the most impious
way. It is very important that we find here explicitly mentioned the chthonic
character of the dAdotopeg such as they have been disclosed to us; they belong
and draw their power from the awesome kingdom of the Dead. The full
significance of this character will emerge in a much later stage of our inquiry.
But even here we may notice the fundamental connexion between chthonicity
and things awful, fearful, terrible, horrible. Thus, the scholiast to Phoenissae, 810-
1 (= 823-4 Variorum):

------- av (sc. Zdptyya) 6 kata xOovoc Adag
Kaduelowg éruméumer

has: fjv Eouvvig tig, 1) Adwvelg 1) dAdotwo (notice the significant addition; cf.
also Bekker, Anecdota p. 382.27, where Nicochanis, the comic poet, spoke of the
Sphinx as dAdotwe (OnAvkawcg), Meineke Fr. Com. Gr. vol. 1I, p. 847 = Fr. 23 PCG
vol. VII p. 48) édpne 1) moAeL. [Tavta yao T detva xOovia EAeyov ol doxaioL
(The doxaiot instead of maAatoi may indicate Byzantine origin - but the remark
is in any case absolutely true). And the scholiast to Aristophanes Ares, 1745
observes: kai tag xOoviag kAnjoate: Evdpooviog, tag dpoPepdc. IMavta yoo ta
dewva NG YNg yeveaAoyovowv. Here we meet the same point in mythological -
genealogical dress.

As I said the vast majority of the occurences of dAdotwp in the extant

Euripidean corpus refer to daemonic beings. But the human side of the
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manifestation of the character signified by this word is also represented in
Troade,s 941 (referring to Paris) and Hercules Furiens, 1234, where however the
point concerns the passing over by contact of a contagious, religious miasma.
Such use of the word with reference to humans is commoner with prose writers,
especially when an emphatic point has to be made. Cf. Demosthenes, De Corona
p. 324.18 (Reiske) (already quoted); Philip can be called &Adotwo, id. De Falsa
Legatione p. 438 penult.; or Dionysius the tyrant son of Dionysius, can be
described as amdong LikeAiag aAdotwg, Clearchus apud Athenaeus XII, 541C.

To conclude this survey, one last point must be noted, which applies
equally well to all these daemonic beings that we are analysing, &Aooy,
aAdotooeg, maAapvaiol, €owvvoeg etc. One should not fall into the usual
errors of conceiving of them in the framework of modern, Christian religious
thought as either angels of punishment or devils, sons of evil. They are neither
ministers of justice and executioners in our sense of these expressions, nor
organs of Satan. They merely represent the dark, chthonic aspect of divine
Law and Order; they are part of the natural justice prevailing in the ancient
Cosmos, as its in-built corrective «mechanism», so to speak; only it is a living
mechanism, an organism. I remarked already that Greece does not really
know of any dualism of competing moral forces, of any eternal battle going
on between Light and Darkness, Good and Evil. There is only good really -
and failure. In any case it is tautological to say that the divine, cosmic order is
«good» in the ancient «<non-moral» sense of the word. The same power who
blinds us with its splendour and unspeakable beauty does not become evil
when it delivers a terrible blow on the unworthy. Divinity has indeed an
awful, dreadful, terrible, yes even monstrous aspect; but it is not evil for that.
In one sense, it remains pure and unsullied in the midst of the wildest orgies
of revenge, in the fullness of the abominations perpetrated according to the
necessary workings of cosmic Law, in the complete abandonment to

animalistic instincts. In another sense, these very ecstasies of corruption are
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but the other aspect of divine grandeur and majesty. There is an unbroken
chain which bonds together the lowest and the highest in a well-graduated
hierarchy of subordination according to the nature of each and every thing;
there is one law, one vital force to which all obey without even so much as
the possibility of «choice». Cosmos is one living organism, its vital energy is
the inviolable divine law, and its soul is divinity in all its manifestations.
(Here one sees the essential congruence of ancient life-experience and ancient
thought; what I describe as fundamental attitudes of ancient mentality and its
in-bred world-view is the basis of a variety of easily recognizable
philosophical theories all-sharing the same insight au fond). It is the same
divine order which necessarily presents its terrible aspect to the, so to speak,
natural errors, to the defective and the abortive in the World; the same divine
order again sustains the law in its subordinate existence and blazes over what
is excellent its inexhaustible treasures of Goodness, Beauty and Truth.

The same point emphatically crosses again and again the path of any
inquiry into ancient Greek religiosity of feeling and reflexion. One should
take special care not to impute to these daemons of pollution a Christian-
devilish countenance. They are not «evil» in the satanic sense of the word -
indeed they are themselves divine beings, and their principles are veritable
Gods. This is the reason why in the above conducted analyses I normally
avoided using such expressions as «evil», «maleficent» etc.; I sparsely utilised
them when it was necessary to put especial weight and emphasis on the
horrible and hideous appearance or character of a situation, a thing, an act, a
suffering. But one should always bear in mind that such employment is
intended for the modern man, who is likely to conceive of the intensely
fearful and dreadful as «evil», and who, consequently, is most powerfully
aroused to the feeling of horror in connexion with the workings of
maleficent, satanic powers. However, it must be made clear that for the

ancient Mind it is not religious terms that acquire their full sense and weight
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by being infused with moral implications; on the contrary moral conceptions
and expressions cannot be really severed from their religious core and
foundation. For the ancient World and culture, it is not so much a question of a
moral and «spiritual» Religion, as of a religious morality and spirituality.

It is also in such a way that we must understand some exegetical remarks
on aAdotwg, probably of Byzantine origin. For example, the scholion to
Euripides, Phoenissae, 1556 (00¢ aAdotwo Eidpeowv Peibwv etc.) has after the
ancient observation: dA&otwE* €Ppogog daipwv TV T dAaoTa TETMOIKOTWV
Kal TG, the following additions: AAAwG. 6 magakoAovOWV 0oL KAKOTOLOG
datpwv; and: AAAWS. AAAOTOQES AEYOVTAL TIVOG 1) OL KAKOTIOLOUVTEG AVTOV 1
ol & &kdiknow avtov &tépovg kakomolovvtes. And in another ms.: 1) o1
dvotuxla, 0 kakodaipwv O dkoAovOwv oot ael. Similarly the scholion to
Phoenissae, 1587 (dix 0¢ Tovg AAdooTEag TOoLG CoVG etc.) runs thus: toug
AAdoTOQAG TOUG OOUG, T)yOouv TOUG TAQAKOAOVOOLVTAS OOl KAKOTIOLOUG
daipovac. Naturally, in a Greek context even kakomoidc means harmful rather
than evil-doer; just as the primal and basic signification of dya0ov is benefit,
advantage, profit, useful, gain etc. And this gives another dimension to the same
point: as a rule of thumb, avoid importing «moral» connotations in ancient
things as much as you can; one cannot err by being overcautious in this matter.
(For the «a-morality», the natural perfection-basis, and the cognitive core of
Classical Ethics v. in reference to Platonic Philosophy, my Essay «Roads to
Excellence: Is Optimal Self-realization Metaphysically Neutral?» in J. D. Gericke
and P. J. Maritz (eds.), Plato’s Philosophy of Education and its Relevance to
Contemporary Society and Education in the Ancient World, vol 2, 1998, pp. 329-
373).).
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AArtolot or AdArtnowwdels (sc. datpovec) comes from dArtaivow,
aAltoaivew, aAltw or dAeitw, with the cluster of cognates. Just as Alooopat,
Attopat, Awtr] etc. express the proper attitude towards Divinity (that of
reverential obeisanse and prostration) the former forms signify basically the
rebelling thought or act, man's insurrection (perceived consciously as such or
not, it does not matter greatly) against Godhead, in other words, sacrilegious
behaviour. The notion of conceiving or perpetrating wickedness is, in a sense,
secondary in this context; wrong doing in all its forms is, as has been explained,
fundamentally an act of (deliberate or not) insolence against, and of violation of,
the cosmic and divine order, - an act therefore sacrilegious.

A survey of the main occurrences of the root &Att- in our sources will
support this basic insight. When Homer in Iliad 1, 735 has: éx yao o p’
amdtnoe kat nAttev, the fArtev does not so much refer to the speaking Achilles
as to the religiously coloured wrongdoing committed by Agamemnon in
deceiving Achilles. Eustathius has sensed this (757.1 sqq.): T0 d¢ «kat NAttev»
AQLOTA TIQOOKELTAL €IC TO «EK YaQ O ' ATATNOEV» WG YAQ OV MRS dOAOG,
oUTwG oVdE andtn maoca Pektr), AAA’ 1) povn 1 Twv aAttowv. KaAwg yao
€oxe 1O «ayaOng anatng ovk anootatel Oedc». The aiév aAttog in Iliad, O,
361 expresses, in words of rage, Zeus' eternal transgression of the proper order
as perceived by an incensed Athena. Again Eustathius (717.20 sqq.) has caught
in the main the conveyed sentiment: &AttQog 0¢ 6 TOL déovtog AALTWYV, TjTOL
apaptTwv (where see also his following interesting grammatical remarks on the
derivation of &Attpdg) —.

