THE INFLUENCE OF THE SOPHISTS ON FIFTH CENTURY THOUOHT

WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO

HERODOTUS AND THUCYDIDES

by

Valerie A.H. Goodman

c7 ~9DEC1964



ProQuest Number: 10098093

All rights reserved

INFORMATION TO ALL USERS
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy submitted.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed,
a note will indicate the deletion.

Pro(Quest.
/ \

ProQuest 10098093
Published by ProQuest LLC(2016). Copyright of the Dissertation is held by the Author.

All rights reserved.
This work is protected against unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.
Microform Edition © ProQuest LLC.

ProQuest LLC
789 East Eisenhower Parkway
P.O. Box 1346
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346



-2-

A3STRACT

Up to the Fifth Century the consequences of an action in.the form
of censure or disaster proved it wrong. The main aim of any activity was to
avoid such consequences, resulting in a high degree of conformity to
traditional practices and of superstitious fears, which was attacked in the
Fifth Century by the Sophists as being a barrier to progress. Rules are not
an end in themselves, but serve a purpose sometimes better attained by
breaking them, and it is the ability to achieve that purpose by the use of
intelligence which promotes success. This was not an attack upon the
purpose behind the rules, but a licence to violate the letter of the rule
to fulfill its spirit. But this opened the way to a complete repudiation of
law and social commitment in the interests of self, which resulted in a
counter-attack on intelligence as being subversive. It is however not
intelligence itself which is at fault, but the integrity of the individual,
and by questioning the sufficiency of traditional practices as guides to
action the Sophists laid' responsibility for doing what was right upon the
individual, which required a developed social conscience. Because with few
exceptions self-promotion was encouraged by traditional wvalues, and traditional
practices were followed through fear of sanctions, there was, except in
Socrates’ case, no sense of social commitment. In theory therefore the
attack of the Sophists on tradition was subversive, because it abolished
the only factor which regulated conduct, but in practice, because traditional
values were not easily set aside and the fear of censure and disaster ensured
obedience to traditional practices, it had little detrimental effect on

standards of behaviour, and this was far outweighed by the more liberal



attitude to and deeper insight into human affairs which it fostered,
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PREFAGE

In this thesis an attempt is made to gauge the impact of the
Sophists on Greek thought, especially as it is revealed in Herodotus
and Thucydides. This has entailed a preliminary survey of the pre-
Sophistic conception of right and wrong upon which they traditional
practices of Greek society were built. This does not pretend to be
exhaustive, and is based on the detailed study of Greek values by Dr.
A.W.H. Adkins to whose guidance I am particularly indebted. The survey
reveals that the average Greek conformed to a set of rules, laws or
customs through fear of sanctions. Because this pattern of behaviour
is based on prohibitions, it results in a negative and inflexible
approach to affairs, and the second part of the thesis contrasts this
inflexibility with the new and more liberal approach of those Sophists
who saw tradition as only a means to a wider end, namely the well-
being of the society, and so to be dispensed with when it became out-
dated or insufficient and failed to serve its purpose. This was not an
attack upon the values of society or society itself, but upon blind
conformity to a fossilised set of rules, and it is in the light of this
that the reactions to the attack on tradition and the problems which it
posed are discussed in the third part of the thesis. Since those who
used the licence to break tradition had to explain themselves to a
society which still judged according to traditional practices, such
explanations, particularly because they were easily abused, came to be

regarded as subterfuges to escape the consequences of an action.



Moreover tradition was not only attacked by those who had the interests
of society at heart, but by others of the Sophists who saw tradition

as a barrier to self-promotion. All this resulted in a strong
reactionary defence of tradition against the supposedly subversive
influence of intelligence and liberalism. But it is suggested that this
reaction mistook the enemy in that in breaking down tradition the
Sophists were making the individual decide wnat was right or wrong, so
that it was not his intelligence but his integrity which mattered. It
was his possession or lack of a sense of social commitment which
determined whether he acted subversively or not, and the thesis ends
with a detailed study of the degree to which the Greeks of the time
possessed this sense of social commitment or moral obligation.

My thanks are also due to Professor Stevens, Professor Kerford
and iT® Luce for their help and advice. As well as the particular
scholars mentioned in the course of the thesis, I am also indebted to
others whose works, mentioned in the bibliography, have been consulted
and have influenced the general argument.

Unless otherwise specified, texts are taken from the Oxford

Classical Texts or, where they are lacking, the Teubner Texts.
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PART I

Right and Wrong in Greek Society up to the Fifth Century

A. Homer
avOp
d*piov, oute 6Cxa¢ eu eidédta oute “eplotag.

tOLOiv 6 'out’ (xyopal pouX-pcpopol. oute -“épuatec,
dXX'oL opeuv vaCouoi xdprjva

ev omeool Y”*&pupolLOL, OepLloteueu 6e exaatop
TcaCoiiJV r)d'dX6xwv, oud’'dXXfjXwv dXeyouoL.

These passages” describe the Cyclops, a race considered by the
Homeric Greeks to differ from their own in that they did not 1live in a
community but as independent units. Since they did not form a society, they
lacked what is essential to any society, namely dyopal pouX“g¢opou and
Septate ¢, For as distinct from the Cyclops who are self-sufficient, in
that they disregard and act independently of the others of their kind, oud ’
dXX**wv*dXEYOuoL , members of a society by belonging to thatsociety are
agreeing to take common counsel to achieve their aims. But since it is a
co-operative and not an independent effort, there must be also some means
of controlling the diverse wills of the members, so as to make it popsibleio
for them to act together. Rules and regulations which limit the extent to
which any individual can do his will and which make some form of compromise
possible are essential, and are the normal condition of membership of a

society or community of any nature. Thus even the Cyclops have ¢

within the family,

a. 0d.ix.214f.,112ff.



UEpLOtEUCL ée IKaoXOC,
TxatOwv ~6’aXoxmv.

For any community to deserve its name and to function at all, there must
be common objectives or values and some rules or regulations governing the
action of its members.

In the case of Homeric society it is clear that, as is the case in
all primitive societies, the main aim and purpose of a community was to
preserve its existence as an independent body, to withstand attempts to
kill its members or deprive them of their property and means of livelihood.
The quality in its members most needed by the community was therefore that
of the good soldier, namely courage and ability to fight and win. Since
it was upon such a quality that the community depended to achieve its aims,
it is, as Dr. Adkins has shown both in his book Merit and Responsibility
and particularly in an article on tipf) evident that the basis of a
man’s standing in Homeric society, that is the regard and esteem in which
he was held by its members, was his ability to preserve himself, his
property and dependents from the attack of others.” He had to be able to
prevent those others from taking what he claimed to be his own, so that
what he possessed in the way of' life, goods and dependents was what he had
the power to protect, and it was this, namely possession indicating the
power to possess, that constituted his tupn or his standing in society.
The smaller a man’s possessions the weaker he was shown to be, and, as
such, he was little regarded by society, was =xaxoq. The larger his

possessions however, the more powerful and able to protect them and

a. ''Honour' and 'Punishment' in the Homeric Poems', BICS VII 1960.
b. M. and R., p.32,35.
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prevent others getting them he was shown to be, and as such was much
regarded by society, was dya”oc; . If a man wished to maintain his
standing and reputation, he had to be prepared to stand up andfight for
his possessions including his own life. For if he lost them he not only
lost material possessions, but because these indicated his power to possess,
he lost standing and came down in the estimation of others. Thus Achilles
is so angered by the loss of Briseis because it means not only material
loss but loss of face, so that he is on a level with, has the same xiixf]
as, the have-nots, the xanoC

£v be II) tipr) PPEV Kaxoc, f)@& xal eoAX6¢»
It is failure to preserve and protect one's life, property and dependents
which incurs loss of standing, that is the strongest disapproval and
criticism of the other members of society.

Homeric society therefore frowned on those who had few possessions,
or lost what they had, because this showed that they were too weak to possess
or preserve them, and so useless to a society in need of protection.

Those however who owned most showed that they could protect it, and so

were the best, the most useful and valuable, the apioxoi . It is these who,
because they can best help the society achieve its purpose of self-
preservation, are found as leaders, chieftains, %aoiXeZg¢, and are
entrusted with making the plans and giving the commands, 'dEpiotE¢ , which
will ensure the safety and well-being of the community as a whole. Thus
Agamemnon, the ruler of many men, is, as Nestor points out, endowed by

Zeus with supreme authority and the power to make rules for the express

a. II . XX«319»



purpose of taking decisions for his subjects, that is in their interests.”

A'CpcCOT] xuOLOtE, dvtt*® avépwv ’Ayo-pcpVoOV,

cv oolL pev ofo 6’ap”opai, oDvexa tioXXuv
Xawv COOL ava” xaC Xoi Zeug éyyudXL?™e
OKr)7itp6v OEpuotaq, iva ocpColL pouXeupoOa.

The (xpLotol. are aptotoi , the most esteemed and valued members of society,

and are acknowledged as leaders, because they are the wealthiest and therefore
the most powerful and able to protect the society from attack.”® To retain
their position and esteem therefore they must be successful in protecting
that society. If they fail to do so, then because they are no longer
fulfilling its requirements and doing what is expected of them, they come
down in its estimation and get a bad reputation. Thus Agamemnon knows

that if he is forced to return home having lost a large part of the fighting
force which is essential for a community's survival and with nothing to
compensate for it, then he can only expect the condemnation of that

community, and the loss of his reputation as leader of men.*

(Zeug) pe =xeXeuEL

6uaxXea "Apyo<; 1iKZodai, 1inzl TtoXuv wX&oa Xaov.
So tooHectorknows that his failure in strategy will be the talking point

d
of the town.

vtiv 0 'ETUEl mXeoa Xaov ataoOaXCpouv eppoiv,

aLOEopaL Tpwaq xal Tpwddaq cXxcouxcxXougq.
To deserve their title to the highest esteem the aptotol had to be
ready to go out and fight for their comiaunity and not turn tail before the

enemy's attack. Thus Hector will not listen to the plea of Andromache to

a. IX.96ff. b. M.and R.p.33« c. IX.21f. d. XXII.loAf»
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stay away from battle, because he knows that to do so will be to earn
public censure, to be like one of the xaxou , who cannot or will not put
up a fight. He however is not kclkd¢c , but professes to be Ilo”"X6¢, a term
denoting much the same as dya-6oc 9 namely one who fights among the
foremost.”*

aubcopUL Tpwa? xal Tpwdbaq cXxEouxcxXouq,

at HE Haxoq u)c voo*uv dXuoxdCw xoXEpoLO"

oU8E pE Oupoq avmyev, etiel pdOov EppEvai io”Xog¢
auEL xal %pwtOLOL pEta TpwEOOu pdycoOau.

So too he chides Paris for shrinking from battle, because this brings him
into bad repute with the Trojans, who are suffering harm because of him,

so that what they say is not to his credit but to his shame, is atoxpov, **

dXXa Exwv PEOLEUC tE xal oux EMEXELC;* to b’dpov xrjp
dxvutat EV Oupw, od’uTCEp oEdEv auoxE* dxouu)
npo¢ Tpwwv, OL EXOUOL TloXuv 716VOV ELVEXa OSLO.

The dyaOolL or dptotorL, to merit their standing and claim to dpEtf]j ,
have to be able and willing to withstand attack and protect themselves and
those in their keeping. To be dptotoc; therefore, to act as champion and
commander, is to be able to do so, and so, as in the case of private
possessions, it is those who possess or command the greatest number of men
who are most esteemed, because the very fact that they do so shows that
they arethe strongest, the most able to command and protect others.

Thus itisthat'Nestor in comparing the relative position of Achilles and
Agamemnon points out that Achilles cannot claim equal standing, tupp , with

Agamemnon, because although he may have a godess for a mother, Agamemnon

a. M.and R.p.32. b. YI.442ff. c. VI.523ff.



rules more subjects, and so is by that very fact more powerful.

00 Tcod’6poCr)c Xilxi)¢
OKiTJitouxoc paoiXeuc, w te Zexj¢ nvbog ebwxev.
Zi 6c ou xaptcpdq éooi, “ea 6c oz yeuvato pf)tT)p,
tBXX o ye (péptcpd<; eotiv, exel xXedveooLV dvaooeL.

The extent of a man’s domain over goods or subjects determines, indeed
constitutes his tIpf), his standing in society, so that any increase or
decrease in it results in a corresponding rise or fall in his reputation.
The more a man can gain at the expense of others, and the more he can
impose his will on them, the more powerful he shows himself to be, the more
he can lay claim to dpetf) , to the respect of others. When therefore one
man does something to another or imposes his will on him, then, because it
proves that he is able to do so, this act far from being considered
shameful, is considered to his credit.” For it is the one who fails to
withstand attack who loses standing, whereas the attacker gains. As long
as a man is successful in his undertaking, he is only proving his ability
to do his will and to withstand opposition. As such therefore, since these
are the qualities most valued by society, he is highly regarded, and,
because all that happens to a man is thought to be the will of the gods,

he is recognised as being beloved of them.

Oupbc 6e pcyac; zoxl buotpc”cwv paolXfijuv,
ttpT) 6 'ex biég¢ coti, cpuXei 6c z iir)xCzxa Zzvg.

Because of the needs of society therefore the men most wvalued in it

were those who as a result of their prowess, wealth and birth were best

a. I.278ff. b. M.and R.p.50.
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able to defend and govern that society. To maintain that standing the
(xya®OL. had to be prepared and able to protect themselves, their property
and their community, and it was failure to do this which was 'wrong’,
because it resulted in the greatest censure, that is was aioxpov ,
shameful. To gain property on the other hand, because far from showing
failure to defend oneself it only proved one’s prowess, met with no such
censure, and so was not ’'wrong’, was not aiaxpov. Since therefore the
values of society did nothing to discourage acquisition and self-promotion
but even encouraged it, it may well be wondered if there was anything to
prevent life in Homeric society being a complete free for all, with its
members at each others throats. But though it was true that the more
powerful one was the more one v/as able to override the weak, as was
particularly true in the case of the paaiXeuq , who as the strongest with
no one within the community able to thwart him could do as he willed,*
other members of the community did not have such complete freedom of will,
but were restricted for instance by the specific dipioxzc, of the paoiXeOc
and of the heads of the smaller groups within the community such as the
clan or family. Thus Agamemnon promises Achilles a kingdom whose subjects
will honourblLinir like a god and utoco axr)7itpw Xfxapac; xzXioxjoi “zpioxa g.
Moreover apart from such specific limitations which it was impossible or
disastrous to overstep, since no one would lightly attack or get in the way
of those as strong or stronger than himself and thus risk losing what

possessions and standing he had as a result of their reprisals,

xaXsTtbv bz xev =zr\

Tipeopu'Ca'Cov xal apuotov atupCpouv idXXslLyv,

a. iv.690f. b. IX.156- c. xiii.l41f.
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the members of the society, especially the more powerful ones, acted as a
check upon each other. For none of them, when their own possessions,
livelihood and standing were at stake, would allow another to deprive them
of them without some attempt at reprisal, if necessary enlisting the aid of
family and friends. Generally speaking therefore within any community
peaceful co-existence was maintained by a sort of balance of power, each
member being aware of the limits of his power and not risking to go beyond
them.

On occasion however someone would try to do something and become
aware that he could not, that the opposition offered by another was too
strong for him to withstand, so that if he did not wish to court complete
disaster, he had to stand down and acknowledge that he could not or was not
strong enough to impose his will on that other person. 1In this case,
because he has not succeeded in doing his will and proving his power but
has failed, he has shown that he attempted more than he was able for, has
overstepped his limitations, and so is guilty of uppu¢ , of not having been
sufficiently bCnaioc,» Thus Agamemnon angered by having to give up
Chryseis forces Achilles to give him Briseis. As has been seen Agamemnon
is the strongest, the most powerful of the ?"aoiXzZCf so that in imposing
his will on Achilles he is only proving that he is the strongest, and so
is doing nothing worthy of the strongest censure. For when Nestor suggests
that he should not take her, he suggests that he do this even though he is
ayaOoq whereas he warns Achilles not to go above his station and cross

swords with one stronger than himself. At this stage it is Achilles who

a. I.275.cf£.M.andR.p.37. b. I.277ff.
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comes in for criticism and admonition, for as Agamemnon is not slow to point
out, he is attempting to usurp his position as C.-in-C., as the one who
being strongest has no limit to his power.”*

(XX 00 avT)p cOEXEL Ticpl xdvtwv eppeval aXXuv,
Tidvtmv pev Kpaxzeiv E&EXcL, ndvxzooi 6’avdaoEtv,
TiacL. OE OTipaCvEiv.

So far Agamemnon-s action in taking Briseis is quite in order and is
only evidence of his apzxf) . Gradually however it is borne in on him that
since he relies on Achilles' help in the attack on Troy, his refusal to
fight will cost him the success of the whole expedition. Such a failure
would result in a disastrous loss of face,” and so to avoid that disaster
he has to climb down, to acknowledge that he made a mistake and miscalculated
the power of Achilles to thwart him. It is he who must yield, H*XECOT)
Eywv EVOEL“opa”, and must recognise that he cannot have his way in this
particular instance. But had he been successful in taking Briseis without
endangering the expedition, he would have incurred no censure, or at any
rate not the strongest, and Achilles' accusation of bppL¢ would have
remained unfounded because Agamemnon would not have been overstepping his
limitations.” As it is however, since he has had to retire, he is shown to

have overreached himself, so that Achilles' charge turns out to have been

A £
justified, and he is proved not to have been sufficiently OLxoLLOG
*AtpELOT), au 6'EXELta o6uxaudtEpoc; xau EX dXXu
EOOEaL.
g
It must therefore be emphasised that, as Latte points out, an

action is considered right or wrong not in itself, but only in the light

a. I.287ff. b. IX.21f. c. XIX.83- 8. 1.203 ~

e. of .below p.133 f- XIX.iBlf. g. 'Der Reohtsgedanke xm aroha;;chen
Griechentum' .Antike und Abendland,1l9ko
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of its consequences.. It is not because the taking of Briseis is wrong
in itself that Odysseus considers Agamemnon not sufficiently bCnaioc, ,
but only because he faces disaster, because he has gone beyond his
limitations. The idea behind the use of such words and their cognates as
uppLc and bCxaioc, is not that of what is right and wrong in principle,
but of what one can and cannot do with impunity. When one says that a
man is guilty of bpptg and of not being sufficiently buxalog”one is
saying that he has done what he cannot hope to get away with, and so has
overstepped the mark and gone beyond his rights. For it is what a man
can do that he has a right to do, in that no one can turn him aside or
stop him. Thus for instance to treat men as they like is considered the
way of, or the right of, kings.”

obtE DLva pé”a¢ E*aCatov outE Xi CLXwv
EV ofjpu* T t EOtl O6CxTi #ELwv paalLXfjajv
aXXov x'ExO&uPDOL Ppotuv, aXXov KE cpiXoLT).

This is what they do unthwarted, therefore this is what they have the right
to do. If however someone does stop them in the way that Achilles stops
or thwarts Agamemnon, then they are shown not to be within their rights,
not to be able to have their way, but to have been thrown off course and
to have landed in the ditch as it were.

Each man therefore is within his rights in going ahead as far as he
can, but beyond that he can only expect disaster, so that when Odysseus
tells Agamemnon to be more OLxaLo¢ he is not telling him not to attack

others at all, but only to go more carefully and circumspectly, and to be

a. iv.690ff.



- 18-

more conscious of how far he can go without meeting disaster. For
whereas he can do as he likes to most men without opposition, no paotXeOa
particularly Achilles, is going to allow himself to be ridden over

roughshod.*

ou pev ydp Xi \feiieoor)Xo\f %aoiXr}a

dvbp anapiooao”o.iy 6xe Xi¢ npéxepog,
So too when Achilles accuses him of uppiq , he is not accusing him of
doing something wrong in]principle, but of going beyond his limits, of
doing more than he is able for, and so courting disaster. It remains an
accusation however until Agamemnon is proved guilty by meeting that
disaster, so that such an accusation amounts to a threat, to his saying,
'You cannot do that to me. You are not strong enough, and will pay for

it with your life,' as is clearly brought out in his remarks to Athena.”*

XCnX 'avx *y aiyioxoio aiog¢ XCKOCy eiXf)Xov™ag;
4 Lva uppLV 1ép 'Ayapfpvovoc ’‘AtpELOao;
dXX’ex toi cpfw, to 6c xal xzXeeodai 6Cw"
flt; UTiepoTiXCpal. tdx’'dv noxe dvpov oXeaop.

So too when the suitors throughout the Odyssey are described in terms of
upplg , upplLOtfjc etc., this means that they are being threatened with
courting the disaster which they eventually meet. Had they not met it
the threats would have been empty, for they would not have been uppuotaC
but within their rights buxauou , because there would have been no

Odysseus to stop them, to turn them aside.

Agamemnon is therefore guilty of u(3pt*® and of not being

sufficiently OLxalLo¢ because and only because he faces disaster, and so

a. XIX.182f. b. I.202ff.
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has failed to do what he set out to do. It is to this failure therefore,
this mistake that Agamemnon admits. He thought to be able to take Briseis
and incur Achilles' wrath without risking the success of the expedition,”
and had this happened he would of course have gone straight ahead and
heard no more about it. But it was Achilles who held his course and
Agamemnon who had to yield right of way, so that it was Achilles who had

Zeus on his side,”

dvtC vu TioXXwv
Xawv eativ dvT)p ov Xz Zzhg¢ kt)pl cpLXf)ap,

wc vuv toutov zxziOZy Odpaooe 6c Xaov 'Ax&Lwv,
and Agamemnon who instead of winning his favour as he expected,”* was led
astray by him.*

Zzve pe pcya KpovCbnc atp cvcépoc papclT).

In any situation it is the one who forges ahead who has the right
of way, and it is not until, and only beocause, he meets opposition and is
turned aside, that he is considered and acknowledges himself to be in the
wrong, that is guilty of uppi q , of not being sufficiently 6Cxaiocg»

Since therefore the values of society and public opinion did not
censure acquisition or aggression, the only thing which stopped a man
doing his will was the opposition of someone as strong as or stronger than
himself. Such opposition proved that one had met one's match or one's
superior, and so in attempting an action against his will had been going
beyond one's power, overstepping one's limitations, that is not being
sufficiently dCxaioc; . Whereas therefore what makes an action auoxpdv

is the censure of public opinion, what makes a man not sufficiently

a. I.173ff. b. IX.1lle6ff. c. I.174f. 8.. IX.18. ,XIX.86ff.
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aCxaio¢ 1s the disaster resulting from the thwarting of his will by
someone stronger. But though it is known which actions incur public
censure, such as refusing battle, and are therefore auoxpd, it is only
disaster which makes any other action wrong, so that it is not until and
only when he runs into opposition that a man is shown to be guilty of
bppug and of not being sufficiently dCxauoq. He can of course know
beforehand with whom it is best not to cross swords, as for instance
Nestor warned Achilles, but he can always take the chance that he will
win, and it is not until he runs into a brick wall that he is proved, and
not merely expected to be guilty of uppu g and of not being sufficiently
OLxalLogqg , that is keeping within his limitations or prudent.

It can be seen therefore that it is merely superior power which
will prevent a man doing his will, so that the weak would have little or
no resistance to offer to the stronger members of society. But though
this may have been the case, at any rate within a community the weak
could usually rely on the support of relatives and friends, so that by and
large a balance of power resulted in peaceful co-existence. Some classes
of persons were however particularly vulnerable, such as beggars or
strangers who coming from outside the community and being naturally
friendless would have no means of defence against attack. But not even
these were completely at the mercy of the stronger in that such classes
were considered under the protection of the gods, so that anyone who
attacked them met the opposition of the gods and the disaster which that

entailed. To harm such persons, however naxoC , possessionless, weak

a. Adkins, ' 'Honour' and 'Punishment " ,BICS'1960, p.25.
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defenceless and therefore despicable they were, was, because it incurred

the anger of the gods, ou OEpuqg , as Eumaeus points out.*

ilELV , ou pOL #EpU” ZOX\ 0U0 ’'£L XttxCwV O0£#£V sx-00L,
"ELvov atuppoal* Tipb¢ yap A LOC; ELOLV a-jiavtEg
"ELVOL tE ntwyOL tE.

In the same way those who stand to lose if an oath is foresworn have the
god in whose name it was sworn on their side, and also the more vulnerable
members of the family, such as the mother, are considered to have vengeance
taken for them by the furies. Though therefore one might have the power
to harm a weaker person, in these particular cases to do so is to face
divine sanctions, to oppose the will of those far stronger and more

powerful than any human being, in short to do something which is ou OEpuc*

B. After Homer

In Homeric society therefore certain limits were set to a man’s
actions, and it was the sanctions accompanying those limits which
deterred men from overstepping them, and which made an action wrong, that
is unprofitable. Thus because of society's censure of failure to protect
oneself and one’s dependents, no man could shirk battle without ignominy,
so that to do so was aioxp”v. So too because a stronger person could
harm one, to attempt to cross him was to court disaster, so that to do so
was to be guilty of tippiq and of being not sufficiently OLxaio;. Again
because the gods could harm one, to offend them was to court disaster, so
that to do so was ou OEpu”. Actions are considered wrong not in

themselves but because of the unpleasant consequences if one does them,

a. xiv.5bff. b. IV.160ff. M.and R .p .66.
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so that one is in the ’'wrong’, or hg®s done ’'wrong’, if one’s acts result
in such consequences.

Of these acts which result in unpleasant consequences however it
can be seen that only some are already known beforehand to be likely or
even certain to incur them. These would be those frowned on by society,
such as shirking battle, and those offending the gods, such as harming
beggars and suppliants. Of these acts therefore it can always be said
that they are auoxpd or ou Oépi¢ , that is that they will meet with the
disapproval of society or the gods. With regard to all other acts however
it is not known whether they amount to uppi¢ and whether the agent has
not been sufficiently o6CKaiog¢ until some check or disaster occurs. Of
such acts therefore it can never be said that to do them is always to be
guilty of uppuc or of not being sufficiently buxacoc,. This means that
whereas to shirk battle is wrong because society automatically disapproves,
and to harm a suppliant is wrong because the gods automatically disapprove,
to harm another person is not wrong until check or disaster occurs. Thus
though Paris in shirking battle isdoing something automatically classed
as aioxpdév, and Eumaeus if he had harmed Odysseus would have done
something automatically classed as ou Agamemnon in taking Briseis
from Achilles is not doing something which automatically classes his act
as uppL¢ and himself as not being sufficiently OLKaioc;. 1Itis only wnen
it is discovered that he cannot persevere in harming Achilles without

incurring disaster that he becomes guilty of wu(3puc and of not being

sufficiently o6ixaloc; °
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No one therefore who harms another is automatically guilty of
bppL g or, in post-Homeric terminology, dOLxCa , a point which is of
immense importance for an understanding of the post-Homeric role of the
gods as the avengers of bpptg and déLxCa. For in Homer the check or
disaster v/hich befell those who, like Agamemnon, went beyond their
limitations was considered, as was everything else, simply the will of
the gods, wnich was unconnected with and uninfluenced by the act of
aggression which resulted in that disaster. Thus Agamemnon attributes
the bad turn things are taking after Achilles has gone on strike to the
will of Zeus, a will which he had hoped to keep in his favour not by
refraining from aggression, but by due sacrifice. Far therefore from
feeling that the bad luck Zeus is sending him is due reward for what he
has done, he complains that his fate is undeserved because he never
failed to sacrifice to him,” and clearly does not connect his bad luck
with having taken Briseis. Gradually however it came to be considered
that the check or disaster was not only the will of the gods, but a
result of their displeasure with the act of aggression. This means that
the disaster which shows one to have been guilty of bpptq and alLxta is
now considered as divine punishment for that uppi¢ and a6uxua, because

the gods disapprove of bppuc; and alLxia. Thus already in a late

passage in the Odyssey it is said that,

xat Xe “eol ~cCvolLOUv éoiKOxe¢ 4XXoaanoZoi,
nav-COLOL X€Xido\fXeg¢, emoxpujcpi*oi TtdXpac,
dv*pwuwv upplLV xe xal euvopCiQv ecpopmvtE c*

a. VIII.283ff. b. xvii.485ff.
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That the gods punish b”pLc and dOLxCa however makes no difference to
the fact that an action is not bppL g or dOLxCa until it meets disaster.
For it is only by sending disaster that the gods can show their

displeasure or inflict punishment, so that it is still only when disaster

occurs that one is shown to have committed uppL # ordOLxia. The gods
therefore do not avenge any and every act of aggression. They only
avenge doéLxCa and bppic; , which are those acts of aggression which meet

with disaster, because as was emphasised no act of aggression can be

automatically classed as bpplLg and dbuxCa . Of course anyone, and
particularly a victim, may call any man or any action ddéixoc-ov or
accuse him of committing uppu q and déixCa , thus threatening him with

disaster,” but it is only when he meets that disaster that his action is
in fact bppLc and déLxCa . The bppi¢ and dOLxCa which the gods are
thought to punish is still therefore that committed by those who over-
reach themselves, who aim too high, so that in Herodotus Zeus can be

likened to the lightning which strikes the highest points.” opaq xa
U7i:fpfxovT:a Cwa wcC xepauvot 6 Ocbc; oudf éa (paEO”at, xabz aptxpa
OUBEV ptv xvCCcL bpac; bz wq zc, oLxfjpata xa \xzyioxa alzi xal OEvépEa
ta touauta (XMCoaxf)ZtEi ta pEAEa. CpiXEELi yap 6 “zo¢ ta uxEpEyovta

Tcdvta xoXouEiv. The role of the gods is that of restoring the balance

upset by those attempting to go beyond their limits, just as in the case

of the ’cosmic’ justice described by Anaximander.” apxRv... .tmv ovtwv
to axE Ipov... .£% @v bz f) yzvzoi¢ zoxi XoZ g ouoi, =xal tr)v cp-Sopav zLg¢
tauta yLvEoOaL xata to xP*wv. OLO6vai yap auta OCxT)v xal tioiv

a. above p.l6. b. Hdt.VII.10. E c. D.K.12.B.1.
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(xXXt"Xoi¢ xTJ¢ abiKia¢ xaxa tr)v Xov xpovou td*Lv.

It is therefore still disaster which proves one in the wrong, only
now one is considered to have been thwarted not only by someone stronger
than oneself, but also by the gods who are jealous of those who go too
far. The belief that the gods disapprove of bppi¢ and abixCa makes no
difference to the fact that it is not until one is stopped or thwarted
that one is in the wrong. What has happened is that now when one harms
or attacks another, one is in danger of being worsted not only by human
beings, but by gods. For whereas before only such persons as beggars were
under divine protection, now anyone may be, so that just as one would not
lightly attack those who were stronger than oneself, so now one would not
lightly attack those who might possibly have the gods on their side. The
introduction of the gods as punishers of bpptc and a&abi*Ca only serves
as a stronger deterrent against aggression, since before one invited only
human reprisals by attacking another, but now one invites divine ones as
well. Whereas before therefore if one got away with an act of aggression
that was the end of the matter, now there was always the fear that gods
might strike one down in their own time, and indeed the vengeance of the H
gods was thought to be so great as to extend even unto one's children's

children.”

toCauDT) Ztivoc niktxa.i xCoic, oudé'c*'cxdotw
I00Ttep -“viitoc avf)p yCyvctaL o”axoXog*
alLzl 6'ou I XcXnOc OLapTxepéc ooxic aXttpov
EU(I0V E2EL, TldvtWC 6 'ec XtXo(, EAE(pdvT)
axx’d lilv aatCx'EtcLOCv, 6 6’“otepov 0OV be (pOywaiv

a. Solon, ed. Linforth, fr.XL.25ff*
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autoi [i'mde -§E0V potp’edjilouaa xuxf,
pXu-*E xdvtwc (xhxic* dvaCtLOL Epya tCvouolLv
p xatOEc toutwv p y€\)oc, e’ otcCouj.

