Define what makes a monster in Graeco-Roman mythology. What are the artistic challenges in representing these monsters?
 It is difficult to pin down exactly what it is that separates a monster in Graeco-Roman mythology and a beast of a fabulous nature. Though before an attempt is made to unpack what a Graeco-Roman monster is, a simpler place to start is with a modern definition of what makes a monster. The definitions I intend to focus on are ‘A large, ugly, and frightening imaginary creature.’[footnoteRef:2], ‘A thing of extraordinary or daunting size.’[footnoteRef:3]and finally ‘A congenitally malformed or mutant animal or plant.’[footnoteRef:4] I will start by addressing each of these definitions separately before seeing if a combination of all of them is required or if the modern definition of what makes a monster misses key factors in what makes a Graeco-Roman monster. Even without a concrete definition on what it is that makes a monster, the artistic challenges presented by them are clear and the challenges each of these definitions present will be addressed alongside them.  [2:  Monster (Oxford Dictionary, 2019) ]  [3:  Monster (Oxford Dictionary, 2019)]  [4:  Monster (Oxford Dictionary, 2019)] 

The first of the definitions that will be focused upon is ‘A large, ugly, and frightening imaginary creature.’[footnoteRef:5] A creature which fits into this definition is Scylla from Homer’s Odyssey. In Samuel Butler’s translation of the text, Scylla is described as ‘a dreadful monster… not even a god - could face [her] without being terror-struck’ [footnoteRef:6]this illustrates the frightening nature of the monster at hand. She is also displayed as being a large creature due to her ability to eat men with her multiple heads capturing the individuals from the ships which pass by her.[footnoteRef:7] Whilst the word ugly or a word of similar meaning is not used it can easily be extracted from the text, with the feet of the creature being described as ‘misshapen… with a frightening head, with three rows of teeth in each.’[footnoteRef:8] However, just because this definition fits a creature like Scylla it is not a perfect definition due to missing creatures such as Sirens who do not fulfil the first two conditions of this definition, as they are described as ‘part like birds and in part like young girls.’[footnoteRef:9] Whilst a bird like appearance could be considered ugly, in Hellenistic sculptures they are shown as beautiful women with wings rather than purely a head on a birds body. They also do not fulfil the large criteria set out, seeming to be around the same size as a mortal woman. If any of this definition is to remain and be used to describe a Graeco-Roman monster most of it would need to be dropped, leaving only frightening and creature. Though imaginary in this context could be exchanged for the word mythical, leaving the remaining phrase of a frightening mythical creature.  [5:  Monster (Oxford Dictionary, 2019)]  [6:  Hom. Od. 12.2]  [7:  Hom. Od. 12.2]  [8:  Hom. Od. 12.2]  [9:  Apollonius Argonautica 4.890-913] 

The original definition used provides some difficulties regarding representing them artistically.  Continuing with the example of Scylla, how do you display a six headed creature with long necks and sharp teeth that you have never seen before? The scale of the creature also makes artistically representing it alongside the hero, Odysseus in this case, difficult due to the difference in scale of the opposing forces whilst attempting to keep the vase aesthetically pleasing. ‘She is typically portrayed as a type of mermaid with dogs coming from her waistline.’[footnoteRef:10] Whilst this may not be entirely accurate to the tale, it is understandable for an artist to try and use real world things they have seen to try and build this mythical creature. It also displays the main aspects of Scylla: Female; By Water which would explain the mermaid aspect of the art; and multiple headed. As this was the typical representation of the monster it would be easily recognisable in conjunction with the image of Odysseus and possibly Charybdis. Other creatures are slightly easier to display such as sirens, being either a bird with a woman’s head or a various percentage of a woman-bird hybrid. These being two separate things that are seen commonly would make the merger of the two into one creature significantly easier than in comparison to creating a creature with no real-world comparison.  [10:  Cartwright (2017)] 

Though Olga Zolotnikova in their journal ‘A Hideous monster or a beautiful Maiden? Did the western Greeks alter the concept of Gorgon?’ highlights the progression and change in the artistic representation of certain monsters over time. In the eight century BCE, the Gorgon was a terrifying and hideous ‘dread monster’[footnoteRef:11] with tusked teeth. But by the fourth century BCE the Gorgon is described as ‘beautiful… having nice cheeks… with horrible snake hair’[footnoteRef:12]So whilst some of the horrible aspects of these monsters remain, over the span of a few hundreds years they have began to morph into beautiful women. This makes the artistic representation of such creatures difficult due to the slowly shifting forms of monsters with no real world reference to go off of, it is the artists choice whether to have the gorgon as a hideous beast of a creature or a beautiful maiden with snakes for hair. [11:  Zolotnikova (2016), p. 353]  [12:    Zolotnikova (2016), p. 356] 

