EMMANUEL M. PAPAMICHAEL

AVERSION TO AND HATRED OF WOMEN

In the Theogony as well as in the Works and Days of Hesiod we find
some characteristic ideas that help us to understand why the attitude of
a number of ancient Greeks towards women was not so favourable. What
Hesiod tells us about woman’s nature is presumably not so much his
own view, which may well have been hased on personal experience. Of
greater importance is the fact that this view seems to have heen more or
less a general belief of the society in which he lived. The Theogony and
the Works and Days are in reality conceptual systems which are intend-
ed to explain things beyond individual experience. At least they tacitly
claim to offer objective explanations by means of airiz about the world
and its phaenomena. The myth appears to be Hesiod’s starting point,
from which he sets out to reach his téhoc — that is to explain certain
natural occurrences around him. However, behind his myth, as possibly
happens with other myths as well, there are concrete empirical elements
that make it plausible and practical. Many of those elements that the
myth seeks to explain may well be the very same ones that led to its
creation, even though they may have been rather isolated and undefined
before their incorporation into the system. But looked upon as the
first cause, it is they that led to the formation of the myth as a whole.
On the one hand it is natural that some of the elements should have a
metaphysical bhasis, thus making the myth generally relevant as well as
enabling it to explain particular circumstances. On the other hand one
should keep in mind that an #rog and especially didactic like the Hesio-
dean is not the work of an artist writing in isolation and does not bear
only the seal of his originality and personal contribution. In other words
it is not the product of an author who sat down and wrote something
for the public, completely aware of what he meant to say. It is rather a
stock of knowledge and heliefs of a sociocultural whole that found ex-
pression and representation in the person of Hesiod. We may reasonably
believe that a great number of theideas of didactic and genealogical na-



196 Emmanuel M. Papamichael

ture in his works were intended as advice and admonition for com-
mon people to consult and share. One can infer with a high degree of
probability that Hesiod proclaimed social standards and ideas which re-
flected as well as influenced the views and attitudes of contemporaries
and people of later generations, as did Homer—in spite of the fact
that his &rog is heroic—to a greater extent in questions of religion, moral-
ity and social life.

Most of the time the myth gives the aitiov, the reason for a phaeno-
menon. Thus with reference to woman’s nature, the myth does not sim-
ply explain the behaviour of a woman, but it attempts to offer an ae-
tiology, why she behaves in that way, though these things are not very
different. A good explanation is one that points to cogent or plausible
reasons. We will have the opportunity to ascertain this in the account
of the Theogony (537 {f.) that follows, and to some degree in the Works
and Days (47ff). (In rendering these pieces of the text in English I
have aimed at giving more the sense of the passage than a literal tran-
slation.).

<Zeus was cunningly deceived by Promethecus, who offered him as a

portion white bones dressed up and covered with shining fat, while
he offered the other gods flesh and inner parts on a hide covered
with an ox paunch. Because of this Zeus was greatly vexed and
did not want to give the power of fire to mankind. But Prome-
theus, the brave son of Iapetos, outwitted Zeus again and stole the
inexhaustible fire in a hollow stalk of fennel. And Zeus, the thun-
derer on high, was deeply provoked and very angry in his heart
when he saw among men the fire visible from afar. Straightaway
he made an evil thing for people as the price of fire. Zeus then
said to Prometheus: «You are glad that you have tricked me and
stolen fire. A great plague will befall you yourself and the men
who will come after you. For I will inflict upon them as the price
for fire an evil thing from which all men will derive delight in their
hearts, while they clasp their own doom.»

And famous Hephaestos mixed earth with water and fashioned
the likeness of a shy maiden as Zeus willed. The,limping god gave
her then a human voice and strength, a beautiful figure with a
face like the immortal goddesses. Athene taught her embroidery
and weaving on the elaborate loom, while golden Aphrodite shed
grace on her head, painful longing, and cares that weary the limbs
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of men. And in accordance with the will of Zeus, Hermes put in
her a dog’s mind and a wily nature, lies and wheedling words.