The result of this belief in the gods avenging all u(3pL¢ and
déLxCa in their own time is that though before one was proved wrong only
by a disaster directly caused by an act of aggression, now any disaster
which befalls a man, his family or descendents can be and is construed as
divine vengeance for an act of u(3pic or déiKLa committed at any
previous point of time. Thus when Croesus is taken prisoner, the answer
to his indignant question as to why he should meet such disaster, for

£ d A\
like Agamemnon he had made all due sacrifice, is that, Kpotaoc; Oé
TtepICtou yovEoq dpaptdda E”ExXpoE, o¢ EWvV Oopucpdpo¢ ‘HpaxXeLOEWV 66Xu
yUVaUXpLW ETtiaXOpE VO ECpPOVEUOE tov OEOTtOtEa xal EOXE EXELVOU

tippv oG8Ev OL 7ipoaf)xouaav. One of his ancestors had killed his master
and took his position, but, though he himself escaped scot free, the fact
that his descendent has been overthrown shows that he was in the wrong,
that he had usurped a position which was not his by right, because he or
his descendents could not keep it. His action has thus been shown to
have been a mistake, dpaptdda , and Croesus’ overthrow divine retribution
for it. If, however, it must be emphasised, Croesus had not been
overthrown, then the continuing good fortune of the dynasty would show
that no dpaptdéa had been committed, and that the gods were not offended.
It is still therefore success or disaster which proves whether a

man was right or wrong to do a certain action. The fact however that this

a. Hdt.I.90.2. b. 1.91.1.
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success or failure is now deemed to be divine reward or punishment for
that right or wrong action results in events being seen not simply, as
in Homer, as theresult of the will of gods who are personally pleased
or angered by anactiondirectly affecting them, but as a process of
inevitable retribution on the part of gods who are pleased or offended
en masse as it were by right or wrong actions. Instead of the highly
individualised gods of Olympus planning and plotting events which then
'happen' in the human sphere, the gods are now as it were an abstraction
of'justice', the power to which the success or failure of those who =
are in the right or thewrong'is attributed. The outcome of any action
is viewed as a divine judgment on the agent, so that historical events
come to be recounted very much in the form of cautionary or moral tales,
and this of course is particularly true of Herodotus' history. If
anyone meets misfortune then obviously he, or if necessary his ancestors,
must have overreached themselves at some stage, h&ve overstepped the mark
and committed some act of uppLt; for which the disaster is the merited
punishment sent by the gods. If however a man does not get himself into
trouble, then obviously he knows or has learnt by experience not to go
too far, and so is wise, prudent, favoured by the gods and so bCxauoq.
It can be seen therefore that this interpretation of events
leads easily to a sharp division between the 'bad' men on the one hand
who meet a fate their wickedness has merited, and the 'good' who reap
the reward of prudence. This results in a strong tendency which

Pearson discusses” for the characters of tyrants and wise men in

a. L.Pearson, 'Real and Conventional Personalities in' Creek History',
Journal of History of Ideas, 1954.
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particular to be described in conventional terms, and to have uniform
types of action and thought attributed to them. For around men whose
fate has been particularly notable, especially those whose previous
good fortune has been most remarkably reversed, there collect stories
and tales illustrating the excesses or wisdom of their lives, tales
which, though at times highly incongruous with the true facts, are
accepted and handed down as history. Thus, to take only two examples
of the many folk-tales on the u(3p<K; theme to be found in Herodotus,
because Croesus loses his throne and his son, he has clearly offended
the gods in some way. His previous life must therefore show evidence
of uppI<; and so he is described as the proverbial proud tyrant expecting
to be called the most blessed of men by Solon, the proverbial wise man,
in a meeting which can never have taken place historically.” His
downfall can then be seen as an example of Solon’s truth,” axoTtEELv be

XpT) Tiav-cbc xpfAGtoc tpv teXeutrjv xp (XTtopfjaetai * xoXXoLoL yup

UTiode”ac oXpov 6 xpoppC”ou¢ avctpc”E, and the loss of his son as

a punishment for his presumption.® pcta 6c ZoXmva OLxojievov eXajSe ex
Oeou vélxeoi¢ peydXp Kpotoov, wq elxdoai, oXi evoptae emutbv eLvai

av-“pwTtwv otTidvtujv oX|3imtatov. Polycfates likewise came to a bad end,

so that it is only natural to find him described as being more successful
than is good for him, as is symbolised by his finding a ring he had
deliberately thrown away.” Amasis is therefore represented as breaking

off the treaty with him because he is clearly a doomed man.® epol ode at

oat peydXat eunuxtat oux dpeoxouot, to iletov extotapevw wg eott

a. HAdt.I.29ff. b. 32.9. c. 34.1. d. IIl.Alf. e.40.2.
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9-&ovepév . That doom eventually befalls him, and so the whole story
makes a nice cautionary tale on the theme p-péev dyccv ¢ Polycrates had,
it is true, an alliance with Amasis, but in fact it was Polycrates
himself who broke it off when Egypt was attacked by Cambyses.®” It would
seem however to have been given out that it was Amasis who broke off
the alliance, and this version became not only the accepted one, but was
invested with even more credibility by the reason supplied for Amasis'
action, namely the uncanny and ominous success of Polycrates in finding
the ring. Such a story, which in fact appears in various forms in other
civilisations” fitting in as it did with the conventional idea of the
proud tyrant doomed to disaster, would easily be accepted as true, and
so find its way into Herodotus' work as historical fact

Nor is this interpretation of events as a judgment on the agent
limited to the folk-tales which make up a large part of the earlier
portion of Herodotus' work, but extends into .the reporting of what may
by comparison be called the historical side of his work. That Herodotus
agrees with this interpretation is evidenced by, for example, his comment

on the Trojan expedition, which he thinks shows divine justice at work.®
xov balpoviou Tcapaaxeud”ovtoq oxwqg %avwXEOpLp axoXopcvoi xatacpavEq
xovXo Xol 01 avOpwxoLOL moupowou, wq tmv pcydAwv (xbtHppdtujv peydXau

CLOU Hal at tLpupCau xapa tmv Ocwv. When therefore he comes to the
ill-fated Persian expeditions, and particularly that of Xerxes, he
readily sees in thisstory yet another example of the punishment of
uppiq at the hands of thegods, and this evaluation, as in the case of

the folk-tales described above, is then read back into the account of

a. HAt.III.44.1. b. Olnuston.W.A. .Popular Tales'and Fictions,1.398ffe
c. HAdt.II.120.5. d. How and Wells.Herodotus,I.26bf.
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the expedition, and allowed to colour the events and speeches there
recorded.

The Greeks had won and the Persians lost, so that the whole story
easily becomes a cautionary tale illustrating the wisdom of the Greeks
and their ways, and the u(3ptg of the Persians and theirs. Thus in the
conversation recorded between Demaratus and Xerxes,” the Greeks are
represented as upholding ideals of independence,” apetr) e exaxtoq eoti,

axo %£ oo”Cng xatepyaopevt] =xal vé6pou laxupou* tp Suaxpewpévp 1) EXXaq

tf)v te xevlT)v dxapOvetat =xal tpv O6eoxooOvrjv, and of freedom tempered
by law,® eXeuOepol yap edvteq ou xdvta éXeiilOepou eiai* exeotu y*P 091,
6eax6tTiq vopoq, tbv txodeupaCvouou xoXXw etu paXXov T ot aol oce. So
too when the Athenians refuse to Jjoin the Persians, the reasons they are
recorded as using are based on ideas of national unity and patriotism.*
x0XXd te Y*P )<l peY¥YdXa eatl td OLaxwXOovta tauta pr) Tiotéeiv pT]d’'pv
eOeXwpev. xpwta pev. ...autuq e to *EXXt)vlx6v, ebv opaupov te xal
opOY¥Xiijaoov, xal -gseu)v udpupatd te xoiva xal OuoCou g*ed te &6pdtpoxa,
twv xpodotaq YEveoOai 'AOpvauouq oux av eu exoi. On the other side
Xerxes is the proud tyrant doomed to failure. In the same conversation
with Demaratus he is shown as failing to understand the Greek ideals

because he can conceive only of autocratic monarchy and force as means

of compulsion.® uxb pev Y"p evbg dpxopevoi....yvfvoCat'dv deipaCvovteq
toutov xal xapd tifv ewutwv 9UO0LV dpeuvoveq xal Uotev dvaYxaCdpevol
pdotLYL Gg xXeuvaqg eXdoaoveq eovteg* dveupevou 0e eqg tb eXeuOepov

oux dv xoteotev toutwv oubdétepa. He receives Demaratus' warnings with

a. Vii.iO1lff, b. 102.-1. o. 104 .4. d. VIITI.1l44.2
e. VII.10).4.
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pitying amusement,®' and thus conforms to the pattern of the doomed man
and the unavailing advice of his moderate companion, a pattern which,
as Lattimore points out,” is common throughout Herodotus’ work. So too
the lashing of the Hellespont is so obviously the act of a tyrant that
it does not occur to Herodotus that this and the later offering,
interpreted as an act of appeasement, could be connected with Persian
rites. When his defeat comes therefore it is easily seen to be the
merited punishment not only for his initial bjBpiqg in undertaking such
an expedition, but of his whole 'hybristic' way of life. The storm off
Euboea is seen as a divine intervention to bring the forces of the

Persians on a level with the Greeks,® inoiiexo Xe xdv uxb tou Oeou

bxwg dv tw 'EXXpvixw Xo Hepatxbv pr)0f xoXXw xXeov eUiv and
after Xerxes' final defeat the speech of Themistocles. gives full

expression to the interpretation which has coloured the previous account.”
xdbz yap oux r)petq xatcpyaodpcla, dXXd OcoC xz xal rjpmog, oi E~Oovpoav
dvépa Eva xrl¢ xz *koCr\¢ xal tpq EUpwxpg paaiXeuoalL, edvta dvéoLdv xz

xal dtdoOaXov.

It could be that those were in fact the words or at any rate the
ideas of Themistocles' speech at that time, since by then the outcome
of the expedition was clear. Since however it was only that outcome,
namely Xerxes' defeat, which showed he was guilty of bpptq, had offended
the gods, this interpretation is bound to be a post eventum one, since
if he had succeeded in his undertaking, then he would have been proved

not to have overstepped his limitations, to have the gods on his side,

a. VII.105.1. b. 'The Wise Adviser in Herodotus’, G,P.1939.
c. VIII.13. d. 109.3.
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to have been &éCxal.oqg. It is only when and not until Xerxes meets
disaster that his actions are proved to have been those of an

of one who aimed too high. The description of Xerxes as the overweening
tyrant and of the Greeks in contrast as fighting for abstract ideals of
democracy and pan-Hellenism at the actual time of the conflict is
therefore highly anachronistic, and reflects not the thoughts of the
Greeks at the time, but what the conflict was seen to mean in retrospect.
For just as Xerxes was only proved in the wrong by meeting disaster, so
too it was only after their success that the Greeks could point the
finger at him and say of themselves what a good way of life theirs was
and what a good thing co-operation on a national scale was. Few wars
are fought for purely ideological reasons, and as Athens' first reason
for not going over to the Persian side indicates,®" the primary
consideration is that of survival and revenge. It was only when, as
emerges from Larsen's discussion of confederacy and alliance in Greece,”®
collective action and co-operation had proved effective that any move
was made to make it permanent.

The belief in the gods as the punishers of ugpuq and abinCa
therefore results in the outcome of events being deemed a divine
judgment on the agent, a judgment which is then allowed to colour those
past events, so that they are seen to justify and merit that outcome.

He is right and his action right who meets no disaster and so has the
gods on his side; he is wrong and his action wrong who comes to grief
and so has the gods against him, an attitude which, with its comfortable

and certain division into black and white, gives to a work like that of

)
a. VIII.1l44.2. b. 'Federation for Peace in Ancient Greece',G.P.1944.
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Herodotus an air of a self-righteous homily on moderation.
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PART IT

The Attack on Convention and Superstition

A. Introduction

It has been seen in Part I that in order to avoid loss of standing
and disaster, it was prudent to avoid doing what might offend society as a
whole, those who were stronger and in authority, and most of all the gods.
The fear of these various sanctions then constituted a pressure to conform
to certain practices, a pressure which over a period of time can result in
a pattern of behaviour v;bich becomes so habitual as to be followed almost
unconsciously. While however tradition and habit are invaluable as a means
to an ordered and stable society, the wvery fact that certain patterns of
behaviour are habitual implies that they are followed without thought,
without question. Though therefore they may originally have answered
certain needs, the time may come when they no longer serve any useful
purpose. Such is the force of tradition and habit however that those patterns
continue to be followed none the less, because they are so much a part of
normal life that fev/ stop to think why they act in that way, and of those
still fewer are prepared to face the consequences of breaking them.
Tradition can thus become a bar to progress and enlightened action by
obviating the need to think for oneself, so that one slips comfortably into
a way of life where no awkward questions are asked, and ends mind is
pleasantly dulled.

Such then was the state of affairs in the fifth century, for until
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that time the authority of public opinion, the laws and the gods had gone
largely unquestioned. During that century however there becomes evident a
spirit of criticism, of re-appraisal, of impatience with the old order, a
Zeitgeist which was particularly associated with and given expression to by
the Sophists. These men travelled around Greece and claimed to teach
xOXLtLXTi that is, as Protagoras explains in the Platonic dialogue,

to teach men how to manage the affairs of their own households and those of

the state,” tb 6c pd-dppa cotiv cupouXia xcpC tc twv oLxcOwv, oxwqg dv
dpLOta tpv autou OLxCav 86rLoLxOL, xal xepl twv tpg xoXcwq, oxwg to, tpg

xoXcwg Ouvatwtatog dv ctp xal xpdttcuv xal Xcycuv, and in particular, as
Gorgias explains, since the management of state affairs especially requires
ability to speak in public, how to win over an audience, that is rhetoric.*
Tb x£ Le&£IV. ..oLoV t’cLvau tot g Xoyoiq xal cv OLxaatppCw dixaotaq xal cv
pouXcutppCw jBouXeutbq xal cv cxxXpoCa cxxXpoiaotaqg xal'cv dXXw SuXXé6yw
xavtL, oatLqg dv xoXituxbg ~0XXoyoq yCyvptau. Their teaching was thus
essentially practical, and, aimed as it was at the improvement of
administration, was bound to call into question some or all of the established
practices. They could only but be dissatisfied with outdated ideas, for as
Corinth points out to Sparta, no state can afford to remain behind the times,

to be hide-bound by tradition.® dvd*xp 6c waxcp tcyvpg aid ta cxL-

yiyvopcva xpatcTv. V/hat is needed is an alertness to the needs of the moment,
which is not dulled by habit, but allows one to be sufficiently free of it
to be able to take the particular circumstances into consideration before

embarking on some action. For those circumstances may be such as to call

a. Plato, ~ . 3L8e b. 452 .e o. Thuc.I.71.3.
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into question the whole point of doing something which it is customary to do,
and it is just such a liberal approach to vopoq which is taken by those

praised in the Euitaphios attributed to Gorgias.” =xoXXa 6e vopou axpLpeCaq

Xoywv opOotpta (xpoxpCvovte q), toutov vopuCovteq -detotatov xal xotvotatov

vopov, to 6EOV ev tw O6fovtu xal Xeyeuv xal ouyav xal xoieTv xal edv
Strict conformity to tradition, by ruling out the exercise of thoug&; and
imagination and by killing initiative, can only hinder instead of further the
aims of society and its members, and it is the realisation of this danger

and the efforts to overcome it which become apparent in the discussion of

community affairs at this time.
B. Self-Defence

i. Pre-Sophist
It was seen in Part One that because the basis of one's standing in

Homeric society was power, failure to defend one’s 1lif¢ dependents and
property led not only to material loss, but to loss of face. To give up

the fight, however great the odds, was therefore out of the question, if one
was not to concede the opponent’s superiority. How one defended oneself
however;was largely a matter for the individual warrior. The simplest
method of doing so was to fight and go on fighting until the issue was
decided, and indeed the main criteria of the Homeric hero were strength and
bravery. The methods of waging war with a few well-armed warriors and a

mass of light-armed infantry were not likely to lead to elaborate and subtle

a. D.K.82.B.6.
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tactics. It was largely a question of how many of the enemy could be killed,
which called for physical rather than intellectual qualities. But not even

in Homeric society were the latter completely overlooked. Sheer obstinate

fighting was not always the best means of attaining victory. A little
thought could achieve what no amount of brute force v/ould accomplish, and the
best fighter was not always the best thinker, as Polydamus points out to

Hector when seeking to restrain him from a course that led to disaster,®"

ouvcxd toi xcpl 6wx& Osbg =xoXepfjUa epya,
touvecxa xal pouXp cOcXciqg x£piCd|lievai aXXwv

dxx'ou x(jjg d\ia xdvta oéuvfjaeai avxoc¢c tXiodai,

Men have different talents and both fighters and thinkers have their part
b
to play, particularly in such a tricky situation as they now are.

#$XXw fiéev yap 6wxc Ocbg xoXeppia epya,...
dXXu) o6 'ev otfj”“eaolL tiOei voov eupOoxa Zeugq
EOOXOV, tou O£ tf£ XOXXoi £XttUpl0XO0Vt 'av-“pwxolI,

xaC tf£ noXéac¢ £odwof, pdXiOXa dl xavxog¢c dviyvw.

Vhat is needed is not to fight on without thought, but a careful weighing
of the pros and cons to decide whether it would be better to pursue the
attack or retire with flags flying. Hector refuses to take his advice,
but when the refusal has proved disastrous, he knows that the Trojans will
not hesitate to lay the blame where it belongs,

"Extwp T @ pCp(pi xidfjoaq wX£0£ Xaov.
In undertaking any task therefore a man may be the sort to plunge straight
in regardless, to do what is usually done without stopping to think whether

in the particular circumstances that action will achieve its purpose, and

a. n,XIII,726ff. b.ibid.730ff. c.ibid. 740ff. d.II.XXII.107.
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thus tends to he what may he termed orthodox. He may on the other hand he
the kind to go round a difficulty instead of into it, realising that the
circumstances require something other than what one would normally do, and
thus inclining to he unorthodox. Perhaps one of the best illustrations of
this distinction is to be found in Herodotus * description of the building
of the Athos canal. The various contingents are detailed to dig the canal,
and the majority of them dig in the way that first comes into their heads,
namely straight down. The Phoenicians on the other hand think beyond the
immediate action of digging to the purpose it is supposed to serve, and the
result is a slant-edged canal which prevents the earth from caving in on

them. As Herodotus remarks,®” oi bz ~OLVLxeq aocpipv ev xz toioi aXXoiau

epyOLOL axo6eCKVUvtai xal 6p xal ev cxcCvw.

While therefore in Homeric society some warriors such as Hector are
renowned for their wvalour, others are renowned for their resourcefulness,
and such an one is of course Odysseus. It is this element in his character
which, Stanford in his book The Ulysses Theme suggests, distinguishes him
from the majority of the heroes at Troy, makes him inclined to unorthodox
practices and eventually earns him in later tradition a reputation for deceit
and trickery. 1In the Homeric poems he is described as oq xcpl plv voov eatl
ppotwv, so that it is he who is chosen by Diomedes to accompany him on a
dangerous mission as the 'brains* of the party®; he whose plan resulted in
the fall of Troy when mere force had failed ; he whose guile rescued him and
his remaining comrades from the Cyclops' cave”, and he who is regarded by
Athene as her counterpart among men.

a. VII.23.3" b. i.66. c. X.2R2ff. d. xxii.230. e. xii.211.
£f. xiii.296ff.



-390-

aXX's&ye, IJipxett tauta Xcywpe&a, eiddteq

xcpOE*, ExEL au pév looi ppotuv ox'UpLatoq axdvtwv
PouXt) xal pu-Sotaiv, eyw 6 '’ev x&ai Oeoial

pE)tL tf xXeopai =xal =xépdeaiv.

Tt is their intelligence vfhich enables them to make the most of opportunities

which arise, to penetrate to the heart of a problem, in short xépdea eLlevau.

ii. The Sophists.

Even in Homeric society therefore although conditions were such that
bravery and strength were the most important qualities, intelligence had its
part to play. With the advance of nevf techniques in warfare on land and sea
hoT/ever this need for intelligence and general 'know-how' is naturally
increased, because nov/, though tivo sides may be evenly balanced and be
equally courageous, lack of experience and initiative in the increasingly
complex art of war may cost one the victory, as the Persians discovered
even at Plataea.®” Xppati pev wvuv xal pwpp oux gpaoveq paav oi 1liépaai,

avoxXoL 6e eovteq xal %pbg dvexiatfipove g gpav xal oux opoioi toiai

EvavtCoLOi aocplT]v. The old methods of warfare v/hereby the two armies
faced each other and fought until something happened v/ere merely trials of

strength and displayed little subtlety. With the development of more
complicated strategy however and the fact that the Peloponnesian war was
fought over such a wide area that it could not be decided by one pitched
battle, the conventional practices became out-dated, and it was now more
than ever the quick alert general with his eyes on the main chance who was

most likely to succeed, as Brasidas points out.” ootig 6eé tdg toiautagq

a. Hdt.IX.62.3, b. Thuo.V.9 4.
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dpaptCaq -Gw evavtCwv xdWiata i6wv xal dpa xpbg tpv eautou 60vapiv
tpv exLXELPDOLv xoieTtau pp ano tou xpo(pavouq paXXov xal dvtixapataxOévtogq

P ! kK Iou xpbg %o xapbv “upcpepovtoc, xXeTot'dv op”otto. Thus on this

particular occasion, for instance, being aware that a pitched battle would
be unfavourable to him, he lulls Cleon into a false sense of security before
launching his unexpected attack. Similarly he is sent to v/in over various

a ..
states to the Spartans, because he is considered dvépa Ev Xz tp Zndpxr]

Sdoxouvta OpaotiHpLOv eivai eq ta ixdvta. Jie is the versatile, Odyssean type

of man, who relies less on force than on diplomacy,b and so earns himself a
lasting reputation for his dpctp xal “uveoiq. ®

It is this ability therefore to sum up the situation, to think round
a problem and make the most of the resources available which especially
distinguishes the“uvetoq, and it is such men and such states who stand to
gain, as Corinth does not hesitate to point out to Sparta. Traditional
practices may suffice up to a point, but when, particularly in time of war,
success depends on initiative and resourcefulness, it is essential to keep

d ,
abreast of the times. dvdyxp 6eé iionzp tex*'OC OLcl xa EXLyLYvopcva =xpateiv.

For at Sparta so strong was the resolution never to give up the fight that
it had become something in the nature of a law that no warrior should
surrender, but fight on to the bitter end. It is thus described by
Herodotus as fulfilling the same function as that of Xerxes* personal

tyranny and force in making men stay their ground, but in quite a different
e
way. ZTiZOXi ydp opt 6coxOTpg vopoq, tc)v uxoOfip.aCvouoi xoXXw zxi pdXXov

P oL ool oe. xoieuol ywv td dv zkzimoc dvwyp" dvwyei &z xévxo aizC,

a. Thuc.IV.81.1. b. 81.2. c. 81l.2. d. 1.71-3. e. HAt.VII.104-4
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oux HAIV (peCyXLv oudév xXT)”*oq dvOpwxwv ex pdxDC, ~XXd pevovtag ev tp xdA?i

extxpatEELv n dxoXXuoOai. Thus it was too that the surrender of the Spartan

a
force on Sphacteria was viev/ed with such amazement by the rest of Greece.

While however the purpose of such a regulation is obvious, it can, 1like all
regulations come to have a deadening effect on those who obey it, with the
result that though men do obey it, they incline to think that this is
sufficient, and thus fail to look beyond it. It is then just because such
an attitude strangles initiative and innovation, the very qualities which

Corinth finds in Athens but conspicuously lacking in Sparta® oi |ifv ye
vewtepoxotoi xal Exivopaai o*zic, xal zniXzXzoai cpyw d dv yvwouv» vpzi ¢
6z xa uxdpxovtd te owCeiv xal cxLyvwvau ppdéév xal cpyw oude tdvayxaia

E~LXEoOaif it is just because of this that she advises Sparta to shake her

c
ideas up, or she will find herself outmanoeuvred.

This then is a plea to Sparta tothink, to use her intelligence and

see whether in fact her attitude and approach to war is necessarily the best,
and if not to change it. On occasion however something even more radical
is needed than resourcefulness. For though to put up a defence against

attack and not give up the battle until forced to is essential to the
continued independent existence of the society in ninety-nine cases out of
a hundred, in the hundredth it may prevent the achievement of just that
purpose for which it was formed. It istherefore a mark of a great
statesman or general that he is able torecognise that occasion and to know
when it is strategic not to counter an attack, that is to refuse battle.

Just such a statesman was Pericles who, as he is described by Thucydides,

a. Thuc.IV.40.1-2. b. 1.70.2. c. 71.4.
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v;as endowed with that ability to assess the situation which is designated by

the word”*uvEOL It is this faculty which prompts him to make for Athens
a policy which ran counter to the fundamental concepts of Greek warfare. For
as Grundy points out no Greek state could normally afford to allow the
enemy to destroy its crops, because its citizens would starve before the
next harvest. It was therefore essential for the survival of the state that
any attack at harvest time should be repulsed before or when the enemy
reached the plains. At the beginning of the Peloponnesian v/ar however it is
well known that Pericles persuaded the Athenians to abandon the plains and
make no attempt to counter the Spartan incursions. He had the foresight to
see that in the circumstances the normal practice was not the best means to
the desired end, namely the survival of Athens as an independent state.
Because she was no longer dependent upon the harvest alone for her existence,
because she commanded the seas and an empire, she could afford to conserve
her resources for what he realised would be a long struggle, and not be
c
obliged to fritter away her man-power in minor engagements. Despite the
fact then that when the invasion actually occurs they are naturally unwilling
to sit by and let it happen,” and after the second invasion and the plague
o

are ready to give up the struggle, he convinces them that the policy is in
the best long-term interests of the state.f

There are occasions therefore when the normal practice of defending
one’s property is a hindrance and not a help, when it is politic to sacrifice

a pawn to win the game. It has been seen however that besides material loss,

failure to defend oneself or one's property or indeed any retreat or

a. II.65.5ff, b. Thuc. and the History of his Age,I.p.248 c. Thuc.1.143.5.
d. II.21.2-3. e. 59.1-2. £f. 60.2ff.
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withdrawal from a position incurred loss of face. Though therefore one #
may he aware that such a withdrawal may in the long run be more in one’s
interests, the fear of humiliation may override these considerations. Thus
it was part of Pericles' policy for Athens that she make no attempt to
acquire new possessions. A chance arises however for her to gain an important
foothold in Sicily at little or no risk or cost, and she takes the
opportunity. The expeditionary force finds however that the money which the
Egestians had promised is not forthcoming. The Greeks therefore hold a
council of war to decide what to do and Nicias suggests that they show
themselves willing to fulfil their promise to their allies, and if the latter
or any other Sicilian or Italian state cannot pay for it, then they should

a
return home, and tp noXei Jaxavojvtagq ta oixcua pp KIVOUVEUELV. He is

thus concerned to keep the expedition in perspective, and recognises that if
the circumstances which made the expedition attractive are nov; altered for
the worse, then they should not hesitate to pull out with their flags flying.
They must not waste time, energy and money on a rislcy venture, and allow the
capture of Syracuse, which was not the official reason for the expedition
and was only considered worth attempting under circumstances no longer
obtaining, to become so much a matter of prestige that it obscures the true
interests of Athens. He therefore is alive to the proper aim and purpose

of their actions, namely the survival of the state, but it is abundantly

clear that for Alcibiades it has become a matter of prestige. 'AXK I pCdépq

6e oux eqgp tooaOtp O6uvdpei éxxXeuoavtaq aioxpwqg xal axpdxtougq

a%eX#ELv. He is therefore more concerned with the immediate public reaction

a. VI.47. b. 48.
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to the retreat than with the practical issues. He fails to recognise
that by ignoring the change in the circumstances he is in fact urging the
other commanders to undertake the conquest of Syracuse tout court, an
undertaking which, had it been proposed to the Athenian assembly in this
form, would possibly not have been approved as being beyond their power.
Regard for prestige therefore leads Alcibiades to propose a course of
action which involved more risks than Athens could afford to take, and it
was his view which prevailed to Athens’ cost.

On one occasion however an Athenian commander did succeed in putting
his views across. The fleet had approached Miletus, and while there
reinforcements came to the aid of Miletus such that it was no longer
advisable to stay there. To retreat was to lose face and climb down, so
that according to all the codes of honour the Athenians should have stood
their ground, and indeed it was the intention of all but one of the
commanders to fight it out.®' Phrynichos however opposes this wview in words
worth quoting at length.” otxou yap ev uGtepu oacpwqg eidbéxa¢ xpoq onéboag
xz vauq 7ioXe|iCaq xal ooauq xpb¢ autaqg xai ¢ ocpetépaiq ixavdjq xal xa-9’
ppuyCav TtapaoxeuaoapeVOL q zoxai aywvuoaoOal, oudfxotc tw aioxpw

oveCOEL EL%“aq dXéywqg 6 laxiv6éuveOgglv. ou yap aioxpbv clvai 'AOpvaCougq

vautLxw pEta xatpou uxoxwppoau, dXXa xal pEta otououv tpdéxou &ioxLov

A“upppoEO”al pv poopOwoLv. It could not be more clearly stated that to
allow one's fear of temporary loss of prestige to jeapordise one's chances
of eventual survival, on which after all that prestige ultimately rests,
is sheer folly. Phrynichos not only thinks for himself and realises that
retreat on this occasion is justified, but has the courage to face the

immediate censure which a break with tradition incurs.

a. VIII.27.2. b. 27.2f.
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G. Administration of State and Empire

i. Pre-Sophist

The necessity for a society to be able to defend itself against
attack had in Homeric times resulted in those men who could thus protect
it being most wvalued, and in the strongest censure being attached to
failure to put up a fight. These values resulted in the tradition or
rule of never giving up a fight, a tradition which, if too rigidly
observed could and did result in the opposite of the purpose of that
tradition, namely the preservation of the society. What was needed was
a more flexible and intelligent approach to defence, and it was this
which the Sophists were encouraging. So too in administration the same
situation is found, for as was seen in PartjI this same necessity for a
society to be able to defend itself against attack resulted in Homeric
times in the strongest and wealthiest exercising supreme command, because
they were the most valuable men in that society, the ones upon whom it
depends for existence. It is they therefore who have the god-given
power to make such rules as they think fit in the interests of that
society.®" Just as however it was up to the individual warrior how he
went about defending himself and his property, so too it was largely up
to the individual paotXeuq how he ruled his people. For the qualities'
demanded of him by society in its need for protection, namely good

birth, wealth and courage, were precisely those which enabled him to

a. above p.10f.
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impose his will on that society, so that his power was practically
absolute. The treatment he accorded his subjects depended almost entirely
on his own character,® since as long as he was the most successful in
defending the community, they could not afford to depose him even if
they could. But again as in the case of self-defence, though the main
characteristics of the Homeric paoiXeOgq were the power and prowess on
which his claim to kingship ultimately rested, it was recognised that
force was not the only requirement of a good ruler. The paoiXeOq may
be the most valued man because of his power, but he is a wise man if he
accepts the advice of those who, though less powerful, have more
understanding than he, as Nestor points out to Agamemnon.*

tw oe xPD $%EpL ({iév (pdo-“al exoq 1)6 'exaxouoal,
xpr)T)val. 6e xal dXXw, ot’dv tiva Oupbqg dvwyp
ELXELV ELg dyaOov*

autap eywv epew wq pou boxel elvul dpioxa,
ouydp tLgq véov dXXoq dpeCvova tou0E vopoEL,
oLov eyw voew.

The existence of a council of Elders indicates that the value of advice
was recognised, and Lattimore has drawn attention to the large role
played later in Herodotus' work by the 'Wise Adviser’, particularly in
those stories connected with tyrants such as Xerxes.® The importance
attached to good counsel is well illustrated by the words of Artabanus.”

toov EXELvo, w paouXEU, xap'spol xExpitat, cppovEeiv xe eu xal tw

Xeyovti xPDGta e”“eXelv TteC”EO”alL. The fact that the adviser can only

give advice and depends especially in Homeric times for its execution

a. above p.14 b. I1.IX.1Q0ff. c. Lattimore, P. ’'The Wise
d. Hdt.VII.l6.a,l. Adviser in Herodotus',C.P.1939>
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on the likes of Agamemnon,® is but a sign of his relative weakness. It
does not mean that his talent is useless, but that at this time, because
of the needs of society, the power of an Agamemnon is more valuable to
that society than the intellectual qualities of a Nestor.

