
KATERINA STNODINOU

A FORM OF OPPOSITION: SMALL/BIG

In their discussion of Sophocles W. Schmid and 0 . Stahlin1 suggest 
th a t the notion «great results from small causes» which emerges from 
some Sophoclean passages2 m ight have been of sophistic origin and 
belongs to the μηχανόεν τέχνας (Ant. 365-6), th a t is to the intellectual, 
social and political achievements of man3. The same view for the same 
passages is quoted by W.B. Stanford in his edition oitheAjaat.  Although 
some of the examples referred to  m ay echo, as we shall see, sophistic 
teachings the allegation of a sophistic origin seems to require some 
qualification, since the evidence from Homer onwards to the fifth 
century suggests otherwise; th a t  is, throughout this period, sporadi
cally adm ittedly, we encounter pairs of opposites5 to the same effect 
w ith the ones mentioned by the above scholars. Our problem then is 
somewhat transposed and we have to see it  in term s of the cumula
tive effect of the available evidence.

1. Geschichte der griechischen L i t e ra tu r ,T iA z (M iinchen, 1959, 11934) 316, η. 1.
2. A ja x  1253-4: μέγας δέ πλευρά βοϋς ύπό σμικρας ομως

μάστιγος ορθός εις όδ&ν πορεύεται. Also A ja x  1077-8, 1148-9, 
A n t .  477-8, El. 4 1 5 -6 .1 quote  from  th e  O xford Classical T ex ts unless otherw ise in 
dicated .

3. F o r th e  ach ievem ents of m an as th ey  are presen ted  in  the  f irs t stasim on of 
the A ntigone  in re la tion  to  sophistic  teach ings see, for exam ple, W . Schm id, «Proble- 
me aus der sophokleischen A ntig on e» ,  Philologus,  62 (1903) 13-21. See also Jo an  V. 
O' B rien, Guide to Sophocles’ A n tigo ne  (London and  A m sterdam , 1978) 47, 58-59. 
A ndrew  B row n, ed. Sophocles: A n t ig on e  ( W iltsh ire , 1987) 154.

4. Sophocles ' A ja x  (L ondon, 1963) 195, ad  1077-80.
5. G .E .R . L loyd, Polari ty  and  A nalogy,  C am bridge, 1966, has stu d ied  sy s te m a t

ically  pairs of opposites from  «the earlies t tim es dow n to  and  including A risto tle ...in  
re la tion  to  the larger problem  of th e  developm ent of logic and  scientific m ethod  in th is  
period» (p. 1 .). M ention should be m ade of E rn s t K em m er’s m onograph, Die polare  
Ausdrucksweise  in der griechischen L itera tur ,  W urzburg , 1900, on th e  so-called «po
la r expressions», in  w hich tw o opposite or com plem en tary  term s are freq u en tly  used 
instead  of a single general concep t e.g. n ig h t and  day  in s tead  of alw ays, all the  tim e, 
land  and  sea in s tead  of the w hole e a rth . These s tud ies do n o t deal w ith  th e  opposition  
sm all /b ig  from  th e  p o in t of view  I in ten d  to  app roach  i t  in  th is  artic le .
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Let us s ta rt from Homer. In the Odyssey  the only example of 
the opposition refers to a physical phenomenon. W hen Nestor relates 
to  Telemachus the sea storm  th a t caused the wreckage of the Achae- 
ans and drove Menelaus w ith five ships to Egypt, he describes the 
rocky coast in which

...Νότος μέγα κϋμα ποτί σκαιόν 'ρίον ώθεΐ,
ές Φα’.στόν, μικρός δέ λίθος μέγα κϋμ’ άποέργει (γ 295-6).

The small rock which keeps off a big wave in a way defies the opposi
tion th a t seems inherent in the two adjectives. Judging by the result of 
their encounter the small rock is shown to be more durable than  the big 
wave. Evidently w hat is decisive for this outcome and its verbal ex
pression is the respective inherent qualities of the two forces in opera
tion, th a t  is the hardness of the rock on the one hand and the liquidness 
of the sea on the other. On these conditions the value of the adjectives 
small/big becomes relative and consequently the opposition they  express 
a t first sight is also qualified by their relativity. Referring of course 
to a physical phenomenon the poet in all probability wanted to under
score his point, in other words the wreckage of Menelaus’ ships against 
such a crag! Even so the statem ent of the poet denotes a realisation tha t, 
despite appearances, «small» things can w ithstand big ones with all the 
consequences implied in such a reversal.