And this woman received the name Pandora, for all the Olym-
pians gave her each a present, and she came to be a plague to
men. Yet all admired her, gods and mortals alike, in spite of the
fact that what they saw was sheer deceit that could not be resist-
ed by men.> lesiod goes on to say that «it is great misfortune
for men to have women living with them, no helpmates in bitter
poverty, but only in wealth. They are like drones that stay in
hives and enjoy the bees’ toil. Well, Hermes brought Pandora to
Epimetheus, who did not bear in mind what his brother Prometheus
had advised him, namely not to accept any gift from Olympian
Zeus, but to send it back, for he feared that a misfortune would
come to mortals. But he (Epimetheus) accepted it, and only
when the misforlune occurred did he understand.

Before this people lived remote and free from evils and toil
and painful sickness that the Fates brought upon men. But the
woman took off the lid of a clay vessel and scattered the gifts
that the gods had bestowed on her; &v0pdmotor & Eunourto xAd:a
nyed: she then contrived distressing mischief against men. Only
hope remained in the vessel! and did not fly out. All the rest,
countless misfortunes, wander among men.»

Perhaps even more characteristic is the passage in the Works and

Days (373 1I.) where the poet gives a piece of advice to Perseus, who
in the poem appears as his brother. Right at the beginning (v. 10) one
sees the good intention and eagerness of the writer: &y 8¢ »z Iépoy E9-
Tope wolineuipny: and (v. 286) col 8 &vyo 260hx voéwy Epéw. He promises to
tell the truth and what he considers to be noble things in life. After a
number of instructions and admonitions that derive from the general
principle that virtue is the noble thing in life and one’s efforts should be
directed towards it, t7¢ & dpzt%¢ dpiita 0:0l mpomdood.v Ednnay [ ¢Odvo-
7o, he says virtue is something that demands constant exertion; and then
continues (373 ff.):

wdE yuvh 62 voov muYoaTHIOG ELamuTTo

aldhe xOTIANOVGE, Ty Sipbou nuhvAv:

g 82 yuvari mémoll:, ména®® 4 vz @fTrew.

1. For contamination of two motives here, «der Behiilter mit den Ubeln...» und
die «Elpis», see A. Lesky, Wiener Studien 55 /1937, 24 .
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«Do not let a woman, who adorns her buttocks, deceive you, coaxing
you with fair words. She has in mind to search after your granary. Who-
ever trusts women, trusts thieves.»

There is no doubt that such a view is part of the personal credo of
the poet; it is equally certain that the way it is stated is rather general
and covers a great number of cases, though the qualifying words =7yo-
até)rog and aiwdie xoTiovsa play a limiting role and a number of wom-
en appear to be excluded from the admonition. One also comes to the
same conclusion after considering the passage in the Theogony (603 ff.):
«Whoever avoids marriage and the terrible deeds women cause and re-
mains single, will reach a lonely old age in need of someone to look
after him. And though he is not indigent while he is alive, yet, when he
dies, his kinsmen will divide his property among themselves... Even if a
man chooses marriage, however, and finds a noble wife suitable to his
character, he will not avoid trouble and care. For if he acquires mis-
chievous children, he will always be distressed and suffer from an evil for
which there is no remedy.»

Hesiod’s attitude towards women, although unfavourable, is not com-
pletely negative. One cannot look upon it as more or less idiosyncratic
or as if it comes solely from personal experiences, for this view is fre-
quently encountered in Greek philosophy and literature and was ex-
pressed by a number of representative minds of the Greek world.

Another writer who shares similar? views with respect to woman’s
nature is Simonides of Samos, called Amorginos because of his connection
with Amorgos. In his satire 7. (8.) he describes various types of women
and compares them to animals—One can possibly discern behind this sat-
ire rudiments of popular fables, which again point to a rather general
view and attitude towards women. Of course one could object that in a

2. See Mary R. Lefkowitz, «Wives and Husbands», Greece & Rome, vol. XXX,
No 1, April 1983, p. 32: «The poet lcaves the impression that a good woman is (to say
the least) exceptional, because she occupies only 11 of the surviving 118 lines of his
poem.» In her article we can see more the otherside of the coin, that is to say the
close attachment and love that partners seem to have displayed at different times.
Apart from literary sources, grave inscriptions are the only evidence (P. Antinoop.
15, a fragment of a lost comedy, Turia - /LS 8393, op. cit., pp. 37, 42). The impor-
tant outcome is that such devotion existed in the context of theideal marriages
as well as in the ordinary ones, which differentiates the question dealt with in the
present paper; it has to do with the feelings and inclination towards women out-
side marriage and particularly from the point of view of intellectuals.
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satire one cannot expect to discover the writer’s opinions on a subject. On
the other hand, a sarire is successful and achieves the writer’s purpose on-
ly if it approaches what others think is true. It presupposes some bitter
truths which are presented in exaggerated form. The satiric character
lies not so much, if at all, in arguing about the truth of the subject as
in the exaggeration with which the satirist treats it — Simonides says
something like this: .