Apart moreover from the prudence of the king accepting advice
before he initiates his will, it is also recognised that force is not
always the best or the only means of executing that will. When a
situation is particularly delicate, tact and diplomacy may achieve what
no amount of force will. Hence it is not surprising to find Odysseus,
the supreme diplomat, chosen for the difficult task of inducing
Achilles to return to the fighting.” The gentle art of persuasion is
by no means without value in Homeric society, and rhetoric is already
one of the subjects which Phoenix taught Achilles.®

touvexa pe xpoepxe OLOaoxépevai xdbz xdvta,

pOOwv te piptrip’Epevat xppxtqpd Xz B&pfywv.

Though however the authority of the paoiXeuq rested in the last
resort on his power, and the character of his rule reflected his own
personality, nevertheless there is little indication that he normally
exercised his power thus absolutely. Though he might make and enforce
individual rules and regulations, it would seem that not only the form
of government, as indicated by the existence of the Council of Elders
and the Assembly of the People however weak in power, but also a large

portion of the normal practices of the society were prescribed by

a. I1.IX.101f. b. 179ff. c. 442f.
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tradition and custom. Since this body of traditional practices had
grown up over a long period of time and had gained an objective
validity as 'already existing' independent of the present ruler, it
would have been difficult and dangerous for him to go against them, so
that he would tend to work according to them rather than formulate them.
Thus it comes about that in a late passage in the Iliad men can be

A

accused of using force to alter the "i|xi0x7¢ , to overthrow the
established order which, considered now to have the backing of the gods,

has become a standard from which all variation is deemed wrong.®

ZsOq, bxe 66 p’avOpeool xoteoodpevoqg x*AeTcfjvp,
OL (3Cp eiv apopp oxoXiaq xpCvwolL OcpLOtaq

Ik az 6Cxrjv cXdowolL, -dewv otilv oux aX&yovt&q.

Over a period of time therefore the practices followed by a
society in answer to its needs harden into an established order, or
'constitution', as for instance in the Homeric society the necessity
for self-defence resulted in government by war-lords or paolLXcIq and
the dpLOtol . Changing circumstances and needs however exert a pressure
on society resulting eventually in a new order, and the history of
Greece and of Athens in particular shows that with the change in
methods of warfare, the growth of trade and the city-state came a
change in the balance of power within the community. The increasing
value of the ordinary citizen led to the setting up of democracies

where though the most important officers were still the oxpaxr)yoC ,

a, I1.XVI.386ff.
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they were now chosen by and responsible to the 6ripoq who took any
policy decisions which had to be made. While however this shift of
power, by removing the danger of autocratic rule inherent in monarchy,
ensured that government was by the people for the people, the annual
nature of the offices and the uncertainty and mobility of popular
opinion robbed society of the stability and continuity provided by a
firmly established sole ruler. It is not surprising therefore that in
the democracies more and more importance becomes attached to tradition,
to the constitution, to the laws and in short to the status quo, as
providing that necessary stability and continuity. Whereas therefore
in Homeric times tradition and custom tended to temper the otherwise
absolute power of the king, they now compensate for the innate fluxion

in democracy, and become the guarantors of a stable society.

ii. The Sophists
It has been suggested however that changing needs and circumstances
exert pressure on a society to which it must yield if it is to survive.
Though therefore pure democracy may have been suited to the small and semi*
isolated city-state, the increasing complexities of internal and external

relationships, and for Athens in particular the acquisition of an empire.
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posed new problems of administration. It has been se”n that in the absence
of the continuity provided by a sole n:ler, great importance was attached to
the sanctity of the”opou : and clearly no society can be successful the
rules and decisions of v/hich are being constantly revoked or waived, so that
nothing is ever actually done. Some degree of permanency of laws passed
and decisions made is therefore essential, and it would seem that at Athens
at any rate there was a rule forbidding a second debate and vote on a matter
newly decided. This rule was designed no doubt to prevent both the assembly
responding like a weather-vane to each fresh stimulus, and those whose views
had not prevailed from trying to force them upon the assembly by continually
reintroducing the motion, and thereby obstructing and delaying the
execution of the assembly’s decision.

However important the preservation of laws and decisions there are
occasions nevertheless when in the interests of society it is desirable for
there to be some change in or exception to those vopou. Again as in the case

a
of self-defence, it takes both intelligence and courage to Imow when that
is necessary, and to face the consequences. Thus when the Athenians heard
of the revolt of the Mytileneans, their first reaction was to order their
total annihilation. On mature consideration however this decision seemed
barbaric and a second assembly was calO.ed to discuss a proposal to reverse
it. Such a second vote however seems, as has just been mentioned, to have

been contrary to procedural laws, but as Dto”otus points out the first

decision had been taken under stress of emotion,” and it was clearly the

majority ophion that it was in the true interests of the state to reverse it,

a. above p 44. b. Thuc. III.42.1.
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For, as Diodotus emphasises at the beginning of his speech, the decision is

not one to be taken as the result of immediate emotion or without careful
consideration, so that in this case a second discussion, considering the

conditions under which the first decision was taken, is very much in the
state's interests oute touc TipoArfvtag tpv duayvwppv auOuc Tiepl

Mut iXpvaiiiJV aitLwpalL, outs touc, lispcpopevouc pp TioXXdxL¢ nepl twyv
peyCatuv pouXeusa-Oai CTtatvQj, vopCGw 6é& 600 ta svavtuwtata supouXCa

EL vau, xdxoQ tE xal op?pv, wv to plv pEta avoCag¢ (piXEL yCcyvEOi#aL, to 0Of

pEta aTiaiOEUOLag¢ xal ppaxOtptog It is these interests which are

important, not a particular regulation, and these are served not by the

blind, thoughtless action which obedience to that regulation vmuld involve,

but by good counsel.” ootuq yap eu “ouXEUEtai %p6q toug Evavttouc;

XpELGOWV ECtLV p pEt*EpyWV LOXUOC dvoia ETtluv.

As has been seen however it requires not only thought but courage to
break'the rules or traditions of society. Thus when Nicias feels that the
decision to send a force to Sicily is the wrong one, he tries to persuade the
Athenians to change their minds, because like Diodotus he considers that

c

decision to have been too hasty. In his opinion therefore this is another
of those occasions when it is in the true interests of Athens to break the
rules rather than enforce them. He ends his speech therefore with an appeal
to the president to have the courage to put it to a second vote for reasons
v/orth quoting in full. xal aO, w TipOtavL, tauta, eltiep pyel ool TipoapxELv
xpOEO”*aCtE tpc tcoXewc xal (doCiXel yEvEoOau TioXCtpc dyaOoq, E%LApgL%E xal
yvwpac; npotCAEL au?uq ’A“*pvaCoig, vopCaag, el oppwOELc "(o dvati;p(pCaal,

to pEV XUELV touc vopouc pp pctG toodjvé’dv paptupwv aitCav oxelv, tpc Of

a. Ill.42.1. b. 48.2. c. VI.Q.1. d. 14.



-52-
TiXelidJc; xaxw¢ pouXeuoapevp¢ latpoc av ycYco”au, xal to xaXwqg dp”*au
tout'cuvai, o'c a'v tpv TiatpCda licpcXpop wc TxXciata p cxwv cuvai ppdev

pXd*p.

Rules then are not an end in themselves, hut only serve a purpose
which is sometimes better served by disregarding them. Thus though normally
the meeting of the assembly is essential for democratic government, Pericles
has the good sense to realise that on one particular occasion to have called
an assembly would have been ruinous to the state, and so has the courage not
to call it, vfhatever impression that may have on a people very alive to the

danger of despotism.” Tiiatcuwv 6c opOwg YLl1l“woxcuv %cpu tou pp CTic”uevau,
EXxXpouav tc oux ETIOUEU autwv oudE “uXXoyov oudEva, tou pp opyp tu

paXXov p yvwpp “uvcXOovtaq c%apaptcuv.

However important the preservation of rules and regulations therefore
particularly in a democracy, it can if made an end in itself, constitute a
barrier to the thought and intelligence on which a society depends for its
welfare. It is not however only an inflexible approach to individual
decisions and laws which may stifle initiative, since the whole'constitution
or form of government may be equally inflexible. For it has been suggested
that a society must adapt itself to changing circumstances, and that while
pure democracy may have suited the small city-state, the increasing complexity
of international affairs posed new problems of administration, especially in
the case of Athens as the result of her acquisition of an empire, as Cleon

readily points out, xoXXdxu” plv p6p cywyE xal #XXotc cY*wv Sppoxpatuav

otu (x6uvatdév cot IV ctcpwv Bpycuv. It has been seen that the increasing

a. 11,22.1. b. III.37.
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i.mportance of the ordinary citizen led to the setting up of democracies, the
main enemy of which wsts the autocratic rule of one man. Sinclair has shown
that the rallying cry of the time was uoovopCa and the pages of Herodotus’
history give ample evidence of the abhorrence with which tyranny was viewed.
At Athens in particular the dread of despotism found expression in the practice
of ostracising any individual who was considered to threaten the existence
of the democracy. Though however the suspicion with which exceptional men
were regarded acted as a safeguard of the constitution, it could deprive the

society of just such men as were needed to deal with the increasingly

difficult problems of government. This at any rate is the opinion of
Thucydides in the case of Alcibiades. cpopp”evte ¢ yap autou ou moXXol to
pcyEUoc....tpc obduavoCag wv xaO'cv Exaatov ev otw yuyvouto ExpaooEv, W;

tupavvudoc ExuOupouvtu xoXEpuou xa-OEOtaaav, xal 6ppooCa xpdtuota 6uaOEvtu
ta tou xoXEpou 06ua sxaatou touc, ExutpOEupaauv autou dyOEoOEVtEq.,,.ou

&udl. paxpou EOcppXav tpv xo6Xuv. His achievements show him to be a man of

unusual talent, but such is the blind traditional distrust of extravagence
thought to go hand in hand with tyranny, that he falls foul of the people,
an unpopularity which, in the extreme form of democracy practised by the
Athenians is extremely serious. For the highest officers were elected by the
people as a whole, subject as they were to the emotional reaction of which
the dismissal and re-election of Pericles, and the circumstances of the
arrangements for the Sicilian expedition are but two examples, as Thucydides
c

does not hesitate to point out.

Though therefore the head of an empire needed trained, able and go-

a. A History of Greek Political Thought,p. 33ff.
b. vX.15.4. c, I1.~5.3-4.,1Iv.28.3.
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ahead men to govern it, men by reason of those virtues fitted to rule,
there was no guarantee that they would be elected. It is therefore not
surprising that the men behind the oligarchic revolt were men like Antiphon
who, though talented, were on that very account viewed with suspicion and

thus prevented from taking part in public affairs.” 6 pAvtou Sixav to
xpaypa “uvOel %;.... 'AvtiqgGiv pv avpp 'A-“pvaCwv twv xaO'cautov dpetp tc
oudevoc botcpoq xal xpdxioxoc, cvOuppOpvau yevopevoc; xal d yvour) elxelv,
xal i¢ pev OT)pov ou xapuwv ohb*i¢ dXXov dywva eéxouoLo¢ oudcva, dXX*

uxéxtwq tw xXpOsL 6i0L 686*av OELvdétpto” 6iaxEupEVOG. It would seem that
at least in origin their idea was to abolish or reduce the assembly as a
factor in the government of the city, aiming instead at some sort of
representative government. In the event however power corrupted, a

danger which will be discussed more fully later,” and at the instigation of
those of more democratic sympathies in Samos the Four Hundred gave way.
Even so they were succeeded only by the Five Thousand. There was no

return to the extreme form of democracy and it is significant that

Thucydides remarks of this period,” xal ouy pxtata 06T) tov xpwtov xpdvov

ETtC yE Epou 'A”T)vaiol. cpaCvovtat EU TcoXLtEOoavtEc.

D. Relationships with others

a. Specific prohibitions

i. Pre-Sophist

In the sphere of self-defence and administration the hardening of

a. VIIT.68.1. b. below p.10?. c. VIII.97.2.
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practices necessary for the well-being of society into a hard and fast
tradition resulted in an inflexibility detrimental to the true interests
of the state, and it was this inflexibility which the Sophists were
trying to break down. So too in the sphere of personal relationships,
the belief that the gods were offended by such specific acts as breaking
oaths or harming guests resulted over a long period of time in it being
accepted that if one wanted to escape disaster one conformed to what was
pleasing to the gods. To avoid doing what was known to offend them was
to avoid crossing swords with those stronger than oneself, to keep
within one's limitations and so to be dCxaiot; , and on the right side of
the gods, that is oornc¢ , euaepfj¢ . In the same way as the state laws
governing the conduct of citizens became more numerous,” if one wanted to
avoid their sanctions one refrained from doing what they forbad, so that
again those who conformed kept within their limitations and were dCxauoL,
The more law-abiding and god-fearing one was, themore 6Cxauoq was one
shown to be, andsuch of course was G-laucus until temptation proved too

strong for him,” toutov tbv avdépa (papev,..axoOeuv dpioxa O ixalooOvt)”® %ipi

ii. The Sophists

By and large therefore the pressure exerted by the fear of divine
sanctions resulted in a certain pattern of behaviour being followed, which
ensured at least a degree of harmony and peaceful co-existence among the
members of society. It can be seen however that since it was followed as a
result of expediency, that is to avoid disaster, the conception of wnat was

right or &6CxalLOv todo was entirely negative, asbeing that which is not

a, below p. 191f. b . Hdt, VI.86, a,2.
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wrong, .does not get one into trouble. One obeys the laws or rules, human
and divine, because if one does not one will pay for it, a situation
which clearly encourages playing for safety and hence a high degree of
conventionalism. Now such conventionalism can it is true ensure a
reasonably stable society, but it can also result in a thoughtless,
habitual following of practices which may or may not be suited to the
prevailing circumstances. Thus at the beginning of the Republic Plato
introduces Gephalus, a man of means and well advanced in years, who on
being asked by Socrates to name the main advantages of wealth, replies
that it enables a man to live in a manner which brings peace of mind,
namely OLXuCwg xal ooCwc;.” He then gives as examples of this way of life
the following list.”® to yap ppde dxovtd tuva e”*aTiatrjoau p lieOocao-Sai,
ppo’ait ocpeCXovta p UuoCac tuvag p avOpwxw xPNpata exEUta EXELOE
(xTilEvau OEOLOta, pEya pEpoq Ci¢, touto p twv xPDpdtwv xtpouq ouppdXXEtai
These are the sort of rules the OCxaioc; xal ooloc avpp would obey, but
as Socrates points out, these rules,, though valid in the majority of
situations, are not the whole story.” If for instance the person from
whom one has borrowed weapons loses his reason, it would not be necessary
or right to give them back or tell him the truth. This would be one of
those occasions when one would do more harm by obeying the rules than by
breaking them.

Such injunctions as these are not sufficient in themselves.” oux
apa outo¢ opog eotl OuxauocaOvpc, aXpdp tE XEyEuv xal & av Xdpp 1i¢

(XTiodudédval.. Something more is required than blind obedience. One must

know why one takes the action in question and be quite clear as to its aim

a. 351 a b. 351 b c. 331 ¢ d. 331 d
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so as to justify taking it in any particular circumstances, and it is upon

just this knowledge and awareness which Socrates insists in his discussions.

Thus to take one example as it is recorded in the Minor Dialogues of Plato,

in the Euthyphro Socrates is concerned with the action being taken by

Euthyphro against his own father. 1If he is prepared to take such a drastic

step, he must surely know what he is about,a and Euthyphro is quite

convinced he doesSocrates asks him therefore in all innocence as it seems,

to say what he thinks iio ocaiov is. As usual in these discussions when asked
c

this question the victim gives not a definition, but an example or examples.

So too here Euthyphro says, Xcyw ioCvuv'otu xo l\izv oolov joXil> OTiep cyw
vuv tHoafj, adUKouvtu p Tiepl 96VOUC p Ttspl uepwv xXoxa” p Xi d\Xo tigv
toLoutwv E*ajiaptdvovtL ETCE~LEvau. It is therefore in terms of the sort of
rules or injunctions mentioned above that the average Greek thought. Though
however these may be valid in generality, to know if they are valid in the
particular circumstances one is in, one must think beyond them to their aim
or purpose. Thus as Socrates points out to Euthyphro, to say that to indict
another for some crime against the gods is ooiov is not enough. One has to
be able to say why it is bolov, that is to have some idea of what to oauov
entails in order to judge whether a particular action in any particular

e
circumstances is oolov or not. tautpv toCvuv ps autpv 6Cdéa”“ov tpv loééav

xCc, noxi eatLV, K. t. X. It is however of course precisely this knowledge which

Socfatés'"finds lacking in his victims, and Euth”rphro has clearly never thought
about the meaning of to oolov beyond a vague undefined notion that it is

what is pleasing to the gods. He can therefore have no idea whether

a. b. 4,e.9%* c. see below p.268,270. d. 5d 8
e. 6 e 2 /
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indicting his father is oolov or not, though since he has indicted him, one

would assume, as Socrates sarcastically remarks, that he did know.

h. General prohibitions

i. Pre-Sophist

Beside however the specific actions which were disapproved of by the
gods, it was shown that gradually it came to be believed that all cxOLXLa and
bpplLc offended them. Now therefore it becomes expedient not only to offer
the required rites and sacrifices and not to break the specific rules, but also
to avoid doing anything which they might consider excessive and so incur their
anger. Thus Agamemnon in the Oresteia is afraid to step on the red carpet of
success, because he feels he may be overstepping the mark, and thus inviting

divine vengeance.

ppo6’eupaoi OT;p(j50ao ’ £7iL(p-90ovov mopov
'CL'&ei* Ocouq tOL loiode tLpaX(pELv xpcwv*
£V -jiOLKLXotc 6E -Svptov ovta xdXXeoiv
|3aLVELv £pol p£v ou6&pws aviu (popou.

Similarly Polycrates is afraid that his excessive good fortune will make him
one of the high points which are struck by lightning, and so tries to turn
that fortune by his own doing.” To keep on the right side of the gods then
and avoid disaster one had to refrain from excess of any sort, and so it is
those who play safe and always keep within their limitations who, because

they do not offend the gods, that is do not meet disaster, are 6CxiiLou, as
was for instance Cadmus, v/ho did not run the risk of meeting a fate such as

that of Polycrates, but handed over power to the people.o be Kdépoqg.

a. 15 d 1-9, b. Ag. 921ff. c. Hdt. III. 40ff. d. Hdt.VII.l64.1l-
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7Tiapade*d|i€fvoc xapa xatpbp tupqvvCéoi Kww ell peppxutav, cxwv Xe elvai
xal OfL<vou emévxog, ovbécvog aXX’vno ébixaioovvr)g, Ilg. péaov Kwolol

xataOclq tJpv apxpv ol'xe'Co e¢ EixeXCpv.

il. The Sophists

Fear of divine retribution for any déuxCa or uppt¢ results in
there being some restraint on the wills of the more powerful, in that they
can never be sure that even if they get away with something for the moment,
they will not be struck down by the gods at some stage or other. But it
is also evident that the conception of the gods as ready to pounce on the
initiator of any action they tnink excessive, could engender a degree of
superstitious fear sufficient to stifle any initiative, and make a man so
afraid of taking a false step as to render him incapable of any effective

action.? ou yap l/a (ppoveetv peya 6 0Ocoq dXXov p éwutodv. &%&Lx#DAGL
pév vuv xdv Tippypa xCxXei/ acpdXpata, ex twv CppCai peydXai (piXeouolL
yCyvcoOalL" £v 6¢ cxtaxetv cveatu dyaOd, ¢l pp xapautCxa 6oxcovta
cLvai, dXX'dva xpovov c”eOpolL Xi; dv.

Whereas therefore while the gods are not yet the avengers of bppte¢
the Homeric hero is remarkably free of superstitious fears of jealous gods
and is full of self-confidence, Nicias, of whom Thucydides gives so full a
character study, is diffident and superstitious to an extreme. The gods
avenge excess, so that that is right which does not involve one in disaster.

This negative approach, already remarked on above, is particularly evident

in the reasons for which he is said to have wanted peace with the Spartans.”

a. Hdt.VII.1lO0.e. b. Thuc.V.16.1.
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pouXopcvog, £v w dxiiOpg TIv xal p~LOUto, OLaowoaoOai tpv eutuy tav. ,.xal
tw péXXovtL xpovw xataXuxcLv bvopa wp oudcv acppXttp tpv x6X1lv OLeyévei'Co,
vopCCciiv  EX tou dxLvéuvou touto “uppaCvEiv xal boxi¢ cXd”ioxa tuxp attov
xapttOLOojOL, to 6E dxLvduvov tT)v eippvpv xapcxELv. Here the ideal state,
to dxCvduvov is clearly stated, and the consequent fear of meeting disaster
is shown to he so powerful that it results in complete inactivity. He is
unvfilling to take the slightest risk, and later attacks the proposed expedition
to Sicily for the same reason, namely an unv/illingness to expose himself to
danger.” eldUjc noXXa pev ppap 6cov eu pouXEuoaoOau, zxI OE mXeCu
cutuxpoau (xaXexov 6E dvOpw%oup bvtap), ott cXdx"E“ta tp tuxp xapadoup
Epautov pouXopau cxtcXeXv, xapaaxEur) O6e dxo i;w cLxotwv docpaXpc; cxxXeuoai.
For Nicias therefore fear of disaster is the overriding consideration, and
it becomes clear during the expedition that this fear of disaster is the
result of a belief in the gods and their power over events which makes him
tend toward superstition.” pv ydp tt xal dyav Ocuaopw Xe¢ xal tw tOLOutw

TipoaxcLpeVOC. Thus despite the fact that as he himself acknowledged it was

essential for the Athenians to cut éheir losses and retire while it was still
possible,c his superstitious fear of the gods makes him delay that retreat
because of an eclipse of the moon, which he considers to be a sign of divine
anger.” When as a result the Athenians are forced,to fight a battle for
which they are ill-prepared, he says in his exortation,” pvpoOptE twv ev
X0/ ¢ xoXepoLc xapaXoywv, xal to tpc tuypc v pE-* ppwv EXxCoavtEc

otpvai. . .xapaoxeudCEa-Qc. The future for him is clearly governed by forces

which may be either for or against one, and when eventually all is lost

a. Vvi. 23.3. b. VII.30.2*. c. 30.3. d. 30.4. e. 6I.3.
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his speech to his men clearly shows the meaning he attaches to the disaster.”*
xayw...out'cutCa 6okwv xou uatepop tou £Lvai...vuv ev tw autw xLv6uvw
tot ¢ (pauXotdtoi¢ aLwpoupai* =xaCtoi xoXXa pev eq “eouc vopupa oSediptppai,
xoXXa 6é ec dv-&pwxoug¢ O6Cxaia xal avexucpOova. dvd'wv p pev eXxl c bpwp
Bopaaeta tou péXXovtoq, ai 6e “upcpopal ou xat’d”“Cav 6p (popouaiv. taya 6e
dv xal Xwcppoeuav ixava yap totc '® xoXepCou c putOyptai, =xal et tw Oewv
cxlcp'&ovol, eatpateuaapeV, dxo xpw*"(wc pop tettpwpppeda. Misfortune is a

punishment sent by the god.s foruppuc, a sign of the displeasure which he .
failed to avert. For like Croesushe believes the gods are open to
persuasion, and thus expects some return vO0 'wv) not now as in the story of
Croesus for rich offerings, but because the gods are the guardians of
justice, for his phty and irreproachable behaviour to others.

Though therefore, as Thucydides suggests, his fate may not have been
deserved in view of his piety,” it can be seen that in view of his position
as a general, this piety and superstition and consequent diffidence was a
serious impediment. His fear of divine anger was allowed to override his
judgment and stifle any initiative. This is not to say that his superstition
was the only cause of his failure, since that superstition was only a symptom
of a fundamental lack of self-confidence in his character. He would probably
not have made a first class general had he merely not been superstitious.

But if not the only cause of failure, it was an important one in that such
superstitious fears have a hold over the mind as is seen particularly in

the case of the Spartans during the Peloponnesian war. ev yap tw xpotepw

xoXepw O (petepov to xapavopppa paXXov yevea”“al....xal 6ia touto euxotwp

a. 77.2-3, b. above p.26. c. VII.86.5- d. VII.18.2.
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Ouatuxetv te evoiii*ov, =xal eve?upouvto tf)v te xepl nOXov Aupcpopav =xal

EL tLh aXXT] attotg¢ EyEvEto.

The belief in the gods as the punishers ofaéixCa and uppup could
then result in a superstitious fear sufficient to stifle the very initiative
and enterprise v/hich was essential to progress. For such men as Nicias,
the future was in the hands of the gods, and thus beyond one’s control and
comprehension. Each action initiated was to abandon oneself to tuxp, to
take a step into the unknown and unknowable, which was likely to end in
disaster, and so best not taken at all. Such an attitude however while it
may avoid disaster does not achieve success, and in contrast to it stands
that of men like Themistocles and Pericles, to whom Athens was most indebted
for her success and prosperity. As is clear from Thucydides’ descriptions
they were men not afraid to use their minds and take the initiative. Thus

of Themistocles in particular it is said, olxsloc yap “uvsoel =xai outE
xpopa-dwv zc, autpv ouUdEv outE Exupa-“wv, twv xz xapaxpppa O1l'£XaxCatrig
pouXnc xpdtiotog¢ yvwpwv xal twv “pEXXovtwv exI xXEtoiov Xoi) yEvpoopEvov

dpLOiop ziKaoxf]¢,,.x6 Xz dpeivov p x*Ipov ev tw ayavEU £tu xpoewpa

pdXiata. The future for such men lay not on the knees of the gods, but in

their own hands to make of it what they could. Success and failure are not
the will of some outside power, some unknown force, but the result of a man’s
ability or inability to control the circumstances in which he finds himself.
For it is not simply by pious hopes that one achieves success, but by using
one’s mind to take into account all the possibilities, t6 take advantage of

all the opportunities and to eliminate as far as possible the element of chance,

a. Thuc. 1.138.3.
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Man then is no longer something to which things happen, hut who
makes things happen, who determines actions, and it is of course precisely
in man as a purposive, reasoning animal that the Sophists are interested.
It is their claim to teach men how to manage affairs, hovf to use their
intelligence, hovf to achieve their purpose, and so itis not surprising that
it is among their writings that some of the first signs of psychology, of
the study of man as a purposive being, are found. Thus particularly Gorgias
in his Encomium of Helen and Defence of Palamedes discusses the various
factors vfhich govern and influence men’s minds and decisions, a subject which
would obviously touch him closely being a rhetorician, a persuader, by
profession. Admittedly in the Helen for the sake of argument these factors
are said to constitute a force majeure so that she cannot be held responsible
for herdecision, but.in more serious vain in the Palamedes the factors are
classified systematically into two kinds. On the onehand are the positive
factors, evexa tou; that is some gain Palamedes might have hoped to
achieve, and on the other the negative factors, that is some loss or
disadvantage he might have hoped to avoid.”® tb”61 Xolxov eotiv, ei tuva

(pbpov T xb6vov p xuvdouvov (peCywv expa”a. For as Palamedes is made to say,”

Sduaawv yap toutwv cvcxa xdvtep xdvta =xpcJtttouauv, p xépdoc; tu pstuovtc <

P CpnuaV cpeuyovte¢. The springs of all human decision and action can thus

be reduced to two main sources, hope and fear. That these springs or motives

were in fact the source of action could be shown by a study of Greek

literature from Homer onwards, but it is here for the first time that they

are made the subject of generalisation, are analysed and classified in this

a. D.K.82.11a,13. b. ibid.19. c. ibid.
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way, which is evidence of the new interest in man as a thinking, reasoning
and purposive being.

There is then at this time a growing confidence in and interest in
man as a controller of his own destiny, as the planner and initiator of
action, and just as Herodotus, as was seen, in his interpretation of events
reflected the belief in the gods as avengers of abixCa anduppug¢, so
Thucydides in his reflects the new importance attached to man and his activities
Of course it cannot be claimed that a Zeitgeist is wholly responsible for an
author’s outlook on life, but neither does he think in vacuo, and clearly
Thucydides is very much in line with the new trends in his whole approach to
history and historians. For as becomes evident at the beginning of his work,
he has very definite ideas on what history is all about, and readily
describes what he considers his predecessors’ limitations to have been. His
first point is that histories should be factually correct as earlier ones
had not been, a point which need not be discussed here, but he then goes on

to discuss the interpretation and presentation of those facts in the
following way.” toiaTn;a av xi¢ vopC”wv pdXuata, ..oux dpaptdvol, xal ovxz
Wwq xotTiTial u|ivf)xaai...oute wqg Xoyoypdcpou *uvE-&coav £x1 Xo xpooaywyotepov
Xfi dxpodocL dX'n'séa'Cepov, bvta dve*EXEyxta xal ta xoXXa uxb xpovou
autwV dxCatwc exl to puOwb6cp exveVixr)xdta. He is then criticising just

that tendency, described above in the case of Herodotus, for histories to
take the form of sermons or cautionary tales (b pu”wdeg¢) which distort the
true picture. Such an interpretation may make pleasant hearing,” but is

not, in his opinion, the one to provide a clear understanding of events.

a. 1.21.1. b. ibid.



-65-

This is to be gained from an interpretation in which these events are seen
as the result of human nature, a nature which because it is constant gives
to that interpretation a universal and timeless significance. boou 6c
PouXfjaovtau twv xz ycvopcvwv - aacpe¢ axoxetv xal twv peXXovtwv xotb
au0Lg xata xo dv-OpwxLvov toLou-cwv xal xapaxXpaCwv zozo’ai, wcpsXupa
xpCvcuv avxa dxpouvtwqg e”CL, xtppd xz z¢ aucl paXXov fj dywvuopa £¢ tb
xapaxpppa dxoOsuv “uyxcutai.

Thucydides therefore attempts to avoid the bias of 7/ritings such as
those of Herodotus by describing* events in relation to human nature in
general and by showing how they arise from natural emotions, desires and
fears, and not from extraordinary and excessive ones. Thus when he turns
to the beginning of the war, he feels that the true cause of it lay far
deeper than the minor grievances which were openly aired and were the
immediate cause of war.”® tpvv|ibv yap dXT)-&eai;dl;T)v xpocpaaiv, dcpaveatdtpv
6c Xoyu, touq ’'A“pvaCouqg pyoupau pcydXouq yuyvopevouq xal cpdpov xapexo”'to”C
tOL q Aaxcb6au(iovCoL g dvayxdaai eq tb xoXepstv. Such incidents as those of
Spidamnus and Potidaéa are not in themselves sufficient to cause war. Only
when the situation is already explosive do they become the symbol of
unexpressed antipathies, and take on a magnitude that is out of proportion
to their real importance. Neither side therefore especially Sparta, who
officially declared war, is to be accused of fighting over trifles. These
are only the outward sign of the growing tension betvzen them as the result

of the growth of Athenian power.” qgcjjpopCaavto 6c ou Aaxcdaupdvuoi xag

axovddqg XeXOo'“at =xal xoXcpTpcca ctvau. .JcpopoOpcvou touq ’'A-QpvaCouq pp

a. b. 1.25.6. o . 1.88.
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cxl pci”ov 6U0VP-OWOL V.

A similar study of the psychological background to events is seen in
the description of the causes and results of oxdoi¢ such as occurred in
Corcyra, Again Thucydides feels there was something far more significant here
than mere violence. This was but the outward expression of the stress
exerted on men by the circumstances in v/hich they found themselves. For these
were the acts not of inhuman monsters, but of ordinary men submitted to
strains which, because of that nature which is common to all men, they could
not withstand.” =xal'exexcae =xoXXa xal xaXzna =xa-ta otdauv tatq xoXcai,
yuyvopeva pev xal aid cadpeva, cwg dv p autp cOot q dv pwxwv p. ..o oe
xoXepoq ucpeXwv tpv euxopCav tou xa-& ppfpav pCauoq dSuddoxaXoq.

