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The natural order of presentation might seem to be re-
versed in a title which focuses on Nomos aﬁd.Physis'as-two
~related aspects of one And the same theme. Is not Physis
(Nature) an indispenseble ground for Nomos (Convention) and
tﬁerefére a key to its understandiﬁg? The feason for reversing

- the seemingly natural order can be found in the suggeSpion,

arising from %uripides‘ play Hippolytos, that,.in the case
of man, Nomos'is as indispénsable aﬂ end fér PhysisAas Physis
is an indispensable ground for Nomos, that Physis provides
thé potentialities, Nomos the actﬁalify of man, and that
therefore.Nomos comes to be the key to a final undérétanding
of man's Phyéis. |
II

Immediately following Aphroditefs prologue (1-57), the
play‘presénts Hippolytos, offering a wreath of flowérs'to-
Artemis (58-87). In the dedication of the wreath, preceeded
by an enfhusiastic.hymn to the goddess's beauty and exalted-

ness (58-72), Hippolytos reflects on the’possession of
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"owppoodvn" and its connection to his companionship'With
Artenis.
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The dedication unfolds in two parts. Eéch part‘begins with an
appeal to the §oddéss and ends with a reflection, the first

one on the possession of "aqmpouﬁvn";'thé second one on Hippoly-
tos' companionship'with Artemis. Both parts, though they corre-
spond to each other ip structure, differ from eéch other in
tone: the second one applies to Hippolytos personally what |

the first one elaborates in géneral.

In the first part of the dedication, Hippolytos claims
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tﬁat oﬁly nature and divine allotment cén truly account for
the possession of "owgpoodvn". This claim is exp;eséed in
‘three, increasingly abstract statemehts: firsE a describtion;
then a poetic image and finally a philosophical discussion.
The description of the inviolate meadow, where the flowers
fbr'Hippolytos' wreath were gathered,.distinguishes not only
‘between flock and iron on the one hand, and the roaming bee1
on the other hand, but also implies a’'distinction between the
flock, something in nature, and the iron, something from néture,
develbped by art into something against nature, the sickle.
~ This increase in supposed violation of the meadow, inherent
in the sequence of examples thch are set off from the ex-
ample of the bee, has two opposite effects: its~iﬁmediate:
effect, supported by a grammatical "&ir'" (76), is séparation;
Furthermore, the repetition of the watchﬁbrd "diﬁpatov"‘(73;:76)-
ties the examﬁle of the beé éhetorically to Hippolytos' offer-
ing of the wreath, and sets fhém both off from the examples
of flock and iron. Yet thé‘interpbsition of those examples,
implying viblatioh, between the examplés, implying nd vio-
lation but rather fulfillment, suggests at the same time a
separation between Hippolytos' offé; and the example of the -
bee. This more subtle effect is to be weighed carefully, since
the description of the roaming bee carries over into the
poetic image of "aibdg". The extehSion of the one into the

other is grammatically effected by the implicit continuation
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of the direct object "Aeupdv &uﬂpatbv" (76) In keeplng with
the ambiguous character of the link between Hippolytos' offer
and the example of the bee before, the grammatical conjunction
"ée" (78) between the example of the bee and the image of
‘"qtbﬁs" can at the same time be understood to connect and to
‘separate. Furthermore, the image of "aiﬁég", gardening fhe
inviolate meadow, contains in itself a strange alloy of wild
and tamed nature, of nature and cuitufe, and therefore seems
to question Hippolytos' claim that only nature and divine al-
lotment can truly account for the possession of "omvpocﬂvn",
" the theme of the final discussion ef the dedication's first
part. Mentioning the gathering of flowers in the end of this
philosophical discussion howeﬁer_suggests, that%there.is ene
continuous interpretation of Hippolytos' offer; which ie con-
secutively expressed in descriptive, poetfe,'and philosophicai
ianguage. The key term in Hippolytos' phi;osophical eonclusien
is "10 cwgpoveiv" (80). Like the center of two concentric
circles, it is surrounded by two paiis of correlatedfterms:_
"Ev T wdceu“ and "elAnxev" in the inner circle, "§LEaxnTOV
undev" and "tols xaxoic. 6° od" in the outer circle. The
opposition between the acceptqnce of the ‘bee and the rejection
of flock and iron from the 1nit1al description repeats itself
in this final stage of the argument as the rejection of neo
cwppovelv" as "SiL6antdv", correlated with "tolg xaxotoL"
against the acceptance of "ed cwppovelv" as "év tf e¢doeL",

correlated with "elAnxev". The opposition is emphasized rhe-
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torically through closeness to the center aﬁd affirmative
statement for what is accepted, remoteness from the center
and négative statement £Or.what is rejected. Gramﬁatically,
an "&x1'" (79), like an echo of the onelabove, which isolated
the example of the bee from those before, isolates thé inner
circle from the outer one. The connection between the poetic
image of "a{6ws" and the philosophical discussion about "t¢
cwppovelv" is controversial. The ﬁwo bossible constfuctions

are: one --"'uib&s' gardens with river dew for those to whom

it is not taught, but in their nature allqtted to be 'odopuv'
with respect to all things all the time, for those to pluck,
but for the base it is not right;" the other --"'aléug'

gardens with river dew; for those to whom it is not taﬁghf

but in their nature allotted to be 'oé¢bmv' with respect to

all things all the time, for .those to pluck, but for thé baée
;E;ié_not £igEE." In both readings, the sentence structure is
highly complex: In.the first feading, where "aié&gﬁ is sup- |

posed to "garden for those, to whom it is not taught but in

fheir naturé allotted to be 'odgpuwv' &ith respect to all

things all the time, for those to pluck’ the repetition of

the indirect object, once in relative, once in demonstraﬁive
.form, seems to overstress fhe connection between "alsws" and
"rd owgpoveiv." At the same time however, the length of the
relative clause separates the repéated terms more than appears
natural. in the second reading, where "1a{6ds' gardens with

river dew; for those, to whom it is not taught but in their
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nature allotted to be 'od¢bwv' with respect to all things

all the time, for those to pluck, but for the base it is not

right", the lack of any grammatical relation between the

first sentenée:and the following relative complex poses the

problent as to the connedtion between "aib&s" aqd "13’om¢povetv".

In addition to that,'the necessity_to.supply “aﬁuus".for:

"rodtoLg épﬁueaauu"'from "oV aépu;"-predicatedfor "xaxotou",

makes the whole relativé clause with its discussion of ﬁtB

ouvpov;tv" rather suspect.2 |
The problematic chéracter of the. dedication's first part

. will become clearer through an analysis of the second part

and the correlation of the two in their respective three _

levels. The introduction of the second apﬁéa;_to éhe_goddess

by "&AA’'" echoes those passages from the dedication's first

part that_sta;ed the basis for acceptance'and thus prepares

the ground for the more personal character of the secondr

part. The goddess, now addreséed as friend, is bidden to

accept a gift that previouély was'only offered. The'justiﬁication

"x;LpBS eﬁoeboﬁg*&to " recalls the poetic iﬁage of “aiéds",

imagined as gardening the sacred meadow. The account of Hippoiy-

tos' companionship, closely linked through "y&p“ to the mention-

ing of his piety, seems to éorrespond to the discussion of

"eo cwppoveiv" in the dedication's first part. In keeping

with the positiye and more personai-character of the second

part, the emphasis, indicated by the order of discussion, is

now rather on the supernatural gift than on the natural en-
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dowment. The correlation of "Ev iﬁ pdoev" and "etlnxev"‘from
above, which centered around'"té cugpoveiv", seems to re-
appeat‘in the correlation of "yépas" and "réiog 6E-déu¢uuu"ﬁaxep
ﬁpsdnny Blouv", which center around the description of ﬁippoly-
tos' and the goddess's companionship. There is nothing in
the second part that corresponds explicitly to the negative
references in the first part, though the "tots naxolagr 6" ol ".
seems to be implicit in'Hippolytoe' e#clusive chosenness, the
"ELEaNTOV unbév" in his wish for concord between the be-
~ginning and the end of his life (a netion, that is supported
rhetorically,byvthe position of "rérog" at the beginning of
the statement and contrasted grammatzcally w1th "ge" from the
implications mentxoned). The central account of Hippolytos'
devotion to Artemis is puzzling in so far:as it describes a
companlonshxp which is characterized by the exchange of "AJyom"
the- mortal hearing the voice but not seeing the eye of the
immortal partner. This detail becomes s;gnificant, if one’
recalls that the rational aspect of "to cmgpovetv" had been
questioned, if not denied,in the firsf part's hegation of
"éueaxrév" and its correlation with "IGNOTGL;" Apar£ from the
fact that "owgpoodvn" is to be explained etymolpgically3 as
"thinking sane thoughts" or "saving one's good sense" and
therefore impliesAa rational aspect, the question arises
whether the exchange of-"xdypu“ can'base itself merely on