In Iliad T, 265, the force of our view becomes manifest. Agamemnon
takes a solemn oath that he did not touch Briseis; and he invokes upon himself

the divine punishment if he commits perjury:
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el d€ TL VO’ Emiogrov, éuol Dol dAyea dotev

TOAAX HAA’, Booa dDOLOLY TiC 0P’ aAltntat opdcoac.
The od¢ here is plural as Eustathius notices (1183.48). Whoever offends them in
his oath, whoever in mind or act rebels against them by perjuring himself will
be punished. The force of aAitntat here can be adequately brought out only in
our interpretation. - In Iliad, W 595 we meet the pregnant expression daipoowv
eivat dAtpog. Antilochus, reflecting on the extremities to which the young
men’s transgressions may lead (véov dvdpog vmepPacial - a very significant,
often occuring word, nicely fitting to the above account of the basic model of
ancient Greek wrongdoing), yields to Menelaus, not wishing to displease him
and be offensive, insolent in the face of divinity. - In Iliad, Q) 157 (repeated in
186) Achilles is described by Zeus thus:

oUTe YaQ €01 APEwV, OUT AOKOTIOG, OUT AALTIHWY,

AAAX AN EVOUKEWG IkéTew TeddT|oeTaL AVvOQHG.

He will respect the suppliant, being neither foolish or senseless, nor
bereft of good council, nor aAttrjuwyv, godless or heedless of the divine order.
Eustathius did once more capture the implications; he explains (1343.32 sqq.):
évtavOa d¢, kata Toug maAatovg (this is, that is, an old insight according to the
view, already prevalent in Classical times, that in Homer you have the
beginning and end of all wisdom) dtéAafe 6 momtc dix Taxéwv, 60ev
goxovtat €ig TO adikelv avOowTror 1 ya O’ dovveotav, 6 dnAovtat dix TOL
«APEWV»* 1] AKOVTWG, 6 dnAot ‘Ounog dix ToL «ATKOTIOG», O OTNUALVEL TOV )
TOU OLUPEQOVTOG TTEOVOOVEVOV KaTta Tov ¢DokoTtov Eounv: 1) ékovoiwg, 6
dx oL AWV EdMNAwoeV, AAITHUWY YAQ O €KOLOIWS AUAQTAVWY TOD
deovtog. One can be consciously mischievous according to the ancient
sentiment, only because of a basic godlessness. The alternative interpretation of
aAttjuwv  given by Eustathius twveg 0¢ 10 «adAtjuwv»  Avtl  TOL
«aArtavevtoc» with reference to the responsiveness to a suppliant affirmed of

Achilles in the following line) is patently less appropriate in meaning and less
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probable grammatically, even though, of course, both words have a common
root in Att-, as observed at the beginning of this section.- Finally in Iliad, Q) 570
the notion of the transgression of the divine law for &Aitw is strikingly evident
even on the first level. Achilles asks Priamus not to enrage him,

un o€, Yépwv, ovd’ avtov Vi KAoow éaow

Kat étnv e Eovta, Alog 0’ dAltwpa édetuda.
Improper behaviour towards a suppliant constitutes transgression of Zeus' law
(ZeUg Tkéoiog as Eustathius notices 1365.512).

Passages from the Odyssey confirm our interpretation. d, 377-8: dAA& vv
HEAAW |/ aBavdtouvg aAttéoOat, ot oveavov oLV éxovotv ( scholium: dAAx
£otka NHAQTNKEVAL ElG TOVG OeoVg). - O, 806-7: €mel Q' €Tt VOOTIUOG €0TL / 0OG
TAIG" OV HéV YA Tt Oeoic aAttrpuevog éott. (scholium: ovX 1HAQTNKWS €15 TOLG
Oeovlg, aAAx tovvavtiov mEoodiAr)c. Eustathius 1518.38: tovtéotiv ovk
EPANAQTOS 0Ty elg TO Octov. Notice the scholiast's derivation of the word
from an initial present form aAeitw, cf. the aAeitng, the sinner, of Iliad, T, 28
and Odyssey, v, 121) - ¢, 108: dtaxp év vootw AOnvainv aAitovto, / 1) odwv
ETIWEO AVEUOV TE KAKOV Kal KUHATA HakQA. - In g, 182-5: 1§ dn1 &Awtpde T éoot
Kal ovK AmoPpwAlx edws, / oiov O tov pvbov €mepodobng ayopevoat,
Odysseus is aAttpog because he explicitly distrusts Kalypso and obliges her to
take a formal oath; he is offensive against her divine dignity. (Eustathius here,
1529.40 sqq., gives the derivation of aAttpog from &Aeltw in the same way as
the above noted scholium to d, 807).

Hesiod concurs. V. Scutum 79-80: 1] Tt péy’ dBavatovg pdkagag, tot
OAvpumov €xovowy, / fAttev Audrtovwv ete. In v. 91 we have dAirtipevov,
godless, as in Homer. In Opera et Dies 238 sqq.. we find the best exposition of the
idea above analysed concerning the destruction brought upon guilty and
innocent by a first transgression; in this context &Aitoaivr is conjoined with
atdoOala (explained as dvdoia singificantly by a gloss) unxavaatat:

olg O VPGS Te péunAe kKakt) kal oXéTAx €QYQ,
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tolg 0¢ diknv Koovidng texpaipetat evpvomna Zevg.

TIOAAGKL kKl EVPUTTIATN TIOALS KAKOL AvOQOG ATvoa

0oTIc aAttpatvn kat atdoBaAa unxavaatal.

Toloy O’ ovEavoBev péy’ émyaye mnua Kooviwv,

ALHLOV OOV Kat Aotpov, drtodpOvvOovot de Aaol,

0VLOE YLVAIKES TIKTOLOLY, HvOOoLOL d¢ olkot

Znvog poadpocvvnoy OAvumiov: dAdote d avte

N TV Y€ OTQATOV €VELV ATIWAETEV, 1) Y€ TELXOG

N véag év movtw Koovidng amotelvutat avtwv.
- In v. 330 6¢ € tev dpoading aAttaivnt’ dpPpava tékva, we must not suppose
that since the object is not grammatically the gods any more, the sense has lost
its religious character. dArtaivnT Oodava tékva means behaves godlessly
towards orphans in violation of the divine laws. Notice that the verb is middle
here; the sense strictly is: he who for himself transgresses god’s and nature’s
decrees in his behaviour towards orphans.

Alcman (Fr. 87 Bergk*) speaks of Tantalus (Schol. Pindar, Olymp. 1 97; or
Sisyphus, as Eustathius Comm. on Odyssey p. 1701, 23 would have it) as dAttedg
- exactly the type of the great offender against the Gods, an offender
furthermore filling them with incense and extraordinary wrath so as to inflict
upon him exemplary punishment.

Theognis stays within the same signification; §Attec aOavdtovg, v. 1170.
He also uses &Attpog in v. 377 in connection with one committing 0Opoic. In
Pseudophocylides, 208 it is dAitn oéo, not aAity oé.

Pindar's &Awtoa in Olympionicae, 11, 59, especially found as it is in the
midst of the famous orphic passage, must be understood in the same fully
religious way. Notice that the judgement over such transgressions is entrusted
to some principle of «hostile or hateful necessity». Even though the description
¢x0oa is qualified implicitly in Adyov dpodoaic, the punishment ¢xOoa dvayrka

conveys forcefully the natural, unswerving, implacable necessity of retribution
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following an initial disturbance of the divine order, in the sense in which I have
explained the operation above. The aAttpoc of Nemeonicae, VIII, 39 leaves us in
the same field. Nor is the case with Olymp. X 6 really different: the évima
aAto€evog is a reprehension, a blame for wrongdoing committed towards a
&€vog, but this is eminently of a religiously character. As was explained in
similar cases above: the sense strictly speaking is that someone behaves in
contravention of the divine laws of prAo&evia. In all such cases the gods are at
least as much offended as the recipient of the improper behaviour is wronged. They
have an eye for such violations of their law.

And Aeschulus teaches us the same lesson. In Prometheus, 534, und’
aAltoyut Aoyolg, sc. tovc Oeovc from 532. - Eumenides, 269 is also very
instructive in connection also with the point last mentioned. The Erinnys warn
and threaten:

OpeL 0¢ kel tic dAAog (beside Orestes) NAttev Bootwv

N Oeov 1) E€vov v’ aoePav 1) Tokéag PiAoug,

¢xovO’ ékaorov (sc. the god, the E€vov or the parent) trg dikng énalia.