Throughout Thucydides’ work therefore emphasis is laid on motivation
and just such psychological factors as those in which the Sophists had
fostered an interest. He presents a new insight into human activity, and
interprets events in a way which does not lead to a biased or oversimplified
picture. Events are seen as the .result of the kaleidoscopic combination of
men’s hopes and fears, and their ability or inability to control the
circumstances in which they find themselves, so that there is no neat division
into black and white, no one person whose uppiq is held responsible for what
happens. This does not mean that Thucydides whitewashes the shortcomings of
those involved in events, but that the outcome of those events is no longer
considered the responsibility of one man’s character alone and thus al]owed
to influence the assessment and description of his whole career. Cleon for

example comes to an ignominious end and it is generally acknowledged that

a. .111.82.2.
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Thucydides had a strong dislike for him as a statesman, perhaps also as a
person, as is shown hy the terms in which he is described, and the fact that
the notices of him are consistently bad. There is however no hint that his
failure is regarded by Thucydides as a just punishment for excess, for
overstepping the mark, for upptq. His career is seen as the result of the
combination of his impulsive and violent nature with the circumstances at the
particular moment. Thus on one occasion this combination results in the

near annihilation of Mytilene - KXetov 6 KXeatvex'ou, baxep =xal tpv
xpotépav evevlixfjxeu wots axoxtetvai, wv xal eq ta aXXa piaiotatog twv
xoXLtwv tw t& Of)pw xapa xoXb IV tw tote xu”avwtatoq. But that this
decision was in fact due in part to the mood of the Athenians,® is shown by
the later reversal of it in Cleon’s despite. Again the interaction of Cleon's
temper and that of the Athenian people,culminates in his being sent to Pylos,

and here responsibility is specifically credited by Thucydides as much to them
as to Cleonou 6£, olov oyXoq cpiXei xolslv, bow pdXXov 6 KXf£wv uxf (peuye
tbv xXouv xal £”avcy”psu ta Gupppfva, toow sxExcXcvovto tw NixCa

xapa@LGévai tpv dpxpv xal exeCvw exepowv xXguv. At iylos however where the

circumstances are favourable he is able to pull off a highly unexpected

victory.A xal tot» KXEwvoq xaixep pavLwOpgcouoa 1) GxéoxeolLg dxfpr). At

Amphipolis however an impatientarmy and a clever enemy prove too much for
e

him, and an indiscretion costs him his life . Cleon’s life and failure

therefore are described in terms not of bppiq but of inability and

incompetence. Being the violent man he was, he lacked that “uvcou q with which

he would have had control over the situation but without which he was at its

a. 111.36.6. b, 36.2. c. Iv.28.3. d. 39.3. e. V.6-11.
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mercy.

Though however no individual character may he accused of uppugq, it
may vrell he argued that in the description of Athens and her eventual
defeat Thucydides is passing the same judgment on her as Herodotus was on
Xerxes. Any historian other perhaps than a mere chronicler is bound by the
manner in which he assembles and describes events to reveal his attitude to
them, and the deliberate juxtaposition of the Funeral Speech and the
description of the plague, the prominence given to the Melian episode and the
contrast between Athenian hopes and disappointment in the Sicilian expedition
have all caused considerable comment. Undoubtedly Thucydides had a purpose
in writing his history, but what is less certain is that that purpose was to
make of it a cautionary tale in the st**le of Herodotus. What emerges from
the description of Athens’ career is not that she alone was responsible for
all that occurred, and drew upon herself the punishment she deserved, but that,
as in the case of Cleon, that career was the result of the combination of
many factors, and that v/hat happened to her was the measure of her ability
to deal with the circumstances in which she found herself.

It is true that as has been seen Thucydides considered the war to have
been caused by Sparta’s reaction to the growth of the Athenian empire, but
he also points out that that growth was as much the responsibility not only
of the allies who allowed their own position to become so weak,* wv autol

al'tLOL Jyzvovxo 61 AOppaxolL* 6ua yap tr)v axoxvqolv xav%r)\) tuiv atpatGiwv
01 xXetouq auywv. ..xpnpata Gtd*avto. ..xal tolg pev 'A-“pvaColL g qu*Gto to

vautLxbV.,.autol 6£, oxote axoatatev, axapdoxcuoi xal axGUpoi £q tbv

a.~ 1.99.3.
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x6Xepov xa-Oiatavto,, but also of the Spartans themselves who were reluctant

to do anything about it until a major war was the only means of containing
it.* OL 6é AaxedatpovuoL alLo-QopevoL outf cxusXuov GL pr) GxlI ppayu,
TjoOxcx?ov tc to xXGov tot) xpovou, bvtcq peév xal xpb tot) uni taxot q iGvat

Ggq touq xoXcpouc, iV pr) avayxdCwyvtai. It is true that Athens' empire is

described as a tyranny,*® that she is said by Thucydides to have enslaved

c
other Greek states, that the Melian Dialogue shows clearly her attitude
that might is right, but this need be no more than a statement of fact. It

d

is by no means certain that Thucydides disapproved of tyranny, and even
less certain that he intended to sermonise against it. Moreover even if
Athens is shown in a bad light, it is made quite clear that for all her
fine protestation of fighting for the freedom of Greece, Sparta is activated
by motives no worse or no better than those of Athens. The latter is

e
fighting as much if not more for self-preservation than greed; xal oux

docpaXeq eXi gbédxgi Gtvai tolg xoXXot g dxr)x-9r)pf vouq. ,.dvevtaqg =xlvduvguglv. ..

xaoi 6e dvcxCcp-&ovov xa “upcpGpovta twv pGyCotwv XGpi xivdéuvwv cu tCOGoOal.

So too Sparta so far from championing the cause of others is accused of even
admiring Athens’ empire until herself likely to become a victim.f She has to
be roused to war by Corinth pointing out her danger to her, and the Athenians
pour scorn on the Melians hopes of aid from Sparta.® AaxGOaipovtoL vyap
xpbqgq acpdq pév autouq xal xa GXuxwpL& vopipa xXctata dpctr) xpwvtau. The
outcome of that episode is a reflection as much on Sparta and the rest of
Greece as on Athens.

Athené.” career thereforeds not described asis that of Xerxes as that

a. 1.118.2. b. I1l1.63.2. c. 1.98.4. d.11.100.2.
G. 1.75*4* f. 1.76.2. g . vV.105.4*
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of a proud tyrant riding for a fall, while his foes are a model of perfection.
She is not represented as acting in isolation nor as being solely to blame.
On one occasion however it is suggested that the collapse of Athens'- high ;

a
hopes in Sicily is a punishment for her bppiq in undertaking the expedition.

EL -Ov OEWV exL(p”ovoL COtpat£fuoapfV, dxoxpwvtwq &) xexi iiix)of)rech. One can

indeed imagine what an excellent illustration this episode would have made
of the TJppL q-(p*6voqtheme had Herodotus or any of his outlook dealt with it,
and it is not unlikely , considering the superstitious fears s till prevalent
among the Greeks, that such a view of it was widely held. It is however, as
has already been seen,® a view which Thucydides represents as personal to
Nicias, and not to himself, so that it does not, as it would in the case of
Herodotus, affect the description of events preceding the failure. It is
true that the Funeral Oration is follovied immediately by the description of
the plague, which even Pericles himself attributes to xa 6atpévLq? and
eventually by the dismal failure at Syracuse, but there is nothing to

suggest that Thucydides did not, but rather much to suggest that he did, think
the high ideals and aims of Pericles* speech attainable by Athens hadshe
made the proper use of her capabilities. Ashis praise of Periclesshows,?

he considered that had his policy been adhered to, Athens might well have
succeeded. Even the disastrous Sicilian expedition is regarded by him not
as a completely wild and foolish undertaking, indeed Pericles himself had
hinted at wider horizons,*® but as one which could have paid off but for

f
internal dissension. T]liapi:io-&T) xal 6 £q ZixeXiav xXouq, 6q ou toaoutov

yvw|iT)q apdptripa r|V xpbq ouq expaav, oaov ou £xx£|i4;avte q...xata taq 16Caq

a. VII.77.3. b. 'abov,ep.6l. c. 1X.64.2. a.11.65.é ff.
e. 11.62.2. f. 11.65.11.
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6lapoXa q... ta ev tw atpatoTiédou dppXutepa exoiouv. The very fact that

Athens managed to survive for so long all these disasters only proves for
Thucydides that Pericles* original assessment of Athens * power, far from

£1
being extravagant, was well attuned to the situation. toooutov v tw

nepLxXet exepCaaeuae tote dcp’wv autbq xpoeyvw xal xdvu dv pgcoCwq

xepLyevéotau tr)v xoXiv neXoxovvnaCwv autwv tw xoXepw.

The Sicilian expedition therefore is not for Thucydides, as the
Persian expedition for Herodotus, the presumptuous act of a doomed tyrant,
nor Athens* failure the deserved punishment for that presumption. The
expedition is the final gamble which Athens failed to pull off, and her
failure the disappointment of hopes as the result of the dissipation of her
power by disease and bad statesmanship. Thus:*it is not Athens* growth and
ambitions alone which are responsible for the expedition, but the internal
strife in Sicily which provided her with an opportunity of which she had
every chance of making good use.® On the other side the Spartans are shown
to have been persuaded to oppose Athens not by any high ideals of freeing
Sicily, or even by her own initiative, but by Alcibiades who chooses this
moment to turn traitor and do Sparta the service he refused Athens
Likewise it is expressly stated that the allies of both sides were fighting
not for justice or any other such abstract principle, but as the result of

d
hopes or fears engendered by the circumstances of each. toaoCdée yap

exatepot exl lixeXCav xe xal xepi ZuxeXCaq. ..£xl EupaxoOaaq exoXé|iTioav,
ou xata OLXT)v xi |j.dXXov o(de xaxa “uyyevetav jiet’aXXfiXwv ativteq, aXX

W(q cxdoXoic¢ Xxr)c Muvtuxiaq 1z xaxd xo Mup?épov n dvdyxp eoxsv.

a. 11.65.13. b. VI.é6. o. VI.88.10. d. VII.57.1.
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The expedition then is the result not of the uppuq of one individual
acting in isolation hut of a combination of many factors at one particular
point in time. Similarly the; progress and outcome of the expedition is
never represented as inevitable, as a foregone conclusion. The dramatic
power of Book VIl is immense, and surely this is because the reader is

shown how close Athens came to victory, xapd toaoutov pév at Eupdxouaat

T)X"ov xtvéuvou, says Thucydides when Gylippus makes his appearance. For

it is that sense of waste, of frustration, which Gomme suggests lies at the
heart of all tragedy,a which is evoked by Thucydides* description, and not
that of satisfaction at the righteous punishment of sinners. For Thucydides
sees in historical events and in the career of Athens in particular a
lesson not on the ujSpuq of one individual and its punishment at the hands
of the gods, but, as he himself says at the start of his work, on the
nature of mankind in general, the flaws and weaknesses which deprive men of

the realisation of their ambitions.

a* The Greek Attitude to Poetry and History, p*27*,p»46ff.
b. VI1I.2.4,
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Notes to Part II

1. Though Socrates is not normally classed in the Histories of Philosophy
as one of the Sophists, but as occupying a position all of his own,
he is included in this survey as being a Sophist in thought if not
in name. Plato of course was anxious to draw as sharp a distinction
as possible between Socrates and 'the Sophists', and, as has been
pointed out to me, there are differences between them in that Socrates
did not teach for money, in fact did not profess a knowledge or skill
of any kind. On the other hand it would appear from the Apology that
as a aocpbqg avfjp he was identified with the Sophists, and certainly
Aristophanes' Clouds is based on this identification. Admittedly
this identification is found largely in the popular mind, but I hope
that from this survey it will appear to be not without foundation.

For though Socrates was not concerned with public affairs and state
administration as were the Sophists, but rather with personal
relationships or ethics, nevertheless the similarity between their
thought and his is not to be underestimated. Just as they were
attacking traditionally accepted practices in state administration,

so he was attacking traditionally held practices in personal
relationships, and for the same reason, namely that too rigid an
adherence to traditional practices is detrimental to the aim of these
practices, namely the true interests of the state or person concerned.



-74-

PART IIT

The Aftermath of the Attack on Convention and Superstition

A. The Significance of the Attack

During the Fifth Century traditional practices in all spheres of
action were being reviewed in the light of changing conditions, since
tradition, however valuable as a stabilising influence in society, can
when preserved for its own sake stifle initiative and impede the
fundamental aims of that society. The attack on tradition and superstition
therefore, as described in the foregoing section, can be considered a
serious attempt by men of foresight and dynamism to encourage an
intelligent re-appraisal of the means by which those aims are achieved.
For as has been seen those means were thought of as norms from which all
deviation was considered wrong, that is liable to censure or disaster in
some form, an attitude which resulted in a largely negative and
reactionary approach to affairs. What is now suggested is that the
traditional methods or means are not in every case the best ones for
achieving one's aims, so that it is the latter which should be of
primary importance, and the former, the means, valued only in relation
to them, and not as norms or ends in themselves. Men are being
encouraged to think not negatively in terms of 'don'ts', but positively
in terms of their aims and objectives and what ought to be done as the
best way of attaining them.

To lay stress on.the”aims and objects of an action rather than on
its means is however to attempt to alter the criteria for evaluating that

action. Until now since the means of doing things was thought of as a
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norm, any action taken could be judged immediately as right or wrong
according as it conformed or did not conform to that norm. Thus to take
an example from the previous section, it was considered ‘'the norm* or ‘done
thing* to stand one's ground once hostilities had commenced. Phrynichos*
withdrawal of the fleet therefore because it did not conform to this rule
would immediately be judged wrong. Now however because it is the aim or
object of that action which is thought important, it can no longer be
evaluated in itself, but only in the light of those aims and objects. That
is to say that Phrynichos' withdrawal can no longer be evaluated on its own
m erits, but must be assessed according as it accomplishes or does not
accomplish its objective, namely the survival of Athens as an independent
state. Such a judgment however as compared with the immediate one based on
the action per,se, would have to be suspended until the full effect of that
action were known, which could be almost at once, or only after some length
of time. What is being suggested therefore is that if someone like
Phrynichos does something which looks prima facie wrong, criticism should
be reserved until events have proved it so. This is not then it must be
emphasised a general condoning of any and every failure to stand one's
ground,or indeed of all breaches of the traditional practices. It is an
attempt to point out that since these traditional practices are only good
for the most part, and themselves only a means to an end, and since it is
the end which is important, the achieving of that end can justify a breach
of traditional practice.

It can be seen therefore that what the Sophists are attacking when

they criticise traditional practices is not the whole value system of

a, above p.44.
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G-reek society, but only the way in which it operates. That is to say that
they are not concerned with what should or should not be the aims and
objectives of society, but, given those aims, with the means of achieving
them, so that their criticisms are valid whatever set of values is in
operation. It does however remain true that, because actions were judged
immediately as right or wrong according as they conformed or did not conform
to common usage or tradition, to suggest that the end not the means is the
criterion is to attempt to alter value judgments. That is to say that it
was being argued that actions which had always been considered wrong could
occasionally be right in the light of their aims. To put this into
concrete terms and taking again the case of Phrynichos, this means that it
is not the principle or ‘end* of self-defence, of maintaining independence,

which is being criticised, but the value judgment whereby, because it ‘'was
not done* to retreat, he would be deemed wrong immediately he retreated,
whereas it was in fact right because it achieved its purpose. In time of

course his action would be, and in fact was, seen to be right because it

succeeded,® xal céo”ev oux ev 'Ov autCxa |iaX\ov batepov... ouKk d*Ovctoq
eLvai, but it is the immediate év tw auttxa) assessment based on tradition
which is being criticised, because as has been seen it is such tradition-
bound attitudes which can stifle initiative in all but the strongest

characterse

a. VIIT.27.5%*
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B. Repercussions of the Attack

i. \6yoi versus ioya

It is argued therefore that actions should no longer be judged per
se in the light of traditional practices, but according as they achieve or
do not achieve their broad aims and objectives. Since however as has been
seen people were accustomed to make an immediate judgment based on the
action itself, if someone like Phrynichos violates traditional practice, it
is clearly impossible for him to escape immediate censure without giving
some explanation of his reasons for so doing, reasons which unlike actions
are not obvious to all, and can only be known through the medium of words.
Because moreover his reason.for that violation is to further what he
considers the aim and object of that traditional practice, that explanation
will take the form of a definition of those aims, whether negative or
positive, a definition under which his action will fall. Thus when
Phrynichos explains the action he is about to take, in order to offset
future criticism, he says in effect, 'My action is not wrong, because
what is really wrong, what we really want to avoid, what is the real

purpose behind standing one's ground, is to have to come to terms, and I

a A

am doing my best to avoid just that.' ou yap aioxpov sLvai...psta

xaipou UTioxmppaal.,, dXXa... aUax Lov “u|i|3fjaca-&av. He seeks therefore to
justify his action by showing that it does not fall into the category of
'wrong' actions if 'wrong', or the negatived aim, is correctly defined.

The sort of justification Phrynichos uses therefore rests on the

a. VIII.27.3.
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use of definitions and distinctions far more subtle than had been needed
before when actions spoke for themselves. Now this kind of definition can
be used by those who are genuinely and disinterestedly concerned with
standards of behaviour, with what should be right and what wrong. In the
situations under discussion however these definitions are clearly being
used to justify what actually has, is, or is going to be done. Since there-
fore it is only those who are, or think they may be, accused of doing
something wrong who feel the need to justify themselves, the explanations
or definitions are serving as a means of defence, whether as axoXoyua for
their own action, or as casting doubt on the merits of their opponents'
actions. They are in fact an attempt to convince and win over those who
are going to pass judgment, and as such are little more than persuasive

a
definitions of the type found in the mouth of Themistocles. yewazZoy o6eé

etvat touc; ojioCouo dxo tou wuoou tupupCLoOau. Themistocles is at the mercy

of an enemy, and so he defines to Y&vvauov, that ?/hich. distinguishes a
gentleman, a man of Admetus* type, as a refusal to take advantage of a
helpless enemy. He is then clearly hoping by using a little flattery to
persuade Admetus that this is so and thus save his own skin.

Now clearly some of the definitions used are based on what may be
considered genuine distinctions, as for instance when Athens accuses the
i'ytileneans of £7T;avdai:aal.c rather than d%$6ot&ouQ because the latter applies
only to those who have been subjected to force.® Likewise Pericles
suggests that there is nothing wrong in the Athenians regarding their enemy

c
with HatacppovTiaucas distinct from auxT)(ia, which is mere empty boasting,

a. Thuc. 1.156.4. b. I11.39.2. c. 11.62.4.
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auxBpct |ilv yolp xal dixcj dpaOCaq tutuxouc xal 6£I\i) tivl 1y"CyyzXdi,
xata(ppévT)aL ¢ 6¢c o<; av xal nioxzvr) twv cvavtCwv Tipouxeuv. So too
Diodotus can give a definition of the dyaOo? %oXCt*ci% terms that look

like those of the disinterested, standard-setting type.® xPB tov pcv

dya?ov TIOXCX'r)v. it dxo tou Uaou (paivca?ai dpcivov Xcyov-ta. In all these

cases hovfever there is an element either of self-defence or of accusation,
and because these definitions thus serve a purpose and a self-interested one
at that, it can in some cases become doubtful in the extreme whether even
genuine distinctions and definitions are not being used only for ulterior
motive. Thus Thebes is extremely sensitive to the accusation of Medising,
and so attempts to play down her own action and blacken the character of
Plataea by arguing that the latter's Atticism is far worse. The Plataeans
have said that it was wrong to desert one's benefactors,” and so Thebes

replies with a definition genuine enough, but in the context highly loaded
in her favour.® xaCtou xac, ppolagLxapLi;dg¢r]pT),.dvT:ué i 66vat aiaxpov paXXov

7 xac petd otxauoauvT)* pev 69cIXt)-&cCoaec alOLxtav 6c a%o6L6opcvaq,

Athens* answer to attacks on her fairness in dealings with her allies,
e
and the Corinthian reply to Corcyrean arguments are of much the same type.
It is not hov/ever only genuine definitions which may be pressed:into
service. In some cases the argument is so specious that the element of
self-interest is only too obvious. Thus when Alcibiades decides to give
his services to Sparta, he has to try and overcome the natural distrust

which anyone feels for a traitor, to try and justify his action in siding

with Athens * enemies against Athens herself. He uses therefore the usual

a. III.42.3. b. m.63.3. c. 63.4. d. 1.76.3ff.
e. 1.39.1.0f. 1.69.1.,69.6.,111.9.2. ,
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foriD of defence, definitions of who are really enemies and who really

a
patriots. xal xoXepLiJtcpot ouy ou touc; xoXcpuouc toou pXa“avtc” upcte
T ol 'Couc 9CXOUC dvayxdoavte c¢c xoXcpCou” ycvco”ai... oud ‘ctil xatpCéda
ouoav zXi “youpai vuv i'evau...xal 9iXoxoXt G ouioqg op&w ¢, oux o0¢ dv tT)v

cautou é@LXCj(; dxoXeaac pr) cxCp, dXX'o” dv Ik Ttavtop tpoTiou &6ia to
CTct-“upelv xcLpaOp autT)v dvaXapelv. I think however it can he argued that
these definitions are so arbitrary, so lacking the general principles on
which the distinctions mentioned in other cases are based and so obviously
tailored to fit his own requirements, that they are no more than an attempt
to whitewash his own conduct and escape its consequences.

Though therefore there are cases where a breach of traditional practice
is made in order to achieve its wider aim, and can therefore be justified
if need be by a proper use of explanation and definition, such arguments
can easily be misused especially by those who have something to cloak.

Ex. tu oOrit’eXcCad; 6ouXos wv cpoq tote;
00. xoXXiiJv Xoywv eupfjpa-6’, coate pt) Oavcuv.

Since moreover as has already been suggested these arguments anyway rested
on subtle and accurate distinctions, it was clearly no easy task for those
not so skilled to decide which if any were genuine, and obviously the more
complex and less easily intelligible the argument, the more suspicious they
became that the wool was being pulled over their eyes. Detailed and subtle
or 'clever* argument therefore came to be viewed with the gravest mistrust,
a mistrust which is reflected in the Tetralogies of Antiphon, which, though

they are not actual law-court speeches, do provide evidence of the sort of

a. VI.92.3-4. b. Eur. Hec.249f.



- 81 -

arguments and attitudes current at the time. In them the defendent is

found attempting to allay the suspicion which close argument is hound to

a
raise. é6eopau upujv, lav dxpL(Scatepov w<; at3vr)-&e<; uptv 66%w euTietv,

pl) .. . pou tAv (XTioXoYuav 66%p xal pr) dXTjreia triv xpuauv tcolfjoao”al. And
it is in fact on just this suspicion which his opponent is made to play,h
6éopau Gpwv...pn cpyo cpavcpa utio TOVT}pag Xoywv dxpLpcCa¢ neiodévxac,
ci>£udr) tAv dXf)deuav twv Tipax“cvtwv T)y*aaoOai.

Now clearly this reaction of mistrust to the use of subtle arguments,
however justified, is to be found particularly among thobe who stand to
lose by them. For since as has been seen these arguments are used by those
who are on the defensive, those who feel they have a grievance are anxious
that their opponents should not be allowed to argue their way out of the
consequences of their action. They regard argument therefore as a sign of
guilt, and demand that the simple facts of the case, that is the actions
themselves, should once again determine judgment, 1) dxfj-aeua twv kpax?cvtwv.
Thus Polynices prefaces his account of his quarrel with Eteocles with the

c
words,

aTiXou¢ 6 puOoc XT)c dXr)deCac
xou TioixCXwv 6cL  v6Ix 'Eppi]vcupdtwv'

cxet yap avxa xaipov o 6 aéiKog¢ Xoyoc
voowv ev autw cpappdxwv 6cuTau aocpwv.

Argument is thus attacked as being a means of escaping the consequences of
an action, and of course such attacks can be legitimate. For as was seen

the aim of these explanations is to show that an action which looks wrong is

a. 11.8. 2.,cf£.Vv.5* b. Il.y. 3* c. Eur. Phoen 469ff.



-32-

not so, because it w ill achieve its long term aim. Thus Phrynichos explains
his action by showing that it would help Athens in the long run. As was pointed
out however such actions are only actually proved right by the results.

Because however judgment is usually passed immediately, explanations are needed
to fill in the gap as it were until the proof comes. Once it comes however
these explanations are no longer either necessary or valid, since if the action
was right everyone is happy, and if wrong, no amount of explaining can alter
the fact. Thus as was shown all eventually agreed that Phrynichos* action

was right, but if in fact it had resulted in some disaster, then clearly his
claim or explanation that it would benefit Athens would have been invalidated.
He might s till have pleaded in mitigation that that had been his intention,

but that would not have altered the fact that his action resulted in disaster,
did not achieve its purpose and so was wrong and merited the appropriate

form of censure.

It can be seen therefore that the proper role of explanation is very
limited, so that the attack on it by those who feel that it is being used to
shield its exponents from the consequences of their actions is extremely
justified. Thus to take the case of Plataea, this city was an ally of Athens,
and as such in time of war the enemy of her enemies, namely Sparta and her
allies including Thebes. Not only that but she had violated terms of
agreement, and had killed a number of Theban citizens including some who had
surrendered, which latter action also violated the accepted code of warfare.
When therefore Thebes feels that the Spartans are turning too sympathetic an
ear to the arguments and explanations of the Plataeans, she points out that

these in no way alter the facts of the case, namely that Plataea has committed
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hostile actions. They are only an attempt on the part of Plataea to escape
the consequences of those actions, so that Sparta should take cognisance

only of the actions,® TiogoaTs 0€& xoi ¢ "EXXTIOL napdbziy\xa ou Xoywv toug

dywvag TtpO'&'ocaovtec aXX'’'epywv, wv dyaOwv pév ovTwv ppaxcta f) aTtayysXCa

dpxei, apapTa vope vwv 6s Xéyoi =zneoi xoopT)OcvTc c TtpoxaXOp”~aTa yGCyvovTat]

and put to the Plataeans the short question, so that » f)oasv xic Iu*

ocOLXOLc spyolLc xsyoug xaXoug Ar)tfjaeL. Thehes therefore attacks words and

arguments on the ground that no explanation can cancel out an action the nature
of which is clear to all. It is moreover for the same reason that Cleon

warns Athens against being taken in by the arguments of her allies.? In

this particular instance the Mytileneans have revolted, and he criticises the

Athenians for being far more concerned with words and clever arguments than

d
with the hard facts of the case. alxioi O*upetc...oltlvec ELwOatc
~eaTal psv Twv Xoywv yCyvco”au, dxpoaTai OE Twv epywv. ..xal peTci
xai v6tT)TO ( piv Xoyou dnoiX(lo%ai dptoTot. .. xal 'xpoaia-Sea”al xz upo-Supou

ELval Ta Xeyopcva xal Trpovorjaau ppaOEus Ta Zz” auTwv aTcop-naopeva. He appears

moreover to attach responsibility for this situation to the Sophists and their

0
teaching, at least by implication. d-xXwq TE dxor)¢ H6oVp rjoawpevoL =xal

oocp LOTWV OcaTalqg zoikéXz¢c xa-&T)pévoir paXXov £ Tiepl TxdXcwc pouXeuopé vol

The attack on explanations therefore as a means of avoiding the
conseqtiences of one's action is justifiable, but as was seen those who
objected most to their use were also those who, being in a position to take
vengeance, stood to lose by them. It will therefore be appreciated that in

the cases just discussed the objectors are on the one hand Thebes, the

a. 111.67.6. b. 67.7. o. III.37.2. d. 38.4-6. e. 38.7.
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inveterate enemy of Plataea, and on the other Cleon, "“laioxaxoC twv tioXltwyv.
There is therefore in these attacks a strong element again of self-interest,
for as was shown in Part | to allow one's enemy to get away with it was not
only to fail to get one's own hack, but to lose face into the bargain.
However justifiable the attack on argument therefore, there is also in

these cases a degree of that impatience with explanation, that implacability,
that unwillingness to brook any opposition to one's aims which is revealed
to its fullest extent in Athens* dialogue with the Melians. Here she states
quite frankly that she is allowing no excuses or explanations on either
side, not because as in the other two cases the harm has been done so that

the explanations are unnecessary and invalid, but simply because the only

consideration she will take into account is that of power.” £)pETc ToCvuv
ouTE auTol pcT 'ovopdTwv xaXwv. ..Xoywv pT)xoq diilLOTov napE”“opev, ou#*
updc, d*LoupEvli] oTL,..ND w .XfyovTu G oizo*ai nzCoziv, Ta 6uvaTa O*£~

wv ExdTEpolL dX'H'sw< cppovoupc v O taTcpdaaea-SalL.

There was then a strong reaction against explanation and arguments
which, though in some cases legitimate, was nevertheless to be found
especially among those against whose power words were of no avail. Nor
was this the only or even perhaps the more damaging of these reactions.

As was seen these explanations rested on arguments and definitions of a
far more subtle and complex nature than had been needed when actions spoke
for themselves. They therefore called for a more than ordinary s kill in
their employment, and it was just this s kill which the Sophists claimedt to

have, and to be able to pass on to their pupils. Thus at least one of the

a. v.89.
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a
Sophists is said to have specialised in definitions, no doubt of the type

discussed above, and the claim of Gergias to be able tp make the weaker
case the stronger is of course well known. They therefore attracted to
themselves a large number of the wealthy younger generation anxious to
learn all the ploys and devices which would enable them to run circles
round their opponents* To the conservative minds of the older generation
however such refinements appeared degenerate and useless, and those who

taught them and those who practised them were alike mere babblers and

*

prattlers, a reaction which is reflected in several of Aristophanes* plays
Thus Euripides, the avarrfr- garde dramatist and much in sympathy with the

Nouvelle Vague,is represented in the Frogs as having taught Athens to
b
chatter and do verbal gymnastics,
ETiELta TouToual XaXetv eOcba*a.,
XcTttwv xz xavovwv ELOpoXac; etiwv xz y“viaajiouc;,
voEiv, opdv, AuvLEvai, atpécpELv, epav,

xdx;WoTo%cLoOalL, TiepLvoeXv (iTtavta,

c
with the result that,A

ELt’ai) XaXiav ETtiTrjdéeuaal xal oTwpuXCav zbCha acg,

q i*znivuiozv xd¢ xz naXaCoXQa¢ xal v i a Ttuyag evETpL"E
Ttov peupaxCiJv oTwpuXXopévwv, xal toug¢ xapdXoug¢ avETieiaev
dvtayopEOeLV xo0i¢, dpxouaiv.

d
So too the Wasps complain,

ou vyap T)v T)ptv oxwc

pTiOLv 60 Xe”elv E(iexXo|ifv XOX*, oube
auxocpavTfjOELV Tiva
(ppovTLC) dXX'oaTic zpzxr]g¢ e-
aolT 'dploToo» Toiyapouv tcoX-

a. Plato, Crat.584 b., Lach.197 d. b. 954ff. o. 10609 ff.
d. Wasps IC 94 ff-
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XoLQ néXzig¢ Mf)owv zXévXzg
aLTLWTatOL (efPEOOCIL
Tov (pépov OEup’Eapév, ov xXE-
TiTouaiv OL vewtepolL.

Nostalgia for the 'good old days’ was not however the only or most
important incentive behind the attack on XaXLd and verbal gymnastics. In
the Acharnians the old war veterans complain bitterly of the use made by
the younger generation of these verbal gymnastics to so confuse and
bewilder their elders as to leave them speechless and at the mercy of
the jury.

6 OE, vzavCa¢ eautw OTiouddaag “uvnyopelyv,

Z¢ tdxog¢ TiaCeL AMuvdixTujv oTpoyyuXolL s totg¢ pfjpaolLyv
KOLT’dveXxOoa § epwta oxa v0dXT]-9p ’ LOtdc; £%wv

ctvépa Tr-wWwvov OTtapdTtwV xal tapdtTwv xal =xuxwv.

6 O’ UTto yf)pwq paoTapu”EL, xaT ’'6(pXwv aTtépxetal.

Now it is of course one of the aims of those engaging in argument to try
and outwit their opponents, particularly in a court of law, and the skill
to do so is something quite independent of the rights and vijrongs of the
case, as the Acharnian veterans, and indeed any in our own time whose
cases have heen badly handled, have learned to their cost. It was quite
possible to use the skills in argument taught by the Sophists to win as
well an unjust case as a just one, and in any court of law both sides

are entitled to enlist the services of the best pleaders they can. Skill
with words can be put to good or bad use, in the same way, as G-orgias
points out, as any other skill or craft. That skill or craft is in
itself neither good nor bad, but rather those who use i t ouxouv ol

6L0d*avTE¢ 7HovT)poC, OUOE T T xvT] oute dIxCo. ouTE Ttovrjpoi TOtjTOU EVEXd

a. o6y6ff.,esp.685ff. b . Plato G-orgias, 457 a 2
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eoT.lv, axX’'oL PFI) XpwpEVOL ocpalL opOdic. 6 auToc 6&t) Xéyog¢ xal TtEpl xric,

pr)Toplxr) (;. The fact however that these arguments and skills, though
dealing as rhetoric was with rights and wrongs, could be taught without the
inclusion of ethical instruction, and could be put to bad ends by those
lacking integrity, resulted in the Sophists being accused at best of sharp
pracice and of being completely unconcerned about ethics, at worst of
seeking deliberately to destroy the ethical standards of society. It is
therefore precisely these accusations which G-orgias was at pains to disprove
and which Plato and others are at pains to prove. For while G-orgias

seeks to place responsibility for the misuse of argument on the users

and not the teachers, Plato by making him appear inconsistent and therefore
irresponsible, seeks to place the blame on him. The gradual development

of the argument from G-orgias' position through that of Polus to that

of Callicles, the out and out immoralist, only results in the insinuation
that the ideas of Gorgias differ from those of Callicles only in degree.