<God created at first the rational mind without taking into consider-
ation womankind.? One of a group of women he made from the species
of a long-bristled sow. Her things at home lie covered with mud. She
is untidy and wallows on the ground. Unbathed and with unwashed
clothes, she fattens herself, sitting in dung.

Another woman he made from the species of a mischievous fox. She
knows everything; neither has evil nor anything good escaped her at-
tention. Sometimes she says good things, other times bad. Her anger is
sometimes of one sort and at other times of another.

Another woman he made from a type of bitch, a swift-footed, gen-
uine daughter of her mother, who wants to hear and know every-
thing. Everywhere she looks with wide-open eyes, roams and bharks, even
when she does not see anyone. And there is no way that a man can stop
her, even if he threatens her or in his anger breaks her teeth with a stone,
or if he uses gentle words. She is so shameless that even if she happens
to be seated among guests, she will behave this way. She insists on use-
less shouting.

The Olympians fashioned another woman of earth, and feeblemind-
ed as she was, they gave her to a man. This kind of woman does not
know what is good or bad, and the only thing that she knows well is how
to eat. If it happens that a god sends a bad winter and she shivers fron
cold, she does not even have the sense to pull her chair closer to the fire.

3. Or at first god created woman with her own logic, which amounts more or less
Lo the same thing. The difficulty occurs in ywplc: is it to be taken as an adverb and yu-
vaxds as qualifying véov, that is Oedg Enolroev yuvaindg véov ywplg 16 mpéta, Or as a pre-
position with the genitive, Ogd¢ énolqoev véov ywpic yuvards 76 mpéta? If the lineis cor-
rupted, which Meineke’s correction suggests, yoplc yuvaixag 0. ér. véov, ut sit deus mu-
licres mente destitutas creavit, «sed hoc a proposito abhorret» Th. Bergk, Poctac ly-
rici graeci, Leipzig (Teubner) 1915 - «lambographi», p. 446; then the meaning is
somewhat different. It stands, however, closer {o the view thai takes ywplg as a
preposition with the genitive (ywplg yuvaurécg), which is the one adopted and the one
that suits Simonides’ ideas in the context.



180 Emmanuel M. Papamichael

Another they made like the sea. She has a double way of thinking.
One day she is all smiles and glad, and if a guest happened to see her in
her house, he would praise her, saying: «there’s no nobler nor prettier
woman in the world.» But some other day one cannot bear even to see
her before one’s eyes, nor to come nearer, for she is then unapproach-
able in her fury, like a bitch with her puppies. She then becomes
unbearable and hateful equally towards enemies as well as friends. She
is just like the sea that often stands calm and harmless, a great joy
to seamen in summer, and as she is at other times rages during a storm.
This sort of woman changes her temper as frequently as the sea.

Still another woman they made from the species of a grey and ob-
stinate she-ass, that only under force and angry threats agrees to do
work that is pleasant. She eats in the inmost part of the house all
night and all day long; she stuffs herself sitting by the fire-place and
as she is indifferent to other things, any friend who comes is welcome
to her for her sexual satisfaction.

Another the gods made from the species of a cat, an unhappy
and miserable creature because for her there is nothing that is either
pretty or desirable, pleasant or lovely. She is mad for love’s bed but is
insatiable and drives the man who is with her to aversion. In secret she
does a lot of mischief to her neighbours and often devours animals not
fit for sacrifice.

Another woman was created from the species of a graceful horse with
rich mane. She avoids menial work and misery and would not be wil-
ling to touch the mill-stone or lift the sieve nor to throw the dirt out of
the house or to sit by the kitchen fire-place, since she dislikes smoke. It
is necessity that forces her to look upon a man as her friend. Twice ev-
ery day and sometimes three times she bathes and anoints herself with
perfume. She always has abundant, well-combed, lustrous hair crowned
with flowers. Such a woman is a beautiful spectacle for others, but she
comes to be a bad one for him who has her, if he is not a tyrant or
king, who rejoices in his heart over such things.