Fearful retribution is a promised certainty for any transgression of the
divine order concerning what is due to either god or Eévov or parent. The aocePwv
makes the point exceedingly clear. Maltreating a £évog or a parent is an act of
impiety, of ungodliness just as improperly behaving towards godhead as such.
The NAwtev refers to any offence against the divine order, any doéPewx of
whatever particular description. Similarly in v. 316: ot 0" dALITV WoTEQ O
avno etc.; Orestes has violated all sacredness by murdering his very mother.

Aristophanes also makes my point very clear. In Equites 445, Paflagon
scorns Agoracritos: £k TV dArtnolwv o& Gnut yeyovéval twv e Oeov. As the
scholia explain, this refers to the celebrated KvAwvetlov dyoc. We observe that
the aAttrjolot were trc Oeov (sc. Athena; for the story see the Scholia;
Herodotus V 71; Thucydides I, 126; Pausanias VII, 25, 3; Plutarchus, Solon, XII).

They were suppliants to the goddess; killing them was an offence against the
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deity, a violation of the divine decrees concerning supplication as well as a
pollution. They thus became d@Attnpiot trc Ocov. As the scholiast ad loc notices
here aAwtrjotot is tantamount to évaryeic, i.e. évexopevol ayet, waopatt. Thus
Pausanias, loc. cit., relating the story, concludes: kat avtot te ot dmokteivavteg
évopioOnoav kat ol €€ Ekelvwv évayeic g Oeov. (Notice that pollution
spreads like an infection by a dangerous virus even to the descendants of the
guilty person). Thucydides, loc. cit., combines the expressions to the same effect
for our point: kat &mo TOUTOL évayelg Kat dAltrjolot g Oeov €kelvol Te
ékaAovvto katl 10 Yévog 10 art’ éxeivwv. The scholiast to the present
Aristophanian passage summarizes the point, explaining: dAttnpiwv: T@v
auaptnoavtwv eic AOnvav. In Acharnenses, 907, we find the word aAttoia as
the abstract substantive of &Attetv or a&Aetterv. The same word occurs in
Sophocles, Fr. 42 Di, apud Hesychius s.v. dAirtpoovvn: apagrtia. kat dArtola
YodorAng AixpaAwtioww Aéyet (i.e. Sophocles expresses the abstract notion,
expressed also by the form d&Aitpoovvn, by dAitpia). The scholiast to the
aristophanian passage explains aAttolac mAéwv as apaoTiog Kol Aadukiag
TLETIATQWHEVOV.
Sophocles provides another relevant passage. Oedipus Coloneus, 371-2:
VOV €k Oev tov KAE AALTnEOU [sic most mss, Suda s.v.
aAttnoov and Eustathius p. 694.17] ¢poevog
elonAOe tolv toloaBAlowy €016 kaxr), etc.

Regarding the textual problem, I think we should bow to the
overwhelming testimony of our sources, and retain the &Attngov, assuming an
expressively significant lengthening of the second syllable. 1) aAttneog ¢ponv is
a sinful mind set upon violating divine appointments and dispensations. It is to
be observed here how unashamedly Sophocles puts in immediate juxtraposition
the two originations of the ensuing turbulence: it comes from some god and
from a sinful mind. Innumerable such conjunctions can be adduced in order to

utterly discredit the modern notion that, at bottom, the two causes are
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somehow incompatible or contradictory. On the contrary: divinities prey on
polluted ppévec; but, also, on the other hand, pollution may come to the man from
even an inadvertently offended deity. The basic fact is that transgression breads
transgression and pollution feeds on pollution. The initial disturbance may have
been an unconscious violation; or indeed perhaps not even that, since the
matter can well be a case of hereditarily or otherwise by contagion to an
infected «innocent» (as we might wish to say) individual. — (The scholiast to the
Sophoclean passage explains dAttnpov by utapov (repeated in Suda s.v.), very
significantly).

The comic poets apply the word aAttrjotog to satyrized persons in a way
that, without breaking away from the religious substantial core, lends itself to
the satyrical sense of «wicked fellow» which the word possesses even now in
Greek. Thus Eupolis in Anuot Fr. VII (Meineke vol. II p. 460) = Fr. 103 PCG
apud Aristides vol. II p. 174 Dindorf has:

ONTWO YAQ €0TLV VUV TIG, WV Y €otiv Aéyery;
0 Boulyng aptotog aArtrotog (Porson, pro dAitrjolog)

The reading v is testified as a variant by the scholiast ad loc. (p. 473
Dindorf). The sense is: Is there now an orator of those who are allowed to speak
(i.e. which they are not guilty of some impiety prohibiting them from speaking
in the Assembly); best is Buryges, the dAitrjolog - the point being that as
aArtrjowog and offensive to the gods he certainly should not be one of those
permitted to speak. (The orator meant being all but certainly Demostratos by
name - as was already supposed by Frommelius, cf. Fr. XXXIV (Meineke vol. II
p- 474) apud Scholia to Aristophanes Lysistrata 398 - it is not impossible that his
family might have had some involvement with the KvAdwvewov ayog, as
Meineke, following Raspius, loc. cit., suggests. This would give an extra
dimension of point to the &Attrjotog, but it is not necessary. I wonder, should
we also connect to this unfortunate orator Fr. XX of Eupolis' comedy? dAitrjotog

and mpooteodTatog fit admiringly together). - The same combination of the two
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aspects of aAttrjoloc mentioned above is to be found in another of Eupolis'
fragments, this one from his KéAaxec. Fr. X (Meineke vol. IT p. 490) = Fr. 157
PCG apud Diogenes Laertius IX, 50 (cf. Eustathius p. 1547.53):

évdov (Porson pro évdoOt) pév éott Ipwtayopag 6 Trjiog

0c dAalovevetal pev aAttriotog (Porson, pro dAitrolog)

TEQL TV HETEWQWYV, T& d¢ xapabev é00tel.

The religious element is conspicuous. We know about Protagoras'
impiety in general, and here he is accused of propounding insolent thoughts
about the heavenly phenomena - Anaxagoras' plight comes immediately to
mind (in having maintained that the Sun is a fiery stone), and the decree
prohibiting uetewpodoyetv, ie. impiously treating supraterrestrial entities and
events.

In three other passages, from the middle and new comic poetry, we do
not possess enough context to demonstrate the existence of the religious core in
the meaning of dAitrjoloc. And it is not impossible that, in the beginning of the
post-classical period some individuals, especially in comedy, might use the
word in the satyrical implication primarily. Yet even here we can discern the
traces of the word's serious use. Thus, the passages are: (1) From Eubulus'
IToovoPookog Fr. I (Meineke vol. III p. 247) = Fr. 87 PCG apud Athenaeus III,
108d. Even here, the aAitjploc is described by his slave as: &vOowmog
avuréoPpAntog eig movnolav, borrowing the words of Antiphanes, Athenaeus
ITI, 108e. Thus the prAdpyvog d¢ KaAitrolog refer to two distinct traits of the
distasteful person. (2) Damoxenus' Zovtpogor Frg. unicum (Meineke vol. IV p.
531) = Fr. 2 PCG apud Athenaeus III, 102A: The cook says (vv. 7-8):

N VOIS TTAONG TEX VNG
AOXEYOVOV 0T . AQXEYOVOV, WALTHOLE;

The mock-tragic tone makes the employment of the religiously laden
word peculiarly apposite. Even in (3), Menander' s Fabulae Incentae Fr. XXXVIII
(Meineke vol. IV p. 246) apud Plutarch De Laude Ipsius, 547E, the conjunction of
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aAalwv and dAitrolog (otog O’ dAalwv €otv aArtrjolog) contributes to the
propriety of the employment of our word though the medium of insolent
propensity to transgression.

The post-classical poets exhibit the word in the same dimension of
meaning as the old epic and tragic poetry. Apollonius in particular could have
been relied upon to preserve the basic religious core especially alive. Thus,
excepting a not particularly interesting use of dAeitng in A, 1338 (this form
seems to be the least laden with explicit religious burden from among its
cognates, as its occurrences, above noted, in Homer as well tend to justify), we
have a number of very important passages, as follows.

(1) B, 215. Phineus, the old miserable, god-stricken soothsayer implores
and imprecates the Argonauts to help him in his terrible predicament:
Tkeolov mEOg Znvog, Ot plylotog AALTEOLS

avopaot, oifov T dudt, kat avtne eivexev "Hpng

Alooopat
By ceremoniously invoking the Gods, he puts himself under their protection;
any one harming him negatively or positively is primarily raising his hand in
sacrilegious offence against the deities involved, especially against Zeus the
overseer of Supplications, who is most terrible to transgressors of his law and
shield of protection.