4

divine gift, allotted to one in his nature~, or whether the
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'qﬁalifiéation "uxde u;v_aﬁéﬁs, 5ﬁua 8’00y dp@v 1o odv" does
not suggest that Hippolytos lacks insight5 into the nature

-of his companionship as well as of the virtues c;nnected with
it. Judging from the correlation betweén the two parts of the
dedication, BiépolYtos uhderstands ”ra'omqpou;tv", meaning
chastityﬁ, to be aided by "aisds", meaning shéﬁe, and both

to be equated with "ebaésenu", meahing pious devotion to Arte-
"mis. The lack of insight, supposedly indicated by Hippoiytps'
not seeing the eye of the goddess, wWould pertain to three:. ‘
related aspects of his understanding: First, the meaning of
the virtues "ulbds,lré omvpovetv,‘ebuQBEta"; second, their
originﬁ and third, their intérrelation. The fact that Hippoly-
tos undetstands the meaning of thesé virtﬁes exclﬁsively in |

terms of his companionship with Artemis7

; determines at the -
same time thelr origin and interrelation. Yet the ambiguity
of.grammatical and rhetorical links in the dedication's first,
moré_general, part seemed to question the interrelation between ;
the virtues and therefore also their meaning and:their‘origin.
The unambiguous chafacter of the corresponding grammatical
links in the dedication's second, more personal, part only
reinforces the impression that Hippolytos hés lost sight of -
the complexity inherént in both the meaning and the origin
of vré gwgpovelv",

| IIX

The issue in question might be articulated most clearly

by considering some philosophic texts, which are concerned



with the relationship between "aibwc" and "dm¢poadvn", the
terms most problematically related in this crucial passpge'

of Euripides' Hippolytos. One might object to the attempt to

clarify a dramatic statement through the analysis of a philo-
sophic text. The objection however can be met by the fact,
that Euripides himself employs philosophical language in such
a way that it becomes ah integral part.of the drama.

In Plato's Charmides,. a dialpgue'about "owepoodvn", we
afe~presented with a number of definitions that are diécaided,
one after the other, as insufficient;'Though all insufficient
in themselves, their order of presentation from a less rational
to a more rational understanding suggests the possibility that
all of them play a bart in a aefinition which, éhough neéér :
reached, might comprehend "ocwgpoodvn" as a whole.® Sighifi-
cantly for our purpose, Charmides, in hisfsecond attempt,
defines "ouwppoodvn" ‘as "8xep albug" (160e); The refutation,.
which is based on a very inapprop;iate quote from Homer, ends
with the assertion that "al6ds" is neither good norAbad (161a-Db)
and therefore fails to define "qm¢poad§n", admittedly some- |
thingvgood. The guestionable character of ﬁhe:refutation re-
veals itéelf in two aspects, which<aré borne out by the drama
of the dialogue: When Socrates, aftef comparing Charmides tb
a beautiful statue (154c), first asked him whether,hé pos-
sessed "ouwgppoadvn" (158b), Charmides>blushed and looked even
more beautiful than before, Sincé his shame became his youth

(158¢) . Tracing out this apparent connection between "o lsmg"
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ard “"cuwgpoodvn", Charmides pronounces»his secqnd definitign
after courageously looking into himself (160e), an act that
later will supply the basis for one of the highest definitions
of "ocuwgpoodvn” (l67a). A clpsei examination of Socrates'
‘original question (158b-c) will proﬁide us with an answer,
as to why Charmides' second definition was nevertheless refuted.
Socrates considered first, whether Charmides was by nature
sufficiently endowed for “omquadvﬁ" (158b), then, whether
he was already sufficiently "adopva (158b), and finaliy géked
him, whether he would say that he parﬁicipated-sufficiehtly |
in "ocwgpoodvn" (158c). The stress on a natural presupposition
that, on the one hand, is necessary, on the other hand insuf-
ficient in itself, explains the statement that #aiéhg" is
neither good nor bad (161b). The comparison of Charmides to
a beautiful statue might point to the facé,that he possesses
namépougvn" only in the static form of its natural piesuépd-

sitiong.

The last chapter of book IV of Aristotle's Nicomachean
Ethics deals with the same problem in 5 more eiabor&te form.
"AlSdg" is no£ considered a virtue, because it has to do:with
the body (1128b 14-15) and therefore is rather a "zddos" than
a "&gug" (1128b 10-11). Concerned with the same issue, Arié—

totle's Eudemian Ethics (1234a 24-35) provides the criterion

for the distinction between "»d8n" and "&€feivs": the former
are "&vev xpoarpéoews" (l234a 25-26). This however does not

mean that there is no connection between the two: the "xdén",
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being "guouxd”, can be e —— 1eadip§'into, "¢pacug}
&péta(", which arevdistinguished from "&petuﬁ“_prope: thféugh
‘fhe latter's being "uetd gpovAoews™ (1234a 28-30) . The example
of "ulbﬂ;", leading into "owgpoodvn", ié coﬁmented 6n in pa--
renthesis, that for that reason people define "omwpooﬂvﬁ" in
this genus, namely "aisds" (1234a 32-33). The difference

between "guoixar apetar® and "épetalL" proper is made even

more explicit in bqok VI of Aristotle'é Nichomachean Ethics
by calling the latter "&petal x$prat® (1144b 3-4)10. Now
applied to virtue in genera1, the passage in book VI not only
"tries to clarify the similarity ("i&ot‘yap 6oxel Exagta THV
ASBV 6m§px;uv edoe xwg", 1144b 4-5) and dissimilarity (nal
y;p XaLol xal Anplorg aa puoLral Orndpxovot EEet§,>éAl' dveu
vol BAaBepal galvovral oﬁbuu", 1144b 8-9; .cf. H.A. 588a 17-
589a 9) between the two fbrms‘of virtue, but also understands
their distinction to be based on a highlyrratipnal principle.

While the two passagés from the Eudemian Ethics Spoke suc-

cessively of "xpoafpeorc" (E.E., 1234a 25-26) and "vpdvnauﬁﬁ

(E.E., 1234a'28-30), the passage from the Nicomachean Ethics

speaks of "voUg" (N.E., 1144b 8-9). Significantly for our
purpose, the example illustrating éhéklaCk of "voﬁs"'shows a
man of strong body (the natural presupposition), who lacks |
SightA(the rational componeﬁt) and.is.therefore'likely to

fall heavily (1144b 10-12; cf. 1114b 1-25). As the passage

from the Eudemian Ethics warned of confounding virtue with

its natural presupposition (e.g. defining "owwbbddvn" as
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"at§dc"), so the passage from the Nicomachean Ethics warns of

confounding it with its rational component (1144b 17-36) and

suggesfs that it be understood as "olx §vev ¢§ovﬁcews" (1144b
20-21). |

The fullest treatment of the question is to be found at

the beginning of book II of Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics:

"o8t’ dpa 9doer olre nap& ploLv éyyfyvcvtut atl &perc{, &ara
xepuxdo pev nuitv 6€Eaodar adrds, Tererovpévorg 6 614 T0D
€dovug" (1103a 24-26).‘Whet in the passages quoted above was
~distinguished as’"&peru\ wuouuui" and'“&pewc\ nﬁpua;”, is here
articulated in terms of "s8vapLg" and "evépyera”™ (1103a 26-28).
‘The difference between the two stages has to be brldged by
"EBog" and "6uﬁaouaXua" (1103a 14-18), their proportlon de-
pending on whether the virtue is "ne;xn" or "Siwavontixd",
though the aspéct.of teaching- and learniné, which is illustrated
'by'examplés from "téxvn" (1103a731-34; llb3b 8-13), eeems to
become more and more relevant even for .the moral virtues

(1103a i 1103b 2 1103b 13-22), for lnstance "owppoodvn"
(1103b 1-2, cf llOSa 17- 1105b 18). If matters were different,
Aristotle points out, there would be no need for teachlng,

but we all woﬁld be either good or bad (1103b 12-14);

In such a case, as Plato's Protagoras remarks (323a-3244),

one would never pfaise nor blame a man for the presence or
absence of a virtue, since only nature or fortune would be
responsible for it. Significantly for our purpose, the passage

directly preceding this one, Protagoras' Prometheus myth
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"teils about how Zeus sent Hermes with the gift of "alsus" and
"sfun® (322c) to all men in order to prevent the threat §f
their mutual destruction. What the myth, appropriately for a
‘divine gift, called “uté&s" and "&§{xn", the following dis-
cugsion about political virtue calls.amwpoudvn" and "§uvnarodvn"
(323a ff.), representing the addition of a_rational component
in an ending indicative for abstract nou_ns.11