As a result therefore of these misconceptions if not deliberate
misrepresentations, the Sophistic profession was not surprisingly
identified with all that was under hand and base.

Subtle argument therefore became the mark of the unjust, the ability
to make the weaker case stronger became the ability to make the unjust
cause appear just and the passing on of the skills of argument became the
exercising of a bad influence on the young. 'Thus Socrates who was
brought to trial on charges of corrupting the youth finds it necessary
to deal not only with the actual accusations, but also with the

prejudice which being considered a 0090¢ avfjp is bound to bring with



it. dXX’cxetvolL 6cuvoTcpou, w dvdpcg, ol' upwv Touq xoXXout;. ..exe L-&W
TE xal xaTTiyopouv spot) pdXXov oudev aXii’Eq, wq eot*v tlc; ZwxpdTnc 0090

dvfjp... XIL TOV t)TTu3 Xoyov XpELTTw XOLWV. As he himself points out

h
moreover it is a prejudice which is reflected and perpetuated in Aristophanes¥*

plays, particularly in the Clouds, that brilliant and shrewd satire on
Sophistic methods, a few quotations from which are an eloquent commentary
on Socrates* remarks. Strepsiades is deeply in debt, and so suggests his

son go to school because,”®

0UTOL OLOiaxouo*, dpyldplLov rv tlg 618C],
XEyovTa vLxav xal 6Cxala xdélLxa...

ELval Tiap’aUTOLc 9aolLv ap9w Tw Xoyw,

TOV xpELTTov’, OOTLC EOTL, xal Tov V]TTova...
pv OUV pd'Gipc; polk Tov dOLXov TouTov Xoyov,

d vuv 09ECXw 6 La oe, toutqjv Twv xpcwv

oux dv d-xoboLT)v oud’dv opoXbv oudevl.

His son refuses, so he goes himself, pouXépEvog¢ pa#ELv XEyELv.*

dXXi pE OLOa”ov Tov ETEpov Totv ootv XéyoLV,
Tov p~OEv aTtoOLO6vTa,

o
hoping to learn all the skills of the trade. He fails, but eventually

persuades his son to attend, to whom are introduced the Arguments, who

£
speak for themselves.

AO. 10 'oxoL xppCE LC' TicXl) ydp pdXXov o'

EV ToLc TioXXoLOL XEywv dxoXw.
AL (XTIOXELC;00; TLG wyv; Ab. Xoyog.AL. T)TTwv y'wv.
AO. dxxd OEVLXW TOV Epou XpELTTW

9doxovT *EL vaL. Al. Tl 0090V tiolwv;
AO. yvwpa¢ xalvag¢ E”EUpCoxwv. ..

Al. dxoXw OE xaxwc*

AO. ELTCE TL TIOLWV; AL. Tot 6Lxa LU XEywv.
Abd. dxX’'dvaTpEcl*w y *auT’dvTLXEywv

OUOGE yap ELval xdvu O9Tipl Ornxt)v.

a. Apol.ls b, 19 b b. 19 o c. 98ff. d. 239,244f. e. 439ff.
£. 891ff.
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AL  wpolL pavCag...
XT)c, oJ)g, né6Xzb6¢ *'r)tlc ac Tpécpei
XupalLvépevov Xx0l/¢ peupaKuoig.
A5. oux L OLOM”EL c TotiTov Kpovog wv.
ELTiep Y'aUTov aw”gval =xPR

>
i

xal pr) XaXLav poévov daxrjaal.
In this play therefore there is found that long-lived conception of the

Sophistic movement, albeit exaggerated and 'fantasticised', which brought

it into discredit, and all because as the dOLXOc¢ Xéyog, complains,*

XpWT LGTOq £7[£VOT)aa
toLOLv vdpolLc xal XaX ¢ bCxaic, xavavxC’dvXiXz™ai»

ii. vopog¢ versus cpuol g

a. The Attack on vouoc

The Sophists in attacking tradition were attempting toget individuals
to think forthemselves. But since society was accustomed to judge any
action wrong which did not conform to the accepted practices, those who,

like the Sophists, realised that it was sometimes necessary ToXoLv vopolLc

xal TaT¢ 6CxalLc tdvavtC’dvTLXE*aL, found it necessary to explain their
action if they were to avoid immediate criticism. But such explanations
are easily misused by those wishing to whitewash their actions, and this
abuse resulted in the discrediting of the Sophists and their arguments.
This type of abuse however was not the only or perhaps even the more
serious aspect of the attack on law. It haS been pointed out that the
recognition that a breach of the law is sometimes the best means to an
end is not to condone any and every breach of that law, in that while the
application of the law in a particular case may be opposed, the spirit

of the law is still considered binding. Thus though Phrynichos may be

a. 1039f.



violating the *law* in retreating as he did, he s till considers himself
hound by the aims of that law, that is the preservation of independence.
The values of the society are therefore being left intact, and when the
abuses discussed above occur, it is in the light of these same values that
the perpetrators of the abuses are trying to justify their actions. They
acknowledge the propriety of the values, and seek only to show that their
actions are in accordance with them however much they may appear to be
violations of them. Thus Alcibiades does not attack patriotism as such, but
attempts to show that his apparently treacherous action is in fact in accord
with the principle of patriotism *correctly* defined.

The dangers of the attack on law and conformity were not however
limited to such abuses of definition and explanation within the value
scheme of the society. Licence to disregard rules and laws, however good
its purpose and however limited in scope it may be intended to be, is
nevertheless a concession to expediency, the potential danger of which as
the thin edge of the wedge is readily appreciated. Thus in Gergias *
Epitaphios it was seen that praise was accorded to those who did not follow
the law strictly, but preferred to d6ebv £v Tw 6éovtl xal XeyEtv xal oiydv
xal TioLELv xal Iav. Now this has been interpreted abovef in the light of
its context, as being a violation of the law in the interests of its
objectives, so that the spirit of that law is s till maintained. It can be
seen however that 6ebv ev Tw 6éovTiis an extremely elastic phrase, and
this same argument of expediency, of what is necessary, can be expanded to

justify breaking the law not now in the interests of the aims of that law,

a. above p.36.
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but in the interests of the law breaker. This is to say that the principle
to 6ebv ev tw 6éovucould equally well be interpreted as a licence to
violate the law when it suited or was more advantageous to the law breaker,
in which case of course it is not only the letter,, but also the spirit of
the law which is being broken. Now it has been suggested that because of
the context what is being described inthe Epitaphios is the type of
violation of the Ilaw which affects only the letter and not the s pifit.
Vdien however we read in a fragment attributed to Antiphon the Sophist,
Xpwt’av ol)v av*pwTiog¢ |idXIa-& *eautw “upcpcpovtwc 6 LxauooOvp, zi petb pbv
paptOpwv touc; vopouc; pcydXouc; dyou, |iovoOpfvo<; &b paptOpwv te xr)¢ cpuaswc;,
the violation of law here described is clearly that which affects both
letter and spirit, in that the law-breaker is no longer concerned to further
its aims, but rather his own convenience. Such a violation therefore as
distinct from that in the example from Gorgias, or even more clearly in the
case of Phrynichos, does not leave the values of the society intact,
because the law-brealcer does not feel bound by the spirit of the law, but
is replacing it by other principles or values, namely those of self-interest.
The danger therefore in the use of expediency to justify breaking
the law lies in the fact that once it has been acknowledged that obedience
or conformity to the law can be a barrier to achievement, and that
violation of it when expedient is thus excusable, the way lies open to a
repudiation of the whole idea of law, particularly if the conception of its
origin and role in society encourages such an attitude. It is therefore

extremely noteworthy that, as Havelock has shown, there was alongside the

a. D.E.87 .44mA. .Col.1.11. b. The Liberal Temper in Greek Politics,p.52ff.
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conception ofthe history of the human race as a series of falls from
earlier states of grace, such as is found in Hesiod, a school of thought,
beginning with the earliest philosophers, which had d.escribed, the origin of
man as an animal, and traced the gradual development of civilisation as a
result of man's own power or reasoning and ability to co-operate. Thus in
the Prometheus Vinctus Prometheus describes at length the progress which

mankind was able to make with his help,*

xal |iI)v dpi-9|idév, e”oxov oocpuopdtwv,
£AT)upov autoTc, ypappd-cwv xz ol\)v%zozig,
|ivf) |iT)v (XTidvtwv, |iocuaojif)top *epydvnv. X. X.

and in the Antigone the chorus refer to the achievements of men through
their own resourcefulness.”

xal (p-*sypa xal avepoéev

(ppovT]lia xal dotuvopouq
opydc sOLOd”*ato xal 6uoaOXwv

Tcdyww uxaC”peia xal

60oopppa cpeOyetv ~sX1)
TcavtOTiopo G.

According to this conception of the history of the human race therefore
civilisation, law and order are seen not as a divine dispensation,** but
as a necessary and gradual invention as it were on the part of mankind

d
to ensure its survival.

outOL dji'dpxh” xdvta “zoi %vr]XoZo'vnzbzi®av,
dXXd xpo\»w Cbtouvtc ¢ ccpcupCoxouoL v dpeivov.

The institution of law is regarded as the result of a recognition on
the part of those forming a society that there must be some rules if that
society is not to be completely disrupted. Thus in Herodotus the Medes

are represented as deciding after a period of anarchy to set up a king, a

a. 459ff. b. 353ff. c. Plato, Pol.273ff., Laws 1lV.713ff.
d. D.K.21.B.18.



ruler, because, outw 1 xz xwpb euvopfjaetaL xal autoli xpbc epya

tpe?*ope?a ovbz ux’dvopCpc; avdoxaxoi zoéblxz"a. So too in Protagoras* myth
the failure of the earliest societies is credited to a lack of xoXitLxp
tExvT) which is remedied by Zeus giving all men a measure of61x13 and

du6w”9 ou yap av yévoLVto xoXeug, el oXCyolL autSv pEteyolLev woxEp dXXwv

-LExvwv. This idea of the institution of laws as a voluntary and mutual
imposition of restraint upon the individual in the common interest, or the
Social Contract Theory as it is sometimes called, finds perhaps its clearest
expression in the fragment of the Sisyphus attributed to Critias, where it

is suggested that not only law and order are men's invention, but even the

.- d
gods themselves as a further safeguard of fair play.

T)v xpo'*o”? ot’pv dxaxxoc, dv-&pwxwv jSCoc
xal @&T)pLwé'n<; LOxGo¢ O0’uxEpEtpc,
bt’oG6Ev a*Xov outE XoZ¢ EOOXOLOLV r)v
ou'CLau x6Xaapa xo0Z ¢ xaxoL q EyCyvEHo.
xdxELta poL O6oxouolLv dvépwxolL vépoug
%zo%ai KoXaoxd g, Lva o6Cxr) tOpavvoc; p
opGjc dxd vLwv tpv 9'iippLv éouXpv Exp’

ECppLOUtO 6 *EL XIC EAapaptdVOL.

EXE Lt ' EXE LOT) tdpcpaVT) p£V OL VOpQL
dxELpyov autoug¢ Epya pp xpdooE Lv pCa,
XéOpaL o6*Expaaaov, 'tpvLxau'Cd poL oboxel
xpwDov xuxvdéq XI¢ xal 0090q yvwppv dvf)p
OEWV bzog¢ OvpiiOLOL V EAEUpE LV.

No7/ although in these passages no criticism of man's present
condition is implied, bt rather indeed the opposite, a recognition of his

amazing achievement and progress, there is nevertheless a contrast,

particularly in the Sisyphus. between an original lawless state of mankind,

a. 1.97.3. b. Plato Prot. 322 b c. 322 d d. D.E.88.B.25.
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where the individual was free to do his will, and the degree of civilisation
and social integration then reached, which could and did form the basis of
a dichotomy between 9uouc;, or the natural, original, socially unconditioned
instincts of man, and vépo¢ the order imposed by society. It can be seen
then that in these circumstances any attack upon conformity to vopog¢ as
being a barrier to or drag upon human achievement easily leads to a complete
disavowal ofvopog , of law or the demands of society, as a wholly/
frustrating and undesirable restraint upon 90oug¢, the natural hedonistic
impulses of the individual man, and this is what has happened in the case
of that most outspoken criticism of vopog¢ attributed to Antiphon the Sophist
In this fragment the demands of society, xa twv vopwv are contrasted with

those of nature,ta tp¢ 9UO&UG, as being arbitrary and neither necessary

a
or natural. ta piv yap twv vppwv exCOevta, ta 6l tpg 9UGEWC avayxaua»

xal ta piV twv vopwv opoXoyp-devta ou 9Uvt’eatCv, ta 61 tr)¢ 9UOEW¢ Yuvta

oux bpoXoyp“Evta. Since therefore most of the vopot of society conflict

b
with natural hedonistic impulses, ta xoXXa twv xata vopov OLxaCwv xoXEpCwg

tp 9UOEL xELtau, they are only a stumbling block to the free indulgence of

these impulses. ta 61 A“up9Epovta ta piv uxb twv vopwv XEtpEva OEOpb

tr)¢ QUOEWG EOtL,- ta 6’uxb tpg 9UOEWG IXEU-&Epa. When therefore the demands

of nature require it, that is when it is expedient, it is suggested that
the laws be violated, because the values of society are only the result of

arbitrary decisions, whereas those of nature are real.? ou yap o6ua O6o”av

pXdxtEtai, dXXa o6L’dXp'AEta,v.

a. D.K.87.B./|4.A.1.23. b. 2.23., 3.18. c. 4.1. d. 2.21.



-05-

Such criticism it is true can be and probably was in Antiphon*3 case
a serious questioning of the power of society's laws and traditional o
practices over the individual, with its consequent curtailment of his
freedom and happiness, and as such shows an awareness of the problem of
the relationship between state and individual which w ill be discussed more

a

fully later. It does however remain true that in attempting to
accommodate social obligations to personal fulfilment by condoning
violation of the vopoL to suit the interests of the individual, he is
introducing ideas which undermine the whole value-scheme and structure of
society. For he is suggesting that the demands made upon a man by the
natural desire for pleasure and a painless existence are more imperative
than those made upon him by society. Of course there is a sense in which
the natural instincts are more imperative, in that in moments of great
stress a man may 'crack up', may be unable to control natural impulses and
reactions, and so be 'forced' to jettison any principles and values he may
have had. Thus G-orgias describes the effects of extreme danger and fear

b
on men causing panic in which, laxupaapmuvfj*ela tou vopou 6ua tov

(popov EAWXLO-&T) tov dxo tT)¢ ocljewg, T)tLGC Ix"ovoa exoLTiOEv apeXTjoaL Kai
tou xaXou tou 6ua tov vopov xpivopevou xal tou ayadou tou 6ua tpv vCxpv
yLvopEvou. Moreover as has been seen Thucydides interprets history as an
illustration of the human condition, and in particular attributes such
attrocities as the otdou¢ at Corcyra to human nature and the reaction of

d
men to stress and strains of war. In such circumstances therefore men
are liable to throw aside the restraints imposed by vonoq and act impulsively

a. below p.100ff., b. D.K.82.B.11.16. c. 1.22.4. d. III.82.2
109f.
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xa-ca (pOoiv, and to this extent one can call the claims of (pOaug avaynata.
It is however one thing to recognise and be resigned to such 'laws of
nature*, and quite another to set them up as a standard to be followed in
cold blood as it were by all men on all occasions, which is precisely what
Antiphon is advocating.

In comparing and contrasting the ideas expressed in the passages of
Gorgias and Antiphon therefore, it can be seen that while both are
attacking conformity to vopogcand for the same reason, namely expediency or
the desire to attain some further aim, what in Gorgias' case is a licence
to violate laws on specific occasions to further the objectives of the laws,
this now becomes, in the case of Antiphon, a carte blanche to ignore all
lavT to further personal aims, resulting in a complete repudiation of all
law and social commitment* It is not surprising therefore that the
ambivalence of the licence to violate laws was readily played upon by those
seeking to exculpate or incite violation of custom or law, using arguments
which, while superficially resembling those described earlier, are in
practice highly subversive.

Thus it has been shown that in the military sphere Phrynichos
refuses to fight it out according to the usual code of honour, using an
argument worth quoting again for the sake of comparison with another

apparently similar one. oudexotE tw aiaxpS OVECOEL aXoywg
6laxi vouvEuae LV, ou yap atoxpbv cCvalL A-&T)vaCou¢ vauttxw (ifta xa upou

uxoxwpgoau, dXXa xal peta otououv tpbéxou ataxi'OV *up”fjOEO-dai T)Vv T)aoT)-*wotv.

The argument is basically one of expediency, and the dangers of such an

a. VIII.27.2-3.
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argument become apparent in another situation when Athens tries to persuade
the Melians to come to terms* She v/arns them against the folly of allowing
public opinion to override more practical considerations in the following

a
words. ou yap 6p cxu yc tpv ev totg¢ aCoxpotc xal xpouxtoi¢ xlvédvolg

xXetata o lacp-*el pouo?v avOpwxoug¢ aioxuvpv tp£(j;ea-&e. xoXXot ¢ yap
xpoopwpE VOL ¢ etL e¢ ofa cpépovtaL tb ajaxpbv xaXoOpevov ovépatog exaywyou
ouvapeL exeoxdaato fjoon*etOL tou pf)pato¢ cpyw ?*upcpopatc¢c avgxeotOLg
exovtag xepLxeaetv xal aLOxavT]v aLOxCw peta avoCa¢ I tOxp xpogXapetv.

It can be seen that the argument without regard to its context is exactly
that used by Phrynichos. An over-zealous regard for tradition and public
opinion can blind one to.the real issues at stake. Indiereas however
Phrynichos used the licence to violate the code of honour in a way
calculated to further the ultimate aim of that code, that is the survival
of Athens as an independent city, what Athens is here suggesting is not
that the Melians violate only the letter of the code, the mere ovopa or
pripa as they claim it to be, but in fact that they violate the spirit of it.
For she is not trying to persuade them to find some other means of

m aintaining that independence, but to make no effort at all to maintain it,
to give way to their natural instinct for saving their skins and seek

peace at any price. Since then the 'real issues at stake* are so
differently interpreted, the argument , though superficially akin, is in
the one case used to further the aim of society, but in the other is
highly subversive in that it attacks not the means to the end, but the end

itself, namely the values and principles of the society.

a. Thuc. Vv.111.3.
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Likewise in the sphere of administration it was seen that Nicias
a
advised breaking procedural laws in the interests of expediency, and that
b
there was criticism of the extreme form of democracy at Athens because it
muzzled men of ability who are, as Democritus points out, the natural choice
c

for leadership. cpOaei XQO apxEiv olxt)lov tw xpéaoovu. Again however
arguments based on expediency and ‘'what is natural' are highly equivocal,

d
statements, xal xpoof)xcL pou

and the interpretation of Alcibiades
paXXov etepwv...apxetV...xal d”ioc &pa vopCAw etvat, and® oudE vye
adLxov ecp’eautw peya cppovouvta pr) taov ctvat, exel xal 6 xaxwg xpdaowv
xpl¢ oub6Eva tT)¢ Aupcpopdg taopotpet, is open to question. He may only be
asserting his capacity to rule, but his words could be construed as a

claim to the right to rule regardless of the wishes of the community, a
claim which can be the basis of a justification of tyranny. For just as
Athens could try to persuade the Melians to ignore a code of honour, not in
order to achieve the broad aims of the code but in their own interests, so
here it could be argued that those with the power both material and mental
tp rule others can scrap the idea of equality and the accepted constitution
or format of a community, not in the interests of that community, but to
achieve personal advantage. It is therefore on just such an argument that
Athens bases her justification of her empire. As she herself says, the
empire began as a willing choice of Athens as their leader by members of a
community of Greek states, when Sparta failed them, because like Alcibiades
she had just those qualities which fitted her for the role, namely
initiative and ouvéot, op’a”ioC eapEV, w Aaxedaipdviot, xal Tipooul|iCa<;

a. Thuo. VI.14. b. above p.52. c. D.K.68.B.267. d. Thuo.VI.16.1.
e. 16.4. £. 1.75.1. , of .II.22.1.
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cvexa xJ)¢c xbxe xal yvwpng “uvEocwg apxRg¢ yc fi¢ exopcv tou ¢ “EXXT)at pq

outwg dyav exKp-Qovwg 6taxctO'&au; Gradually however the empire hecame

not an association of free states with Athens in the role of primus inter
pares assuming the leadership for the common good, hut an enforced rule
over subject 'allies* in her own interests. For as she openly admits, in
retaining the empire she is no longer concerned with her subjects* welfare,

a
but with considerations of her own. o'utwr, oud’ppelL¢ -daupaotov oudlv

XEXOLf)xapEV oué’axb tou av-&pwx&Cou tpéxou, el apxpv xe OLOopEvr)v
8@OEAdpE*a xal tautpv pp aveipEV uxb tptwv twv pcyCotwv VixT)*"£VtEg,
tipTjc xal OEoug¢ xal wcpcXCag. The original claim therefore based on her
superior qualities to control other members of the community in that
community's interests becomes a claim that her power gives her the right

to exploit the rest of the community in her own interests auel

xa-deatwto¢c tov poow uxb tou Ouvatwtepou xateipyeaOai. The claims of

the community go by the board, and those of (puoL¢ are upheld"c
tp avApwxeCa cpuaei wate etepwv apxcuvT

In just the same way in the sphere of the relationships with others
Socrates suggests that it may occasionally be expedient to break one of
the specific prohibitions such as keeping agreements, an argument which is
put to subtle use by the wily Ulysses in the Fhiloctetes. He, knowing
that Neoptolemus is averse to deceitful practices, tempts him to undertake

stealing Fhiloctetes' bow by suggesting,”

aXX*T)6u ydp tL xtr)pa tri¢c vCx'ng Xapetyv,
toXpa* 6CxalOL 6 ’au-&t¢ excpavoupe-@a.

a. 76.2. b. ibid. c. 76.3* d.81ff.
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vuv 6 'eug¢ avalLde” Tj%epac; ppaxu
bé¢ pou aeautov, $&ta tov Xoltiov xpovov

KZkXviOo Tidvtwv zhoz “ioxaxo ¢ ppotidv.

No suggestion could sound more like the Socratic one superficially at any
rate, yet no suggestion could be more subversive of any principles of
fair-play and justice however limited in scope. For whereas in the Socratic
example the object of breaking agreements is to attain the object of such
rules, namely fair-play to the other person, in the Ulyssean example?it is
to attain the interests of oneself or one's friends.

It is of course true that there are situations in the sphere of
individual relationships where breaking the vopou in one's own interests
need not be subversive, in that relationships between citizens are not only
governed by such principles as repaying loans. As the proliferation of
books on etiquette indicates, there is a whole host of specific rules and
customs governing everyday practices, conformity to which is deemed to
make a man socially acceptable, and which w ill here for convenience be
summed up as etiquette. Unlike the rules described above however such as
repaying loans or telling the truth, etiquette does not cover relationships
vital to the very existence of the state, so that the pressure to conform
to it, particularly if carried to extremes, can become an unwarranted
invasion of society upon the freedom of the individual. Antiphon's
strictures upon véfiog in the sense of etiquette therefore, which dictates

what a man should do and say, and which can be in a real sense dealio¢ Xxr)C

9uaeu)g, and his suggestion that it should be ignored, would show a recognition

a. D.K.87.B.44.A.2.30ff.
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of that right of the individual to his own way of life which Pericles
claims the Athenians admit. xal k¢ Tpo<; aXXfAXouc; twv Ka-& f)pépav
EnLtnUEupitwv Ulotj;Cav, ou OL*opync TiéXag, zL Ka-a’ *éovfjv xi 6pa,
exovtec) oG6e aCr)\xowc pév, XurApar oe tr) o”&u ax0”66vaq T ip o a t vol.
The violation ofvopog¢ in this sense therefore would not he subversive, in
that it affects nothing more than the susceptibilities of others, unlesstdf
course unconventionality is carried to extreme and becomes a public nuisance.
Clearly however vopoq for Antiphon covers not only, or perhaps even
primarily, etiquette, but rather the rules governing relationships between
citizens, the peydXoi vopoiwhich carry heavy penalties, that'is principles
which, whether enshrined in v/ritten laws or not, are vital to the existence
of society. For whereas to drink soup with a dessert spoon, though not the
'‘done thing*, does not undermine the trust and co-operation upon which any
society depends, the breaking of laws or promises, for example, does, so
that in suggesting that vopoc; in this sense be ignored when expedient
Antiphon is striking at the very roots of society by opening the way to the

following kind of argumentcvOa yip xi bzl cVeudoc XfyEoOau, Xzyzo'u.
Xov yap autou yXix“pe-*a ot Xz ci)f£U0O|ievol xal o0l tp aX*“cup duaxPEwpcvol.
OL |ifV ye (Ijeudovtat XoXz 1iizds) xi peXXwoL toLOL 4;£ud£0l1 nzCoavxz¢
KspéfiaeaOai, o0l &'aXpOCCovtal Lva tL xr\ dXTi“eCp £%LO%dowvtal xepdoc
KaC xic, pdXXov acpL £%Ltpi%$~tal. o%tw ou tauta aoKzovXzc, twutou

TtepLexope'&a. £1 Oe p'néev xepdfjaeadal peXXoLev, opoCwg¢ av o xz aXp”L”o-

pevoq tj;f£ul p<; £Lp xal 6 tj*euddbpevoc dXpOpc* For however true it is that men

do tell the truth and lie, or indeed obey and violate any of the written or

a. Thuc. 11.37.2. b. Hdt. 111.72.4.
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unwritten vofiOL of society, to suit their own ends, to hold this fact up: as
a standard of action is to invite complete anarchy and social disruption.
Similarly with regard to the general prohibitions governing relations
with others, Thucydides was shown to regard disaster not as the punishment
for uppL¢ by the gods, but as the result of human nature and the inability
of men to control fully the situations in which they found or placed themselves
He is therefore tacitly invalidating the sanction against aggression: based
on the fear of the gods, and it has been seen that it was even suggested in
the Sisyphus that the gods themselves were an invention. Though however the
removal of the fear of the gods could, as was suggested, be a means of
destroying superstition, it can be realised that the scorning of the idea
that the gods may avenge victims of aggression, and the suggestion that men
do what they do because it is their nature to, can result in the following
vindication of aggression and I*chtpolitik in general.? pyoupeda yap to
te OcLOv 66%p to dv pwTiELOv te aacpS'C aia Ttavtbc utio “uoewc dvayxaCagq,
ou av xpatp, dpxclLv =xal ppelg¢ oute Oevteg tbv vopov oute xelLpcvw xpwtoL
XppcdpevolL, bvta 6e xapaXapovtee xal eaopevov i¢c aJel xataXeCc”ovteg
XpwpcOa autw. Here Melos, an island which wasinot part of the Athenian
empire,” has been attacked by Athens, and in the debate which ensues has
held up against Athens the threat of divine punishment for such dOLxCa,* an
old fashioned idea which Athens rejects on two grounds. |In the first place,
what the gods do and do not do is a matter of opinion and not fact, is only

60o”p and anyway they are on the winning side, the side which can force the

weaker to give way.? In the second place, what men do is a matter of fact,

is aacpwp, and that is to seize what power they can in accordance with the

a. Thuc.vV.105. 2. b. 82.4. c., 104, d. cf. above. p,17.
below,172.
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demands of nature, utio 960ewe dvayxaCaq a law of nature which has
always, is and always will be followed by many more than Athens. Again
however, though this may in fact be true, the argument is still ’'if others
do, why cannot I?', an argument which rejects the imposition of any

restraint upon natural impulse.

b. Reaction to the attack on vé6uoc.

It can be seen therefore that a movement which encouraged the use of
intelligence to counter the stultifying effect of traditional practices on
human affairs could and did become the source of a full scale attack on
society and its regulations. It is not surprising then to find a strong
counter-attack on intelligence as being necessarily self-interested, and a
reactionary defence of the old order, of vopoc , as being the only safeguard
against the new standard of action, (¢(xji¢c . Thus it was seen earlier that at
the beginning of the Peloponnesian war Corinth was urging Sparta to shake her
ideas up and keep abreast of the times.” It has also been shown however
that while men like Phrynichos and Pericles used their intelligence and
initiative in dispensing with tradition to further .the interests of the
society,aothérs less scrupulous were using the same arguments to undermine
society and its values, so that it is not surprising to find in Archidamos’
reply to Corinth a suspicious attitude towards intelligence, and an
upholding of traditional practices which is typical of the reactionary

attitude being provoked by the introduction of new ideas,” eupouXoi o&e
dpa’éotepov twv vopuv tpc; UTiepoc*Cap TiaLOeudpevol xal “l)v xaXzTiéXr)Xi

cw9povéctepov p wcte autwv dvpxouatelv, xal pp ta dxpcXa “uvetol dyav

a. cf. Antiphon ta xr)¢ 9Uocewg dvayxata. b . above p.40.
c. Thuc.1,84.3.,85.1.
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bvtec taq twv TCoXepCwv napaaxeuctc Xoyw xaXwq pepcpopevot dvopoCwg cpyw
CTxe”?ueval, vopCCcuv 6¢c...t& g npooxuntouoap tOxaq ou Xoyw oO6talLpetdc....
tautap oi)v a¢ ol Txatepep tc pptv Tcapéboaav peXetaq...pp Tiapwpev.