The opposition small /big further serves to illustrate the might 
of the gods compared to  hum an lim itations. For the first time we come 
across such an example in Theognis:

εύχομένφ μοι, κλϋθι., κακάς δ’ άπό κήρας άλαλκε· 
σοΙ μέν τοϋτο θεά σμικρόν, έμοί δέ μέγα (13-4 W).

Here both adjectives refer to the same object, th a t  is to the prayed for 
safety of the poet. Obviously w hat makes possible the verbal opposition 
is the different perspective of the poet in evaluating the significance of 
his entreaty: the most crucial for a man is bu t a small thing for Ar
temis, namely to keep off the goddesses of death from the suppliant. 
No doubt the «small» favour th a t he asks is a token of the divine 
omnipotence. From  this point of view the characterisation «small» is a 
euphemism and it is partly  restored to its proper dimensions in the 
second member of the opposition, when by hum an standards it is 
rendered as great.

Again in the Choephoroe after E lectra’s discovery of the lock of 
hair on the tom b of Agamemnon she prays to the gods th a t  they
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may help them. She concludes her invocation with a general, m eta
phorical statem ent which seems to allude to a proverb1.

...ει δε χρή τυχεΐν σωτηρίας,
σμικροϋ γένο'-τ’ αν σπέρματος μέγας πυθμήν (203-4).

The small seed contains w ithin it the potential which will transform  
it in due tim e into a big tree2. W ithin its dram atic context the statem ent 
alludes to  the trem endous consequences, provided the lock belonged 
to Orestes, which it would have for the House of Atreus. So, w ith gods’ 
help3 an apparently insignificant incident could prefigure events of the 
greatest importance, like the return  of Orestes and the rightful 
punishm ent of Aegisthus and Clytemnestra.

Somewhat differently, in Herodotus the predominance of small over 
big m ilitary forces refers to  god’s might and more specifically to the com
monplace of divine envy4. In his a ttem pt to dissuade Xerxes from his de
sign to invade Greece in order not to awaken the jealousy of the gods 
A rtabanus resorts to an analogy from the physical world: as the 
god smites w ith his thunderbolt everything excessive, in the same way 
«καί στρατός πολλός ύπό ολίγου διαφθείρεται. κατά τοιόνδε· έπεάν σφι ό θεός 
φθονήσας φόβον έμβάλγ) ή βροντήν, S i ’ ών έφθάρησαν άναξίως έωυτών. ού γάρ 
έα φρονέειν μέγα ό θεός άλλον ή έωυτόν» (VII. 10.ε)5. The alleged achieve
m ent of the numerically small arm y is due to divine causation and 
has little to  do with the hum an agents of the victory. So the op
position small /big is used in order to emphasize the insolence of 
the great host who induce the divine envy and their own consequent 
humiliation.

The evidence we have advanced so far makes clear th a t  we can
not speak of sophistic origin, in relation to the μηχανόεν τέχνας, for the

1. H . J .  Rose, A  C om m en ta ry  on the Su rv iv in g  P lays o f  Aeschylus,  I I  (A m ster
dam , 1958) 138, ad  204.

2. See also M anfred B issinger, Das ad jek t iv  Μέγαζ in der griechischen D ich tu n g  
(M iinchen, 1966) 90, w ho considers th e  m etapho r sharpened  b y  th e  opposition sm all /  
big.

3. Cf. also Choe. 262-3: (Ζεϋ) κόμιζ’, άπό σμικροϋ 8’ αν άρειας μέγαν
δόμον, δοκοϋντα κάρτα νϋν πεπτωκέναι.

4. F o r divine envy  in general, see, for exam ple, P e te r  W alco t, E n v y  and  the  
Greeks: A  S tu d y  o f  H u m a n  B ehaviour  (W arm inster-E ng land , 1978) 31-50.

5. Cf. also H er. V II. 18.2, for a  sim ilar view  of A rtab an u s who insisting  in  his 
opinion he repea ts th a t  he has seen «πολλά τε καί μεγάλα πεσόντα πρήγματα ύπό ήσσό- 
νων». G od’s w ork as well is the  defea t of the Persians in  th e  hom onym ous trag ed y  of 
A eschylus, despite th e ir  num erical suprem acy  (337f., 345). The sam e com m onplace 
is preserved also in a  fragm en t of E urip ides [F rg . 974 (N2)].
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opposition small /big. The form and the effect of the cases we saw are 
more or less similar to the analogous passages from Sophocles. Evident
ly the difference between them  is in their content, as the examples 
we examined, either refer to a physical phenomenon or exemplify the 
gods’ might, whereas the Sophoclean passages have to  do w ith hum an 
action and behaviour. It remains to investigate whether or not these 
particular passages reflect sophistic ideas and, furtherm ore, their rela
tion to similar examples from other authors.