Another they made from the species of a monkey. This evil is by
far the worst of those Zeus inflicted upon men. She is very ugly. A
woman of this sort, when she goes through the city, is laughed at by
all people. She has a short neck, moves with great difficulty, and has no
buttocks. She is skin and bones. How wretched that man is who em-
braces such a hideous creature! In all her gestures and manners she is
just like a monkey, and she does not care if others laugh at her, nor
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has she any wish to help anybody, butl all day long she plots and con-
trives to do as much mischief as possible.

But another they made from the species of a bee.* Whoever gets her,
is happy, for only she is in no way blameworthy. Wealth accrues un-
der her keeping of the house and, dear to her husband, she reaches old
age with him, after she has given birth to beautiful and famous offspring.
And she is held up as an example among women, and divine grace
accompanies her. She does not derive pleasure from sitting with other
women, where the talk 1s ahout sex.

Such wonderful and very wise women Zeus bestows upon men. The
other kinds of women are according to the will of Zeus a misfortune
that remains with men. For woman is the greatest evil that Zeus made.
Even if they somehow appear to be of some good, they usually become
an evil for him who has one of them, for the whole day never passes
cheerfully for him who is in the company of such a woman, nor will
he be able to keep famine, an ever present enemy and unfriendly god,
away from his home. And when a man seems to be in particularly good
humour, while he is at home, either because of some good luck from
the hand of a god or some favour on the part of man, his wife finds
something for which to blame him and arms herself for a quarrel.
Where there is a woman, one cannot kindly receive a guest, even at
home. And surely the woman who seems particularly cogpwv is the one
who happens to hurt him most. For the man is a complete fool—and his
neighbours get pleasure {from seeing that he too has fallen into the trap.
When one happens to mention his own wife, one will praise her, but one
will reproach the wife of another, because he does not realize that all
share an equal lot. Zeus made the woman the greatest evil and the ty-
ing of the marriage hond is so impossible to break that Hades often re-
ceives those who fight for a woman.»>

Simonides very succinctly summarizes his view in fr. 6. (7.):

Dovairig o088y 4%’ dvip krileton

EalrT g dpzvov 6)dE plytoy nuxig.
«There is no better possession for a man to acquire than a noble woman
and nothing more horrible than a bad one.»
Thus Simonides’ attitude is nol completely negative either. He admits
that good women, although rare, can be found and that they contrib-
ute to a man’s happiness. «He who finds such a one ought to consider
himsefl very fortunate.»

* See p. 178, n. 2. .
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The exposition of the misogynist’s dilemma may be further compared
with Antiphon fr. 49 D-K= 131 Blass; Posidippos AP IX 359= Stob. 98,
57.% His views about women are somewhat more negative, but they must
be considered in relation to his world philosophy, which is very pessi-
mistic, depressing, and in theory at least nihilistic. I do not think one
should explain here his argument in detail. It is enough to state one or
two essential points. In the first fragment we read:

EY® yap, el pot yévolto cddpe. £7:pv ToLebTov olov e Enontd, odz Gy duvei-
pry Ciy, olitwe Euontd molha medypoto mapéyov bmép Tz Tig Uyilag Tob -
potog OmEp T Tob %ol Hpepav Blov ég ThHy Eudhoyhy UmEp Tz 86Lvg wol cwppo-
oUVG %ol eOxhelog ol Tob < dxodzwy. Tl oly, el pot yévorto Gddpa €v:pov ToL-
oUtoy, 6 ya pot obTwg muu Adc eln; odxolby §7hov, fTL Yuvq avdpt, &y 7 noto-
Buplar, 008V Ehdocoug Tae QUAGTHTHG TopyiTon Xl TaG 6dVVEG ¥ oOTOS oHTH
OTEp T TG Uytitag oGy GopdaTey mép T Tob Plov TEG cvleyiig YTEp T
ThG 6wpocivrg %ol THe cOxhztag. @éps &7 xal maid ¢ y:véshwoav: ppovtidwy
710 mavra mhéo xot EEnlyzTon TO VIOTRGLOV GXisT & TG YYOUNG Xl <TOH>
TPOGWTOY OVXETL TO adTO.