Hov/ever valid Archidamos ' fears may be concerning the use to which
intelligence may be put, it is nevertheless only going to.the other extreme
to reject out of hand a quality so necessary for the continued existenceof
the state, particularly in time of war. The situation is presented as a
necessary choice between alternatives which, although both in fact needed,
are regarded as mutually exclusive. % is results therefore in a position
no less harmful and destructive than the subversive arguments described
above, in that it leads to much pointless argument about which alternative
is better, when clearly neither of them is sufficient in itself. Thus
throughout Thucydides * history Athens and Sparta wage as much an ideological
war as a hot one, in that the one city favours ap ol naxéczC, pp*'~ xapEloaav
pcXctaq, while the other prides herself on being able to dispense with such
vopoL** xaCtoL £L puOupCa pdXXov p tiovwv pcXftp =xal pp peta vopwv XO
xXeov p tpOTtwv dvdépeCap cOcXopcv XLVOuveuelLV, nepL yCyvetal ppiv. ..pp
atoXpotepoup i;wv uleI pox“ouvtiov (paCvEo”*alL. It is this fundamental
difference of approach which then forms the basis of their criticism of each
other, which finds expression particularly in the exhortatory speeches
before battles * On the one side the Spartans claim Athens can never make up
for her lack of 'natural* bravery in comparison with their own, for all their
'imported* skiII.b b yap ppsl ¢ ExopEv cpuOEL dyadov, exelvolp oux dv

yEvoLto OLOaxp. On the other side the Athenians point out that Sparta can

a. II.39.4. b. I.1204-.
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never learn the skill they possess, particularly in naval warfare, so that

all their bravery will come to nought,* xal cv tw pp peXetCjvtL d*uvétwtcpol
EOovtalL xal o6t’atitb xal oxvppotEpoi. to OE vautLxbv tcxvpp eatCv, xal

oux EvOExEt&L, otav tuxp, EXTcapEpyou pEXEtdoOau. The situation is thus
constantly represented as a choice between skill which necessarily, or at
any rate almost certainly, is lacking in the steadfastness needed to stand
one's ground,” dveu OE Eu“uxCap ouéEpCa téxvp xpbp tous =xLvéuvoup
LOXUEL. (pépos Y~P pvpppv EXTiXpaOEL, tEXVp OE dvEU dXxpp OUOEV (icpEXEL,
and the bravery derived from numerical strength which is devoid of skill.*
xal OEi%atE otL =xal pct'doOEVEuas xal “upcpopuv p upEtepa ETiiatppp
xpELOOwv EOtiv Etfpap EutuxoOops pwppc*

The reactionary defence of the traditional practices therefore
results in an opposition of qualities, which extends also to other spheres
of activity. Thus it was seen that when the decision to annihilate the
Mytileneans had been taken, it was proposed that the matter be reconsidered,
so that probably the violation of a procedural law was threatened. Diodotus'
reaction was that as long as the state's interests were catered for, this
did not matter.” But Cleon who spoke first objected strongly to this
proposal on the following grounds.” Tidvtwv O0E OELvotatov ei pEjSaiov ppXv
PPOEV xa”EOtp”EL Sv av OoSp TlEpi, ppOE yVWOOpEUa otL XcCpOOL VOpPOLGC
axLvptolLg xpwpEvp T7dXL< xpELOowv eotlv p xaXwp Exouoiv axOpolLp, &paOCa
tE pEta awcppoauvpp wcpEXupwtEpov p OEALOtpg¢ pEta dxoXaaCap, ol ¢tE

TauXotEpOL twv dvidpWXWV TCpb¢ toup “UVEtWtEpOUgq wp ETIl tb TCXEOV apELVOV

OLxouai tap HOXELC;. oi pbv yap twv vopwv aocpwtEpOL pouXovtat (paCvEa-é&ai..

a. 1.142.8-9. b.IT.87.4. (cf.Corgias,D.K.82.B.11.16.) c.VII.63.4.
d. above p.50f. e. III.37.3f.
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OL & ’aiti.o'Cotiv'ts ¢ tri attav ~UVEOEI. ajjadéatepoi, tOv vdépiov a“touolL v ti
T
et vau. Of course there is danger in intelligence put to wrong use, as u

examples above have shown, but there coyld be no clearer example than this
of the extreme reactionary position to which men like Cleon are prepared to
push their argument.a Cleon, as G-omme says,b '‘has a case: he is attacking
his countrymen's instability of purpose,’ but he attempts to persuade his
audience that the answer to this lies in the extreme opposite, namely
inflexibility, by suggesting that the only choice is that betweenxECpoot
vopoLc dxt vptot gandxaXwp Exouotv dxupotp, though of course these are not
necessarily exclusive, in that one need not have to choose between bad laws
or decisions which are never altered or waived and good laws or decisions
which are always being altered or waived. Once again there is a refusal to
view the siuation in anything but extremes, where intelligence is necessarily
self-interested and disruptive, andvopop or the status quo necessarily
unchanging and therefore safe.

Not only laws and decisions were involved in these arguments however,
for as was seen there were various experiments taking place in Athens with
regard to the constitution as a whole, so that it is not surprising to find
at this time much speculation about the various forms of government, and it
is now that these are beginning to be classified and their merits and
defects discussed. The earliest example of such a formal discussion is
found in Herodotus, who represents it taking place after the overthrow of
the Magi in Persia, though despite all his protestdions it is clearly
anachronistic and Reflects the most up-to-date thought of his own time.

a. c£. Ant.663-76.,Ajax 1070ff. b.A Historical Commentary on Thucydides.
Vol.II.,p.300.
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For in it the forms of government, classified into monarchy, oligarchy and
democracy, are presented in their best and worst light, the distribution of
praise and blame resting almost entirely on the presence or absence of two
qualities, intelligence and devotion to the interests of the community,

which, as in Cleon's argument, are regarded as being mutually exclusive.

Just as in the military sphere it was a question of all skill and no morale,
or all bravery and no knowledge, so.here it is a question of all intelligence
and no regard for the common good, or all equality and no ability. Thus

monarchy at its worst, that is tyranny enforced on the state and without
responsibility to it, results in the suppression of the able men who form a
threat to the personal interests of the ruler, and in the complete disruption
of the constitution. xwq O0*av ELT) xPbpot xatr)ptT]p£vov pouvapxtp, tr)

E~EOtL aVEUOUVW TIOLEEUV tU pOuXEtaL;...tU PEV yUp Uppl XEXOpT)pf VOC EpOEt

TioXXoL xal atda-&aXa, xa 6E cp-Dovu)... cp*ovEEu yap xozo: apuotoLOt nEpiEouaC
2
xz xal CwouoL...ta o6e 61) pEyuota Epxopai EpEwv* vopatd'tE xlvéel ndtpua.

Likewise in an oligarchy =there is constant personal rivalry between the
leaders, resulting in civil w ar |l n this respect democracy has the
advantage of equality of opportunity and theoretical control over its

(o]

officials. $dXy pfv apx”c apxEU, UuxeEU'suvov OE apxpv ExEU, (SouXEupata

OE 7iavi;a Eg to xoLvov ava’EpEu/" Left to its own devices, however, democracy

in its wprst aspect, that is little more than mob rule, is devoid of the
essential ingredient of good government, nagiely “uveol ¢ z¢ Ofjpou
(xxoXdatou u@pLV TIEOELV zoxi oudapwq dvaoxE'COv...XWc yap av yuvwoxou oc, .

OUtE ELOE XaXbv oUOEV OLXf)LOV, WOEEL XZ Ep%EOWV ta %p~“pa%a dvEU v0OOU,

a. IIT.80.3,4,5. b. 82.3. o. 80.6. d. 8l.2.
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XEupdppw %otapw | KEXOC; | The comparison of such an ungoverned mob
with a raging torrent well illustrates the vital role A“uvEOU qhas to play.
The power to achieve results lies with the people, but uncontrolled it is
aimless and highly destructive. It is only when that power has been given
direction by those able to see to what end it is best put, namely the
AuvEtoC, that the state can survive and prosper. Hence it is precisely
because monarcliy or oligarchy at their best incorporate this discernment
and ability to control the people that it is praised as the best form of

government. 6 pEv yap ei tt tioifel, yuvwcxwv ti;ol€el. .. dvépcx; yap
Evbq -cou apCatou ousev dpEivov av (pavELT)» yvwpp yap touautp xPCwpEVogq

ETiitpoTtEOoL dv dpwpfrwq x7) TxXfji'OEoc- Each type of constitution therefore

has its good point and its bad, and it is interesting to note that the

Spartan constitution was often admired as providing the answer to the

problem, in that it consisted of a mixture of all three types, a mixture
b

which accounted for its permanence. In much the same way Athenagoras

bases his defence of democracy on the balance of power obtained by each

section of the community being able to play its part.c 9fjoEi xicC
SdripoKpai;Cav O\)XZ AuvEtbv out’uocov ELval...Eyw bi 9T)pu. ... 90Xaxa<; plv
dpLctougqg ELvat xPl”“&twv touq tiXouolou”, pouXEuaai 6'dv "tXXioxa tougq
“uvEtouq, xpivat 6*dv éXOOOéZVXéZQ dpiOXél t;ou<; tioXXoOg¢, xal tauta opouwgqg

xal xata pEpp xal “*upTtavta ev OT)poxpai;ta taopotpELV.

It is then round two points, namely the personal ambition which
power fosters in the ruling party and the lack of political skill residing

in the people as a whol? that these discussions revolve, and just this same

a. 81.2.,82.2. b. Plato Laws 691 e/ff. c. Thuc. VI.39.1.
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type of argument between the supporters of two extremes is found in the
sphere of relationships with others. Thus it was seen that it was suggested
by Socrates that since no rule or regulation could be perfect, there were

occasions when it ;yas necessary to violate them. Such licence can however

a
be taken to the extremes mentioned above, and so as a result we find

Greon in the Antigone backing his decision to mete out the full punishment

to Antigone with the following argument.b
dXX'bv TidXtq oxf)OZiz, xovbz xPP xXuetv
xal apLxpa =xal 6Cxaia =xal tavaviiCa.
avapxCac 6c pet”ov oux cotuv xaxov.
autT) xoXctq t/bXXucLv, xb*avaoxdxove
O0LX0UC tL'&'nmatv T)6c t’ev pixp bopbg
tp0Tcac; xatappfjyvualLe tiiv & 'opOoupcvwv
owCcL xa TCoXXa awpa”’4 mcuOapxCa.

In just the same way Menelaus in the A?”ax defends his position in refusing
to allow the burial of Ajax by stressing the fact that,

0l1) yip Tcot’out; *dv ev tioXei vopou xaXwgqg
(pEpoLvn’dV, EvOa pp xa'&EOtfjxp 6Eoq,
out’dv oX0ax0Q yc awcppovu)” dpxcLt’etu

ppdev (popou TipopXppa ppd’aidboug e?wv.

Now clearly no community can exist when rules and laws are being continually

d
broken, as Socrates also points out in the Crito. Again however it is

going to the opposite extreme to allow no freedom tp the individual to

follow his own principles in matters where the state or its ruler could

e
be considered to have no authority, as Antigone herself points out, and

no freedom to decide for himself what is right or wrong without having it

f
prescribed by men and laws which are not infallible, as Haemon argues.

a. above.p.9bff. b. An_t.666ff. c. Ajax 1071ff. d. 50 a
e. Ant 4409 ff. f. 705ff.
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pf) vuv £V fi'&¢ pouvov ev oautu) cpopet,

wq (pl)c; aO, xoubev dXXo, %out'6pOwqg exELV.
oatic yap autbc; p cppovetv pbévog boxet,

rn yXwooav, pv oux dXXog, p “uxpv eyelv,
outoL Oua7itux-&evte ¢ u(p-&)aav xevoC.

Once again thentthe idea of fle xibility, of the use of thought to make
changes, results in a flight to extremes, and once again it is arolnd

such extremes, namely all freedom and no social sense or all regulation

and no individual freedom of thought, that the arguments concerning the
relationship of the individual to the state revolve. Thus as was seen

the contention of Gorgias that standards of right and wrong are the concern
of the individual and not of the teachers of political skills, was pushed
by Plato at least by implication to the extreme attitude of such men as

C allicles, who uphold the claim of the individual to do as he wills and

a
reject completely the claim of society as a whole. edv 6é& ye olpai

(puoLv LxavT)v y£VT]tat exwv dvfjp, Tcdvta tauta anooziod\iz\)Oc,. .« KaXanatf)oa(;
td T)pet£pa ypdppata. .. xal vopouq touc; napd (puouv dxavtac, znavaoxag¢
dvecpdvT) 06eoTtd'C'nc; Tipetepoc; 6 6ouXog, xal evtauOa eCeXapti>ev xo Xrlc, cpuaewc;

6Cxaiov. To these ideas Plato opposes the principles of justice and the

common good, but it is clear from his writings that these principles are

absolutes which a man has to learn to be 'good*. In his opinion the
common run of men have no conception of good and evil, and unless restrained,
w ill follow self-interest#”" vopoug¢ dvOpwxouc dvayxatov tCOcoOau xal

Cpv xatd vopou”? t) pT)éev biacpepeiv tOv xdvtp dypLwtdtwv Oppuwv. t) Oe
aixCa 'tou'Cojv f)0e, bxi (puoK¢ dvApwxwv olG0evb¢ Lxavl) (pOetai uioxz yvwvaC

Xz td aupcpcpovta dvOpwxolLc et¢ xoXiteCav xal yvouoa, to peXtLOtov del

a. G-orgias 4%. a 2. b. Laws 874 e 9%
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ouvaa®aC te xal eiéXeuv xpdttetv. Though therefore he may consider that
in an ideal state rules and regulations would he unnecessary because the

a
ideal philosopher king would rule directly, it is clear that it is s till
the opinion of "the one who knows* v/hich is paramount and from which no
deviation is permitted” Moreover it has often been pointed out that when
dealing with an actual constitution, Plato regulates the conduct of the

citizens to a degree which would be considered intolerableto-day. The

ideal as he himself states is xal xdap ppyavp to Xcyopcvovtouov
TiavtaxO'&cv cx tou pCou dxav cAf)pT]taL, pcppxdvptai 6’cL¢c to Ouvatbyv
xal toc'?(pOaeu UOLa xoivd dpp yc up ycyovevat, oLOV oppata xal wta xal
XEtpa¢ xotva pev opdv 6oxeTv xal dxoOeiv xal xpdttcuv, CTiaivclv t ’au

xal cjjcyciv xaO'cv otu pdXuota aupTtavtaq cxl tot § autotq x&Lpovtaq xal

XuTioupévouc;. The fear therefore that the relativism and flexibility

encouraged by the Sophists might result in.the total collapse of society
d
results in a tendency, described in detail by Popper, to the establishment
of an authoritarian system of ethics, with little or no concern for
e

individual freedom of thought or conscience. As Popper says, *He is afraid

of the power of thought.*

C. Problems and Dangers of the Attack on Tradition

i. The Need for a Sense of Duty or Moral Obligation
Though then the Sophists may have had the interests of the state
and its members at heart when encouraging the ignoring of tradition, the

possible abuse of such freedom led to intelligence and initiative being

S* Pol. 294 a b. Rep. 474 c-502 d, esp#499b. c. Laws 739 0 5ff.

d. The Open Society and its Enemies. Vol.l.esp.pp.89-90* e. ibid.p.117*
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viewed with the gravest suspicion, and to an even closer adherence to the
very tradition they were trying to break down. However alive to danger
the traditionalists may have been however, in attacking intelligence and
initiative they were mistaking their target, albeit an obvious and popular

one, and by oversimplifying the issue were failing to come to grips with

the real problem. It is as if a doctor, having diagnosed bad circulation,
were to suggest as remedy that the heart itself be removed. For however
potentially dangerous intelligence may be, it s till remains a 6Cvapi¢ zicC

EvavtCa, and to stifle it is to destroy something vital to the progress of
society and mankind in general, and to fail to realise that it is not
intelligence itself which is the danger, but as Pericles himself points
out, o xz yap yvouq xal pt) oagpwg bibd"ac, zv lew xal ei pr) cvc'&upfjrir
6 xz &XWV ap*otcpa, tp 6c xoXci 60Oavoug, oux av opouwq Xi olxclwg
(ppdColL. It is then the end to which a skill is put which determines its
value, as was also emphasised, it w ill be remembered,” by Gorgias, and it
is this point which is brought out in the comparison made by Thucydides
between Pericles and those who succeeded him. Pericles, as Thucydides
represents him, was pre-eminently suited, because of his intelligence and
rhetorical s kill, to govern the state, and because of his own admitted
integrity, 91X6x0X1”r xz xal xPRP&"wv xpcuoowy did govern it in the
interests of that state, and was not obliged to curry favour in order to
preserve his reputation.®” Atjthis time therefore Athenian democracy

e
flourished, because it was controlled and guided by a man of this kind.

EyCyvcfd xz Xoyw pcv O0T)poxpatCa, Epyw 6¢c utio tou xpwtou dvépbg¢ dpxb*

a. Thuc. I1l.é0.é. b. above p. c. 11.60.5%* d. 65*8.
e. 65*9. I



-113.

For again it is not any particular form of government which is good or
bad. As is pointed out with particular reference to democracy in the

Orestes, its quality depends on that of its administrators.*

ocLvbv OL TioXXoL, =xaxoOpyouq otav exwoi Tipoatdtac.
dXX'&tav xPbotouq Xdpwol, xP*P”a pouXeOouo'’deC.

Thus whereas Pericles had used his skills and abilities to the good of
the state, those who succeeded him, being much on a par, became rivals
for supreme power, and used their talents in their own interests, so

that they were far more concerned with personal success and popularity

than with the success of the state xal dXXa. .. xatd tagq udéCaq
(piXotipCac xal 1ldéia xépdér) xaxwg...ctioXCteuaav... xatd tdq LOCaqg
SduapoXdqg xepl xJ)¢ tou O6f)pou xpootaoCaq...td Tcepl tpv TcéXiv xpwtov

eV dXApXouc; etapdx#T*&v.

Now it has been seen that it is precisely such politicians as
these whom Cleon attacks, namely those who make public debates the arena
for a battle of wits between themselves and the laws or other persons'
points of view, a battle on the success of which they stake their claim
to their popularity and cleverness without regard for the real purposes

of the debate, namely the interests of the society.” oi pcv ydp tuv
te vopwv aocpwtcpou (3o0Xovtat (paCveo-Oat twv te aiel Xeyopevwv i¢ to
xoLvbv xepuyCyveoOal, wq ev dXXoLc; peC”?ooLv oux dv o6pXwaavteg tpv

yvwpgv. It is however, as has been suggested, no answer totthe problem
to condemn all intelligent politicians out of hand. It is the integrity
and character of the politicians which are at fault, and not their

intelligence, which is neither good nor bad of itself. It is then

a. Or. 772f. b. Thuc.II.65.7,10,11. c. 111.37*4. ,above p.383.
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Diodotus who puts his finger on the problem when he suggests that the

Athenians are getting their values wrong. Cleon, it is true, had also

made a similar diagnosis in accusing them of encouraging the misuse of

talent by applauding cleverness and virtuosity, so that debate becomes

not a serious discussion of practical matters, but an opportunity for

politicians to display their rhetorical skill as if they were Sophists

giving their Whereas however Cleon would take the extreme

measure of removing intelligence altogether, Diodotus gets to the root of

the problem when he points out that, despite all Cleon's strictures,

debate and discussion are essential, if the state is not to be governed
b A A

by emotion and impulse. vopC*w 6e 6uo td evavtLwtata eupouXCa eivai,

tdxoc Xc xal opy”v...toCq X£f Xoyouq oatLc; OLipdxEtau pp 6idaoxdXovg
twv TCpaypdtwv yCyvcoOau, p d”Ovetoc; eotuv p 1lé6Ca xi autw Oiacpépei.

On the other hand however, s kill in debate is not in itself an unmitigated
good, which is the mistake the Athenians are making. The answer to the
problem lies not then in either of these extremes, but in the necessity
for a completely new approachto politics, for a realisation that it is
the integrity of the adviser, and thequality of his advice, which m atter,
and not winning a debate for winning's sake. The Athenians therefore
need to revise their ideas, the politicians not to allow the acceptance
or rejection of their policy to become a matter of personal prestige, and
the public as a whole not to equate a mgn with his policy, and in «
rejecting the one belittle the other, though his views may have been

c
disinterested, sound and instructive.xP?* 6é. ..triv owcppova koXlv t5

a. III.38.4. b. 42.1-2. c.42.5-6.
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xe nXeioxa zv pouXcuovtLipp itpoatvai i;ipfjv, dXXd ppd’eXaaoouv xrjc,
uxapxoOap¢, xal xov pp tuxovta yvwppc oux oxw¢ “ppiouv aXXa ppod’
dtLpdCeiv. obtu yap o xz xatopOwv pxiata dv ctiT tw zxi pcu”®ovwv
d*LOUoOalL Ttapd yvwppv Xi xal Ttpbg x“puv Xfyou, o xz pp Exutuxwv
dpeyoLto tw autw x*Pi'“opevé¢ Xi xal autoq xpoadyso-Oat to xXpOoQ.
However simple and obvious this suggestion may seem to us,
Diodotus touches here upon the real major difficulty raised by the attack
of the Sophists on tradition. For Cleon's attack on intelligence and the
extreme positions taken up by both parties in their attitude to debate is
only one of many such situations found, as has been shown, in all spheres
of action. For all these situations therefore Diodotus* view holds good
that on the one hand intelligence, initiative and s kill are essential, but
that on the other it is the integrity and character of the user which
determines its value to the community. It can be seen then that when the
Sophists encourage intelligence, initiative and s kill, and decry vopoq,
or the normal code of social behaviour, they are giving to the individual
the full freedom and responsibility of choosing how he w ill use that skill,
a freedom and responsibility which depend entirely on his character and
principles for its result. Unless therefore there is a general acceptance
of the principles expressed above by Pericles and Diodotus, namely those
of personal integrity, justice, disinterestedness and devotion to the
common good, in attacking vopop there is the danger of jumping out of the
frying pan into the fire. For unless one can rely on large-scale
adherence to these general principles when the specific regulations of

of tradition are abolished, then clearly the latter situation is worse than
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I
the first, in that there is now nothing to prevent the individual doing
I

as he wills and thus destroying the very society in the interests of
which conformity to the vojioL was being attacked.

The critical question therefore with regard to the value of
Sophistic thought is not, as Cleon and others assume, whether intelligence
is a good or bad thing, but whether or not there was this general
acceptance of the principles of justice and the good of the community.
Now in the Platonic dialogue named after him, Protagoras in a speech
generally agreed to be a reasonably accurate account of his views

maintains that not only is the lack of these principles the object of

a
general disapproval, ooa 6c c* e%i\xzXzCac xal daxpaewc xal 6u6axPK

oLovtaL yCyvcoOalL ayaOa avOpwxouq, edv xi¢ tauta pp exp, aXXa
xavavxCa toutwv xaxd, cxl toOtoLc xou ol xz “upol yCyvovtaL xal au

KoXdozic, xal au vouActpac | wv cativ cv xal p dbuxCa xal p aacpcta

xal oyXXpp6pv xdv to evavtCov tpq noXi XiKr)c dpctpq, and the following

of them to be accorded the highest term:of approval, dpctp,* 6ixaioaOvp
xal aucppoauvp xal to oaiov cLvat, =xal auXXpp6épv cv auto xpooayopcuw
CLval dvépbqg dpctpv, but that the whole system of reward and punishment,
6 6c (icta Xoyou cxLxcLpwv xoXdCciv ou tou xapcXpXu”détoc; cvcxa
d6Lxppato¢ tupwpcLtau- ou yap av to ,yc xpax“Ev dycvptov iicCp- dXX&
tou pcXXovtoq x&PLv, lva pp auULp dbuxpop pptc autog¢ outog¢ pptc

dXXog¢ 6 toutov 160)v xoXaoOcvta, of private and public education,® and

0
of the laws is directed to the inculcation of this dpctp. In his view

then the principles of justice and devotion to the common good, or

a. IVot.325 d b. 325 a c. 324 b d. 325 d
326 c
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TioXitLKT) dpetpin short, are generally accepted, since it is these which
he believes are inculcated by .the system of custom-law supported by
sanctions such as existed at Athens. It has however been seen that the
whole impetus to the attack on such custom-law was given by precisely the
fact that it prescribed specific 'does and don'ts* which did not necessarily
hold good in every case. A Il that such a system of rules and sanctions
teaches then is that to do x y and z is wrong because the punishment, if
one is caught, makes it not worth while. It does not, and never can,

teach that injustice is wrong in principle, that is that x y and z should

not be done even if one can escape the consequences, because that

punishment does not 'make a man better*. It may indeed deter him from
doing the same thing a second time, but as Diodotus points out to Cleon,
if such a man becomes convinced that this time it w ill pay him to break the
rules, then nothing w ill hold him back.”? £v ouv xaZ ¢ noXzol xoXXwv
Oavdtou CppCat upoxe ivtal,.. opojc O0e tr) cXtclsl eTtaipopevolL ki voéuvelouol,

xal oudeCg¢ T xatayvoliQ eaunou pp nepilozo”ai tw extpouXeOpatL pXOev
ec 1:0 6cLVvOV. ..(XTcXu¢ te aodéuvatov xal TtoXXpg eupOeCa”, 00XiC oletau

Xr)c av-&pu)Te La ¢ (puaeug édppwpévpp xpoOOpwqg tL xpd*alL axotpoxpv tLva

exELv p vopwv LOxUL p aXXw tw éeivw. ' Laws and sanctions then may make a
man law-abiding, and this perhaps is all that Protagoras means byo6Cxaloc; ,
but they cannot be thought of as making himé6CxalLoc in the wider sense of
the word, as Aristotle says, 6 vopoq. ..xaOdnep ecpp Auxocppwv 6 oo”Lotp”,
eyyuptpq dXXpXoip twv OLxaCwv, dXX’oux oLoc xoLetv dyaOouq xaL

OLxaCouc touq TioXCtag. They contain injustice by ensuring that normally

a. Aes. 174ff. b. Thuc. Ill.45. o. Pol. IITI.9.1280b 8.
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crime does not pay, but no more.

If then the existence of laws and sanctions does not guarantee that
men w ill abide by the general principles of justice whatever'sthebtem ptation
to the opposite, is there anything which will? One suggestion made by

Diodotus is that prevention is better than cure.®* waiie. .. Ofu.. . tpv
(puXaxpv pp dno twv vopwv tpp o6eivotptop druouv xoLCLoOau, dXX'dxb twv
epywv tpp CTILpeXeCap... xPP ae toup cXcuOcpoup oux dcpiotapcvoup o(p6dpa

xoXdCclLV, aXXa xplv dxootpvai O(pp6dpa (puXdaoeiv xal xpoxataXappdvcuv

oxwp ppob6’ep ExCvoiav toOtou &LwoL. This removal of temptation to injus.tice
is however, as he himself points out, an ideal remedy which can never in
practice be achieved, because although extreme poverty, one of the causes
of so many wars, may perhaps be eventually eradicated, the desire for

acquiring more than one has is never satisfied, dxx’p pcv xcvCa dvdyxp
tpv toXpav xapexouaa, p 6’c?*ouaia bppei tpv xXcovc”Cav xal cppovppatl...
cAdyouolLV ep toup xivéuvoup. p te cXxlp xal 6 cpwp crct xavtC. .. TiXciata
pXdxtouoL, xal ovta dcpavp xpcCoow eatl twv opwpcvwv o6cLvwv. Since then
temptation w ill always be present, there is only one thing that can
guarantee justice, as Democritus so clearly explains.? xpeCaawv ex’
dpetpv (pavelLtai xpotpoxp xPwpEvop xal Xoyou xeiOoi pxep vopw xal
dvdyxp. XdOpp pcv yap dpaptecuv cuxbp tbv ctpypevov doLxipp uxb vopou,

tbv 6e ep tb 6cov pypcvov xcLOor oux euxbp oute XdOpp oute (pavepwp

epoécLv tu xXpppeXép. 6ioxep ouvéoeu te xal exiatppp opOoxpayéwv
tip dvoéopetop dpa xal euouyvwpop yCyvetat. It is then only personal
conviction of the necessity to be just which will prevent a man from being

a. Thuc. 111.46.4,6. b. 45.4,5* c. D.K.68.B .18I.
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unjust when it pays him, a conviction which is the result not of the
application of external pressure in the form of customs, laws and their
sanctions, hut of persuasion and reasoning, that is moral education. For
it is in Democritus' opinion possible by means of education to so mould a

man's Quoup, or natural inclination, character and temperament, that what
a
he is taught becomes 'second nature* to him. p Yuoi'p xal p 6idaxp

xapaxXpolov loxi, xal yap p 6idaxp petapuapoi Xov dvOpwxov, petapuapouaa
OC 9UOLOXOLCL. So too the author of the Anonymus lamblichi points out that
though what one is bom with is a matter of chance, there is much that a

man can do for himself.* 9iivai pev xpwtov bzZv, xal toute pev tp tuxp
dxodedbdodal, ta OSe ex'autw pdp tw dvdpwxw tdée euvau, exuOupptpv
yeveadat twv xaXwv xal ayaOwv 9LX0XOVOV te =xal xpwaCtata pavOdvovta

xal xoXuv xpovov autoip ouvéuateXouvta. So it is that when Hecuba ponders

on the strange fact that some men are always good and others bad, itiis on

the formative aspect of education that she lays stress.”?

ouxouv &seLVOV. ..
dvOpwxoLp 0 'del
o pev xovppbp oudev dXXo xXpv xaxop,
6 6’eo0Xbp €0'OXop, ouse oup9o0pSp uxo
9U0Lv OLe9#eup’, dxxa xPb~top eat’dei;
dp’oL texdvtep OLa9épouoLv p tpo9aC;
exEL ye pevtot =xal tb #pe9#pval =xaXwp
6Céa”Lv ea”Xou.
d
Similarly Adrastus emphasises the value of education in forming character,
p 6 'etiavépCa
OLbaxtop, euxep xal ppe9op OLOdoxetau
Xéyeuv dxoOetv o'’wv pdOpolv oux exEL.
a 6'dv pdOp tup, tauta owCeoOau 9uXeL

xpbp yppap. obtw xaudap eu xaideOete.

a. D.K.68.B.33. b. D.K.89.1 .2. c. Eur. Heo. 592ff. d. Suppl.913ff
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and Antigone speaks of the power of friends over another's cpuotp.?

axXXd vou”“etoOpeVOL

cplXwv exwdatp é”“exadovtal (pOoiv.

There is here no extreme contrast, such as was met with before,
between (pCoLp denoting only the natural, that is hedonistic and animal,
instincts, and vopop , the obligations necessarily hostile to it which are
forcibly imposed by society, and so no pointless argument between
extremists as to which of them is better. What is suggested here is that
the only thing which can ensure justice and harmony in the state is when
a man's nature has become so conditioned by upbringing, education and
reasoning to recognise for himself the claims of society, that he will
do what is just 'naturally' without prompting from law and other sanctions,

and feel ashamed of himself if he does not do so.

ii. The Lack of a Sense of Moral Obligation or Conscience.

The attack of the Sophists on tradition, because it resulted in
abuse of explanation to whitewash conduct and in a complete repudiation
of all law and order as inimical to personal advancement, provoked a
reactionary attack on intelligence as necessarily subversive. Such an
attack was however misconceived, since the use of thought and intelligence
is neither good nor bad in itself, but depends for its value upon the
integrity of the person using it. The breaking down of tradition leaves
the individual completely free to choose his actions, so that it is his
possession or his lack of general principles of justice and the good of

others which determines whether he uses his intelligence to pursue the

a. Soph.0.C.1192f.
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common interest or his own interest. Because the Sophists' attack on
tradition gives this freedom to the individual therefore, the value to
society of that attack depends entirely on whether the majority of
Greeks possessed these general principles of justice or not. For when
Gorgias suggests that one should not necessarily conform to tradition,
but should Xo 6ebv ev tw O6eovtu xpa?ai , he is , as was mentioned
above,* advocating the breaking of tradition in order to achieve the
broader aims or spirit of that tradition. But this suggestion assumes
that most people realise what those broad aims are, and are anxious to
achieve them, so that any licence to break with tradition and to use
their intelligence is used to further those aims. Tradition for them
would be the accepted but imperfect means to an agreed end, namely the
good of society, so that if it was found lacking, they would not take
the chance to promote their own interests, but would think out for
themselves the best means of achieving the common good. But when
Antiphon suggests that one should not necessarily conform to tradition,
he, as was pointed put abovewas advocating breaking tradition to
further one's own interests and advantage. For him therefore tradition
is a barrier to and lim itation of personal achievement, so that any
licence to break it is used to further the interests not of the community
but of the individual. The reaction to and value to society of this
attack on tradition depends wholly therefore upon whether or not the

m ajority of Greeks recognised the basic principles of justice and the

good of others. For if they did, then the breaking down of tradition

a. above p. 36,96. b. above p. 94,96.
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would result in an enlightened and liberal approach to affairs in the
interests of society. But if they did not, then it would result &t
least in confusion and bewilderment, since they would be le ft without
any guide to what was best to do, or worse s till in anarchy and
subversion if that breaking down was welcomed as a destroying of the
barrier to self-promotion. Now it was seen earlier,” that Protagoras
seemed to think that at Athens at any rate the principles of justice
were generally accepted, because they were inculcated by the Athenian
educational and legal system. But it was also pointed out that such
systems only teach that to do x y or z is wrong, and not that injustice
is wrong in principle. It is only if a man is personally convinced of
the need to be just and to act for the good of society that he can be
said to accept the principles of justice and the common good. In the
final resort therefore the crucial question with regard to the value
to society of the Sophists' attack on tradition is whether or not the
m ajority of Greeks were thus personally convinced of the need to be
just, that is whether, independent of all external pressures and
sanctions, they felt morally obliged, whatever the consequences to
themselves, to do what was in the interests of others, and the community
in general, so that if they did not, they felt they had done wrong and
were ashamed of themselves. It is therefore the existence of this
sense of moral obligation or conscience, which is based on personal

conviction of the need to put the interests of others before one's own,

a. above p.1ll6.
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which is necessary if the attack on tradition was not to be valueless
and even subversive. But though Protagoras may have thought that the
m ajority of Athenians were thus personally convinced, in fact such an
assumption was at best optimistic, for it w ill be seen from what

follows that the whole value scheme and outlook of Greek society from
Homeric times onward encouraged not justiceand devotion to the common

good, but personal supremacy and success.

a. Homer

The standing of the Homeric hero was based, as was shown in
Part I, on the amount of his possessions, the number of his dependents
and his ability to protect both them and himself. Failure to do this
resulted not only in material loss of property, but also in loss of
face before the other members of the society.? It was however precisely
this concern for ’what people will say' which, as was seen in Part II,
the Sophists were attacking in their desire to free men from the
restrictions of tradition and superstition, and to-day many would give
public opinion scant consideration aS a motive for action. For the
Homeric hero however what people said abouthim was of paramount
importance, since it was on this alone thathis value as a person was
based.? For he does not distinguish himself from public opinion and,

as a self-assured individual, reject its valuation of him and his actions

a. Adkins, ''Honour' and 'Punishment'”,BIGS,I1960.
b. id., M.and R.p.ifS f*
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as ill-founded, but identifies himself with it, so that to be called
ayaOoq is to bedya®?oc;. It matters immensely therefore that the Homeric
hero, or indeed any member of the society, should do what that society

approved of, since it is what that society says about their action which

a
w ill be spread abroad, as Penelope points out.

xwq ydp Epcu ou, 6afjoeal zI yuviLxwyv
dXXiujv nzpCzi\ii voov xal exicppova pritiv,
CL xev avoxaXzo¢C xaxd CLpcvoc; cv pcydpoLOL
6aLvOp; dvOpwxoL 6c¢c pLvuv-&idé LoL tcXcOouolLv.
orq |licv dxRVAq autbc; ep xal dxpvca CLOp,

6c xatapwvtal xavtcqg ppotol dXyc'oxLOOw
OwCj, dtdp”*tcOvcwtL Y 'ccpccl?lOivialh dnavxze*
bg 6'dv dpujiijv autbg cp xal dpupova CLOp,
tot» pev tc xXcoc cupu 6LU ~ACLVOL (popeouol

xdvtaq cx'dvOpwxouq, Xx0XXoL tc pLv coOXbv cclLxov.