(2) Phineus used to disclose to men in detail the will of gods; but they
were offended by this his impious indiscretion, and severely punished him
(B.311-316): for to know in detail things past, present and future is the
prerogative of Gods and whoever renders (by means of mantic powers granted
to him by the gods) such wisdom accessible to mere humanity disrupts the
world-order and infringes upon eternal divine rights. When, thus, further down
in his relation, Phineus comes close to again committing the same error (B, 388-
90), he shrinks back at the last moment from this novel transgression:

AAAX TN pe TaALY e dArtéoDat,
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Mavtoovvn ta ékaota dunvekég EEevémovta;

(3) The king of Mossynoeci, sitting on his highest throne delivers

justice to his subjects:

-------- NV Yd&o mov Tt Oepotedwv aAltnray,

ALQ ULV KEWV NHAQ EVIKAeloavTeg €xovatv.
This is punishment if he fails to deliver equal justice, if he therefore transgresses
the divinely apposited law of natural justice according to which he Ocptioteve,
he applies and proclaims right and wrong, Themis’ ordinances. The role of the
king in his judicial capacity (Oepiotovyot BaociAneg) is, we know from Homer,
deeply religious. And injustice committed in this way is high sacrilege. - In the
same perspective we should understand the &Airtrjuwv dikn of A, 1057.

4) In T, 981 aAwtéoOat does not mean simply say falsehoods or
deceive or beguile or simulate. For Jason and Medeia are in the sacred temple of
Hecate (v. I' 915), whom Jason in a moment will formally invoke (I', 985). Thus
the force of aArtéoOaur is taken from the circumstance that they are in sacred
place, xwow €v Nyabéw, tva " oV Oéuic éot’ dAtéoOau: ubi nefas est offendere
deam, by, as this is the immediate danger in the circumstances, deceiving me
(Jason speaks) in my hour of need.

(5) In A, 388 the sense of violation for dAitw is explicit and manifest, in
relation here to an oath: M&Aa yap péyav fAtteg 6pkov / vnAeéc. —

(6) In the midst of the locus classicus concerning the ritual of purification

for murder, to which we shall advert again in detail below, we find (A, 698):

avTiKa O’ Eyvw
Kioxn ¢pv&iov oitov, &Attpoovvag te povolo.

AAttgoovvat poévolo are the pidopata, the defilement caused by the
murder, the violation committed of the divine law, which consists in pollution,
and fills with it the perpetrators of the impious deed. Very similar is the
aAtrtnuoovvn of the Orphic Argonautica, 1318: matot 0 é@ tloeoOat diknv

aAlrtnuoovvdwy, of the ungodly deeds of transgression.
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Apollonius' opponent, Callimachus, much more formal though he is in
his archaism, does confirm our interpretation regarding the matter at hand.
Thus an epiphany of Apollo is imminent at the beginning of his hymn to this
God; and the proclamation is speedily echoed: (v. 2) - ékag, éxdc, 6 Tig
aAttpog, he who has violated divine laws and is therefore impure and B¢BnAoc.
Similarly in Frg. CXXXII, Bentley (apud Etym. M., s.v. Aoyxddec, which are
there explained as the white of the eye, probably Aoy&deg), speaking perhaps of
a god, as Bentley would have, Callimachus writes:

--------------- 00TIC AALTEOVG

Avyalewv iBapaic o dvvatat Aoyaov.

A pure eye cannot see the impure sceleratos. In Hymnus in Dianam, 255,
Callimachus speaks of the impious endeavours of AUydapic OBELOTNG: & delAog
Paoréwv 6oov NAltev. He offended against the goddess, and thereby he
ultimately failed; for he etc. (o0 yao éueAdev etc.).

This is an appropriate place to notice that just as the senses «unjust» or
«evil-doing» or «sinful» etc. do not subvert the fundamental religious
meaning of the root considered in this disquisition; so the notion of «failure»,
«failing of one' s purpose», «going wrong», «fault» etc. are to be seen in the
context of that same basic core. Violation of the divine law (and such is the
cosmic, natural order) is sinful, unjust action; and, being bound to result in
the end in an absolute failure, is a moral, material and practical (because a
religious and metaphysical) fault.

This is the correct way to see passages like the one just mentioned. V. 642
of the Orphic Argonautica, where an ordinary notion of «loosing one's way»
seems to be the more natural, is exceptional, and is to be considered, I think,
since it is singular, as a case of lapsus mentis on the part of the author, or rather
of peyaAnyoola, using here an epic-tragic word to signify a common incident.
Unless of course, one would daringly connect Hylas' loosing his way with the

following encounter with the Nymphs - a contact prohibited and disastrous. In
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that case f)Aitev would gain its religious standing and sense of contravening the
world-order, once more. —

Finally, in the same hymn, v. 122 sqq., Artemis is portrayed as sending
one of her arrows to a city of injustice:

———————— TO TETEATOV (SC. arrow) OVKET €L dQULV,

AAAG Py elg adikwv €Baleg oAy, olte mepl odéag

olte mept Eetvoug AT ipHovVa TOAA éTéAeoKOV.
He following description of the dire consequences which ensue provides a very
good example of what I mean by initial transgressions originating a whirlwind
of foul abomination which is apt to destroy just and unjust alike. -

The immediate interest, so to speak, that the God concerned has in
punishing the aAttpog (as the one who offended him in his divine majesty) is
well brought out by Theocritus, X 17 (a proverbial expression as the scholia ad.
loc. inform us - but it strangely is not to be found in the extant collection of the
Paroemigraphi). Milon wishes to express emphatically that what happened to
Battos was what he was asking for; and he puts it thus:

Evpe Oe0g OV AALTQOV: €xelg maAat wv émeOvpELS.

Tryphiodorus, Excidium Ilii, 268-9

ola pe AwpPnoavto Oewv OV 0VK AAEYOVTEG,
oVLOEV AALTRatvovTa, ------------

They did not heed the impending vengeance of the gods in maltreating
me, without any transgression on my part.

Nonnus, XII, 71-3 describes the horrible deed of Harpalyce:

——————————————— AAAG Kol o0
ApmaAvK” peta Aékteov aAlteoBiwy buevalwy
viéa datpevoaoa BLYATEOYAUW YEVETNOL,
etc.
His father was Quyateoyauog, i.e. committed incest with her; in a dish

she offered to him the son she bore to him. Such marriage can very appositely
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be described as aAttpopioc - an ungodly life of abomination, of violation of the
divine order.

The &Aeit-, dAlt- root appears also as dAolt-, just as from dAeipw comes
aAowpn}, and from Aeinw, Aowntdg to give two examples, noticed by Eustathius?.

The extant occurrences of the form are two passages in Lycophron, 136
and 936, the latter of special significance. The former illustrates finally our view
of the matter. Paris is the dAoirtéc who dared transgress divine ordinances,
smashing the common table of hospitality and throwing down Themis, vv. 136-
7

£€TANG Bev aAoltog expnvat diknv
AdEag toamelav KavakvTtwoas &y etc.

But he will not get away with it, his punishment being detailed in the
sequel. His transgressions are recounted in 131-5 and are all deeply religious. It
is primarily with reference to them, not merely on account of the rape of Helen
as such, that he is aAottog and will be avenged.

0¢ Tovg Avkov Te kat XiHapéwgs tddpoug
XONOHOLOL KLOALVOVTAG OUK aXidOVUEVOG,
oLd’ AvOéwe éowtag, ovdE Tov EEVOLg
oVvvdopmoV Alyaiwvog ayvitny mayov etc.

Paris' violations concern: (1) his unashamedly not respecting those who
properly honoured two heroes worshipped in Ilion - the people referred to
being the Spartans and Menelaus, their leader, in particular, who specifically
went to Troja in order to perform the proper ceremonies and offer honours to
the heroes in question, on which occasion he was entertained as a guest by
Paris; (2) his disregarding the fact that Menelaus purified him from the
accidental killing of Antheus, his beloved; and (3) his offending against the laws
of hospitality which prohibit wrong-doing towards one with whom you shared
salt in the same table. For the details of the stories alluded to by Lycophron in

those four lines, v. the scholia, ad loc. (p. 63.15 sqq., ed. Scheer). My point is
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evident. AAautog is the apaptwAdg, as both the P and p glosses, as well as the
scholia, and Etym. M. s.v., have; but the fault involved is a fault in the face of gods
first of all.