Once again the notion «great results from small causes» in regard 
to  hum an action and behaviour does not originate from sophistic 
teachings. On the contrary this idea seems to have become prover
bial quite early as a fragm ent of Alcaeus indicates: γελοΐον φήσαντος 
είναι άπό μικρών πραγμάτων οΰτω μεγάλα Θήραν, ού κατ’ ’Αλκαίον έξ ονυχος 
τον λέοντα γράφοντας ... (Ζ 115, L -P). The nail from which the painter 
s ta rts  his picture prefigures the lion, th a t is a small token m ay lead, 
literally or m etaphorically to im portant inferences. A further, although 
much later, indication of the proverbial character of the opposition 
is provided by the Orestes of Euripides. There Menelaus tries to justify 
his reluctance to help Orestes and his sister by pointing out the im
potence of a small m ilitary force to defeat a larger one:

σμικροϊσι γάρ τά μεγάλα πώς έλοι τις άν
πόνοισιν; αμαθές καί τό βούλεσθαι τάδε (694-5 Β).

Although Menelaus refers to  a specific situation, the general character 
of his words (and the evidence we have advanced so far) indicates th a t 
we have to  do with a proverb, which he has adjusted to his purpose. 
In  other words the exception proves the rule: th a t is the general ap
plication of the opposition small /big under certain conditions. Indeed, 
Thucydides presents a specific application of the above axiom rela t
ed to Pausanias. In the Lacedaemonians’ judgm ent the Spartan King 
«εργοις βραχέσι προυδήλου ά τη γνώμη μειζόνως ές επειτα έ'μελλε πράξειν» (I. 
130.1); by his changed life-style he made paten t his future great plans 
concerning his allegedly intended collaboration with the Persian au 
tocrat. Again an apparently meagre indication led by a rational process 
to an im portant inference.

To come to specific intellectual, social and political realities which 
m ay be related to sophistic ideas as well we have to s ta rt from A r
chilochus. His verses
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]vftt σύν σ[μ]ικρν; μέγαν
πόντον περήσ]ας ^λθες έκ Γορτυνίης (24 W ),

exemplify the antithesis between the tiny  boat and the immense sea and 
by extension the achievement of the traveller who undertook the risk 
during the trip. Certainly in the small boat is invested an am ount of 
human experience and expertise which compensates somewhat for the 
dangers involved in such an undertaking.

As early then as Archilochus however implicitly, the notion of the 
power of «technology» appears, a notion th a t became, as is well known, 
central to sophistic idea of the omnipotence of intellect in general. This 
same idea may be traced in two examples from the Ajax  and the Antigo
ne quoted by W. Schmid and 0 . Stahlin. In the Ajax,  when Agamemnon 
refers to the defeat of the hero in the contest for Achilles’ arms, he 
gives the upper hand not to the big men but to the wise (1250ff.). He 
brings home what he means with an example from the animal world:

μέγας δέ πλευρά βοΰς ύπύ σμικρας δμως 
μάστιγος όρθος εις όδον πορεύεται (1253-4).

The small goad which keeps straight and disciplined the big ox re
presents the end product of a whole process of civilisation brought about 
by the hum an intellect. In those term s the great bulk of the ox proved 
to  be useless1. So the apparently small is in reality much more power
ful and im portant than  the big. Evidently w hat makes the difference is 
the respective quality of the m aterial and the intellectual realms which 
shows the predominance of inner abilities over external appearance. The 
fact th a t A jax is not only a «big body», combined with the folly of 
Agamemnon himself in forbidding his burial, colours his words with 
ironical connotations, bu t this does not affect their general validity.

In the second case from the An tigone, by a similar example of the 
power of «technology», the poet illustrates some political realities. In his 
effort to assert his authority  against Antigone’s defiance Creon con
fronts her with the following words:

σμικρω χαλινω 8’ οίδα τούς θυμουμένους
ίππους καταρτυθέντας· ού γάρ έκπέλει
φρονεΐν μέγ’ οστις δοϋλός έστι των πέλας (477-9).