The one featufe which is common t6 all the texts, quoted
in this excursus, is the rejection of exclusivity in the
account of virtue, be it by teaching, by trainiﬁg,.by néture,
‘or in any other way (Plato, Meno, 70a). The las# possibility
most meaningfully would combine all three ways .12
| The one passage that not‘only brings mhiSLWﬁoleidiscusbion
into focus, but also'bpens up new persﬁectiveé to be followed

up in the analfsis of Euripides' Hippolytoé, is the fundamental

definition of man in the opening pages of Aristotle's Politics
(1253a 1-39): "gavepbv, 81v ... & &vdpuxos ¢doect tokut;uéy
tpov" (1l253a 2-3). The "¢¥ce", which is replaced( in the e~
laboration oﬂ the definition, by "6ia ;douv" And in that form
set off from "6.¢ 1§xnv" (1253a 3-4), stétes ﬁan's being po-
litical as inherent.necessiﬁy and differentiates thus the
species ?mah" from others within the same genus "animal".
Beipg po;itical, on‘the other hand, does.not seém to be an
exclusive differentia, since it applieé to other animals as
well. (Significantly for our purpose, the examples chosen are

the bee and herding animals, thus linking tpgethe: the two
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sﬁiongly contrasted in Hippolytos' dedicatioh to Artemis.
Hipp&lytos' acceptance of the bee against the rejection of
the floqk might be seen in the light of Socrates' myth in the
Phaedo (82b), where those ﬁho possess "owgpoodyn" without
pnilésophy - thinking will, in a later life, take on the
fotm of other pbliticallanimals like the bee). The difference,
which gives the differentia "¢Scev xoiuvTixdév", added to the
genus "gjov", differentiating power, ié a difference‘of degree_
("6t 5¢ xoltruy3v 0 dvdpuxog LHov xdons meadrens wal xavtds
dyeralovu c&ou udiiov, Bﬁxov", 1253a 7-9; cf. ELELVSBBa 17-
'58%a 9), based on man's exclusive possession of "Aéyoc" ("Aﬁydv-
5¢ udévav &vépwwog éxgu THV ;ﬁmv", 1253a 9-10, cf. 1332b 3-8
‘ "r& ué§ o%& dila T&v'cﬁhv ﬁdx;ara uév ™™ pdger ¢, utnp& 6;
Evtu xuirtot; EG;Otv,.&vepm:og SE uai.léwa.u6vos>yap €xer
Adyov’ dote set talta oUPQUVETV &Alﬁkonﬁ. ipr& y&p xapd ToVg
E&Louohg,nai T ¢30uv xpdTToudL SLa TOV Adyov, L4V XeLOdDOLY
ErAwg £xeuv Béitivov.”). This natural possessioh of "Ad?os"
(1253a 9)-al;ows for universalization with respect to the
sensation and expression of pleasure aﬂd pain, shared in by
all animals (1253a 10-14). While the sensation and expression
of what is pleasant and painful is aiWayé dccasioned‘by and
bound to soﬁe particular occurrence, which involves one indi-
vidual and takes place in oné present time, the-possession
of "Aéyos" allows for universalizatioﬁ of.both through the

notion of what is conVenient'and harmful (1253a 14-15) This
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ndtioﬁ, that is based on abstracting from a‘particular present
as well as from a particular individual, leads over ihtq the
notion of just and unjust, good and bad (1253a 15-18). The
- connection between the two prominent forms of the differentia
"pdoer uohursi;v" and‘“xdfov éxov" has to be gathered from
the contréstipg examples of the beast that is unable to, and
the god who does not need to share in thefnotions of just and
unjust, good and bad (1253a 27-29)13. The reference to man's
being the best of animals, if and when perfécted, the worst,
if and when'diséssociated from "véuoc™ and "&Cun" (1253a 31-33),
. suggests, in contrast to eiﬁher beast or god, the capabilityt |
for perfection on the basis of having "Aéyos". The difference
in wordiﬁg between "being political” and’ﬁhaving Aéyog® might
‘ point to the likely facf that having "Aéyosg" potentially makes
for being political actually,.but that being political actu-
ally makes for having "Adyoc" actually..Thé difference bétween
being and having would become apparent in the possible lack
of having "Adyos" actually, in thé possible failure of man to
hse his natufal.weapons for the intended purpose: "gpdévnaig"
and "&petn" (1253a 34-35), a failure that wonld aatse Bi% e
remain "&vooidtatog u,a\t &fpuﬁtatos &vev dpethg" (1253a 35-36).

Iv

The thematic passage (73-87) from Euripideé' Hippolytos,
if it is seen in the light of this and the above discussions;
seems to be concerned with one fundamental problem: the con-

nection between Physis and Nomos. Hippolytos' réjection‘of
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"1o0 ogwgpovelv" as "s.6axTov" can be interpreted as a :ejeqtion
of the natural weapons, with which man is born and which are,
intended for the perféction of his néture, i.e. for the pet-
fection of Physis through Nomos. Hippolytos' fault then would
lie in his failure to.recognize the fact, that what is natural
for all animals is narrower in conteﬁt than what is natural
for man, the only animal which is by hgture endowed with the
possession of "Adyog". His‘failure to recognize the role of
"Adyos" in human nature leads him to neglect the fact that
in the case of man Nomos is as indispénsable én- end for Physis
‘as Physis is an indispensable ground for Nomos, that Physis:
provides the pétentialities, Nomos the actualiiy of man, and
that therefore Nomos comes to’be'ggg key to a final underséanding
of man's Physis. Hippolytos' wish for concord between the be-
~ginning and the end of his life reminds oné_of the description
of Charmides as a beautiful statue, a description which indi-~- -
cates Charmides' insufficient possession of "cwgpoodvn". The
following'analysis of the play will attempt to show that the .
play can be interpreted as a development of the thematic pas-
sage we‘héve been concerned with. Indicatiqns given so far by
Euripides as to the insufficiency of Hipﬁolytos' view of him-
self and of humén nature can be detected in content as-we11:~
a3 in form: in content - from’his being together preferably
with beasts‘andgaigdddeés; in form - from the‘grammaﬁical and
rhetorical analysis of Hippolytos' dedication to Artemis, which

revealed the implicitly contradictory character of the ex- .
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' plicitly stated notion that "td ougpovetv" is allotted to

one in his nature by divine gift. The fact that the paradiéms
for accepténée in Hippblytos'}dedication, the example of the
'bee. vigiting, and the image of "aiéds", gardening the sacred
meadow, imply a fulfillment of‘natural,potentialitieéi questions
Hippolytos' understanding 6f the origin of "rd cwgpovetv".’
Moreover, that "qiabs" and "to cwppovelv", equated with "edoéBera™,
seem to be at the same time»grammaticaily disconnected and very
closely connected, questions their relation as well as their
meaning. The'climax of ﬁippolytos' dedication in the description
‘of the exchange of "Adyo." with Artémis, Hippolytos only hear-
ing the voice but not seeing the eye of the goddess, reminds:
~one of Aristotle's example of the man with strong body, but
without sight, who is 1ike1y to falliheavily.lhphrodite's ‘
characterization of the relationship between Hippolytos and -
Arf:'emis as "uelfw Bpotelas RpogReEODHV 6uLXfu§" -(19), if it is
seen in the light of the Aristotelian simile, would sugée&t
'that Hippolytos' hearing the voice but not seeiﬁg the eye of

the goddess Qymbdlizes his failure to ippreciate the role of
“Aéyqs" in man's nature and the MXEIihood-éf his fall for that
reason. The failure to appreciate thg role of'“kdvos" in man's
nature would show itself in the failure fo appreciaté the ways
in which man's nature, perfected by cpnvention,'overcomes