One's fame rests upon what is heard about one (xXuw, xXutdég¢, xXaog¢)* and
this is transmitted to others and then to future generations in the form

of folk-tale. If the tale is one recounting failure and disaster, it

b
becomes a cautionary tale of the type told by Phoenix to Achilles.

outw xal twv xpooOcv cxcuOopcdéa xXca dv6pwv

bpwwv, otc xev tLyv’exL*dcpcXoq x~AXog¢ LXOL.
If good it is ampje reward for a dangerous mission,® and constitutes a form

of immortality which compensates for loss of life . The two fates of
Achilles are an obvious example of this,** and the fame which Achilles does

gain is in the Odyssey a source of envy for the ghost of Agamemnon, who

0
perished so ignominiously at the hands of Aegisthus and Clytemnestra.

wq ou pev oude Oavwv ovop'wXcoaq, dXXd toL aid
xivtaq ex’av-dpwxou¢ KXzZ0OC zoozxal coOXov, ‘AxIXXcu*

autap epol ti to6o6'fjoog, cxcl x6Xcpov toXuxcUoa;

a. xix.325ff. b. IX.524f.0f.397ff* c. X.212f. d. IX.410ff.
e. xxiv.93ff*
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That one's name should he known to many as the symbol of success is thus

one's only claim to something that outlasts the ephemeral, as Penelope
h

suggests, and so the Homeric hero feels no compunction about making that

claim by revealing his name, and thereby his reputation.?

CLfi*’Obuaeut; AaeptiilOr)c? og tc*gql 66Xololv

a v-SpuTtOLOL JjieXij, =xal peu xXéo” oupavov uxeu.

To those who haduno conception of a god who knew and cared for each
individual, or of an after-life which was not just a shadowy image of this,
tp be forgotten is to be as if they had never been. The gratitude which
Nestor expresses to Achilles for the honorary presentation of the last

c

prize is thus easily understood, as is the force of the threat of the

suitors on the life of Telemachus.?

f) Lva prI]6 ’'6vop':%auT;ou Iv avOpwxouoL

What people say was therefore of supreme importance to a member of

Homeric society, since he had no standing, no value, except that placed
e
upon him by his society. ;It was therefore the immediate effect of any
situation in which he found himself, or any action of his upon his
f

reputation which most concerned him. His greatest fear was that he would
put up a poor show, for he knew that once the story got around, he would
never be able to hold his head up again. It is then this fear of public
opinion, this shame before the other members of his society, which is the
greatest inducement to him not to allow himself to be shown up as inferior
or incompetent in any way. Thus the suitors, because they know they cannot
themselves draw Odysseus' bow, are unwilling to risk a mere ntwxoc avfjp

a. ix.l19f.,cf.ix.263f. b. xix.328. c. XXIII.6A7ffe
d. iv.710# e. xxiii.362f. f. Adkins,M.and R.p.ABf.
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being able to do so for obvious reasons.

aXX'auoxuvopcvolL cpdtiv dvoépojv T)6é yuvaiKwv,
pf) noxi XI¢ eiTipoL xaxw”Epoq aXXoc, ’'AxaiGyv
*f] xoXu xGLPOVcq dvépeg¢ dpOpovoc; dvoépbg dxolLtiv
pvDvtai, ohbz X/ to“ov eu”oov evtavOouolLyv
dXX’dXXoc; Xi¢ ntwxbq dv2Ap dXaXf)pevo<; cXOwv
pT)UOCwc ixdvvooz pLOv, 6ia 6’r)xe aLOfjpou. ’

wqg cpEouo*, T)ptv 6’dv cXEyxc# xavxa yzvoiXo.

SO0 too when Hector is tempted to refuse battle with Achilles, it is not any
personal adherence to general principles of bravery and patriotism which
keep him outside the walls, but the realisation that the loss of so many of
his forces through his own recklessness has so seriously impaired his

standing as an dya-aoc; , that only a fight to the death with Achilles can

b
go anywhere near restoring it.

vtiv a*ZTiz\ wXcoa Xabv dtao”aXi potv eppolyv,
ai6éopai Tpwac xul Tpwdédéac, éXxeOLxexXouc,

pf) noXz XIC eiTipOL xaxwtcpoq dXXoq epeXo*
'""Extwp p(pL ptpcpi mKi*'qoa¢ IliXzoz Xaov. ’

UJr epeouoLv* epoL o6e x6x dv xoXu xépétov Eu"n
dvtpv fl] 'AxuXpa xataxtECvavta veeO'&oil,

TIE XEV aUtU) oxzo~cri EUxXCLW¢ Tipo 7loXt)oc;.

So great then is the disgrace attaching to inferiority of any kind,

that men, and especially the dya-"oC» w ill go to any lengths to avoid it,
or if they cannot do so w ill view its prospect with deepest despair and
bitterness.”? It can be seen therefore that in any encounter where
reputation is at stake, it is the one who comes off worse who feels shame

and humiliation, for, far from evoking the sympathy and support of others,
it is he as the weaker party, and not his opponent, who goes down in the

estimation of society. In any such encojpnter therefore it is the one who

a. xxi.323ff. b. XXII.1O0*ff.cfV.VI.441ff-above p. c. IX.13ff.
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is attacked who cannot afford to let matters lie, but must take vengeance,
and prove his worth if he is to maintain his standing. It is then just
this system of revenge and retribution, this struggle for supremacy and
reputation which is found widespread in G-reek Literature, and is in
particular the origin of the subject of the Iliad, the wrath of Achilles.
For in depriving Achilles of Briseis, who was part of the share of the
booty which was in keeping with his standing as one of the foremost of the
paaLXEXGCafter Agamemnon, Agamemnon, as cah be readily appreciated from the
situation described above, was offering him what amounted to the greatest
insult possible. For to take away his possessions, and in particular his

war prize, was to deprive him, an aya“oc, of histi*pf),

T yip p’ *A*peCOT)(; eupl) xpeCwv ’AyapEpvwy
T)T;LpT)aev cXtov yap ycpac,, axjxoc axoCpag,

the only thing which marked himout from the xaxoc;, and therefore to put him

on a level with the xaxoi, as he bitterly complains

out; ’Epey **AtpeCoépv ’'AyapEpvova xeuoepev ouw
out’dXXoug¢ AavaoOg, etcel oux dpa Xic, x“puq pev
papvao”ai o6pioLOLv ETt'dvéopdot vw"epe¢ aiEL.
LOT] potpa pEvovtL, xal EL pdXa Xic, XOXEpCAOL*
£V OE LT) tupp p"EV xaxbg TOE X0% Z03%XOC.

For as has been seen the <ipf)one received was a mark of, indeed in a sense
c

was, one’s standing in society. To lose Briseis was therefore to be

treated as a xaxopfor all his courage and prowess. It was then Achilles

whose honour was at stake, and ordinarily he could have done little about

it, since he was unwilling to fight over what was originally a gift,* and

anyway, even if he had wanted to, he had little chance of success, since

a. I.355f. b. IX.313ff. c. above p.13. d. I.297f.
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a
as Nestor points out, o ye (péptepdp eoxiVj 1i%ei nXeoH"ooiv aviaaclL.

But though Achilles was unable to take forcible reprisals, he has other
b 7
cards up his sleeve, as Nestor also points out, be oce yeCvaxo pptpp,
and it is through his mother that he seeks and finds the vengeance otherwise
c
denied him. For although Agamemnon would have been able to withstand
force on Achilles* part, because, despite his protestations to the
contrary,® he needs the support of thepaoiXcTp and especially Achilles,
he cannot withstand the consequences of Achilles* refusal to fight, and
so has to climb down and pay Achilles the recompense,the redress or TCOLVT)
e

to which he has a right.

at, 1"iXw dpeoai éopcvau x*anzpeCoi* dnoiva.

V/ihen an attack occurs therefore the primary consideration of the
victim is to get back what he has lost, to have histipf) , both material
and reputation, restored by making his opponent repay what he took, make
some recompense or TIGIvf); for the loss he inflicted. To this end then the
victim directs all his efforts, and enlists all the help he can, and if
like Achilles he has the ear of the gods through a divine mother, then it
is well for him. For in this battle for suprriority and reputation it is
as always the forces and powers one can muster to one's side which are the

decisive factors, so that the possession or lack of relatives, friends and

others who w ill come to one's aid when it becomes necessary to save or
regain one's ttpfjis of supreme importance. Thus in bewailing his early
a. 1.281. b. 280. c. AlOff. d. 173ff. e. IX.120.

cf . XIX.138.
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death Achilles fears for his father, who is now old and deprived of the
protection and support of his son, so tliat he w ill surely he ousted from

thetLpf) which Achilles could have preserved for him.*

ELXE 6c¢ [iOL rir]Xr)o¢ d|iOpovo<; el Xi nenvooail,

n Et*EX&L tL|ipV TtoXEOLV jiEta MupfiL6 6 VEOO LV,

f) pLv axilxd'Covoil> dv’ "EXXdba xz a#LT|v xz,
GUVExd pLV xatoc yppac, Ex*L xELpdq xz nbaag¢ xz,
ov yap Eywv Exapwybq ux’auyag¢ bcXColLG...

EL tGLoab ’"eX-"glpL pCvuv”"d XEp Z¢ xatEpGg 6w,
tw x£ Xzx) oxd™aipi iizvog xal x"Lpaq adnXovg,
OL XELVGV pLOuvtal EEpyGUQLv t'dxo Xijx}G

The aid of relatives and friends is therefore of great importance
to those too weak to protect or avenge themselves, but clearly is of
particular importance to those who die a violent death, if they are to be
assured of a decent burial and of satisfactory revenge on the perpetrator.
Thus it is only because Menelaus notices Patroclus * death and, after
having defended his body for a while, was in time with the aid of Ajax to
fend off Hector, that Patroclus, already stripped of Achilles* armour, was

b
not subjected to worse dishonour. So too it is on account of the
inglorious death of Agamemnon as compared with the honour he would have
been accorded had he died among friends at the war, that Achilles commiserates

c
with him in the underworld.

wq ocpEXE¢ XilxJ]¢ dxGvfjpEVGgc;,, f)¢ XEp dvaoozg,
Of)pu) EVL Tpwwv ~dvatov xal x6tpGv EXLGXELV
tu XEV tGL tOppGv pEv EXGLTiaav RavaxalGL,

t)6e xe xal ou xaldl pEya kX/oqQ i*pa’oxloous
vuv 6'dpa o'oLxtLOtu davdtu ELpapto dXuvalL.

Moreover after the dishonour shewn to Hector's body, it is his father who

a. xi.A9Aff. b. XVII.Iff.,123ff. o. xxiv.30ff.
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is prepared to bend the knee before his slayer in order to recover the

body for burial.? Though hoverver Hector eventually gets a decent burial,
because Priam and the Trojans are no longer in a position to in flict any
serious damage on the Greeks, his death remains unavenged. The value
therefore of a son or other relative who is strong enough, as Priam was not,

to take this revenge is immense, as the fate of Aegisthus shows,?

dxx'f) xo0l KzZvoc, pev ExLopuy&pwc anixiozv,
u¢c dya-Obv xal xatéa xatacp-Sipdvoio XixEoOau
dvopog, exEi xal xcXvoc, 1xCoaxo xatpocpovrja,
Aiyio“ov 6oXopptLv, 6 OL xatcpa xXutbv Exta,

Q

and as Akakmas recoghnises.

ApdCcoO'wq uptv np6paxoc Oebpiipevoc; ebbdet
cyXEL cpw, |va pf) xi xaouyvf)toi6 ye xotvr)
OTjpbv dxixoc, ep* tw xaC xC¢ x*z”"xzxal dvT]p
yvwtbv £vl pcydpoLOLv dpf)(; dXxtrjpa Xixeo”*ai.

In the case of death by violence therefore, as in all cases of
aggression, it is the exacting of a xouvp which is the primary

consideration of the losing party, and it is up to the individual family

to gain that retribution by means of self-help. It is clear however that
not all contests were fought out to the bitter end, but that accommodation
between the two parties occurred. Thus if the original aggressor agreed

for any reason, usually the threat of worse reprisals, to give back wh”t
he had taken, the victim could consider his honour satisfied, and the
m atter would end there. Thus it is clear both from the sending of an

embassy to reclaim Helen peaceably?” and from the terms agreed for single

a. XXIV.477f£f, 518ff. b. iii.195ff. c. XIV.482ff.
d. XTI.122ff.
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combat between Menelaus and Paris,a that had Paris restored Helen and the
valuables he took from Menelaus, then the Greeks would have been satisfied,
and would not have destroyed Troy. It is only because Helen is refused that
Troy’s destruction becomes necessary. Likewise it is a sign of Achilles”
obduracy that when presented with gifts more than compensating for the loss
pf Briseis, he refuses to be pacified. So too in the case of homicide it

is clear that on occasion blood-money was considered by the relatives to

be sufficient compensation, and indeed Ajax contrasts Achilles* obduracy

w ith those who have accepted such a xou vfjfor the death of a son or

brother.?

xal pév xC¢ xz xaolLyvfitoLO cpovrjoc
xoLVT)v "~ ov naibo¢ zbz"axo tEAvrjutoc*
xaC p'o pEv EV of)pu pEVEL Gutou x6XX'dxoTiECoaQ,
tou 6e t'EpptUEtau xpadbCT] xal #upb(, dyfivup
X0LVT)V OE*apEvw.

If then the aggressor was willing to make recompense, the use of force and
the causing of bloodshed could be avoided, but on occasion the object of
an avenger’s reprisals did not agree that he deserved them. This is not to
say that like Paris he simply refuses to give back what he took, but that
he denies either having done anything to merit reprisals, or that what he
has done does not merit them. In this case, if a clash is to be avoided,

he must either bring the avenger over to his point of view, or find someone

strong enough and sympathetic enough to intervene on his behalf and settle
the dispute peaceably, and it is this situation which is found depicted on

the shield of Achilles.?

a. T1I.28Aff. b. IX.632ff. c. XVIII.A97ff.
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Xaol O6'elv dyopT) eaav aOpoou* ev*a O0f velxoc;
WpWpCL, OUO 6'dvOpEC EVELHGOV CLVEXa 7COLVr)c;
avéopbg dxo”riiLpEvou' 6 pEv EuxEto Ttdvt;’ (XTiodotival
6f)pu TCKpaOaxuv, 6 6'dvaCvEto pr)OEv tXio%ai»
dpcpu 6’ 1£0-&t)v ETil latopL TtELpap EXéadau,

The avenger then accuses the défendent of not having paid the %&olLvf)for
homicide, and therefore of being s till liable to reprisals # For as Jones
a
points out, the fact ’that no bargain had been made, or that the agreed
sum had not been paid would leave intact the old right to kill the killer.
What has happened is that the accused, threatened with vengeance, has
sought and obtained the intervention of an impartial authority empowered to
prevent a breach of order until the truth of the accusation has been
established.” The dispute therefore has been brought before an arbiter,
instead of the two parties fighting it out, but nevertheless, as Latte says,
the fact that the quarrel is fought out before the people makes little
difference to the atmosphere of self-help. The supporters are ranged on

b
each side,

Xaol O 'dpcpotEpOLGL V £7if)7iuov, dpcpl (;£dpuyol,

and no doubt their relative strength had much to do with the verdict, much

in the way that it had in Nestor’s appraisal of the situation in the case

c d
of Achilles and Agamemnon. So too in all probability the reward,

HELto &6'dp'Ev pEoooLOL 64w xPUUOLO tdXavta,

yw 8opEv 0C pEta toLOL 6uxpv L-“Ovtata eutcol,

was for just such a nice appreciation of the relative strength and claims

of each side, and what should be done to satisfy both parties. For the

person to whom they go is an iaiiu)p, someone like Nestor who knows all the

a. J.W,Jones, Law and Legal Theory of the Greeks,p.258»
h, 502. c. Il.280ff.,ab6ve p.12f. d. XVIII.507f.
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age-old o6Cxau, the rights and customs of the society, and who can therefore

give and justify a verdict which w ill meet with general approval, which it
must do if it is to be enforced. For although the calling in of an arbiter
can, like blood-money, prevent a fight to the death, it is s till a fight

between the two parties, so that unless the plaintiff is convinced that
justice has been done, or failing that can be forced by the opposition of
the majority of society to his claim to accept that justice has been done,
the verdict of the court can have little effect on his desire for vengeance.

In any encounter therefore when life or reputation is at stake it is
those on the losing side, and not the attackers, who lose face and feel the
need to seek redress in order to avoid the disgrace attaching to inferiority,
The restitution or TIOLVT) exacted is therefore strictly retributive and

a

deterrent, and not, as Protagoras thought, corrective or remediary. The
victim does in fact xov 7tapeXr)\u”di;o¢ evexa aodLxf)pato¢ tupupcutau,
because it is only by taking reprisals that he is proved to have been
wronged, and his attacker proved to be in the wrong. Thus Achilles prays
that Yvu 6E Hal ’Atpeldt)c. . atpu For until this happens the victim
as the weaker party is dishonoured, and the attacker as the stronger is
within his rights. For as was shown in Part | no attack on another is
considered wrong in itself. It is only if the consequences cannot be
withstood that the attack and the attacker are shown to be wrong. Just as
then the victim is not shown to have been wronged until he takes reprisals,

so the attacker is not shown to be in the wrong until he meets them. It is

only when he is forced to climb down and make redress that the attacker is

a. Plato Prot 32A b b. XL.I.Allfe
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convicted and admits of being in any way in the wrong. This means then

that since his action is not wrong until he meets disaster, what he admits

to is not that it was wrong in principle to have attacked another person,
but that in this particular case it did not pay off. There is then on his
part no sense of guilt, no conscience about having broken a general principle
of ethics, but only a recognition of having miscalculated. IVhen therefore
the attack on Achilles occurs and Briseis is taken, it is Achilles as the

victim who feels insulted and the need to avenge himself, whereas Agamemnon

as the attacker feels no such since he is on the offensive. It
is not until the full consequences of his action are recognised that
a

Agamemnon is convicted,

ou O0E ow pEyaXfjtopL Oupw
EL*ac; avdpa (pEpiatov, ov d*dvatoC "JiEp EtELoav,
~¢C\xr\oac* EAwv yap exglg¢ ykpac,,

b
and admits he is at all in the wrong, and does so in the following terms.
W yEpov, ou XI "~Eudoq Epaq dxac¢c KaxéXeac¢»

daad|iT)v, oudé'autbg avaCvopau....

ccXX'etiel daad|iT)v cppEol XEuyaXEpot nuO”oagq,

a(j; E#fXw apEoau ©6opEvaC x"dnepeCoi’dnoiva,
His reaction to what hehasdone is then daodpny | must have been mad.
Not even now it must benoted does he express auo6w?as did Hector at
having lost his troops,” because fortunately for him the full consequences

of his action, the defeat which would have resulted in the greatest

hum ilidation,x.have not yet overtaken him. He is s till able to rectify

d
m atters, and can s till assert his superiority over Achilles,

a. IX.1009ff. b. IIlA ff. c. XXI1.99ff. d. IX.I*S ff.
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SppOptw. ..
KEL pou uxootptw, oaoov “aoiXzvXepd¢, cupu

rjdé'boGov ycvEp TipoycvéGtEpog¢ euyopal cuvai.

"When then Agamemnon owns to being in the wrong, he does not admit
to any guilt, any pangs of conscience about having attacked another person.
Indeed the vocabulary for any such expression of personal guilt, of being
ashamed of oneself, is conspicuously lacking. The confession which is
expressed in daodppv is one of having made a mistake, a miscalculation.
The consequences of what he did are such that clearly he must have been mad
to hope that he could get off scot free, and so great is this feeling of
'whatever made me do it' that when apologising to Achilles he attributes his
mistake toatT), to some mental aberration which impaired his judgment

cyw 6'oux aiXiog¢ cipi,
dXXd Zeug¢ xal Motpa xal r)epocpoitic 'EpivO~,,
01 xi Jioi eiv dyopp (ppeolv EppaXov ctypiov dxr)v.

Far then from any personal shame he declares he is oix aitioq. This does
not mean, as Dodds who discusses this passage in detail points outf that he

is trying to escape the penalty,

axXX'CTcel daadppyv...

acj; cOfXw dpeocai, OJopevaC t'dxcpeiGi'dxoiva,
but that he cannot believe that he could have taken the decision which might
have had such disastrous results. It must have been something outside him,
a refusal to consider that any failure or mistake can really be one’s own
fault which Boehme suggests also lies behind the tendency of the Homeric
hero to attribute to his Oupo? any thought which he no longer accepts as

c
being worthy of him. Thus Hector, having debated with himself the chances

a. XIX.86ff. b. 137f- c. Die Seele und das Ich im homeris chen
d. The Greeks and the Irrational,p.2f. %o0's .*Xelpéig-ierlTn, '
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of winning Achilles * pity, suddenly comes to himself as we might say, and

a
says,

dXXa xC1 |i0L. xavxa (pCXog¢ 6iEXé”“ato Oupoq;
It may also he noticed that in much the same way a mistake is often, as for
example in the case of Agamemnon, regarded as being the result of having
acted peyaXptopL Jupw E s or cppeal XEuyaXEpai Tci*fjaac *» vfhere clearly
the AupocorcppGVEc are regarded as something apart from the ’self*, which
is regarded as being blameless.
“fftentherefore one member of Homeric society attacks another, he

becomes conscious of the result of his action only. He does not consider

the act of attacking another wrong in itself, but recognises only that it

w ill have or has had unfortunate results. The sense of personal guilt
therefore plays little part, since his action is viewed in the light of
its result, and of what people w ill say about that result. There were

however as was seen earlier certain classes of persons protected by the gods,
c

so that it wasconsidered wrong to harmthem. It might therefore be expected

that if anyone did so, they and not the victim would go down in the

estimation of society, so that at least in these cases there would be some

evidence of society values encouraging consideration for others. It

becomes clear however that far from this being so, it is s till the victim

of any such attack who feels dishonour. Thus a clear case is that of

Telemachus, who as host to the suitors is one of those protected by ZEUC

AEVLo4 Nevertheless the fact that he is being eaten out of house and home

is s till a source of dishonour to him and his family, because as Penelope

a. XXH.122. b. I1xX.109.,119. c. above p.20f.
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a
points out the houseis being rendered dxi\xocf xov vuv olLkov atipov Ebelg

and as has been seen to fa il to protect one’s possessions is to lose not
only property, but with it one's standing in society. It is then the fact
that the suitors are able to get away with it which causes Telemachus the
greatest concern. ETIEl]I dXXotpiov pCotov vf)7toLvov EOOUOLY . Now he may,
as Achilles does Agamemnon, accuse them of uppuq and it may be that his
plight did arouse some sympathy, but that makes no difference to the fact
that it is not untilhe can muster enough support to exact a xoLvf) ,and

c
thus prove them guilty of uppi that he can regain his standing,

xai au, (pCXog, pdXa yip o'opow xaXov xz pzyav Xz"
dkKIflIOG ZOo\ LWL xC¢ oz xal o”iyovwv eu ELXp,

something which he is, for all the sympathy, unable to do. For those who

might ordinarily have been called upon to help him, namely the chieftains

d
of Ithaca, are the very ones who are causing him the harm.

EX yip pE TiXfjoaouai xapfjpEVOL iXXoOEV aXXog¢
OLOE xaxa “povEovtE~, Epol 6 'oux Eualv dpwyoC.

The fact then that he is under the protection of the gods malces no
difference to the effect of their action upon his standing. What it does
mean is that he can hope that they w ill be on his side and grant him some
opportunity of destroying the suitors without himself paying for it, an
important stipulation since once the attackers are themselves the victims
of attack they in turn seek redress as happened when Odysseus finally took

P f
revenge,” and this isthe burden of his prayer to the gods.

Eyw 6E MNOEouc; ETiipuaopai aiEv zdévxac,
aU XE xo#fL. Zzvc, OUOL naXCvXiXa zpya yEVEoOai"
vE) 7tOLVoC XEV EXEUta 66pWV EVtOO”EV oXOLO'S&E.

a. xvi.431. b. i.1l60. c. 1ii.l199f* d. xviii.231f. e. xxiv.433ff
£. i.378ff.
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The protection of the gods means then that he can expectthem to give him,
as they did to Achilles, thetipf) others will not, butnot in his case
because he has the particular advantage of having them for relatives, but
simply because he belongs to one of the categories of persons to whom the
gods w ill give help without special pleading. Of course however it is as
always not until they give him that tipf) by destroying his opponents that
he does in fact regain his standing, and since they are easily offended, one
can never be completely certain of their help.

The onus s till therefore lies on the victim to regain his standing,
and it is of course this which is the cause of the whole Trojan war. For
although in abducting the wife of Menelaus Paris too has violated the laws
of hospitality, this makes no difference to the attitude of society to that
action. It is s till up to Menelaus to prove his ability to protect his
family, one of the criteria of anaya”6(* and to prove it he must successfully
reclaim Helen and the possessions she took with her. The xaxotns he must

avenge is therefore his own, not that of Paris, since it is he and not Paris

who has suffered loss, and who must therefore seek redress.-jr

T teCaao-dai 'AXE7*avépov xaxoi;ipcoc»
All that he can hope for ijiore because Paris violated the ties of hospitality
is that Zeus w ill help him gain that redress, and thus show men that it is

not wise to anger the gods, a prayer which is tantamount to a challenge.?

Iev ava, 00¢ xeCoaodal 6 pc NPOXePOC =xdx'EopyE,
OLOV 'AXé*avépov, xal vno =xcpol &6dpaaoov,
ocppa [L( EppCypoL xal o*uyovwv avOpwxwv

~“Eivobbxov xaxa pé”tat, o xev (piXot-nta xapdayp.

a. 1X.118. b. 111.365. c. 331ff.
cf.Adkins ,M.and R .p*57(9)
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Thismakes no difference however to the fact that until he does actually
regain Helen, he is s till dtupoc? For it is clear, as has been indicated
above,* that the capture of Troy was not considered as an end in itse If, as
a punishment because Paris had done wrong. The Greeks are there to get
Helen back and thus show that he was wrong, and it is only because the
frojans are prepared to support Paris and stake their lives in his cause
that the city has to be attacked to get her. Thus according to the terms
agreed for single combat, if Paris had been killed, Menelaus would have been

satisfied by the return of what Paris took from him, and by an indemnity.

Eu bt X’’AXE*aVOpov KXeCyx) “avdbc MevéXaog,
Tpwaq exf Id '*EXL£ vI)v xal xtfjpata xdvt'dxodouvai,
tippv O * 'ApyeLoi ¢ dxotuvEpev *jv tLv'eoLxcv.

It is only the Trojans do not repay this thathe w ill be obliged to
continuethe seige because then he w ill s till be atupoc, w ill nothave
gained redress,TI01vVfj, for his loss.?

EL 6'dv Epol tippv lipiapoc nptdpoLO xz naZbzg,
tCVEtV oux EAEXwOLV ’AXEAdvopOLO XEOOVtOq,
autap Eyw xal EXEita paxpoopai EivExa Xxo0ivpc
auOi pEpwv, p6c xe yEXoc xoXEpoio KiyzCii),

That the gods disapprove of certain actions such asbreaking the ties
of hospitality therefore means only that the victim can count them among
his supporters. It is s till not until he gains redress that he regains with
it his standing in society, so that again the victim seeks redress in order
to re-establish himself, and not because the action is considered wrong in
its e If. So too therefore it is only when and then only because he suffers

retaliation that the attacker loses face, for the only criticism implied

a. above p. 130f. b. III.284ff. c. 288ff.
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by others saying that such an attack is ou Ofpucis that the gods w ill
punish it, that is it w ill not pay off, but it is not until and only if
it does not that he will feel any shame before them. For clearly the
fact that he can get away with his action is no reflection on his
ability to do as he wills, that it on his dpetfj, but only proves it.

The mere fact that he has done something of which thegods disapprove
does not cause him to feel shame, because it does not reflect on his
apzxr) « Sometimes however to break an oath, for example, or to fa il to
protect a beggar, or any of those classes under divine protection, can
reflect on one's ape-cfj, in that having promised on oath to do something,
or having promised to protect someone, one is proved in the event unable
to do it. Thus if for example Agamemnon had attacked Calchas and Achilles
had not fu Ifilled his oath to Calchas to defend him, he would have been
shown up as unable to help those under his protection, those for whose
safety he had accepted responsibility, and so would immediately lose
face irrespective of whether the gods also punished him or not. In such
cases therefore the breaking of an oath would result in loss of standing,
but not because the gods disapprove. For it must be emphasised again
that the attitude of the gods to oath breaking is not the cause of his
loss of face, which is the result of the hero's lack of dpetf), his
inability to carry out an undertaking, and perhaps the clearest example
of this whole situation is seen in the description of Eumaeus' meeting
with Odysseus. He at this point is a beggar and as such under the
protection of the gods, and on entering Eumaeus' property is savaged by

dogs. Eumaeus is horrified, and his reaction is described thus,6”?

a. xiv.3?ff* ,



5 yépov, f) oXCyou o0z kvvz¢ OLedr)Xfjaavto
eraxLvrjc;, xaC «kxev \xoi EXEyxeCr)v xatExEuagq.
xal OE pot dXXa UEol 6é6aav dXyzd xz oxovaxdg¢ xz»

Had Odysseus been killed then what Eumaeus would have fe It is EXEyxEiq,
shame before the rest of society, because he would have been shown to be
unable to protect his guest. The only difference which the anger of the
gods makes is that they w ill bring him bad luck in addition. The EXsyxEin
is then independent of what the gods think about the action. Similarly if
on the other hand he refused to give Odysseus food and shelter, because this
would not show him up as in any way incapable, he would not incur EXsyxEin

a
and it would be only the gods who would be angry.

AELv’, ob pOL “E|IIC EOt', OUO’EI XaxCwV OEOEV Exaoi,
AEivov axilirJoai* xpbq yap Auoq ecl1oiv axavtEq
AELVoC Xz xtwxoC Xz,

The fact then that it is ou to refuse a beggar means only that he is
open to divine anger, and not that he feels any shame at doing it. It is
only if he were punished by them that he would feel shame, and then only
because of that punishment, because he met with disaster and like Agamemnon
had made a mistake in calculation, and not because it was wrong in
principle to refuse beggars.