The small bit which breaks the spirited horses represents the power of 
au thority  and by extension the complex mechanisms which produce and

1. See also Bissinger, p . 85, who p o in ts  o u t th e  u nderes tim ation  of the 
physical s ta tu re  in  these verses.
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support it with the final aim of keeping the subjects disciplined. Obvious
ly any authority  may be challenged or overthrown one way or another 
as in the present case. In general, however, the rational, organized 
au thority  can exert its grip over the immense but dispersed power of the 
subjects. Once again the small b it is only the visible symbol of a concen
tra ted , intelligent force with clear purposes. In this respect the subjects 
are not an adequate m atch for it, until of course they prove otherwise.

More explicitly connected with sophistic concepts is the second 
example from the Ajax  referred to by W. Schmid and 0 . Stahlin. There 
Menelaus alluding to Ajax points out the precedence of social values 
over a m ighty stature:

άλλ’ άνδρα χρή, καν σώμα γεννήση μέγα1, 
δοκεΐν πεσεΐν άν καν άπό σμικροϋ κακοΰ. 
δέος γάρ φ πρόσεστιν αισχύνη θ’ όμοΰ, 
σωτηρίαν εχοντα τόνδ’ επίστασο (1077-80).

Menelaus is aware th a t a small evil can overthrow a big body, which 
throws into relief the essential lim itations and underestim ation of the 
external make up of a hum an being2. As a safeguard against such a weak
ness he proposes moral, social values, δέος and αισχύνη which m ay point 
to the Protagorean «theory» of civic virtue3. These very virtues Ajax 
notoriously lacked and ironically Menelaus himself ignores in his order 
th a t Ajax should remain unburied (1089). On the other hand whoever is 
deprived of these virtues is rendered prey to any «insignificant» ad
versity, against which the m ighty body proves to be useless. In fact, 
then, the opposition is not between the great bulk and the small evil, 
bu t between the external appearance and the absence of social virtues 
which enables the apparently trifling wrong to have a disproportion
ately drastic effect.

These are the only cases from Sophocles in which sophistic ideas 
may be, more or less, discerned in regard to the opposition small /big. All 
have to do with hum an action and more concretely with intellectual, 
social and political «achievements» and from this point of view we may

1. Cf. II. I l l ,  227: (A jax) έξοχος Ά ργείω ν κεφαλήν τε καί εύρέας ώμους.
2. J .C . K am erbeek, The P lays o f  Sophocles: Commentaries,  I, The A ja x  (Leiden, 

21963) 210, ad 1077. B issinger, p . 87.
3. K am erbeek, p . 210, ad  1079, 80: «The possib ility  of Soph, being influenced

here b y  th e  philosophy  of his tim e is fa r from  being  excluded. F o r th e  σώζεσθαι of 
m an k in d , H erm es b ro u g h t them  αιδώς and  δίκη (PI. Prot.  322 b. c ), σωτηρία («pre
se rv a tio n » ) is the term  p u t in to  the m ou th  of P ro tago ras  [ib. 321 b )» . . .
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say they belong to the μηχανόεν τέχνας. However, the rest of the evidence 
from the poet and other authors, as we shall see, does not relate to spe
cific sophistic concepts.

To begin with, far from expressing any idea of «contriving)» the two 
other examples quoted by W. Schmid-O. Stahlin from Sophocles are, we 
m ay say, antagonistic to it. The first example from the A jax (1148-9) 
refers to immoderate hum an conduct (see below). The second from the 
Electra shows the effect of a brief bu t tim ely speech in regard to a crucial 
situation. W hen Chrysothemis refers vaguely to  the night dream of Cly- 
tem nestra, Electra urges her to report it, however briefly, for she knows 
th a t

...πολλά τοι σμικροί λόγοι.
έ'σφηλαν ήδη καί κατώρθωσαν βροτούς (ΕΙ. 415-6).

E lectra’s words are prophetic for Glytem nestra’s fate, as her dream 
indeed portends her death. Evidently the consequences of the brief tales1 
are far more reaching than  their surface meaning. Their significance, of 
course, is not assumed by rhetorical means, bu t it is inherent in the si
tuation  they referred to. From this respect they have little to do with 
«contrivances».