The second Lycophronian passage concerns Epeius' father and his
perjury, his dpxov Ypevéwuotov (v. 932). The oath he took on a goddess and a
god. The former is described as AAoitic, Kvdwvia, Opacw, the latter as Ococ
Kpnotwvne, Kavoawv 1} Mapeptoc ontAltng Avkoc. The glosses and the scholia
tell us that the male god is Ares, and as this is supported by what they tell us
and what we independently know, we can acquire in this although we must
probably understand rather a pelargic, primeval divinity of destruction and
blood (cf. Herodotus I, 57; Thucydides IV, 190 - for the Pelasgic nature of the
population there). But they also tell us (without any explanation) that the
goddess is Athena; and here we must take exception. Cydonia, the famous and
ancient city in Crete, gives the topographical name to the goddess in question,
Kvdwvia. But the Cydonia and the Cydonians were associated with Artemis:
the temple of Atktuva (or Atktuvva) there is mentioned by Herodotus (111, 59,
2) in a way which suggests its eminence (Herodotus seems to maintain that
Cydonia was built by Samians at the time of Polycrates (cf. III, 44). But he either
must mean a significant enlargement of an already existing town, or, at most
the ouvouciouog of the Cydonian population in a great - one of the three main,
tests Strabone - city). Callimachus in his Hymnus in Dianam relates the story of
Britomartis (the nymph best loved by Artemis) and connects it with the
Cydonian worship of Dictynna (which, as he says, is one epitheton of Artemis as
well) specifically, v. 190 sqq., esp. 197-205 (cf. v. 81, Artemis' Kvéwviov to&ov).
When Strabo, X, 479 chastises Callimachus in relation to this very passage, he
exposes the latter' s geographical ignorance in making the mountain Atiktn to be
in the vicinity of the Cydonians (whereas it truly is in the other end of the
island), but he leaves intact, and indeed supports, the mythological connection

and the religious point. For he maintains that the mountain near Cydonia is
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called Tifyros, on which there is a sacred space called not Awtaiov, but
Awktovvaiov. - Further Artemis is connected to Cydonia in the account reported
by Pausanias VIII, 53, 3-4. But, not to pursue further the matter, I may conclude
with bringing to notice the fact that Cydonian coins exist with Artemis in her
characteristic dress portrayed carrying a long torch and with a dog by her side
(like the one, bearing the emblem Kvdwviatav, reproduced in Smith' s
Dictionary of Ancient Geography, vol. I, p. 723b). The torch and the dog are
significant: the Artemis worshipped was of the mysteric, dark, Hecatean type,
and very appropriately so for our Lycophronian passage: for the deity invoked
is described as ®paow, the Insolent and Andacious One, and as AAotiti, the
feminine of aAoitng, the transgressing daemon of the transgressions, the Atrocious
One, presiding over atrocities, punishing them by causing more of them to be
perpetrated. Here we meet the exact parallel to Zeus AAdotwp : Apteuic AAoitic.

We moved thus from men committing violation to daemonic beings
causing, and presiding over, them. And in the final, third level, to the God
whose ineluctable decrees have been temporarily insulted, and who (by
providing the ultimate guarantee for the eternal validity of the divine, cosmic
order which those decrees sustain) causes the daemonic ministers of absolute
justice to pursue the affrontery till its final extermination through extreme
contamination. In the same spirit Empedocles can speak of Odvatoc dAoitrnc,
v. Plutarch, Adversus Colotem 1113B: Violating, Atrocious Death. He associated the
phrase, as Plutarch presents the matter, with dvodaipwv métuog, fate ill-starred
by the daemons, «ill-eyed» by them, if I may conjure this expression.
Empedocles' point is, of course, that what appears as Dissolver, as Destroyer of
the cosmic law and of the fabric of the World, is in reality but an intrinsic part of
it. But this context only confirms the validity of our analysis of the meaning of
the word.

Nor is the meaning-field in question differently characterised when we

come to prose writers. The Antiphonian examples present a particularly good
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aspect of the subject, given also the emphatic existence of religious
considerations in Antipho's orations in connection with murder-charges. Here
the dAwmplot are daipoves who play the role of Erinnys: they will inflict
perdition on those guilty of pollution. In 4, y, 7 the accuser calls upon the
judges, in the name of the killed, to clear the entire city from the pollution, by
killing the killer ...avti Tov ma®ovtoc émokrmropev ULV, T@ TovTOoL (sc. the
guilty one) povw O pPNVIpA TOV AALTNEIWY AKECAEVOVS, TTATAV TV TOALV
kaBapav ToL pdopatog kataotnoat It is not exact to translate to urvipa
Twv aAttnelwv dxeoapévoug by «placating the wrath of the dAitrolor; we
rather have to cure, or make amends for, or even «satisfy» the blood-guilt which
is the object of the wrath of the &Attrjoiol (ie. ép’ @ pnviovow) or, at one
further step, their objectified, impending, maddening revengeful wrath. We also
meet here the abundantly attested notion that a violation of the divine order
pollutes the whole region and is not restricted to the person who directly
committed it: pollution is like a virus; cf., also in the Antiphontian corpus, 4, a,
5. - In 4, 3, Antiphon is presenting the line of defence for the same case: a
younger man, being provoked and attacked by an older one, stroke him in self-
defence; the other died from his wounds, the responsibility falling, it is alleged,
on the doctor. The friends of the young man, in defending him, call upon the
judges not to kill the innocent in their desire to bring the man responsible for
the killing to justice and to punish him (4, d, 10): ..1ueic OowWOTEQOV VULV
ETUOKTTTTOMEV VTIEQ AVTOV, UM TOV Povéa (nTovvtag KoA&Lewv TOV kaBaQov
amokTelvewy. 0 te yap amokteivag (sic the transmitted text, though it is usually
incorrectly suspected; the real amokteivag according to the defence is the
doctor, v. §3, whereas the real poveic is the dead man himself) Tovtov (i.e. the
defendant) amoOavovtog ovdev 1jocoV TOIS Altiolg (sc. ToL GOVoL TOVTOV i.e.
VULV) TRO0TEOTIAL0G €0ta, oUTOG Te (sc. the defendant) avooiwg diaxdpOapeig
dumAdoov kaBtotnot o ptaoua (or perhaps better, unviua as in the previous

example and in 4, 3, 8, too; but the change is not really necessary in view of
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what we have said on the issue of pollution) Twv dArtneiwv Toig dnoktelvaot
avtov. The sense of the first clause is that if you punish the defendant, the real
killer (i.e. the doctor) will continue to exist among yourselves and be an
«attractor» of mischief and calamity as moving pollution. The notion of
nipooteoTiatog will be discussed below.

In 4, B, 8 the defendant argues: &dikwe pev Yoo dmoAvOels, dix O un)
000w¢ vuag dwaxOnvat drodPuvywv, Tov un dwwaEavtog (sc. the man charged
with the prosecution) kat ovx VUETEQOV TOV TTEOOTEOTIALOV TOV ATtOOAVOVTOG
Kataot)ow: un 000wg d¢ kataAndpOeic OGP’ MUV, LUV Kal oL ToUTW TO
unvipa v aArtnolwv mpootoipopat. The argument could exist and be used
only in the context of a very religiously-minded court, and it goes to a
considerable extent towards indicating (confirmed by other characteristics, as
well) that the presumed court in question was the Areopagus. The defendant
places his judges in a compelling dilemma whose force is exclusively religious:
if you pronounce me innocent and you are wrong in that, the responsibility
clearly falls upon the accuser who did not manage to exhibit to you the truth
and to persuade you to adopt the just cause; in that case the pollution from the
murder that I bear (assuming that I am guilty) shall naturally be directed to
him, as the one who failed to secure the punishment of the guilty. If, on the
other hand, I am not guilty and you condemn me, my innocent blood will fall
upon your heads since you would in that case have committed judicial murder.
The daemons of defilement will therefore pursue you. It is a most singular
argument, and most illuminating as to the religious basis of archaic and early
classical justice.

In 4, a, 3 the aAitrjolot are explicitly said to be entrusted by the killed
man with the revenge of his murder; whoever tries to obstruct their course,
takes into his home pollution that need not have been his: 6 te yap amoBavawv,
OTEQOUEVOS WV O Oe0g €dwkeV AVTQ, elkOTws OeoL TIHwlV VTToAelTteL TV