nature simply (cf. Aristotle, Politics, 1253a 31-33)14.‘
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In the prologue, Aphrodite proclaims her vengefulness
towards anyone.who dares to affront her with "ﬁéyé gpovetv" (6).
Hippolytos' companionship with Artemis, yet even more his
derogatory attitude towards herself (")xéyer uaxfotnv Sarudvuy
ueéuuévduls", 13), strike her as falling beyond any human
bounds ("ﬁefcw Bporefu; XpooReEIHV 6uLX(a§“, 19). Artemis, in
lturn,'refers to the fatal revenge Aphrédite takes on Hippoly-
tos.by accusing he{ of wrath over his "ocuwgpoodvn" ("Kdxzpis...
auppovoBvrL fixdeto, 1400-1402) . When Hippolytos finally :ealQ
izes, which divine power destroyed him, he expresses his recog-
nitibn wiﬁh a verb that represents the neut;al'component of -
both: "uéya wpqvetvﬁ as well as "gwgpovetv" ("oluor, gpovd
‘bh_aufuov' A u' é&xdrecev", 1401). Between the two characteri;
zations of'Hipgpiytos,.as "uéyn ppov@v" by Aphrodite, as
"gwppovidv" by Artemis, stands, like the fulérum of a balancé,
Phaedra's prediction: “owgpoveiv upadfoertar™ (730—731). This
prediction appears to be in striking contrast to Hippolytos'
‘ own.uhderstahAipg'df‘"ts owgpoveltv®™ as “uﬁ sL6axtév", where
"§LbaxTov" was rather correlated with “nanofot" (79-81). In
accordance with this notion, Hippolytos' claim to.be "cd¢pmv"
revolves around the task to prove or disprove, in'the.seqond
half of the play, whether he is base natured or not ("etluauas
rdoux’ &vflp", 1031, 1075, 1191; cf£. 1071 "el 6) nands ye
¢a(§ouug Soxd Te ool", 1452 "5'¢{X1ae, bs yevvatog éxgalvy

ratp¢ "). Together with the thematic discussion of "1& cwppovetv"
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és'“uh 5;6&xr6v", the triad "uéya onvﬁv" - "ogwgpoveliv"
nadfoectal” - "owgpoviv" suggests the question whether the
center separates or mediates between the two opposite charac-
terizations. Before being able to answer this crucial question
one would have to explore three related aspects: first, the
. broader context of Hippqutos' rejection of teaching in thé
case of "1¢ umépovetv", second, the internal and external
causes behind this rejection, and third the meéning of Hippoly-
tos"predictéd learning to be "cé@pmé". The last consideration,
concerning itself initially with the relation between teaching
and learning (cf. Plato, Meno, 70a), will be decisive for the
final discussion of Hippolytos as tragic hero.

In the scene'(88-120), which follows Hippolytos' initial
laddress to Artemis, his old servant involves him in a conver-
éation that aims at questioning his exclusi&e devotion to one
.goddess. At first, the cautious question is, whether the "véuos"
of "ednpoonyopla" (95),Aestab1ished among men (91)Aand sup-
posedly ("elxep", 98) following the "v6ugu" of the gods, has
obliging forceleven where there is no inciination, as in the
case.of Hippolytos towards Aphrodite (106,113).'The old ser-
vant's appeal to his young 1ord'change$ siénificantly‘from

"gvat" (88) to "xai" (107)16 in order to indicate that Hippoly-

tos' attitude of mind ("tovs véous y&p'qé piuntéov gpovolvrag
odtwg", 114-115) has to be accounted for with his youthful
(118) immaturity and therefore to be forgiven (117). The final

postulate of superior wisdom on the part of the iﬁmortals (120)
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. doés not prqmisé fulfillment, since both, Aphrodite directly -
(99, 103), Hippolytos indirectly (93, 94), are characterized

by one and the same‘epithet:-"oeuvég*17. Aphrodite's enmity
against Hippolytés in ﬁer prolpgue”was not so much provoked

by his companionship with Artemis, as by his haughtiness,
which expressed itself in derogatory statements'about‘herself
(13, cf. Bac., 330-342, especially 333-334). His attitude
appears uniquely'provocative, in that he alone of the citizens
of Troezen (12) does not acknowledge Aphrodite's claim to .all
pervading fame (1-2, cf. 103, 445, 1268-128l). In accordgnce
with the emphasis on what she is called or said to be (2, 13),
her Qualification "udvog ontfﬁv" recognizes the worship of

the gods .to be a public matter, closely tiea. in with the “vdjo."
" of the "udk;g". In contradistinction to thét,'Hippolyt03w=
stresses ﬁot sQ much the ougsfanding-position he has among

the citizens as among all mortals (84). This abstraction of
himself from conventions, bound to time and plade; and under-
standing himself as mortal in relationship to iﬁmorfals, shows
a radicality fhat,goes'both beyond and against the "vduos" in
question: beyond, in so far as it tolerates n'o.com.promise18
of principles; against, because through this lack of tolerance
his attitudE'pdints to the meaninglesé superficiality‘of a
"yéuos" which is indifferent to the principles involved. Hippoly-
tos"answer to the old servant's chailenge-to conform to ‘the
"véuos" of "edxpoanyopla" with respect to Aphrodite: "npdowdev

adTv &yvas B &auécoudi" (102, cf. 113), indicates that one
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cannot, at least not uncompromisingly 1104),‘wdrship.a£ the
same time Artemis andAhéhrodite..(The close connection between'
the two_goddeSseslg, Artemis being'not only the goddess of
vi;giniiy, bﬁt.also of'childbirth, completipg, as it were,

the work of Aphrodite, does not render their incompatibility
less striking). |

The secquence of the first two scenes, Aphrodite's prologue

and Hippolytos' addréss to Artenis, présented(-as thesis and
antithesié, the princiéles o< the play. The third scene, the
conversation between Hippolytos and Ehe~old servant, points,
"as to a synthesis, to a possible though improbable untragic
solution, The fact that Hippolytos' only reply.to fﬁe old
servaht's final exhortation ("tvpatowy, 3rzct, §d;u6vmv xgﬁc&az
xpedv", 107) is in turn an exhortation to his fellow hunters
(108-112) is upderlined by repeating an ekbression.of necessity
(Vxheﬁv", 107, 110); the old servant speaks of the necessity
to use the gifts of thé.gods, Hippolytos of the necessity to
have his horses prepaied for exercise. The insistence on ne-
cessity in'béth dases, one implying imﬁortal, the other mortal
will, appears to hint ironicallj toward Hippolytos' terrible
end, the destruction through his own horses. Hippolytos; last,
contgmpuous line‘("t;v'ohv 6¢ Kdrpiv zdxi' éyk xalperv Xéyon™,
120);‘tpgether with his négative attitude fowaids acquiripg.
"umépoaﬂvn" through teaching, defies ﬁhe old servant's hope
that his young lord may ﬁatu:eAand come to his right senses

("vodv Exwv Soov of Sel", 105) . The question, which arises
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'frOﬁ the uhity of these three introductbry scénes, is, Qhether
the appearance of debunking the "vdéuos" of "eﬁxpoonyopfaﬁ, even
though it involves incompatible principles, ié compatible with
the possession of,"awwpoodvn"; claimed by Hippolytos, and
whether his attitude towards "vdéuos" in general is significant
for the truth oriuntruth of his notion about the origin of
"guppoodvn", |
Vi
The "vdéuog" of "eﬁﬁpocnyop(u", which was discussed in

the final scene of the introduction, éomes to be treated more
specifically in the conversation between the nurse énd Hippoly-
tos (601-668), on the oﬁe hand, and Hippolyﬁos and Theseus
(902-1101), on the other hand. The two conversations are'gfbuped
.around Phaedra's prediction for Hippolytos, "owgpovelv uadfoerar"
(731), and spell out what Hippolytos' rejeétion of the "vdéuog",

' specifically what his rejection of Aphrodite, means in a broader
- context: Rejecting’Aphrodite, on the one hand, means tejecting
fami;y, on the other, rejecting political society, the one

being the basis for the other and both én expression of man's
’"¢6ous",‘represented through “véuo.". This represéntation has
its roots in the possession of "x6ydsﬁ,'which enables man to
perfect his nature from potentialities to actuality. As a
speculation, one might say that a rejection of Aphrodite, the
_goddess that initiates, even if unintentionally, family ahd'
political society, means, even if seemingly the opposite, a

rejection of the perfecting role of "Adyog" with respect '
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to human hature.‘Seen in this light, Hippolytos' negative
.,attitude towards nphrodite ieads directly to his deniel éf

"ed awopoveiv“ as "buauurdv“, as result of evproeess ofﬁher-
'fection rather than as a gift allotted to one in his nature. .
-The correlation of the two aspects of Hippolytos' regection,
.the rejection of family and political society, suggests itself
both in form and in content: In form, the symmetry of the play

(with Aphrodite and Artemis providing the frame??

and Phaedra's
prediction the center) keeps the two scenes between the nurse
and Hippolytos and Hippolytos and Theseus in balance. In con-
. tent, both are inextricablf related'through their exchange of
roles: In the earlier ecene} which"points toward the rejection
of family, Hippolytos accuses’ and condemne; and Phaedra,.through
the nurse, is accused and condemned. In the later scene; which
' pointe toward the rejection of political eociety, Phaedra,
through’Theseus, eccuses ano condenmns, and.Hippolytos-is accused
and condemned. | |