Its meaning is: «If I had another body such as I would like to possess, I
could not live in the way 1 do, that is, having to go to great pains for
the sake of my bodily health and of my daily living, for the sake of
glory and self-control, of renown and of good name ... It seems obvious
that a woman, suited to a man’s feelings, offers him no less pleasure and
pain than what he would offer to himself for the sake of two bodies and
of getting his living, for the sake of self-control and of renown .....»

And in the second argument we have:

E/ 1§ YIROV' 0O GUEPLUAVOG
"Ecc ot OO yapézg Che €1 épnuodTepo.
Téxve movor mipwotg dmotg Blog. ol vioTyTg
"Agppovzg ol mohol & Eumadv ddpuvéss.
"Hv &pa tolv Siooolv évog alpsotg ) 7 yevéaho
Mndénot” 9 0 Oavelv adrixe Tixtépevov.b
«You get married; you will not be without cares.
You do not get married; then you live even lonelier. You have chil-
dren, then you get trouble; you live without them, then you are dis-

Between the two things there is, therefore, the choice either never to
have been born or, if born, to die immediately.»

4, Antiphontis orationes et fragmenta, ed. Fr. Blass, Leipzig, Teubner, 1881.
5. Posidippt epigr., diss., ed. P. Schott, 1905.
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These views, particularly those stated above specifically with regard
to women, are very interesting. We may take them, as we have men-
tioned already, as more or less indicative, if not of the average man’s at-
titude at least of that of a considerable number of intellectuals of the
time, among whom one might perhaps include Euripides, although with
regard to him one should be more careful; what he often brings up is not
necessarily what he himsell believed. These views, and one expects atti-
tudes as well, were not very extreme, if one considers that they were al-
so shared by men at other times and arc still shared by some men today,
if not expressly at least tacitly. Of course in our time women contrib-
ute financially to the maintenance of their families, besides performing
other duties, and peoples’ views and attitudes have been changing. The
result is that both sexes tend to he looked upon as equal on a broad ha-
sis. Yet now and then one comes across men who express themselves
about women not very differently from the way Hesiod and Simonides
did. Such men are very likely influenced by their own experience with
women and find reasons to complain about their frailty, their self-cen
tredness, their jealousy and so forth — No doubt women on their side
find reasons to complain about men’s insensibility, which in general
points to cases of incompatibility of the two sexes —. But even these men
do not exclude the possibility that there are some really good, virtuous
women. For some this possibility seems remote and for others even remo-
ter, but nevertheless it does exist. In these cases, as in those of Hesiod and
Simonides, one cannol appropriately speak of misogyny, in spite of the
rather negalive attitude towards the majority of women. On the contrary,
views like those of Hippolytos, Melanion, and Agathion, as we shall see
further on, are quite radical and therefore different, for they exclude wom-
en completely from their lives. And they truly follow ascetism, though
mainly for other than strictly religious reasons. Yet the misogynist’s
view, when pushed to its extreme, is a utopia. If it were put into
practice, it would mean the extinction of mankind.® And this negative at-
titude is not due to external causes, but to some assumed imperfection
in women themselves, for the mosogynist finds an imperfect nature in
woman, whether this appears as evil character, impurity or some kind of

6. This point of view is stressed in rather general terms in Seneca’s Phaedra. The
Nurse there trics to make the young Hippolytos understand the role love plays in na-
ture (469 ff.). She thinks that in this way he will change his attilude towards women.
If he does so, then he may positively respond to her lady’s feclings for him once he
knows about them.

-
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malice. Such an extreme view is by no means healthy, and one woud nev-
er expect to find a significant number of adherents to it. At any rale
those who would advocate living according to this theory would be rel-
atively very few. But, apart from the weakness of their position with
regard to its applicalion, the theoretical side of their case is very in-
teresting, the more so because these persons are different and express
themselves in their own individual ways. On the other hand psychology
applies a good number of concepts and forms complicated theories to
explain such rare cases as abnormalities mainly on account of bad
experiences and traumas, false generalizations and maladjustment, but I
think that the problem with the characters we are interested in here is
rather peculiar, and psychology would not help us to understand them.
They are heroic, very young, and their views and attitudes are possibly
not so much based on personal experience as on their ideology. Prejudi-
ces or misconceptions may have played some role in its formation. Miso-
gyny is only one, although a fundamental side of their personalities.
One must keep well in mind that their hatred of women is only a result
of an inclination towards a sort of living or 1ideal to which they are
one-sidedly attracted. This ideal is a sort of purity or chastity of lfe.
Whatever is against it is their enemy. They do not see a way of com-
promise. They reject anything that might force them to doso.To them
woman’s nature is irreconcilable with their chaste and pure way of life.
She is somehow impure in mind or cannot think and live in the way they
do. They hate women because women distract them from their standards.
This concept of chastity and of purity is nearly always incorporated in
Artemis, the deity of hunting, of wild nature and related occupations.
As one would expect, her devotees also pursue these things. They are
and feel free and unattached. No wonder Aphrodite as the personifica-
tion of love and sexual attachment to a woman is strange to them. If
such love comes at all in the myth once in one’s life, it is accidental
and brings no good.
Hippolytos (v. 1003) says,
Aeyoug yap cle THY Auépag dyvov Sépas,