Twv  aAtnolwv  dvopévewrv, Tjlv ol magx TO dlkatov  KQivovteg 1)
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HAQTUQOVVTES, CLVAOEBOVVTESG T TAVTA OQWVTL, OV TIQOCNKOV Hlaoua €lg
ToU¢ Wiovg oikovg elodyovtat. (The working of the aAttmplor dalpoveg
constitute divine punishment for the wrong-doing. We again meet the triple
order of co-implication: human level -daemonic ministry- god sustaining cosmic
order). Similarly, those entrusted with the punishment (or rather revenge) of
such crimes, if they persecute the innocent because of a private rancour, T@ pév
amoBavévtL 00  TIHWEOLVTEG dewvolg  dAltnolovg  €€opev  TOLG TV
anobavoviwv mpootponaiovg etc. (4, «, 4) which brings also into significant
connection the aAttrjotot and the mpootpomaiot datpoves. The meaning is: the
daemons making sure that evil will be fell upon the polluted (the perpatrator of
a crime) will become our aAttmioy, i.e. daemons chastising violators of the
divine order - for we ourselves will have thereby a share in the violation by not
helping the natural and necessary course of events: the drowning of blood in blood.
In Andocides, we encounter the other dimension of the meaning of
aAttrowog. It is there applied to a man, of evil repute, who proved the
desctruction of his protector. In De Mysteriis §§130-1: el Yo péuvnoOe, Ote...
Inmovikog d¢ 1v mMAovowwtatog twv EAANvwy, tote pévtor mavteg {ote Tt
TIAQA TOLG TAAQIOLS TOIG UIKQOTATOLS KAl TOIG Yuvalolg KANdwWV €V Amdot)
) mOAeL katetev, Ot Inmdvikog év 1) okl dArtrjolov TeédeL, 6¢ avTOL TV
toamelav AVATEETEL.. olopevog Yo Immovikog viov teédewv dAtriplov
avTQ €teedev, 0G Avatéteodev Ekelvov TOV MAOLTOV, THV 0WPEOTLVNYV, TOV
aAdov Blov anavia. O0twg odv XET TEQPL TOUTOV YLIYVWOKELY, WG OVTOG
Inmovikov aAttneiov. - In §51 of the same oration we find the formula which
we documented even from Homer: Androcides is thinking of the plight that he
will cause to be afflicted upon his relatives if he does not speak up the truth;
they all, together with him, are accused of sacrilegious actions. He, having been
brought by Charmides to the realization of what is going to happen to them,
thinks: Q mavtov éyw detvotaTy CLUPOEA TEQLTIETWYV, TTOTEQA TEQLIDW TOVG

EUAVTOV OLYYEVEIS ATTOAOUEVOUS ADIKWE, Kal avToVg te amobavoviag kal
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T XONHATa aLTV dNUeLOEVTA, TTEOG D& TOUTOLS AvaYQadPEévTag £v othAalg
WS ovtac dArtneiovg twv Oewv etc. They will be publicly and for ever
stigmatised as dAitrjolot twv Oewv, as Violators, transgressors against Gods
and their law and order.

What Androcides envisaged would happen to his relatives if he
remained silent, seems to have happened to himself in so far at least as the
stigma of sacrilege is concerned. In the oration Contra Andocidem ascribed to
Lysias, Androcides is inveighed against in this devastating way (p. 252 Reiske):
00TOG Y £vOLC 0TOANY, Hpovpevog <...> (I think something is missing here,
like e.g. TOV LeQOPAVTNV) T& LeQX ETEDEKVUE TOIC AHVTTOLS Kl eimte Th) v
o amopenTar TV 0¢ Bewv, obg Nuelg Oeovg voullopev kal Oepamevovtes Kat
ayvevovteg Ovopev kat mpooevxOpeda, TovTovg TEQLEKOPE. Kal €M TOVTOLG
oelxl Kal LEQEIS OTAVTEG KATNEAOAVTO TQEOG E0Ttépav kKal powvikidag
avédeoav  (very important description of a sacerdotal dod, of an
excommunication) kata TO VOULHOV TO TaAaov kat agxatlov. QuoAdynoe d&
ovtog mowoat (the two sacrilegious acts). "Ett d¢ mageAOwv tOv vopov Ov
VpelS €0e00¢, elpyeobal Twv lepwv avToV W dAltrjplov ovta etc. And after
describing his violation of the prohibition accompanying an &Attrjotog, the
orator concludes (p. 255 Reiske): vOv o0v x01] VOUICEY TIHWQEOVHEVOLS KAl
anaAdattopévoug Avdokidov v TOAY kabalgewv, doav amdyeoOat xal
amodlomopmtelcfar  kal  PAQUAKOV  ATMOTEUTIELY  Kal  dAltneiov
amaAAdttecOal, wg v tovtwv o0Tog éott. Here the dAttrjolog is not so much
the cause of mischief as the natural vehicle of calamity which has to be disposed
off drastically at all costs. His sacrilegious profanation of the mysteries and
affront to the holy Herms made him a proper k&0agua, the impure attractor of
all defilement. Cf. also Lysias, Contra Agoratum, p. 499 Reiske, where nobody
would have anything to do with Agoratus, avoiding him as &Aitrjolov - as
pollution-bearer: ol0te Yoo ovooltoag TOLTW 0VOEIC Gavroetal, oUTE

oVOKNVOG YEVOUEVOG, 0UTE TAELaQXOG €lg TNV GLANV Katatdéag, AAA" WoTteQ
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aArtnolw ovdeilg avOpwrnwv avtw dieAéyeto. Thucydides gives us a locus
classicus in reference to those involved in the (in)famous KvAwveiov ayog (A,
126). Speaking of the killers, he says: kai dmo tovTOL €vayeig kal dALrtripLoL Tg
Oeov éxetvol Te EkaAOLVTO Kal TO Yévog tO &’ Ekelvwv (cf. a playful
application of the appellation in Aristophanes, Egquites, 445.6). The conjunction
of the word with the genitive ¢ Ocov (cf. Matthiae Grammar p. 652) makes the
meaning clear: the offenders against the goddess. And thus it is explained by the
scholiast to the Aristophanian passage; ¢k TV dArtnoiwv: Twv HeTEXOVTWV
tov KvAwveiov &yovg, 6mep el v AOnvav dokel yevéoOar aoéfnua,
émednmeg etc. And further: tov auaptnoaviwv eic AGnvav.

Plato provides a very characteristic and significant illustration of the
meaning of the word in a pregnant passage. He is treating of the legislation
concerning sacrilege; and he delineates the mpooiuov of the relevant law in the
form of an exhortation to the potential transgressor, to the man who is spurned
by an evil desire to offend godhead in the most radical way, i.e. by an explicit
act of lese-majesté. The law will warn: Q Oavpaote, ovk dvOow VoV oe Kakov
oLOE O€loV KIVEL TO VOV €T TNV LEQOOVALXV TIROTEETOV Léval, 0loTEog 0¢ 0é
TG, EUPLOUEVOS €K TaAawV Kal AkaOAQTWY TOlg AvOQWTOIS AdIKNUATWY,
TeQUPEQOLEVOS AALTOwdNG, OV evAaPetobar xpewv mavtt oOéver. The
working of such an abominable urging cannot be due to the operations of any
human or even divine maleficence - it must rather spring from a wandering
around, a hovering about, overhanging, a madness that causes one to act as a
damned gadfly urging Transgression, itself the wretched testimony of old and
unpurified violations of the divine law. Plato goes on to explain what piety in
this case would enjoin: étav oot MEOOTUTIT TL TWV TOOVTWV dOYHATWY, (Ot
ETl TG amodlomouToels, (0L éntt Oewv dmotooTmaiwy tepd tkétng, 1Ot €Tl Tag
TV Agyonévwv dvopwv Vv dyabwv ovvouvoiag, etc. When one feels in
himself such an evil surge, let him perform ceremonies of riddance and casting

away, let him supplicate at the sacred places of the Averting deities etc. We see
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live before our eyes the vivid connexions drawn and insisted upon:
transgression generates and constitutes pollution which, once created stays
on as a source of infection; its victims (guilty or innocent of the initial
transgression is irrelevant - if we understand guilt in the modern legal and
moral way of direct personal responsibility) are driven to further acts of
impiery - and the only powerful remedy in any particular case is to have
recourse to rites of Riddance and to invocations of Averters. And this, even if
successful, is of restricted efficacy; for the law of the accumulation of
defilement (with a view to the total reinstatement of the cosmic order through
the wiping out of the impurity contracted as a result of the initial
transgression) will keep its implacability working while simply avoiding to
touch the particular place and person sanctified and protected by the
awesome averting rites.

Two Demosthenic passages further confirm and illustrate the validity of
our conception. In De Corona p. 280.24 H (Reiske) Demosthenes speaks of Philip:
@V (sc. men responsible for the evils of Greece) eic o0t6g 0Ty, OV el pundev
evAaPnOévTa TaAn0ec elmelv d€oL, OUK AV OKVHOQALUL EYWYE KOLVOV
AALTHOLOV TV HETA TAVT ATIOAWAOTWV ATIAVTWYV eimtely, dvOowTwV, TOMwv,
TOAe@V" O YOO TO OTEQUA TAQAO YWYV, OUTOG TV GLVTWV altiog. Philip is the
one, single root of all evils that befell Greece - a veritable pestilence.
(Significantly, Demosphenes inquires immediately afterwards: 6v mwg morte
ovk VOV Wovteg ameotoddnte, Oavualw ANV etc. This is the turning
oneself and one's eyes away from the vehicle of pollution - something I have
documented elsewhere). - In De Falsa Legat. p. 402.27: twv O¢goig ¢xOowv te kat
aArtnolwv OALvvOiwv alxpaAwtov ovoav (a certain Olynthian woman who
was not very forward to the advances of the symposiasts). Befittingly, the
aArtnolwv is coupled to the éxOowv Oeoic. - (A third occurrence of the word,
ibid. p. 411.26, is contextually neutral: Toic aAttnpiolg Tovtolg, these pests. And

similarly with two passages in Aeschines Contra Ctesiph. p. 72.19 and 76.6:
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Demosthenes now is the ‘EAA&d0g &Attriolog). - In Deinarchus' Contra Demosth.
§77, Demosthenes is again 0 t¢ EAA&GDdOg a&Attrjolog, and here a significant
detail is added: tov tn¢ ‘EAAGdOC &AooV amoktelvavtag é£0QL0TOV €k TNG
noAewg momoat etc. The turn bears, I think, a double meaning: to exterminate
and remove from the city the pestilence of Greece meaning both to annihilate
him and to actually throw his body outside the boundaries of the country, as
was the custom with those polluted. Cf. e.g. the stories about the KvAwvelov

ayoc. And also the pappaxog ritual.