'Hiépolytos' condemnation of women as universal evil (608, 616,
/629, 632, 651, 666), with its ironic cénclusion "R vdv tig adrds
owppovelv SLbatdtw, A T AT édtm tatos’ éueuau(vsuv'&ei“ (667~

668), 1ronic21

- 5 seen in the light of his rejection of teaching
as source for "13 owppovetv" (79- 81), shows a fundamental flaw
in his understanding of human nature: His judgement that all
women are alike in nature, ruled by passions, their passions
served by reason; his suggestion to surround women with mute

beasts rather than servants in order to avoid corruption through
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exchange of words (645-648); and his_absurd recommendatioq to
buy one's children rather ﬁhan to continue the human race
throﬁgh women (616-624), all three attest to his failure to
appreciate the role of ﬂkéyos"jihvman's nature. Judging all
women to be alike in nature makes him misjudge Phaedra through
the nurse, Phaedra's nobility through the nurseTs vulgarity,
Phaedra's reference to the Nomos as criterion for the struggle
of reason over the_passions_thrbpgh the nurse's reference to
Physis as criterion for the triumph of the passions over reason.
Towards the end of the conversation between Phaedra and the
‘nurse, the nurse had tried to persuade Phaedra of the senseless-
ness of fighting againsf love, a drive that is matwrsl ko all

~ creatures ofvall elements, inéluding the gods (437-439, 44?-
458) . Only to have been begotten ("qureﬁéuv", 460) under
different decrées and different gods would;,in the nurse's

eyes, justify Phaedra's uneasiness with respect to these

"yduoi" (459-461). Phaedra's attitude, on.the other hand,

points tovfhe essential distinction between all creatures of

all elements,'including the gods, and man: his not'bging

fixed in his nature'by universal powerslbut being responsible
for the fulfillment of it on the basis of having "Aﬁyos“zz.
Hippolytos' absurd recommendation to buy one's children
according to financial ability in the temples of the gods
would be a solution to the ptobiem of continuing the human
race without women, but it also would be a way to avoid all

responsibilities that family life naturally imposes on men:
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Respon51b111t1es between husband and w1fe, between parents

and chlldren, thatvform‘men in their fulflllment of human
nature, in their perfeoting themselves and each other throuéh '
"vaouﬁ, bringing to actuality.the potentiaiities of ﬁ@ﬁots"
Despite manifest disagreement between the nurse and Hlppolytos,
there is a strong resemblance in their fundamental vaew:of
human nature. Though the nurse<accepts_and.H1ppolytos rejects;
the triumph of the passions over reason, both presupposeAthat'
man's nature is fixed and therefore not to be altered by edu-
cation. The nurse takes her standard from all creatures of

all elements, including the_gods,‘Hippolytos his from most
-men, close'to-beasts,‘and himself, close.to gods. Yet'this R
similarity in form between the nurse's and Hlppolytos view
- should not obfuscate the d15$1m11ar1ty in content between the
two. Hlppolytos' 1ntolerance of baseness and his radlcalz3
. understanding of morality not only separate him from the
nurse, but also brlng h1m close to Phaedra. Both Phaedra and
Hippolytos are driven into tragic confllct by the moral cho:.ce24
between v1olat1ng a sacred "véuog" (1n the.case of Phaedra the
"vépos" of yielding to suppliants, in the case of Hippolytos
the "véuoc" of keeping one's oath) and saving themselves from
shame and death. The fact, that both preserve the "vduog"
rather than their own liﬁes, becomes.the stepping stone to
tragedy for both of them.‘Yet this similarity in character
between Hippolytos and Phaedra shouid_not obfuscate the dis-

similarity in tragedy between the two, shown_byithe difference
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-of their deaths. Phaedra is conscious ofahet_fault and there-
ﬁore'kills herself, while Hiopolytos is not conscious of tls
and therefore is killed.’The:similarity apd.dissimilarity
between Hippolytos anlehaedra appears to'be.most aﬁbiguous

in Phaedra's central predlctlon for Hlppolytos "tns vdcou GE
THo6€ poL MOLViiL ueraoxwv CWPPOVETV pa&ﬁoera;" (73d 731)
Judglng from the correlation of the scenes dlrectly surroundlng
this prediction, the 51ckness alluded to seems to be Hlppoly-
tos' misjudgement of Phaedra, followed by Theseus'vmisjudge-

- ment of Hlppolytos. Both 1nvolve a self- contradlctlon' Phaedra'

' contradlctlng her love with hate, Hlppolytos contradlctxng

“ his hate with love, though ‘the one is a true, the other only

-an alleged self-contradlctlon. The questlon which- carrles_
over into the second part of the play is,” whether and ‘in what
way Phaedra' S'predlctlon‘“uwwpoyeuv ua%ﬁoetat" will come_to .
be fulfilled.

The discovery of éhaedra‘s note drlves_Theseus into'blinq'
and unrelenting accusation of Hippolytos (790-1101). Theseusf
conviction of Hippolytos' guilt, in full support of Phaedrafs
charge, springs from his knowledge of young men in general
(967-970) , from the knowledge that they are ruled by pa531ons,

: lettlng their passions be served by reason (920 26, 936,

951, 957). This mlsjudgement of H;ppolytos uses against him

the same argument (916—920).he himself had used in his mis-
judgement of Phaedra (616-668, cf. 921-922, 79481):>the impossi-

bility of teaching anyone to think aright and be=“od¢pwv“ who
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is by nature "nunos" (942, 945, 949, 959 980). Hippolytos‘
‘attempt to clear himself from gullt (933 ef. 731) and to re-
fute Theseus by demonstratlng that he is superlor not only to
the ways of young men, but to the ways of men in general (994-
. 1o01), makes him even more suspect in the: eyes of Theseus. A] _
man, who claims to be a companion of the gods and qt thL same
tlme rejects the most natural and sacred ways of men'(to have
a family and to participate'in politiéaleeecietY), hes te’be
suspect (949), or else the gode or the most natural and sacred
ways of men, sanctiohed by the gods, would be suspect. This
. however is a thought Theseus is not willing to embarkth (951).
, ﬁippolytos- desire to be first in the "aymv" rather than 1n
the "réALg" (1016 1017) shows a lack of commltment that reminds:
' one of hls‘recommendatlon_to buy one's ch;ldren ;n‘thevtemples‘
df_the'geds rether thaﬁ to depepd-en womeﬁ for the centinﬁetion
of the human race f61856245. Both instances could be excused
by the fact that Hippoiytos is the son of an Amazon'and.there?
fore by nature averse to Aphrodite and family life; and the' ;
son of an Awmazon by Theseus before Theseus' ﬁarriage to Phaedra
and therefore by convention excluded from politicel leadership.'
Yet, far from excusing himself, Hippolytos.judges his lack of
commitment to the most natural end:sacred ways of men to prove
his'freedom from all humah:passions; which in his view are -
nothing but all too human. The reason why his acelaimed being
ﬁcévpmv" (994-1001) - (by himself and by Artemis) - is accused

as being "uéya gpovav" - (by'Aphrodite and in one or the other
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form by all characters of the play) - can bé found most openly
ih-his-boasting about itf(73¥87,‘102,v994—1001, 1100, 1364-
1565), as if-it were something to bé reckonéd to himself rather
thénvto nature and:fortﬁne or‘to nature'andaéod-given fate,las
he himself professes (78-81). The differéﬁce in judgé@enF'be+i
tween the goddesses provides the frame fd;'a‘déepe: séarch int6'
the meaning of "ro cwppoveiv", provoked by:thé~éenter iiné 
"owgpovelv padfcetar", which seems to contradict not only ﬁippoly—
tos' understanding of himself but also his understanding of | |
"sweposdvn" in general. |

Hippolytos' undgrstanding of himself apparently remains tﬁe
same throughout the whole pla?: he sees himself as the most
"odgpwv" of all mortals (994-1001). Aftéx,being banned from;his'
homeland, ahd'feadyrtd depart froh‘it witﬁ'his horses (which at
the beginning bf thétplay he had“ordeied to be prepared for exer-
cise) (110-112), Hippolytos_appeals to Zeus as witness of hié
innocence: "Ze®, uduer’ elnv et umngs néoun’ &vr\up..." (1191- .
- 1193). In the following account of his death, which might be -
understood as Zeus' answer, one aspect comes to be pqinted out
as most terrible: that Hippolytos, vvho was so familiar with
horses (1219-1220); éf. 110-112), should have been killed bv his
own horses, frightened by the appearance of the godsent bull
out of the sea (1204, 1218, 1229, 1240). Even in the last
scene, in the presence of Artemis and Theseus, the fatal race
of his horses rouses Hippolytos to a}more heartrending lament

(1355-1357) than the fatal curse of his father (1348-1349,
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1362-1363, 1378). The self-defending reappeal to Zeus, which
refers to hiS'beihg'outstandingly "oeuvdg", "deooéntwp" and
"ougpoodvy ndvtag Onepoxdv" (1365-1366) reminds.one of the
early scene with the old servant who exhorted Hippolytos to
behave more in accordance with the "véuog" of men aﬁd gods.
The analysis of Hippolytos' rejection-of the "vduog¢" of
“ebnpoonyopfa" and of his natural and conventional disposition
towards such rejection will receive decisive clues from con-
sideriﬁg the circumstances of his déath.