and (v. 1006) mapBévev Juysv: «He has to this day a pure body and a
chaste soul.» lle is presented to us at the beginning of the play to pay
honour to Artemis, in whom the concepts of purity and chastity find their

concrete expression. It is to this deity alone that he brings a crown of
flowers, picked from an undefiled, untouched meadow that only (v.77)
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peMoao.. hewvl  diépyzton?
«a bee in spring passes through
Aiddc 8¢ motapioor wqmeder dpboolg,
and Reverence makes it grow with pure water from the river.»
We understand well that this ideal for Hippolytos is honoured for its
own sake, and at the end of this hymn he makes a wish (v. 87)
Téhog 8¢ wapdory’ OHomep Hpkduny Plov,
«May I end my life just in the way I started.»

Aversion to or rather hatred of women is a result of his exclu-
sive, one-sided pursuit or strengthening of a natural inclination. The
idea expressed in Hippol. fr. 428 N.2; Stob. 4. 20. 3, Plut. mor. 778 b)

ol yap Kimpw @zivovreg dvBpdimawv &yav

voGolo’ opolme Tolg &yav Onpwuévorg
is also voiced in one way or another by the old Attendant, who warns
Hippolytos against ignoring Cypris, another part of his nature (v. 101).
Hippolytos does not listen to this advice and replies (v. 102)

706wl adtiy ayvde &v dondlopo,
«Being chaste, I greet her from afar.»

We will examine here two other characters who are closely related to
Hippolytos. The evidence we have is rather limited, and the scanty in-
formation we obtain refers only to few aspects of their personalities,
but even so we can very clearly discern traits remarkably similar to
Hippolytos’ qualities. One of these characters is Melanion. We learn of him
from the song of the Chorus-leader in Lysistrate of Aristophanes (v.
781 ff.): 3By Boblopar AéEar Ty’ Gulv, év wot’ Yuovs’

oaTde ETL moig v,

ohTwg MY vioviorog Mehavioy Tic,

6¢ @zoywv yapov doixst’ &¢ Epnuiay,

%av Tolc Gpealy (uney

%q7  Ehoyolnper
mAcEapevos  dpxug,
xol xiver Ty elyev,

*OOXETL % THADz TIAY ofxad” Gmo pisouc.
ohTw TG yuvairog EBdehdyly
“vzivog el § oddev frTov

700 Meroviwvog ol adgpoves.’

7. N. B, the asexual nature of this peculiar living being.
8. Aristophanis comoediae, rec. F.W.-W. M, Hall - Geldart, Oxf. 19072, repr.
1970,
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«l will tell you a story which I myself heard while I was still a child:
Once upon a time there was a young man called Melanion, who, fleeing
from marriage, came to solitude and lived in the mountains. There he
hunted hares, weaving nets and keeping a dog. And out of hatred he
never returned home. So greatly did he detest women...»

Of such a Melanion we know nothing else. Ie appears different
enough from that Melanion who is presented as a suitor of Atalante. We
hear of this from the author of the prooemium to Xenophon’s hunting
book (Xen. De Ven. 1 and 7) where Melanion is mentioned among others
who were pupils xuvqy:otewy Tz %al étépwv xuhév of Cheiron and that Me-
lanion Ttocoltov Gmepéaye @uhomovia, otz &V adtd dvtzpasTal Eyévovto of
TOTE &OLOTOL TGV TOTE peyloTow yauwy wévog #tuyzy *Ataddvrrg,