Let us recapitulate. The same message is conveyed to us wherever we
look in our sources - and it is a good exemplification of the type of inquiry
which should and can be undertaken in each disputed case, in proof of the
essential coherence and unity of the evidence before us provided that we know
how to sift it so as to make it disclose its true colour and substance. Certain
aspects of the entire meaning-complex are more prominent in some passages,
other in others, but they all work together, if properly fitted, and complement
each other; what is left outside from among the scholia and the rest of the
grammatical labours of the ancient philologists is minimal, and stems from their
own personal incapacity to equal their task, not from any essential defect in the
traditions that they are handling.

In our present problem then, the meaning-field is this: wrong human

action = violation of the cosmic order = transgression of the divine Law = an
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act of lése-majesté = pollution against the Gods. There are three interwined
levels of operation and causality in this cosmic drama of default and
restitution. First and proximately there are the pollution bearers i.e. the men
implicated (whether by commission, omission or passion) in the whirlpool of
abomination generated by the initial violation. Then there are the pollution-
inflicters, i.e. the daemons presiding over the vicious circle of impurity
instigated by a first human fault and propagated by the daemons concerned
till it collapses under the weight of its own enormity. Finally, in the supreme
realm of reality, there is godhead, the gods sustaining the particular cosmic
order in question, the divinity whose one aspect radiates the light of the
harmony upheld by the cosmic order, while the other mysterically reveals the
darkest horrors of the cosmic disorder let loose by the act of disobedience, of
infringement, the act which occasions the terrible dis-closure. In effect, the
dark side of divinity keeps the cosmic harmony in existence. Mythologically
speaking, radiant Phanes comes from the womb of awesome Night.

In a word, and to come back to an idea expressed at the very beginning
of this part of the inquiry, the form &Aut- is the opposite of Ait-; just as the latter
connotes the proper attitude towards the gods, so the former signalises an act of
fundamental unruliness. And just as, specifically, the latter relates to imploring
and appeasement of the Gods, so the former refers to causing them to be
wrathful and revengeful. This connection, in opposition, of the two forms was
perceived and noticed, albeit unclearly, by the ancient philologists, to judge
even from the meagre remnants. Thus in the Etym. Magnum s.v. dA&otwo we
read of Apollodorus' derivation of the word from aAutetv, which though faulty
(unless the sentence is transposed from the lemma on d&Aitpdg, say, or
something similar), is significant for our puprose: kata d¢ ATOAAOdWQEOV ATTO
oL AALtely, 6 0Ty AAlTaveLTws adwketv  (i.e. committing injustice beyond
the pale and efficacy of any suppliant prayers and entreaty as to its atonement).

Or as the Etymologus continues: prmote 8¢ €otv 0 dx péyeBog TV



58

TMETQAYHUEVWV avT@ Atng M1 kKata&lovpevos, dAaotwo, that is, (or rather
aAltnEog, as I said) being one, who because of the enormity of his crimes has
rendered himself unworthy of a Attr). Similarly s.v. &Anjtngc... dAltng d¢ dux Tov
L YOXPOLEVOV eDQOV €Y OTUALVOV TOV XUXQTWAOV, ATIO TOL W1 £xev Ay,
0 ¢otwv Oénowv. Finally we meet the idea also in the Etym. Gudianum s.v. Aitw:
TO APAQTAV®: ...ATO YOO TOU «ALTi» yivetal «dALtw», TO ALTNS Kal keoiag
otepeloOat Finally we meet the idea also in the Etym. Gudianum s.v. &Aettng
Lylvetat 98¢ maga O AALITQ, TO AMAQTAVW. €€ 00 dAeitng (or A&Altng) o
AUAQTWAOG, TAXQX TO TAS ALTAG LIT) TNOELV.

In fact in the lexicographers we find the entire field of meaning for our
word and its relatives - just as it should be expected. Reading through the
various relevant lemmata of Suda and the Etymologus, for instance, we see
clearly expressed the main focuses: aduaptia, duaptave etc. passim (to sin, err
morally and religiously, do wrong) - ptaopa and those implicated in such an
one; e.g. v. Etym. M. s.v. dArtaivw ...xat dArtoatvw, amo Tov dALTEoV, TO
tapov kat movneov (cf. Sch. Sophocles, Oedipus Col. 372: &AttnQOL: pHQAg, sc.
dEEeVOG); s.V. AALTHELOG ...vTeDOEV EKAAODVTO Ol HIAOUATL CLVEXOUEVOL
Suda s.v. AALTELOG" AVOOL0G, O €VEXOUEVOS UACHUATL Kol €ENUAQTNKWS LG
Oeovg; s.v. AALTNEOV... pxpac. The plaopa in question is particularly murder.
As Hesychius has s.v. dAttrjoloc... Oavatov aitiog kat évoxog.

As to the daemons of violation, their topmost grade must have been
Anuntnp Alitnpia and Zevg AAtnprog, the epitheton being testified by Etym.
M. s.v. aArtmjplog and Gudianum s.v. dAntnoia (to be corrected to aAttnola - the
entry there is corrupt and must be corrected from the straightforward account
in the Etym. Magnum). The explanation of the epitheton following in these
lexica can be dispensed with, and seems the result of some unsubstantially
clever Alexandrian scholar: it enjoins the notion that these gods presided over
the dAovvtec and the addovueva (threshing) protecting them during a state of

famine from the aAitr)oliot who wanted to steal the flour! Plutarch mentions it
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neutrally (Aéyetat) in his De Curiositate 523A, but correctly condemns it in Aetia
Graeca 297A. (Notice however that though the derivation is unlikely, the pattern
is the same: the protecting Gods bear the same epitheton with the perpetrators
of the injustice against which the Gods guard and which they punish).
Plutarch's explanation of dAwtrplog in loc.cit. is unlikely as well as less to the
point and weaker than our own: dAttrjolog d° 6v dAevacOat kat pvAaEacdat
dux poxOnotav kaAwg eixe.

In fine let it be added that the study of compounds like vnAutrc (cf.
Odyssey m, 317 and T, 498 with the Scholia and Eustathius; also Hesychius, Suda
and Etym. M. s.v. vhAttéeg or vnArteic), mapaAitéw (Apollonius Argonautica ii,
246 with the scholion and iii, 890), or peydAortog (Theocritus ii, 72) do confirm

the validity of our analysis.

NOTES

1. I do not know why Jacobi, Fr. Gr. H, vol. I, p. 103, Fr. 175, writes
AAdotwe. The point of the whole passage is the existence of the nominative
dAdoTOopOC: AR O TO AAXOTW ENUA, AAKOTWE O ZeVg, T TV XAAETIOV TL
MEAOOOVTWV (sc. £€Ppopog or TipuwEog or something of the sort, is to be
supplied). ITagnktun (mapnktat Dindord) 8¢ 1) ev0¢eiax mapa v AA&oTOQOG
veviknv. AtoxVvAog TEiovt (Fr. 90 Di = 92a Radt) «mpevpevi)c aAdotopog» (that
the reference is instead to Eumenides, 236 where we now read déxouv 0O¢