Hippolytos' confrqntation with the bull recalls Theseus'
encounter with the Minotaur.The significant difference between
the two events can be seen in the nature of the man as well
as in the nature of the beast. Theseus, on the one hénd, répre-
sents himself, his family and his city. He is lead through
the labyrihth with the help of Ariadne, who had fallen in
love with him and had given him the famous thread of Daedalus.
The beast, Theseus finally congquers, is a monster with the
head of a buil and the body of a man. Hippolytos, on the other
hand, is without responsibility for either family or city, the
one by nature, the other by convention. In addition to that,
he is banned from his homeland and therefore represents solely
himself. The lack of experience in family and political life
results in a lack of judgement about man and human nature.
This lack of judgement made him spurn the thread he could
have received from Phaedra, had he learned to be "odgpuwv"

in other words had he learned to have respect for the labyrinth
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of human nature. The symmetry of the play, with Aphrodite and
Artemis providing the frame and Phaedra's prediction for Hippoly-
tos the center, suggests not only, as mentioned earlier, the
correspondence of the scenes between the nurse and Hippolytos,

and Hippolytos and Theseus, but also the correspondence of the
scenes between Phaedra and the nurse and the description of
Hippolytos' encounter with the bull. The development of the

scenes between Phaedra and the nurse from a mad alternating be-
tween the passions and reason (198-266) to a clear account of
reason and the passions as warring powers in man's soul (373-430),
is answered in the description of Hippolytos' encounter with the
bull by a development from self-control to a complete loss of
control; in other words, to a compléte getting lost in the laby- -
rinth of human hature. Unaccustomed to that labyrinth and to the
hidden crossways between and the deﬁiations of the passions and
reason, the beast Hippolytos is finally, though indirectly, con-
quered by is not a monster, half beast, half man, but wholly

beast, Lhough of monstrous size?>

. Hippolytos' complete rejection
"of the passions, which he thinks renders himself aboﬁe man and
human nature, results in a complete ignorance about them and
therefore in an extreme vulnerability with respect to them. The
fact that he was not killed by the bull, but by his own horseszG,
frightencd by the bull, shows a lack in his understanding of
himself as a man, a failure to appreciate the interrelation

of the powers that make up human nature. The picture of Hippoly-

27

tos in his chariot®’, losing control over his horses, frightened

by the bull, reminds one of the picture Plato paints of the
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human soul : Hippolytos, as charioteer, repreéents the con-
trolling element of reason; the horses, tied to the chariot,
represent the spirited element, in the case of Hippolytos
usually'under control, but able to be swayed either by reason
or the passions; the bull, rising out of the sea, represents
the passions, frightening the spirited elemeni and finally
overriding the control of reason. The fact that the bull comes
out of the sea, the element always and everywhere in flux,-
might be a symbol for the difficulty of understanding the
nature of the passions. The fact thaet Hippolytos' horses,
frightened by the appearance of the bull out of the sea, race
across the land and throw their master against the rocks, the
hardest‘form of the firm element, the earth, ﬁight be a symbol
for Hippolytos' uncompromising rigour. The circumstances of
Hippolytos' death bear out the implications that contradicted
the explicit statement of the thematic passage about "o
owppoveiv" in the beginning of the play: The fulfillment of
natural potentialities, implicit in the example of the bee,
visiting, and the image of "aiéﬁs", gardening the sacred meadow,
together with the ambiguity about the connection between "alsdg"
and "rd cwopovetlv", between the natural presupposition of
"ougpoaodvn" and "umwpooévn" itself, suggested that Hippolytos'
explicit statement about "1B‘om¢povetv", its not being taught
or to be taught, but being allotted to one in his hature, was
highly questionable. The circumstances of Hippolytos' death

seem to reaffirm the questionability of that statement. The
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complexity of human nature, represented by the complex of
charioteer, horses and bull, would suggest that virtue has

its origin not simply in nature but also in training and
teaching. Hippolytos' rejection of the two latter stages of

development and the wish for concord between the beginning

and the end of his life means a rejection of the natural

weapons towards "épdvnous" and "&perﬁ".(Aristotle, Pol., 1253a
34-35) and results somehow in remaining "4vooidtatos wal
dypidtatos &vev dpetic" (Aristotle, Pol., 1253a 35-36),

rather than fulfilling human nature and becoming truly
"adtapuns" (Aristotle, Pol., 1253a 1, 25-29). In terms of the
thematic passage at the beginning of the play this would mean
that Hippolytos possesws"albds", the natural‘presuppositidn .

of "to cwgpoveiv", but.because he rejects training and teaching;
does not posséss L &wwdovttv“, as he claims. His_overesti-

’ matin§ the divine makes him underestimate the human, o traiﬁ
that marks both his way of life and his notions about life.

A reasén for that seems to be his awareness of the fact that

wherever human affairs are concerned, there is rarely the

posgibility to adhere to principles, but more often the ne-
cessity to concede to compromises. This awareness, cne could
say, of the difference between Physis and Nomos, distinguishes

Hippolytos from most men; yet it is this distinction from most

mén which illudes him about himself and what it means to be

a man.

The fact that Hippolytos is killed in the end without
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ever having acknowledged the presence of any flaw in his nature
(a fact that contrasts Strikingly with Phaedra's recognition

of her guilt followed by suicide) raises a question about the
centwlline "cwgpoveiv padfoerar” which acts like the fulcrum
of.a balance, both parts of the play representing the scales

in correspondence to each other. One aspect to be accounted

for in this context is the discrepancy between Hippolytos and
Phaedra in their connecting or disconnecting "6m¢pooﬁvn” with

either teaching or learning28

. The question which arises from
this discrepancy is whether Phaedra's prediction for Hippoly-
tos "aw¢povefv padfoetrar™ (731) is in contradiction to hié
own understanding of "eg cugpoveiv" as something not taught.
or no£ to be taught, in other words whether his denial of
teaching allows nevertheless for learning. Learning without
teadhing would take pléce, if Hippolytos, out of his own

29, were capable of developing his natural pbtentialities

nature
to the actuality'of being fully a man, in which case the
"térog" of his life would be, as he wished for, truly in
concord ﬁith its beginning. Yet Hippolytos' repeated self-
appraisal3° as the most "odgpwv" among mortals reminds one
rather of Aristotlg's description of those that by talking
and philosophizing about "owgpoodvn" believe that they are
"odgpwv", while they resemble the sick that only listen to
the physician without following his precepts (ggg;; 1105b 9~
18) . Hippolytos' life, which is spent in the concern for the

hunt and in the company of horses, dogs, a small circle of



-34-
friends and supposedly the goddess of the hunt, seems to
leave little room for learning, in the sense of comprehending
the nature of man. Yet the disillusionment with his horses,
followed by the disillusionment with his goddess, at the end
of the play31, cpens up the possibility for a final fulfillment
of Phaedra's prediction foi Hippolytos. The disillusionment
with his goddess (1440 ff.) significantly is expréssed in
terms that resemble the earlier description of Hippolytos'
companionship with Artemis (85-86) . There Hippolytos spoke
of exchanging "Adyo." with the goddess, here of obeying her
"Aéyor", there he spoke of hearing the voice but not seeing
the eye of the goddess, here of darkness touching his eyes -
an indication that his believing himself in the friendship of
Artemis was, at least from a final point of view, an illusion.
The problem of a friendship,.either with beasts or godé,
arises out of the difference of their natures with respect to
man32, Beast as well as god, the one unable to.share in a com-
panionship which is based on the possession of "Adyog", the |
other not in need of it on account of his "adtdpxeia®33, are
fixed in their natures (cf. 13, "néouxa") below and above man
and theréfore no fitting partners for human friendship. Human
friendship, on the other hand, flourishing most and most stable
where it is based on equality, has as its highest goal the
perfection of the friends through each others company, though
the perfection has to stay'within the limits of remaining

human. Hippolytos' death in the company of his father, after
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.beasts as well as gods have deserted him, might be understood
as a fulfillment of Phaedra's prediction: "ocwgpoveiv pa8hoetar".