In the same way, further evidence from other authors provides ex
amples referring to hum an realm without specific sophistic connotations. 
Thus the effect of pe tty  errors on the fortune of the ty ran ts is presented 
in a fragment of Euripides:

όρας τυράννους διά μακρών ηύξημένους, 
ώς μικρά τά σφάλλοντα, καί μί’ ήμερα 
τά μέν καθεΐλεν ύψόθεν, τά δ’ ήρ’ άνω (Frg. 420 Ν2).

The notion th a t inconsiderable blunders can overthrow the supreme 
m ight of ty ran ts denotes not only a clear awareness of the lim itations of 
hum an power but, more im portant, it expresses a consciousness of the 
erosive impact of seemingly trifling m atters which nonetheless can be 
potentially destructive. In the m idst of an absolute, corrupt power, it 
takes a great deal of m aturity  and wisdom to come to the above real
ization, historical experience of similar instances notwithstanding. Judg
ing then  from the potential result the opposition under discussion is a- 
gain reversed.

1. F o r sim ilar in stances of the consequences of a  b rief speech see 02M 20f., OC
443f., 616f., T huc. IV . 126.1.
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In a different context the opposition small /big occurs also in De
mocritus. There the respective qualification of the pair small/big depends 
on the term s of its realization: μικρα'ι χάριτες έν καιρω μέγιστα'., τοϊς λαμ- 
βάνουσι (Frg . 94 D-K). As it seems, the decisive factor is the proper op
portunity  which transform s an insignificant favour granted to somebody 
into an im portant one. In the second fragment a small appetite equates 
poverty to wealth (Frg. 284). The peculiarity of these two examples is 
th a t the opposition small /big consists of one member which could be 
small or big depending on special conditions th a t determine its magni
tude.

Finally some other instances of the opposition refer to immoderate 
hum an conduct and its consequences. Again we cannot trace any specific 
sophistic ideas in them, although the first example we will see from the 
A jax  is mentioned by W. Schmid and O. Stahlin, among the other cases 
which allegedly reflected sophistic opinions. There Menelaus, arguing 
with Teucer over A jax’s burial, uses m etaphorically a physical pheno
menon in order to assert th a t Teucer, insolent as he is, in his opinion, 
will have soon to keep silent.

σμικροϋ νέφους τάχ’ άν τις έκπνεύσας μέγας
χειμών κατασβέσειε την πολλήν βοήν (1148-9 )Χ.

The strong wind coming out of the tiny  cloud refers here m etaphorical
ly to the allegedly intem perate behaviour of Teucer, which has to  be 
subdued. In other words the em pty noise of unruly speech is easily ex
posed for w hat actually is. In this metaphorical use of a physical pheno
menon there is no room, I think, for sophistic influence, especially in 
regard to the μηχανόεν τέχνας. Similarly the other cases of the opposi
tion referring to immoderate hum an conduct are far from displaying such 
ideas. So Andromache in the tragedy of the same name relates Menela
us’ rude a ttitude  towards her and lack of elementary ability to judge 
critically in the following words:

ού χρή ’πί μικοοΐς μεγάλα πορσύνειν κακά (352 )2.

Andromache discerns clearly w hat Menelaus is unable to see, namely the 
puny cause - Hermione’s jealously - which should not trigger great ca
lamities, not ony Andromache’s and her son’s death bu t also Neoptole- 
mus’ revenge on Menelaus and his daughter. His answer about the relati

1. B issinger, p . 108, considers the opposition  a ttra c tiv e .
2. Cf. A nd r .  387: ώ μεγάλα πράσσων αίτιας σμικρας πέρι.
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vity  of what is great1 does not negate the validity of Andromache’s 
statem ent and the dreadful results th a t could follow Menelaus’ super
ficiality.

Somewhat differently the Chorus in the same play point out the 
uncontrollable quality of a tongue which causes «σμ'.κρας άπ’ αρχής νεΐ- 
κος άνθρώποις μέγα» (642). Loose control of one’s tongue generally is al
so referred to in a fragment of Euripides in which the poet by analo
gy with a physical phenomenon brings home his point th a t one should 
not tell anybody whatever one wants to remain secret (Frg. 411 N2). As 
a small beacon fire can burn a whole λέπας, in the same way, a secret 
told to one man is not a secret anymore: everybody will know it. In 
those instances hum an excessive has the potential to blow up an insi
gnificant m atter out of proportion.