Another peculiar and interesting personality belonging to this group
is a certain Agathion, whom we meet in the «Biow Zogiatévn of Philo-
stratos. He 1s a strange person whose qualities are of great interest for the
study of character and physiognomy. It is fortunate that we get a good
sketch of his figure and character,? which we will try to portray here
(552 VII):

<The story is about a young man whom many called Heracles. He
was about 17 or 18 years of age when he grew his first beard. He was of
very big stature, eight feet tall like a Celt. Herodes describes him in one
of his letters to Ioulianos. Heracles, Herodes’ bodyguard as it were, had
his hair long and symmetrically combed, and his thick eyebrows met and
intermingled. He had bright eyes that betrayed some quickness of his
manners, a hooked nose, and a thick neck, a result of hard work rather
than of much eating. His chest was solidly built and hardened, and his
legs bent a little, enabling him to stand fast and walk at ease. His clothes
were of wolves’ hides sewn together. He set himself the task of hunting
wild boars, jackals, and wolves and of fighting bulls. He used to show the
wounds he had received from his struggles with these beasts. Some said
that this new Heracles was a native of the Boeotian Delion, but Herodes
maintains that he heard him say that his mother was a woman tending
kine of which she was proud, while his father was Marathon, a hero

9. Flavii Philostrati quae supersunt, Philostrati Juntoris Imagines, Callistrati de-
scriptiones, ed. C.L. Kayser, Turici 1844. A number of details regarding the char-
acter of the hero are not strictly relevant to the point under examination,
but if they were omitted, an incomplete and possibly false impression would
in all likelihood have resulted.
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farmer, whose statue stood at Marathon. When Herodes asked this He-
racles, whether he was immortal, he replied he was going to live longer
than a mortal. Herodes asked him also what he ate, and he answered
he lived most of the time on milk which was given to him by goats, cows
and mares that had recently given birth, or by shepherds who looked
after these animals. He also said that from the teat of a she-ass was
yielded milk pleasant to drink and easy to digest. When he sat down to
eat bread, he used ten men’s daily rations which peasants of Marathon
and Boeotia gave him. They called him Agathion, the «Good hearted»,
because he appeared to them upright in his dealings with them. Herodes
questioned him also how and by whom he had learnt to use the language,
as he did not seem uneducated. And Agathion answered that the interior
of Attica was a good school for him who wanted to learn how to speak.
For the Athenians who lived in the city received as paying pupils young
men from Thrace and Pontos and other non-Greek speaking nations. The
foreigners corrupted the language of the Athenians more than they
promoted fluency of speech. While the interior of the country,
uncontaminated by barbarian influences, kept its language pure. Then
Herodes asked him if he had ever been present at a festival and Aga-
thion said he had been at Delphi. Not that he had mixed with the crowd,
but from a place on Parnasos with a good view he had heard the music
of the competitors at the performance when Pammenes was acclaimed
for his tragic play. He was of the opinion that the wise Greeks were
wrong to listen with pleasure to the evils of the house of Pelops and
Labdacos. Because myths that were not discredited influenced their
hearers to commit wicked deeds. As Herodes saw that he was inclined
to philosophize, and wishing to know Agathion’s opinion of gymnastics
contests, he asked him about this sport, and Agathion replied that he
laughed rather at the men he saw who competed in the wayxoatiov
and boxing, races and wrestling, and won a crown in such contests. The
athlete in the race should be crowned because he surpassed a deer or a
horse, and he who trained for more difficult contests, should win the
crown. He himself fought a bull or a bear every day because luck had
deprived him a chance to win by fighting lions of which there were no
longer any living in Acarnania. Herodes admired him and asked him to
join him for a meal and Agathion accepted and said he would come
the next day at noon to Canovos’ shrine. He ordered the higgest bowl
of those that were in the shrine to be filled with milk that no woman
had milked. The next day he went at the time he had promised and was
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- about to drink. But he smelled the milk and said, «The milk is not clean,
the smell of a woman’s hand comes to me», and after saying this he
went away without having taken a sip of the milk. Herodes listened at-
tentively to his words about the woman and sent men to the farm to
examine the matter. When he was informed that the milk had indeed
. been touched by a woman, he understood that the man had a
deamonic nature.>

These men are only few of those who belong to the group as a whole.
They take up the entirerange that begins with a sort of discordance
. or antipathy and extends to declared aversion and hatred up to the
utmost limits of rejection and exlusion of the female sex.
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