34 seem to be moti-

His pity for and forgiveness of his father
vated by respect fbr human suffering (1405, 1407, 1409) and
therefore to display a "owgpoodvn" that\is much broader then
the oné Hippolytos prided himself on throughout the play,
a "owgpoodvn" which was to be understood exclusively in terms
of his devotion to Artemis. Nevertheless, the fact that his
forgiveness occurs only after the appearance of Artemis and
in obedience to her (1435-1436, 1442-1443, 1449, 1451), makes
one wonder whether a "ouwgpooidvn" ordered by divine intervention
can be truly regarded as "om@poodvn". In Aeschylus' words: it
makes one wonder whether Hippolytos' "ocuwgpoveiv" at the end of
the play not only comes to one who is unwilling to accept it,
but also comes as "ndbe. uddoc" and therefore as "xd§ug Blarog"
(Aischylos, Ag., 174-183). The guestion left at the end of this
analysis concerns the divergence of judgement between the‘god-
desses, "uéfa ppovdv" by Aphrodite, "ocwgppovidv" by Artemis, con-
cerns the exact meaning of Aphrodite's " 6 elg éu’ hudprnne®
(21) , which accounts for Hippolytos' violent death ("tiuwpdoopar
‘InndAvrov €v 1§56 nuépq", 21-22).
VII

-Racine, in his preface to his “Phédre“, justifies changes
he made in the character of Hippolytos with the fact that
already the ancients had reproached Euripides for having pre-
sented Hippolytos "commevun philosophe exempt de toute imper-

fection: ce qui faisait que la mort de ce jeune prince causait
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beaucoup plus d'indignaiion que de pitig" (§4). This charac-
terization of the Euripidean Hippolytos seems to be at the
same time right and wrong. Like a philosopher, Hippolytos does
not feel himself bound by a particular, commonly accepted
"vduos", the worship of Aphrodite. The philosopher's reason
for feeling himself superior to any particular "vépog", is
the recognition, that all particular "vdéuo.", compared to
the.groﬁnd they stem from, compared to "¢¥oig", are only tran-
stent and depend in their coming into and going out of
being on accidents of time and place. Nevertheless, the phi-
lospher recognizes the inherent necessity in man's nature to
develop particular "véuéﬁ", that is he recognizes the necessary

connection between "¢doi¢" and "yduogh 3>

. Unlike a philosopher,
Hippolytos rejects the worship of Aphrodite in the name of
the worship of Ariemis,iwhich means merely to supplant one
particular, commonly accepted "véuog" by another particular,
though uncommonly accepted "véuog". The rejection of the wor-
ship of Aphrodite in the name of the worship of Artemis seems,
at first sight, to be a rejection of the passions in the name
‘of something purer. The ways, in which the worship of Artemis
expresses itself; are, cn the other hand, certainly tainted
by passion: chasing and killing animals as a hunter does not
attest to a nature that would be divested of all animalistic
feelings. In Racine's opinion hot being tempted by Aphrodite

was enough ground for having Hippolytos resemble a philosopher,

exempt from all imperfection. He consequently not only changed
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the title of his play to "Phédre", but also believed that he
should give Hippolytos "quelque faiblesse" (§4), meaning "la
passion qu'il ressent malgré lui pour Aricie” (§4), Thus Racine,
in a Christian rather than classical spirit, takes away the rear
son for Hippolytos' only flaw: his feeling of superiority ovef
all human beings on the basis of béing’by nature not tempted by
Aphrodite. The more radical "faiblesse" Hippolytos suffers from
in Euripides' play is, that he does not recognize that his by natu:
and convention being predisposed to live a life dedicated to the
worship of Artemis and therefore not being tempted by Aphrodite,
is in itself not enough reason for being better than all men.
His understanding of "owgpoodvn" as somethinq allotted to one in
his nature leads him to restrict its meaning mainly to chastity
(87) and therefore to mistake what man is by nature potentially
for what man is by nature actually. The fact that man is an
animal, but an animal which has "Adyosc" and is political, ne-
cessitates the perfection of human nature through the develop-
ment of "Adyo¢" in the society of other men, which means a
peffection on the basis of nature through training and teach-
ing, the latter two more or less depending on the former.
The basic flaw in Hippolytos' understanding of himself and
man in general seems to consist in his failure to recognize
that in the case of man "vwduog¢", which expresses itself
through the development of "Adyog¢"™, is as indispensable an
end for "“plo.c" as "gdoug" . is an indispensable ground for "vdépog",

that "gpdous" provides‘the‘potentialities, "wéuoc" the actuality
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of man, and that therefore “v&uog" comes to be the key to a
final undérStanding of man's "¢doug"36} It is for this failure
that Hippolytos is not a philosopher but a tragic hero. Seen
in the light of Phaedra's prediction: "ocuwgpoveiv ualfoetar",
his constant failure to recognize any flaw in his nature (1455)
makes his death fall short of being truly a "rd%er pddog", of
representing a "xdpi.s BVaitog¢" rather than mere "g8({a" without
"xdpus". This aspect of the play, and of Euripidean plays in
general, is demonstrated most harshly through the presence of
gods, that if they are gods, ought to be wiser than men, but
that far from it, only set and clear the stage of human trage-

dy without ever redeeming it. What Goethe in his Song of the

Harper expresses unambiguously:

"You"-meaning the "heavenly forces®-

"into life lead us ahead,

You let the wretched become guilty,

Then you deliver him to grief,

For all guilt is revenged on earth")
this feeling of the tragic situation of man, Euripides ex-
presses ambiguously with the Deus ex machina, with immortals
apparently solving conflicts, which for nortals remain un-
solved and unsolvable. This, I think, is part of what Aristotle
{Poetics, 1453a 29-30)37 means, when he speaks of Euripides

as the most tragic of the poets.
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NOTES

l. For the symbolism, involved in the image of the bee cf.
B.M.W. Knox, "The Hippolytos of Euripides”, Yale Classical
Studies, 13, 1952, p.28. It might be interesting,to compare
F. Bacon, Novum Organum, I, Aph. 95, and its elaboration in
J. Swift, The Battle of the Books, Prose ertlngs of Swift,.
ed. W. Lewin, London, 1886 p. 178.

2. For the philological controversy over 11, 78-8l cf. W.S.
Barrett, Euripides, Hippolytos, Oxford, 1964, pp. 172-175.

3. cf. Arlstotle, N.E., VI, 1140b 11-12 "€vdev ua\ Tiv cwopoodvny
TodTy tpooayopelOopEY T AN ovduar;, wg oécouoav tnv gpévnoLv."”

4., H. North's (“Sophrosyne, Self-hnowledge and Self-Restraint
in Greek Literature", Cornell Studies in Classical Philology,
Vol. XXXV, Ithaca, N.Y., 1966, pp. 74-/3) assertion: "with
regard to the orlgln of virtue, including sophrosyne, Euripides
is firmly of opinion that physis plays the chief role" dis-
regards the fact that the one pronouncing the theory in question .
is killed at the end of the tragedy. Eurlpldean fragments llke
- Fr. 807 (Nauck) "uéy;orov (TN %v A pSoLc* 10 y&p xaxdv oddelg
tpépuv eV xpnotov &v deln rott" do not have to be interpreted
with H. North, following E.R. Dodds ("Euripides the Irratlonalist"
vThe Classical Review, 43, 1929, p. 99) as attesting to the
"moral impotence of reason", but can be understood as a claim
to nature as a necessary but not necessarily sufficient source
of virtue. The fact that in the case of man reason is a part

of nature makes the claim to nature as chief source of virtue
rather ambiguous. Dodds' (op. cit., p. 99) "Euripides' charac-
ters do not merely enunciate these principles, they also il-
lustrate them", meaning "the victory of irrational impulse:
over reason in a noble but unstable being" ought to make one
cautious in separating them ou% as "their authors thoughts"

(op. cit., p. 98; cf. "The Aldwg of Phaedra and the Meaning

of the Hlppolytos , The Classical Review, 39, 1925, p. 103),
expressing “"systematic irrationalism" I“Eurlpldes the Irration-
a11§t“, p. 103), opposed to "Socratic 1ntellectuallsm" {("The
Aldog of Phaedra", p. 103).

5. cf. 1004-1005; for an elaboration on the distinction between
hearing and seeing with respect to "the quest for the first
things" cf. L. Strauss, Natural Right and History, Chicago,
1953, Ch. III, "The Origin of the Idea of NaturaI’nght“

PP. 86 89.