TMEEVUEVWS AdAdoTtopa, but where it initially was moevuevwg dAdotopov is
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Nauck' s dream). In fact Aeschylus employed the form at least a second time,
since in Anecdota Bekkeri p. 382, 30 we read: aA&otopov avti tov dAdotoQa,
ano g evlelag 0 AA&otoEog. AloxVAoc: «péyav dAdortogov» (Cf. also
Photius, Lexicon, a 900 Theodoridis; I, 74, 17 Bachman). The form is also found
according to all known significant mss, and also Eustathius, Scholia in
Homerum, p. 757.38 (though Musgrate would have it written &Adotopotv and
others would propose various unwanted «corrections»), in Sophocles, Antigone,
974, aAaotogoloy OpUATOV KUKAOLS (referring to the sons of Phineus blinded
by his cruel wife) where the scholiast interprets aAaotogoiot: Toig dAaota
nemovOooy, 1 Tolg dvoTLXEOLV KUKAOIS Twv OpuAtwyv. Correctly, but of
course dvotvxéowv does not give by itself the full power of the word. Nor is
there an alternative meaning that Welcker and Donaldson propose: «crying for
vengeance». We have seen how (and we should always strive) to combine such
«differences» and «contrasts». The eyes suffered (especially in the
circumstances) an heineous, unbearable atrocity which arouses wrath and
indignation at its enormity and cries for vengeance. This nexus is the meaning,
not any part of it in isolation. - As to the grammatical form, to have the
nominative shaped according to the genitive (as above observed by the author
in Kramer's Anecdota Graeca Oxon.) was relatively rather common; we read in
Etym. M. s.v. ToiPakoc. 1 Tolf1), mapgwvupov. éott yao toifas, tolpakoc katl
petatiOetal 1) yevikn eig evOelav, kat yivetatr 0 tolpakog, womep 6 GUAAE,
o0 PUAaKOG, Kat 6 GUAakog év ToAAOIG Yo HeTatiOetal 1) Yevikn) &ig
evOelav, wg Kal mapa T@ LoPokAel, KLUVOG Aakalvng @S TIG eVELVOS PAatg,
AVTL TOL €VOOPENTOG ToEeix. kal tépaf, tépaxog, kat O itépakos. The
Sophoclean passage is from Ajax, 8, and the Etymologus takes eVowvog with
Bdolc as nominative in place of €0pwv; the scholiast ad loc. however takes
evpwvog with kvvog interpreting: émayetat d¢ 1) BadOc oL Alavtog diknyv
KLVOG evoodEnTov, etc. But, as is observed by, among others, Lobeck ad loc.,

the former interpretation preserves better the tragic idiom; and Libanius spoke
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of: evpivw Pdoel 0 AavOdvov avixvevovteg, clearly having in mind the
present passage. Pherecydes (perhaps the Athenian logographer rather than the
theologian from Syros) also used the peculiar form: 6 Zebg d¢ Tkéolog katl
AAdotogog kaAeital (Cramer, Anecd.Oxon. loc.cit. = Fr. 114a Miiller I, 99 = fr.
175 Jacoby Fr.Gr.H.; Jacobi considers the ascription to the Athenian Pherecydes
doubtful or spurious on no evidence. But maybe Pherecydes of Syros is
involved: he had a penchant for the employment of significantly strange names;
although the utilization of dAc&otogog in place of aAdotwe has rather more to
do with dialectal idiosyncracies and stylistic effect than with meaningful
symbolism.) - Cf. also, for the same grammatical phaenomenon, Eustathius, ad
Ilias IX, 378, where in the midst of his discussion of the difficult phrase tiw d¢
uw €v kapog (or éykapog) aiom, he observes: AAAoL d¢ yoadovowv pév kal
avTOL MEOTIAROELTOVWE EYKAQOG, Kal KAlvovowv £ykaQ, €ykaog, Ty de AéEwy
Emtt EykePpAAov voovarv, v paotv OO AOnvalwv un éo0tévar (but this view
is refuted by Eustathius further down), tva Aéyn 1t amotoorklopat Tov
PacAéa g tveg OV Eykaoa, Ov O AvkoPowv éykapov Aéyel, wg el Tig eimot
KAl TOV HAQTLOA HAQTLEOV Kol TOV AA&OTOQ AAAOTTOQOV, OV XQOTNOLIS TTAXQX
LoPoKAEL &V TQ: AAACTOQOLOLV OUHATWV KUKAOWG (our very passage). —
dvAarovg and pLAakag occurs in the mss on Ilias XXIV 566; pdotvpot occurs
Ibid. 1II, 280 and II, 302 where Zenodotus reads pagrtupes. The famous
alternation didktwE and didktogocmay also be adduced. The point is that some
words of the third declension were also considered as of the second (and this
seems to be in fact the more ancient form) with the nominative of the latter
being identical to the genitive of the former form. (In Sophocles, Oedipus Rex,
1341 Wecklein proposed to read tov péy’ aAdotogov in place of tov péy’

0Aé0p1ov of Erfurdt for the mss. tov 0A€0010v péya(v)).

2. Eustathius 717.28 oUtw Aamo 1oV dAeitw éveoTwTog AAOLTOS TIXQX

Aviogpovt (the passages will be quoted in a moment), Tov gnuatikov &
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HETATEOOVTOS €l 0, Kaba kal &v tw Aelmw Aowmog kat tolg Opololc.
Choeroboscus in his Orthography confirms really this line of derivation,
although if not properly interpreted he might appear to reverse it. Thus in
Etym. M. s.v. dAeltng we read: kat AéyeL 6 Xowpofookog eic tv dpfoyoadiav
avToL Tt AvedPpdvn TO 0 &V TQ A&Aoltng (OTeQ onuatvel kal avTO TOV
APAQTWAOGV), Kat dux tovTo dux g &L dipOdYYyoL yoddetal (sc. TO dAeltng.
That is, it is not &Altng). Tax yap éxovia 10 o avadavopevov, €XovoLv to &
gykelpevov: olov omelpw, omoeq, dAeldw, alowdpr. Obtwg ovv kal dAeltng,
aAoitne. (What follows — tovto d¢ maga 10 &A@, 10 mMAavw 1) 0A00pevw [cf.
the modern Greek é£&-oAoOpevw] belongs I think to the following entry
aAnc). Choroboscus is here arguing for an initial, untestified root d&Aeit-
(where the € éykeltay, is ingrained, inherent), from the existence of the form
aAolt- (in which form the o is dvagaivouevov, is appearing subsequently in the
development, not existing in the root from the beginning, so to speak). The
same account is to be found in the Etym. Gudianum as well, s.v. dAeitnc: to et
dipOoyog dux Ti; Tt dux TOL -1TNG TAQWVLHA dx TOU L YOADETAL TAT)V TOV
aAeltng kal ta 6powx (better v opoiwv). Tovto d¢ (sc. happens), émewdn) (pro
ETEOAV) AVTITAQAKELTAL AVTO TO 0, &Aoitng (onuaiver d¢ kal avTO TOV
apaotwAdv). And then the Choeroboscian rule: ka@6Aov d¢, tax €xovta T0 0O
AVTITIAQAKELEVOV, EXOVOLV TO € EYKe(eEVOV €V Tolg orjHaoty. An alternative
explanation is then offered, taking the ot as an Aeolism: 7] Tt kata dkAekTOV
aloAnv (sc. Aéyetat). Ol yap AloAgic v &L dipOoyyov eig oL Teémovot To
Y& OVELQOV, OVOLQOV Aéyoual, Kal to emelyw, eémolyw. —

Coming back to Eustathius 1885.66: 0 " aAeltng €k TOL AAeitw, TOL
apaQTAvw, yivetar éxetbev de kat 6 aAoltog 6 maga T AvkOpEovL, OUOLOG
wv 1@ aAeltn. Indeed Eustathius believes that the formation of &Aottog is
better supported by analogies than that of dAeitngc: 1529, 50, éx d¢ TOL AAeitw
EVEOTWTOC, AAElTNG, O AHAQTWAOS 00 AvaAoywTtegov maga AVKOPQOVL, O

aAowtéc. The Etym. M. gives an alternative derivation. The relevant passage
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runs thus: dAottog, 6 apatwAoc. Ilapa 10 dALIT®, dATdC: kKal émevOéoel o
o, aAowtde. (This line of production is less plausible than Eustathius one from
aAeltw, but it comes to the same effect). 'H 6 avdpodovog, mapa 10 dAowav, to
tomtety: €vOev kat matpadolag 0 tov matépa tomtwv. This connection is
implausible; the dAowaxv comes from &Aowv and has the o inherent. We are
considering a root @¢At7- which develops an o, not a root dAdo-. On the other
hand, as to meaning, an dAottdéc may well be &vdpoddvoc.

We saw that Eustathius mentions the form as being found in Lycophron,
but there must have been other authors as well employing it, to judge from the
forms &Aortal and aAowtrjecoav explained in Hesychius. In fact Hermann
proposed to read k&€& dAottnov in the troublesome Sophoclean passage above
discussed, Oed. Col., 372; but this is unnecessary (as the simple solution is very
obvious), and also unjustified. However we need not speculate since the use of
the form by Empedocles is testified by Plutarch, Adv. Colotem. 1113B (Frg. 10
Diels). And to this occurence probably refers the unfortunately mutilated entry
in Suda s.v. &Aoitng (though this is usually associated erroneously with
Callimachus - on what possibly grounds?). Besides that use, the unidentified
fragment apud Et.M. s.v. dpoopeVw may contain the form in question: Xvv v’
NUv 6 meAaQyog dpoppeveokev dAottng. For lack of context we cannot be
sure, but I think dAnTnc¢ is the correct reading. Unless there was a special sense

in which the meAapydg was considered as transgressor.