The second definition is one which is much simpler than the previous, though carries a significant amount of more issues than it. This is due to the vague nature of the definition with the only feature the creature needs is to be extraordinarily large. Due to this it causes creatures which may not necessarily be thought of as monsters but fulfil this one condition, such as an elephant or a giraffe which is remarkably tall, to classify as a monster. It would not feel correct to categorise these creatures along with the likes of Hydras and Gorgons. It also excludes creatures such as Centaurs who are part horse and part man. I would not consider these extraordinarily tall, the height of a horse along with the torso and head of a man. They do not tower miles over head, nor do they are an incredibly large horse and person. Due to this and the previous definition, I do not see the scale of the creature as being important in whether the creature is considered a monster or not. 
The second definition would also provide similar artistic challenges to those trying to depict them on pottery or sculpture due to the need to either scale them down in order for the vase to be aesthetically pleasing if a hero or human is present on the piece. This is due to the large blank areas the height difference between a person and a huge monstrosity would cause. Though this could also be resolved similarly to the previous definition due to creatures having recognisable features or highly known of representations such as Cerberus and his multiple heads.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The third definition which is given is of a monster is ‘A congenitally malformed or mutant animal or plant.’[footnoteRef:13] This definition is a useful one as it covers a much broader spectrum of creatures than the previous definition without the disadvantage of being as vague. It also allows for hybrid creatures such as sirens and centaurs if you consider these human-like creatures as a mutant animal or the species originated from a possible congenital malformation. For example, Hades’ dog Cerberus is described as ‘fifty-headed, relentless and strong’[footnoteRef:14]and in the translation cited is specifically referred to as a ‘monster not to be overcome’[footnoteRef:15]  [13:  Monster (Oxford Dictionary, 2019)]  [14:  Hes. Th. 304]  [15:  Hes. Th. 304] 

One of the difficulties in the artistic representation of malformed creatures is trying to visualise the proportions of a dog with fifty heads. Cerberus himself ‘may not be described’ which makes trying to depict them in art complicated as it lacks a detailed description of the dog. Also, difficulties lie in trying to fit fifty heads attached to one body without the depiction of the creature appearing overly cramped as there are an excessive number of limbs attached to one body. This is resolved however through the typical depiction of Cerberus having three heads, as whilst this representation of them may not be entirely accurate the necessary features of the dog are present. This allows for the artist to have to fill a large area of the piece with a mass of dog heads and allows for it to be made more aesthetically pleasing because of it.
Though this definition does not allow for the separation between monsters and creatures of a fabulous nature, such as Pegasus the winged horse of myth. They would also fulfil the criteria of a monster in this definition due to being a mutated horse as they are described as ‘winged steed’[footnoteRef:16] but they are not typically considered a monster, this may be because of God parentage on their fathers side or due to the ‘noble’[footnoteRef:17] nature which it has. Pegasus is a particularly odd scenario as they ‘sprang forth’[footnoteRef:18] from Medusa. This does however display that just because a parent of a creature is a monster, the creature itself may not share this trait. But this could be untrue due to Pegasus also having a Godly parent which may mean the divine parentage succeeds the monstrous trait which may have been inherited from Medusa.  [16:  Apollod. 2.3]  [17:  Aristoph. Peace 50]  [18:  Hes. Th. 270] 

Another creature which is troubling in the regard, is the cyclops Polyphemus, who instinctively I lean towards monster regarding. But if divine parentage defines whether a creature is a monster or not then Polyphemus would not classify due to also being a son of Poseidon and a half-brother of Pegasus. Though if the decision lies within whether the creature is good, then Polyphemus is a monster due to ‘a huge, wild, cannibal man, with one eye on his forehead.’[footnoteRef:19] Though even that quote itself causes problems with the cyclops being referred to as a ‘man.’[footnoteRef:20] This may be humanising the cyclops and illustrating that it is not viewed as some form of horrific monster, but a being. However, this may just be another way of explaining the creature in a way that the audience can easily understand, as it is mostly humanoid in nature but it just extremely large, barbaric and with a singular eye, similarly in the way in which Pegasus is referred to as a steed or stallion.  [19:  Apollod. Epit. E.7]  [20:  Apollod. Epit. E.7] 

It may however be whichever God or titan born parented the creature which matters when discussing whether a creature is a monster, for if the child is a descendant of Typhon. As Typhon is depicted in Classical Literature as ‘spitting out of his fire-breathing mouth a dark, thick smoke’[footnoteRef:21]and having a ‘hundred heads’[footnoteRef:22] The monstrous nature of Typhon may be what leads to a creature being classified as a monster, as the children of Typhon include creatures such as: Cerberus; Chimera; Sphinx; and the Lernaean Hydra. All these creatures I would consider as monsters, some of which have been mentioned previously and would fulfil the features of a monster. If it being a descendant of Typhon is what leads to a creature being a fabulous creature or simply a creature rather than a monster, Polyphemus is not a monster.  [21:  Aesch. Seven 486]  [22:  Pind. P. 1] 


It is difficult to settle on a final definition of what it is that makes a Graeco-Roman monster, the definition which I have decided upon due to the reasons discussed is ‘A frightening mythical creature who is either: i) A descendent of Typhon ii) Transformed into a monster by a God’ The first subsection of this definition covers the creatures previously listed when mentioning the descendants of Thyphon as there are none of which I would consider to be a fabulous creature. The second subsection covers instances such as Medusa and her transformation into a Gorgon by the Goddess Athena. In the end I see it fitting to leave out the added features of the height of the creature and whether it is created due to a genetic mutation. Whilst displaying all of these features represent as artistic challenge they can all be overcome in similar ways, such as using the common way they are portrayed in art or through scaling down the creature in order to have the piece be more well balanced in its use of space. There is a third subsection I am tempted to add to the definition, which is genetically mutated, though I am not entirely convinced that that is the reason for some monsters existence over being a descendent of Typhon. Though if more examples were provided of creatures which did fill the first half of the definition but neither of the subsections then the genetic mutation would be appropriately added to the definition. 
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