6. For a discussion of the different meanings of "ocwgppoodvn"
in Euripidean tragedy cf. H. North, op.cit., pp. 68-84.
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7. Plato's Euthyphro explores this question with respect to
"edoéBeram: The original definition of "td douov" as "1d
Scogiidts" (7a) appears to be insufficient on the basis of
differences among the gods as to their likes and dislikes (7b-
8e) . The amendment of thls insufficient definition to "¢
Souov" as "8 &v rndvrtec of Seol gLroDouv" (9e) is only an inter-
mediary step on the way towards a more fundamental inguiry

into the nature of "to dowov". The follow up of the crucial
question, whether "td 8giov" is "Soiov" because it is "SecopiLrdg"
or whether it is "&eo¢ukés" because it is "doiov", in the
discussion of "té 8oiov" as "uépoc ToD buxalou® (l2a-e) points
to a more universal definition which goes beyonu the scope

of this dialogue.

8. Cf. H-NOI’th, Op.Cit-, ppo 153‘158-

9. For a comparable relationship between "aléwc" and "swepoodvn"
cf. Xenophon, Mem., II, 1, 22, and H. North, op.cit., p. 92.

10. cf. F. Dirlmeier, Aristoteles, Nikomachische Ethik,Darmstadt,
1969, note 138, 9, pp. 471-472 and ®*Der ¢dce. - Charakter der
Arete" in "Die Oikeiosislehre Theophrasts", Philologus, Suppl.
30, 1, Leipzig, 1937, pp. 39-46.

11. Theregore, "swugpoodvn" does not seem to me to be synonymous
with "albag", as H. North, op.cit. p. 87, claims.

12. For the same disjunctive question cf. Aristotle, N.E.,
1179b 20 ff.; Pol., 1332a 38-b 11 and H. North, op.cit., p.
208; related to "evSaitpovia"™ on the basis of "&petrf", cf.
Aristotle, N.E., 1099b 9-1100a 9, E.E., 1214a 14 ff.. For a
discussion of acquisition and loss of "ouwgpoodvn" cf. Xenophon,
‘Mem., I, 2, 21-23; Cyr., VII, 5, 75 and H. North, op.cit.,

PP. 123-132, especially p.1l31, w1th the discussion of Cyr.,
III, 1, le- 17, the problem of "owgpoodun" as "rd9nua" or
"ud%nua"

13. For the exclusion of the lower animals and the gods from
considerations of virtue cf. Aristotle, N.E., 1149b 27-1150a
1, 1178b 8-18 and H. North, op.cit., p. 205 and note 30 ibid..

l4. For a harmonious view of "véuog" and Wefoug" cf. Euripides,
Bacchae, 1ll. 890-896 and E.R. Dodds, Commentary, adhuc, 2.
ed., Oxford, 1960, pp. 189-190; Ion, 11, 642-644; cf. Philemon,
fr. 87(K).

158, Ironlcally enough, Hippolytos' notion of a fixed nature

is answered with fatal revenge by a goddess, the only kund,o bean, tc
whom it truly applies. Of course, the Judgement "waxfornv
6avpudvev", with its implicit hybris of mortal judgement over
immortal nature, carries more weight than the otherwise true

notion of a fixed nature in the case of gods.
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16. Comparably, the nurse changes her usual address to Phaedra
‘from "gzal" or "rduvov" to "6doroiLv'" where Phaedra has shown
moral strength (433) or at least moral indignation (695).

17. For the ambiguity of "ceuvor" as epithet of Aphrodite as
well as Hippolytos cf. W.S. Barrett, op.cit., p. 187.

180 Cf. B.MQW' KnOX, Op.Cit., p. 22.
19. cf. B.M.W. Knox, op.cit., p. 28.
20, cf. B.M.W. Knox, op.cit., p. 29.

21, I doubt whether this is simply a "good sententious peror-
ation", cf. W.S. Barrett, op.cit., p. 286.

22, cf. Philemon, fr. 87(K): ;

"TL note Npoundedg, dv Aéyouo nudg nidoor
xal tdila ndvra. ;wa, tots uév Snplois
Eﬁmx ExdoTy HoTh vévos uiav edouv;
uuavres ol Aéovrfg ELoLy &kutuOL,
éetkou ndlnv s&ﬁs xdvtec etolv ot Xayd.
oOx €ot' &AdxnE n uév enpwv T wdoen
% 6° addéxaotog, &AA" &dv TpLopuptlacg
akdnsxés Tis ouvaydynp, uuav gdoLy
unaﬁanaamv 5¢etau Tpdnov 9’ éva
nuwv 6' Soa wal Td cwuar gotl Tbv dpLdudv
xad' évég, tocodtoug fotL xal tpdmoug LEelv."

23. cf. E.R. Dodds, "The Aiédc of Phaedra", p. 103.

24. cf. B.M.W. Kncx, op.cit., p. 15 "The fact that the moral
alternatives are represented by ~ilence and speech is not
merely a brilliant device which connects and contrasts the -
situations of the different characters, it is also an emphatic
statement of the universality of the action. It makes the play
an ironical comment on a fundamental idea, the idea that man's
power of speech, which distinguishes him from the other animals,
is the faculty which gives him the conception and power of
moral choice in the first place."

25. For the significance of the bull in Greek mythology cf.
E.R. Dodds, Euripides, "Bacchae", 2. ed., Oxford, 1960, p. XX;
11. 920-922 and note pp. 193-194.

-26. cf. the etymology of the name Hippolytos, either to be
analyzed as "Breaking in horses" or as "Broken by horses".

27. For the symbolism involved in the image of the charloteer
cf. H. North, op.cit., pp. 380-38l1, especially note 3.
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28. cf. Plato, Meno, 70a.

29. cf. Xenophon, On Hunting, I, 11; XII; XIII, 4, 15ff.. For
~great parts of it, this treatise oi Xenophon sovunds like a -
commentary on Euripides' Hippolytos, attempting to demonstrate
that hunting is the best preparation for "ocuwepoodvn" and that
it is best to be taught "nopd altfic tﬁs ploews" (XIII, 4).

30. cf. F. Bacon's interpretation of a similar myth in The

Wisdom of the Ancients, IV, "Narcissus" or "Self-Love", The
Works of F. Bacon, cd. Spedding, Ellis, Heath, Vol. VI, pp.
705-706.

31. cf£. B.M.W. Knox, op.cit., p. 22, referring to Euripides,
Hippolytos 11. 141, 1451.

32. cf. Homer, Qd., IX, 105-566; both,the Cyclops and Hippoly-
tos, are representatives of the same phenomenon, the "&noXug",

though the Cyclops on the side of the beast, Hippolytos on
the side of the god.

33. cf. Aristotle, Pol., 1253a 28 with N.E., 1158b 29-115%9a 12;
E.E., 1238b 18,27; 1244b 1-22; 1245b 14-19 and F. Dirlmeier,
op.cit., note iso, 3, pp. 520-521; cf. Plato, Lysis, 2l4e-
215c; Euthyphro, l4e 9-15a 10. '

34. cf. B.M.W. Knox, op.cit., ».31l. "The play ends with a
human act which is at last a free and meaningful choice, a
choice made for the first time in full knowledge of the nature
of human life and divine government, an act which does not
frustrate its purpose. It is an act of forgiveness, something
possible only for human beings, not for gods but for their
tragic victims. It is man's noblest declaration of independence
and it is made possible by man's tragic position in the world.
Hippolytos' forgiveness of his father is an affirmation of
purely human values in an inhuman universe."

35. ¢f. Leo Strauss, op.cit., pp. 151-153.

36. cf. Leo Strauss, op cit., p. 145. "In the language of
Arlstotle, one could say that the relation of virtue to human
nature is comparable to that of act and potency, and the act
cannot be determined by starting from the potency, but, on
the contrary, the potency becomes known by looking back to it
from the act."

37. c¢f. G.E. Lessing's remark in the 49th piece of. the
"Hamburgische Dramaturgie": "Aristoteles hatte unstreitig
mehrere Eigenschaften im Sinne, welchen zu Folge er ihm
diesen Charakter erteilte", and his speculations about the
passage in question.



	lec-00031-1
	lec-00031-2
	lec-00031-3
	lec-00031-4
	lec-00031-5
	lec-00031-6
	lec-00031-7
	lec-00031-8
	lec-00031-9
	lec-00031-10
	lec-00031-11
	lec-00031-12
	lec-00031-13
	lec-00031-14
	lec-00031-15
	lec-00031-16
	lec-00031-17
	lec-00031-18
	lec-00031-19
	lec-00031-20
	lec-00031-21
	lec-00031-22
	lec-00031-23
	lec-00031-24
	lec-00031-25
	lec-00031-26
	lec-00031-27
	lec-00031-28
	lec-00031-29
	lec-00031-30
	lec-00031-31
	lec-00031-32
	lec-00031-33
	lec-00031-34
	lec-00031-35
	lec-00031-36
	lec-00031-37
	lec-00031-38
	lec-00031-39
	lec-00031-40
	lec-00031-41
	lec-00031-42