Looking back a t the evidence we have advanced, we are in a better 
position to evaluate the view of W. Schmid - 0 . Stahlin (and shared 
by W. B. Stanford), according to which the notion «great results from 
small causes» might have been of sophistic origin and belongs to the 
μηχανόεν τέχνας. Our survey showed th a t this notion extends without in 
terruption as far back as Homer, and it may refer to physical phenome
na, to divine power or more often to multifarious aspects of hum an ac
tion and behaviour. Precisely the contribution of the general, intellec
tual and ethical climate, especially of the second half of the 5th centu
ry, was to apply the notion under discussion more to hum an agents than  
to outside forces, be they natural or superhuman. Indeed in this context 
some examples of the opposition in Sophocles correspond to the so
phistic μηχανόεν τέχνας. Generally however the overall characteristic of 
the cases under discussion is th a t from seemingly small causes great re
sults issue, with the necessary corollary th a t what appears small and in
significant is, actually or potentially, equally or even more im portant 
than  w hat appears great. So it seems more to the point to relate the 
alleged opposition small /big to the problem of appearance and reality 
which was one of the most fervently debated problems in the second half 
of the 5th century, w ith the qualification th a t a t least in origin this 
problem dates back as far as Homer and it starts empirically from the

1. Cf. A ndr.  368-9: εδ δ’ ϊσθ’, δτου τις τυγχάνει χρείαν έχων, 
τοϋτ’ ϊσθ’ έκάστω μεϊζον ή Τροίαν έλεϊν.

Ρ .Τ . S tevens, ed. Euripides: A n drom ache  (O xford, 1971) 141, ad  368-9: «These lines 
are  a  varia tio n  on the  proverb ia l say ing  th a t  the best th ing  of all is to get 
w h a t you w an t.»
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observation of a physical phenomenon. It follows th a t the stylistic 
figure was there and accordingly was used by several authors to express 
their own ideas, sophistic ones not excluded.



ΚΑΤΕΡΙΝΑ ΣΤΝΟΔΙΝΟΤ

ΠΕΡΙΛΗΨΗ

ΜΙΑ ΜΟΡΦΗ ΑΝΤΙΘΕΣΗΣ: ΜΙΚΡΟ /ΜΕΓΑΛΟ

Οι W. Schmid και Ο. Stahlin, Geschichte der griechischen Liiera- 
tur, B. 12 (Munchen, 1959, x1934) 316, σημ. 1, υποθέτουν ότι η αντίθεση 
«μεγάλα αποτελέσματα από μικρές αιτίες», που υπάρχει, σε μερικά χωρία του 
Σοφοκλή, ίσως να έχει σοφιστική καταγωγή και έχει σχέση με το μηχανόεν 
τέχνας (Αντιγ. 365-6), δηλαδή με τα διανοητικά, πολιτικά και κοινωνικά 
επιτεύγματα του ανθρώπου. Στην έκδοση του Αίαντα ο W.B, Stanford συμ
μερίζεται την ίδια άποψη για τα ίδια χωρία.

Η εξέταση όμως της αντίθεσης αυτής από τον Όμηρο ως το τέλος του 
5ου π.Χ. αιώνα δείχνει πως στο διάστημα αυτό συναντούμε τέτοιες περιπτώ
σεις, οι οποίες μπορεί να αναφέρονται σε φυσικά φαινόμενα, στη δύναμη των 
θεών, ή συχνότερα, ιδιαίτερα κατά το β' μισό του 5ου π.Χ. αιώνα,σε ποικίλες 
πλευρές ανθρώπινης δράσης και συμπεριφοράς. Το λεκτικό λοιπόν σχήμα προϋ- 
πήρχε των Σοφιστούν και το χρησιμοποίησαν διάφοροι συγγραφείς για να εκ- 
φράσουν κατά περίπτωση ορισμένες ιδέες χωρίς να αποκλείονται και οι σοφι
στικές. Έ τσ ι μερικά μόνο παραδείγματα της αντίθεσης αυτής στο Σοφοκλή 
ανταποκρίνονται σε σοφιστικές αντιλήψεις. Το γενικό ωστόσο χαρακτηριστικό 
όλων των περιπτώσεων που είδαμε, δηλαδή το ότι μικρές αιτίες προκαλούν 
μεγάλα αποτελέσματα με συνέπεια ό,τι παρουσιάζεται ασήμαντο να είναι 
πραγματικά ή δυνάμει εξίσου ή σημαντικότερο απ’ ό,τι παρουσιάζεται σπου
δαίο, μας επιτρέπει να συσχετίσομε την αντίθεση αυτή με την αντίθεση 
«φαινομένων» /πραγματικότητας.