It is then only the effect of any action upon one's standing which
m atters, and which results in one's feeling ashamed or otherwise before
others, a situation which is true of all relationships with another person.
Thus it has been seen that once Achilles had agreed to protect Calchas, it
was his reputation which was at stake, since by that agreement he had accepted

what amounted to a challerge, had said in effect 'l can'. How successful

a. xiv.56ff.
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he v;as in defending Calchas was therefore a measure of his ability to
protect his dependents, a measure of hisapctf). In cases of helping,
protecting or avenging another then it is the question of ability, of apetf)
and therefore of one's reputation and standing which is of primary
importance. Thus when Odysseus has killed the suitors, because as has been
seen when the attacker is himself attacked he as the new victim must seek
redress, their relatives, though no doubt wanting to avenge their own
family out of affection, must avenge them if they are to hold their heads
up again in society, and it is this argument which Eupeithes uses in his

exhortation.?

XwpT) yap xdbz y'ioxi xal eaaopEvoiai xuOEoOai,
EL OT) |iTl1 xaCéwv Xz xaOLyvTitiidv xz (povrjac

XLOOPEdL" «

So too in the pitched battle which ensues over the body of Patroclus

'Phoenix' says to Menelaus,?

001 pEV &fj, MEvEXaE, ,h xa-CpcpELTi xal OVELOOC
EoaEtat, EL x ’' 'AxLXr)0(; dyauou xLOtbv Etatpov

tELXEL bxo Tpwwv xal\zz(; XOVEC EXxfjaouoLV.

To allow one's(pCXoL , that is those whom one considers members ofone's own
circle, nearest to oneself after blood relations, and their dependents to
suffer such dishonour is to fa il to protect those for whose safety one has
assumed a responsibility, a failufe which, because it is one in ability,
results in shame, xatp®”ELp , and loss of reputation, oveldog¢ <+« For it is
the mutual advantage of receiving aid from a friend if one is oneself in
danger, and of proving one's valour if he is distressed by comingto his aid

which is one of the strongest links between friends. This is notof course

a. xxiv.433ff. b. XVII.356ff.
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to say that these were the only considerations in one's relationship with
one'scpCXot , for it is clearly not fear of being shamed alone which moves
Menelaus to go on fighting,* and the grief of Achilles over Patroclus'’

b
death, and the fact that he was not there to help him is well known.

Nevertheless it remains true that to go to the aid of another is a proof of

one's dpetf) , and to fail to do.so a source of shame before others.

b. Greek Society as revealed in Polk-tale.

In the Homeric poems therefore the value placed by society on power
and personal supremacy, and the regard fot the opinion of that society
shown by its members, did nothing to encourage a conviction that it was the
good of others which mattered, so that to harm another was wrong in itself.
This does not however mean to say that the Homeric Greeks were always
aggressive and at each other's throats, but that when a struggle did occur,
as in the case of Agamemnon and Achilles, it vias the one who came out on
top who was held in esteem. This situation was not moreover limited to
Homeric society, for in Greek society as it is revealed in the folk-tales
which form the basis of much of Herodotus ' history and of nearly all A ttic
tragedy, it is s till the fear of what people will say if one fails to put
up a good show, which causes the greatest concern and anxiety. Thus
Herodotus records at the end of the story of the fight between the three

hundred Spartans and the like number of Argives that,? xov 6e eva Xeyouou
tov xpptXcLcp?evi;a tOv tpupxooCwv, ’O?puadépv, adJaxuvopcvov dxovooteeiv

Ic Zxaptpv tuv oL ouXXoxLtewv OLecp-*appfvwv, autou ptv ev tpoi ©upEpat

a. X7II.563ff. b. X7in.22ff.  98ff. c. 1.82.8.
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Kataxpf)oaa®”au euutdv. As in Hector's case therefore the fear of public
Opinion is sufficient to make him prefer death, even though here there was
no mistake involving loss of troops. It was only nightfall which prevented
a decision one way or the other, but even so this did not alter the fact
that he had neither been killed nor won the day, and so had failed,
particularly in the eyes of the Spartans, whose high expectations of their
soldiers has already been mentioned.a So too when Xerxes comes to the
throne of Persia, he cannot afford to be compared to his detriment with his
predecessors, and v/hat is more the Persians had suffered defeat at the
hands of the Greeks, so that if he wishes to win good report, he must make

b
good that loss, as Mardonius eagerly points out. oux oixoc loxi "A*rlvaCovec,

epyocaapfVOUC noXXa 6t) xaxa Hipoac, pn ou d6ouvat 6Cxaq "Ow exoiTjoav. dXX’ ..
oxpaXTiXdXzz £x| XAC *A-9fjvac;, uva Xbéyo¢ xz oz exp Hpb<; avOpwxwv aya®og.

It is then the fear of losing face and the need to take reprisals which, in
both the Aeschylean and the Herodotean versions of the story, prompt Xerxes

to invade Greece.” cyw 6c excite xapcXa®?ov tbv Opovov toutov, ecppovti*ov
oxwq pb XcC”opai twv xpdtepov ycvopcvwv ev tipp tr)éeppr)6e eXioooj
xpoaxtfjaopai Ouvapiv népapot* (ppoviCCwv 6e eupCoxw %pa pev xubdog¢ f)piv
xpoayLvOpevov.., apa 6e tipwpC”rv te xal tCaiv yivopev®v.

It is s till then the one who puts up a poor show, who comes o ff
worse, who goes down in the estimation of others, so that again it is he
who seeks redress in order to regain his standing, as the situation in the
Oresteia clearly shows+ Agamemnon has been murdered by a woman in a manner

totally unworthy of a king.® It is he therefore who is dishonoured,

a. above p.40f. b. Hdt. VII.5.2. c. VII.8,a.2., Persae 735 ff*
d. Ghoeph.479*
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deprived as he is of the gifts, offerings and good report which would have
been his due as an aya“o¢ had he died before Troy, a fact which as has

been seen in the Iliad was a source of grief to Agamemnon's , and now

in the Choephori to his son Orestes

zi yap ux IALW
xpoc tLvoc AuxCwv, xdtep,
6opCtppto¢c xatpvaptO'&pg,
Xtxuv av EuxXcuav ev 66poiaiv
texvwv t'ev xeXeO-dotc;
exiotpextov aiw
KXCooa¢ xoXOywotov av eux”"C
td(pov OlLaxovtCou vydq,
6wpaolLV eucpdpptov.

Y *ith Agamemnon dead therefore it falls upon his family, Orestes and Electra,

to avenge his death, since as long as his murderers are vfjxoLvoL they, as

w ell as Agamemnon areatipoi in every sense, Electra being treated as a

slave, and Orestes deprived of his patrimony, while Aegisthus and Clytemnestra
b

exult inutheir deed* It is then not any feeling that the murder of

Agamemnon is wrong per se, but the dishonour suffered by Agamemnon as the

result of the murder, and the necessity to gain requital® and with it his

and their own standing in society, which are the motivating forces behind

Orestes* and Electra*s desire to punish the killers, as could not be more

clearly brought out than it is in the following invocation of the dead
Agamemnon*?

Op. obtu yap av ooL Oalteq evvopoi ppotwv
x'CiCoCa'C’ * ei 06é& pp, xap  eudeCxvol'<; eap
dxipoQ epxupouoL xvLo?yoLc x*Avo”...
pepvpoo Xoutpwv oip evoo*CoOpq, xdtep...

a. 345ff. b. 135ff. c. 483ff
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ap E”*eyeCpp toTad oveideaiv, xdtep;
HX. ap'opObv aipeic (piXtatov tb obv xdpa;
Op. ptoL OLxpv'uaXXe auppaxov ACXoiq,
p tac opoCap dvtidog¢ Xapag¢ Xapeuv,
eixep xpatpOeCq y'dvttvtxpaai OéXeiq.,.
HX. otxtLpe -dpXuv dpaevdé<; O'opou yodov...
xa~6eq yap dvopl xXpobéovoc aojtppioi
OavovtL.

It is then the insult done him by the lack of offerings and the
indignity of the manner in which he was killed, which are calculated to
arouse the dead Agamemnon to take revenge, a revenge which however, since
he is dead, cam only be taken through and by his relatives. For again as
in the Homeric poems, it is the support which one can muster, particularly
if one is in any way unable to take reprisals oneself, which counts. Thus
the first reaction of Electra, a woman helpless to protect or avenge

a
herself, to the arrival of the long lost brother is,

w (pCXtatov peXppa O6wpaoiv xatpép,
6axputbc éXxL¢ axéppatoc owtppCou,

aXxp xexoiOwp o6wp'dvaxtpop xai;pée¢.

b
So toP in the Euripidean version of the story Orestes says,

oux eotiv oudev xpetoaov p cpiXop aacppg,

ou xXoutog, ou tupavvCs"
The possession of relatives and friends therefore can bring one the sort
of help the Athenian children give each other against the Pelasgians,* ei
te xvnxoixo Xic¢ autwv ux’exeCvuv xivdc,, e*op-Oedv xz xdvter. xai etipwpeov
aXXpXoLOL, while the lack of them can be a very serious matter, as one
story in particular in Herodotus* history brings out. Because of an

oracle which he misinterprets, Cambyses has killed his only brother, leaving

a. 235ff. b. or. 1155f. c. Hdt. vI.138.2.
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him with no near relatives capable of coming to his aid should he find
“himself unable to avenge an injury alone. This, in the light of what has
been said, is a weakness, to the seriousness of which his sister is said to
have drawn his attention, either according to one version by weeping when

. . . a .
she saw a puppy coming to the aid of its brother, pvpoOcuod te Zpepbdiog
xal paOouoa wq exeivu oux eip 6 tupwppowv, or by taking the leaves o ff

a lettuce and saying, taOtpv pevtoi xote oli tpv OpCbaxa epippoao, tbv
KOpou olLxov dxo*uXwoaq. For of course it was not only Cambyses but all his
dependents who stood to lose by his action. At length when.the true meaning
of the oracle is borne in on him, and he learns that his kingdom has been
usurped by the I*lagi, then what his sister most feared is brought to pass,

c
and he admits, tbv pev vuv pdXiata XPI|V epeu auoxpb xpbqg twv pdywv

xcxovOoto® tipwpeeiv cpou, oltog... teteXeOtpxe. For what the Magi have
done is aioxpovnot to them, since they have the upper hand, but to him self,
so that it is he who must take vengeance. He is however a dying man, and
since his brother is dead, all he can hope is that the Persians w ill take
d
up his cause, adding the fear of a curse as an incentive. The lack of
relatives and close friends can therefore be disastrous, and not only to
the dead. For as Creon complains, however strong a claim to respect he may
have, words are not enough, and his epppCa renders him helpless to effect

his w ill.

xpbc xavxa. xpd”*ei¢ oiov dv OcXpp" cxcl
fpppCa pe, Kzi OLxat opiix; Xéyw,

opixpbv tC”poi" xpbp 6c xd¢ ug¢d”zi¢ opuc,
xal tpXtx6oo6*uv, avtiobpdv xcLpdaopai.

a. 111*32.2. b. 324. c. 65.5%* d. 65.6. e. Soph.0.C.956ff.
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So too Cadmus in mourning Pentheus poignantly expresses what the loss of a
a
grandson can mean to an ageing man.

tbv yfpovta 6b
oub6clc uppCCeiv p”~cX'cioopwv tb obv
xdpa* 6txpv yap d”"Cav eXdppavec*
vuv 6 'ex 66pwv dtipoc; expepXfjaopai...
tbv pptpbp au6bwv xatepa xpooxtu”p, tcxvov,
Xcyuv TCc abuxé&lL, xC¢ o'dtipdCci, yépov;
tCc UT)v tapdaacl xapb6Cav Xuxppbc; wv;
Xcy', @@ty xoXd*w tbv déuxouvtd o', w xdtep*

He w ill suffer just those insults and that dishonour which Achilles feared

would be the lot of his father. As Creon says in the Antigone

toutou yap obvex *dvépe g euyovtat vyovac
xatpxoouc; cpuaavte¢ ev 66polLp eyELv,
wg xal tbv ex”pbv dvtapuvwvtai xaxoiq,

xal tbv 9LX0V tipwolLV Loou xatplL.

It is therefore of just this hope which Andromache is deprived by the Greeks
who fear just that danger of her son avenging his father,® a danger which
motivates lukos in the Heracles Furens,?

ouxouv tpacpevtwv twvb6e ttpwpoug¢ epoug

Xpf)Cll) XixéoOau twv 6ebpapévwv 6Cxpv,

and which is ironically suggested by Theseus as a reason for the Thebans
e
Refusing to allow burial to the Argive dead.

tC pp ydvptai;
p texv'ev puxw x""vbqg

(pOowotv, e” wv etoC tip ttpwpCa;
It is then s till up to the victim to gain what redress h* can with,

if necessary, the help of relatives and friends. As in Homer however the

contest is not necessarily fought out to the bitter end, but may be

a. Eur. Bacchae 1ilO ff. b. 641ff. c. Eur.And.26ff.,77f.
d. 166ff.,cf.Hdt.1.155.1. e. Eur. Suppl. 544ff.
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submitted to arbitration, as happens in the Bumenides. As has been seen
Orestes,in order to regain histtpf) in all its senses, must avenge his
father. To do this however he has to k ill his own mother, and mothers are
one of those classes of persons who have vengeance taken for them by the
furies. It is now they therefore who, in and on behalf of Clytemnestra,
are dishonoured and must gain redress, just as in the Odyssey, when the

a
suitors are killed, their relatives immediately take up the cudgels.
Orestes however killed his mother not only for the very good reason of
avenging his father, but what is more was further prompted to the act by
Apollo*s threats of dire disaster should he not do so. Naturally then
Orestes feels that he has a strong claim to escape the retribution of the
furies, and manages to reach Athena*s sanctuary and appeal to her before
they catch him. The case then is brought before Athena for her to decide
between the claims of Orestes on the one hand,?

Op. ou 6'ei aiKaCoi¢ ziXz pp Kptvov &6Cxpv

xpi“tas yap ev ool xavtaxp yddé’aivéow.
c
and the furies on the other.
Xo. aXX'e”eXeyxE, xptve & 'eu’elav 0&Cxpv,
To helpher in this difficult task she calls upon the best of the Athenian
d
citizens to act as impartial judges.
Whereas then so far it has been a struggle or contest between two
parties who are fighting it out, so that it is their relative strength

which decides the issue without regard for the claims of either of them,

now it is a contest in words, when the claims are important. For now each

a. above p. 142. b. Bum.468f. c. 433* d. 483ff.,681lff.
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of them is trying to convince a third party hy argument that their claim
is the stronger, the pursuers or prosecutors, namely the furies, trying to
show reason why they should catch their prey and take their vengeance,
that is convict him, and the one who is fleeing or the defendent, that is
Orestes, why he should escape and not pay damages, that is be acquitted.
They have then to be able to state their case with witnesses and evidence

a
to support it,

utieT ¢ be te xal texpfipia

xaXcLoO', apwya xr)¢ aCxr)¢ opOwpata.

and to refute the arguments of the other side,b in short to find a way of
swaying the jury *s minds and emotions to their side, with all the verbal
ploys and rhetorical devices which that entails. Even though however the
contest has ceased to be physical, it is s till the strength of the case which

m atters, in that it is the pressure which each side can exert which is
important. Thus the furies claim the right to avenge a murder, and if they

are baulked w ill cause pestilence.? On the other hand Orestes murdered to

avenge his father, and he has Apollo and hence Zeus on his side to

d
strengthen the case.

to pev OLxatov toud’ooov pa’cTv,

pouXr) TtLcpaOaKuv O "upp’eTClaTlcea'sai Tiatpdc.
It is then clear that in deciding on whose side OLKTI lies, the jury is
expected to take into account the power of each party, what each of them

can do to avenge themselves if they lose the day, in much the same way as

e
Nestor weighed up the relative strength of Agamemnon and Achilles. Each
f
side brings its guns to bear,
a. 485f~* b. 657ff* c. ATTEf# d. 619f* e. above

£. 676.
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Aptv pev Tl Ttav
in

so that it is all

effect that that they have the

ideas of justice,

peXoc;,
right to prevail because
but certain that the jury bases its
as on the relative

and which of them they are prepared to enrage by

x"Avoc

losers.*
Xo. xal pVjv papetav tfjvé’opiXCav
$upPouX6q CLpu p-ndapdjc axiixdoai»
Ati. xaywyc xPA*Mouq touc; spou” xe xdl

tappeiv xeXeulj

anayojv,
the one who will feel
the need to avenge himself if he is

Gyw a*dxilio¢g a xdXaiva
ev ya taOG, cpey,

Lov 10v‘dvx'UTCEV-
pGUGLoa xapétac;,

X-8OWL otaXaypov acpopov..

o6uoouot* £v

GTia?ov

ycXwpau"
TioXCxaic,

Lw peyaXa xoi
Huxtbq dt IpoTiGv-eT C.

evident therefore that this

impartial

in the case of the Homeric trial,

between the two parties,

dishonoured,

to

of Orestes shows.

xopau OQuatuxGtcg

trial

has been decided whether or not they have the

If therefore the verdict had been for

a.

711£f£.

b. 780ff.

the prosecutors,

regain

b

Auoc

pT)d’ ctxap7tutoU(; KxCoal,

such a trial

the losing side, as

and who w ill therefore

it, as the reaction of

papOxotoc;

is the result of the appeal

body to stay the hand of the avengers until it

right to take that revenge.

all that this would
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have meant was that their right to take vengeance would have been upheld,

so that any penalty which would have been exacted would, as in all the

cases of vengeance described above, have been purely retributive, and a

recompense for thetLpf) they had lost. The only difference v/hich the

setting up of a tribunal makes is that the quarrel between the two parties,

as to whether the one had the right to take this vengeance, is now fought

a

with words. As Jones points out, Aeschylus is dramatising the replacing

of the old system of immediate self-help, represented by the furies, with
b

the new one of arbitration, represented by the younger gods.

In any contest therefore, whether fought out to the bitter end or
submitted to arbitration, it is the one who is attacked, and who fails to
retaliate, who is dishonoured, and this is true, as it was in Homeric
society, of those who are specifically considered under the protection of
the gods. Thus just as in the lliad it is the G-reeks who seek redress for
Helen’s abduction, despite the fact that Paris violated the ties of

hospitality, so in Aeschylus, Agamemnon is considered worthy of praise

because,?

ndpL¢ yap outG TIOXLC
é"e"xexal 1i;b dpdpa tou %af#ous tiXgov.
bEXU)v yap dpTiayric te xal xXo7inf; 6lxtlv
tou puaCou 'd'ppapte xal TiavuiXe-Gpov
autox”ovov na’“pwov eOpuocev GJopov.

OLxXd &6 ’etELoav npiapCdéai odpiptua.
It would never have done to allow Paris to have the better of the engagement,
because had he done so, he would have got away with his booty scot free, and

so would not have been shown to have made a mistake. For again it is only

a# op. cit. p.26. bm. Bum." 778f«. c. Ag. B32ff.
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the disaster which befalls Paris which shows that Agamemnon was wronged,

a
and that Paris was in the wrong, that is had, like Agamemnon in the Illiad,

made a mistake, had miscalculated. Though the victory of Agamemnon may

be ascribed to the gods, it is that victory and only that victory which
restores him histtpfi . Divine disapproval or approval of any action makes
no difference to the fact that it is the victim who loses face, and that it
is not until reprisals have been taken that the attacker is proved to have
been in the wrong. Thus the only difference which swearing a false oath
makes to stealing money is that, since the oath involves the gods, the
perjurer is subject to their virath, and so to a punishment far greater than

any ordinary man could exact

bpvu, STiel 0d\)axdé¢, yz =xal euopxov pevei avdpa,
aXX**'Opxou Ttdl'o eotlv dvwvupot;, oud'cnu
oube Tiddec* xpauTivecx; 6& ixexiglzxai, zi¢ 6 kz Tcctoav

ouppdp®ao o0XzoT] yEVEpv xal olxov dnavta.

d
But again it is not untilthe perjurer meets that fate, that he is shown

to haveoffended the gods and to be in the wrong, and so becomes the

e
subject of such a cautionary tale as this showing that crime does not pay,

outw dyaObv pT)Of biavoeea”au Tiepl napaO”xnc &XXo yz T (XTralLtsovtwv

(XTiootoovaL. Indeed that the taking of oaths was not based on any ethical
principle of not deceiving the other person, but only on the fear of divine
sanctions, is shown by the fact that there was felt to be nothing wrong

f
with tricking someone by swearing a deliberately misleading oath. It only
meant that the swearer was clever enough to get what he wanted without
offending the gods, and that the victim was fool enough to be taken in.

a. above p. 154. b. Ag. 810 ff. c. Hdt. V1.86.y.2. d. 86.6.
e. ibid. f. Hdt.IV.201.,Vi.61.
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The position therefore with regard to those actions disapproved of
by the gods is exactly that found in the case of Eumaeus,* namely that
though one may fear divine puhishment, one is only ashamed if one is proved
unable to fu Ifil an undertaking or responsibility. It is the effect of
any action upon one’s reputation for dpetf) which matters, and not whether
the gods do or do not approve of it. For to come to someone’s aid is to
show that one is able to do so, and it is this display of dpetf) which is
cause for pride. Thus Hecuba, who seeks to avenge her children, has,
because of her helplessness, to approach Agamemnon as a suppliantThis
act is in itself an indication of Agamemnon’s dpetq since unless he were
capable of assisting her, she would not have asked him in the first place,
and it is with this appeal to his dpctn, which is tantamount to a challenge,

c
that she ends her plea.

W OEOTIOt*, W p”~yLOtOV YEXXTJjOUV (pdoc,
$L#ou, Tcapdaxeo xfLPo npEogOtudL
tLpepov, et xal pT]Oév eottv, dXX'opwo*
EoOXou yap dvépbc 'tp 6txp O0*&%npetetv

xal touo xaxouq O6pdv Ttavtaxou xaxwc det.
To help her would be on Agamemnon’s part an indication of his dpetn, of
which he could boast in the way that Athens boasts of her history of
d

successful battles on behalf of the victims of violence. It is precisely

this expression ofdpetf)of course, namely that of being able to take the

e
weak under one’s wing, for which Heracles was famous, as he is reminded
f
by Theseus, who himself claims this same t*pje of apetf).
wq totg epotatv ouxl Tcpoocpopov Xpdnoic
(peOyetv ta oetvd. noXXd yap o6pioag¢ xaXd
a. above p .140f. b. Bur. Hec.7409ff. c. 841ff. d. Heracl.329ff»

e. H.F.1250 ff. f. Suupl.339ff.
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Eloc; tod'euq “EXXrjvac; e”’eXe”dpT]v,
dpi KoXaatT)¢ tidv xaxwv xa?eatdvat.

oLixouv dxaudav o6uvatéov eoxC pou Ttovoug.

Because Theseus has accepted responsibility for protecting the weak, it is
more than his reputation is worth to fail to fulfil that responsibility.
For in taking responsibility for the well-being of suppliants and others,
the avenger is in fact accepting them into the circle of those upon the
protection of whom his claim to dpetf) depends, and this close connection
between the role of the dyaOoq as blood-relative, friend and defender of

a
suppliants is clearly brought out in lolaus’ plea to Demophon.

YEvoti OE touods OUYYEvf)g, yevoi) (puXos<;
Tiatpp dO6EXcpbc; 6 EOiuotTic;.

It is therefore because to protect othersis a sign of dpetf) that
the dyadoqis prepared to do it, and boasts of it v/hen done, and not
because it is considered right in itself. For that he protects the weak is
no indication that he himself considers it wrong to attack others, and that
he would rather be the victim than the aggressor. Those against whom he
fights on behalf of his dependents are considered enemies not because they
have attacked others weaker than themselves, but because they are challenging
his ability to protect his dependents, and hence his standing as an o?ya&ﬁg,.

(p'&eupou* xo obv ydp "Apyoc ol 6Edéoux'Eyw.
evrievOE 6’oux cpEXXcq auaxOvag Epe
d*euv pua toOo06** ou yap 'Apycuwv xoXcu

UTupxoov tfivd/dXX 'uXeu”épaV exw»
To allow those dependent on him to be taken is to admit that the attacker

is stronger, and it is this, andnot any concern for the dependents, which

a. Heracl.227f. b. 284ff.
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prompts the hero to take action. In just the same way failure to come to
the rescue is a source of shame only if it reflects on one’s ability and
Y/illingness to protect those in one’s keeping. Thus after the Persian war,
when a measure of unity between the individual states and the resulting

a
success had made the Greeks conscious and proud of'what they were, there
came into vogue the new idea and concept of 'Greece as a whole’, as a
country to which all Greeks belonged by race, language and religion, a
concept found, it will be remembered, in the speech purported to have been
made by Athens during the war. Because of this new concept of Greece, just
as when any individual city was attacked its citizens would come to its aid
and to have been able to defendit was a sign ofapetf), so now it became a
sign of dpetf) to have been ableto defend Greece, and protecther like a
Heracles. Not to have done so was consequently to have been shown lacking
in dpetf), and so it is that those cities which did not send troops to
Plataea put up empty tombs, not because they regarded pan-Greek patriotism

b
as right in itself, but to save their faces. twv 6e dXXwv oaoi xail

(paCvovtai ev nXatatpoL eovteq tdcpoL, toOtoug¢ 6é, wc eyw TiuvAdvopau,
CTcauoxuvopevouc tp d-jteotoT tr)¢ pdxpq éxdoxovg yuiiiaxa x“oai xeuva twv

exuyuvopevwv el vexev dv#pw%wv. Had Greece not been saved of course, they
would have felt no such shame, because they would have been on the winning
side. But because she was saved, and so to have fought in her defence was
to have been proved able to protect those in need of protection, not to have
done so shows a failure in ability which resjilts in loss of face.

It was however seen that gradually the gods came to be considered

a. above p*32. b. Hdt. IX.85.3-



-157-

the protectors and avengers not only of members of certain specific classes
of persons, but of anyone who was attacked by another. But again this does
not mean that aggression was considered wrong in itself. As in the cases
described in Homer the disapproval of the gods means no more than that
victims such as Orestes and Electra can and do call upon them to help them

a
gain reprisals.

w Zeu, O66¢ |i£f teCoao”ai popov

Tiatpoc;, yevou ©6e aOppaxoc OfXwv cpoC.
For the conception of the gods as upholders of justice is no more than an
extension of the conception of them as protecting beggars, guests and others.
In these cases they are considered to give their aid only to specific
classes of persons, but as avengers of injustice they are considered to
give that aid to anyone who is the victim of attack. But since it is s till
not until the attacker meets with reprisals that he is proved to be guilty
of uppugq and to have been punished by the gods, it is s till up to the
victim to gain redress and prove his attacker in the wrong. The only
advantage which he derives from being the victim is that the gods are
thought to be on his side. This means that the justice which the gods
uphold, and the punishment they exact, is, like that of the victim,
strictly retributive. What has happened is that the system of retaliation
for harm suffered, the lex talionis, is now put into the hands of the gods,

who are thought to uphold it, as the invocation of the Chords in the

b
Choephori to the Moupau and ACxn amply testifies.

aXX’t) pcyiXuL Moupau, AuoOcv
T, $£X£utdv,
fl Xo 6Cxaiov jiftapaCv£t.

a. Bes. ChoeT)h.18f.(cf. n.III.351.),582ff. b. )O06ff.
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tbvtl pf£v ExOp&S yXwoopqg £x#pa
yXwooa xeXzCo’™bi- i:ou(pfL\o6pfvov
Tipioaouoa Alkt) pfy'autEL'
dvtl Of TtXpyric cpovCac; (povCav
7iXT)yT)v tLVEto) . OpiaavtL %a#flLv,

TpLyfpwv puOoq Xabz (pwv£Et.
But once again it must be emphasised that since it is only through what
they do to a man that the gods can express their approval or disapproval,
it is only when the victim gains redress and the attacker meets disaster
that the support or antagonism of the gods is proved, a point which is

clearly brought out in the words of Antigone.”

dXX*£L pfv ouv tdd’satlv £v ¢zoic" xald,
Tta*ovteg av “uyyvotpsv ~\xapxrjxdxz ¢’

zl 6 *ol6’'dpaptdvouol, ) nXsCw xaxa
Tltt-dOLEV p xal OSpWOLV SXOCxtidC £pf.

Despite the new role of the gods as upholders of justice therefore,
it is still the victim who feels disgrace, and who must seek redress to
regain his standing in society. Similarly the attacker feels it no disgrace
simply to have attacked, but only if he meets disaster. He may well of
course be called adétxo¢ and his action ctOLxCa because he has attacked,
especially by his wvictim, but all this means is that because the gods
uphold justice, he is likely to meet with divine disapproval, that is
disaster, so that to term a man or his action alLxoq, alLxCa is to say in
effect, 'that's asking for trouble'. If therefore a man says of any
action he contemplates, adétxdév eotiv , or has it said of him or his
action alOLxé6¢-6v sotiv, he may well have his confidence undermined, and
begin to wonder whether it will pay him, but it is not until he meets

disaster and is thus unable to get away with it that he will admit being

a. Soph.Ant.924ff. ,
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in the wrong and feels any shame, and then as always because he has not got
away with it, because like Agamemnon he has miscalculated. Thus it has
been seen that Xerxes for reasons of revenge and prestige attempts to

a b
defeat the Greeks. In this he fails, and so, as was shown in detail, is
considered guilty of, and to have been punished by.the gods for, aédixCa.
But just as it was only because he met disaster that he was proved guilty,
so too it is not until then that he feels any disgrace attaching to him,
as is clearly brought out in Aeschylus* treatment of the story. The Persaé
is concerned wholly with the effect of Xerxes * disaster, and it is the loss
of so many troops and the failure to carry out the undertaking, which, as

in the case of Hector and Agamemnon,® is the source of shame to him and

the Persian nation, as the queen’s reaction to the messenger’s tale shows.?

aiat, xaxwv O0T] xXuw taode,

aUaxT) 'Ce nepaai¢ xal Xiyia xwxupata.
So too it is the destruction of the whole fighting force which the Chorus
G

laments, and to which Xerxes admits, wishing he had rather died than be
forced to face the rest of his subjects.” True that the gods are said to
have sent the disaster, but their disapproval of Xerxes* action has
nothing to do with this feeling of shame. This is caused, as always, by
incompetence and failure. What the gods’ disapproval of uppic and adéixCa
does mean is that whereas Agamemnon considered his mistake due to Zeus
making him lose his wit for reasons unconnected with his having taken
Briseis, Xerxes* mistalce is attributed to the gods sending him bad luck
because he did what he did. Thus in the discussion between the queen and

a. above p. 144. b. above p. 29ff. c. ILL.XXI11.104*,IX .22. d. Pers.331ff
550f f. f. 931ff. g* 914ff* h. 911,921 i. 353f*
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Darius* ghost the crossing of the Hellespont is mentioned with the following
commentse*

Ba. S & ’exEL* yvwpnc 6e nov Xic, daupdywv %uvs$ato.
Aa. (pfU, [xzya¢ Xi¢ T%C0e daipwv, uate m) (ppoveiv =xaXGjc*

Ba. wc; LOETvV teXoc; xipeotuv oi,ov rjvuaev xaxov,
Xerxes* action, a mistaken one as the event Ocaxov) shows it to have been,

is attributed, like that of Agamemnon to mental aberration caused by the
A
gods,
wv #Ewv te Ttdvtwv wet', ovk eupouXCa,

xal noocLOwvog¢ xpatf)aeiv nujc tddé’ou vO60oO¢ (ppevwv

eixe Tiatd'epov;
but the conclusion is now drawn that this aberration and consequent

disaster is divine punishment for that action, a lesson to teach him and i

c
others not to do the same again.

Ouveo vexpwV. ,b .0T)pavouo LV...

WC oux UTiepcpeu “vr)tov ovta xPD cppovetv.
bppuq yap e”*av-&oua’exdpxwaeV otdyuv
dxr)c, o-&v xdyxXautov e”apa Oepogq.
touau-9'opwvte ¢ twvdée tdxutCpua

pepvT)a”?’ *A-st)vwv "EXXdooo te, pT)oe tue
UTiepcppovfjaae tbv xapoévta Ooaupova

dXXwv epaodele bXpov exxép peyav.

Zeue tou xoXaatT)e twv uUxepxopxwv ayav
(ppovT)pdtwv CTceatuv, euOuvoq (3apue. x. t. X.

As in Agamemnon*s case, what is admitted is not that attacking others is
wrong in itself, but that in this particular case it did not pay off, only
now it is considered not to have paid-off because the gods as well as the

victims were angered. But again all that this punishment means is that

the attacker bit off more than he could chew, and so has been cut down to

d
size as it were. For though as Darius suggests, and as is pointed out in

a. 724ff. b. 7409 ff. c. 8I18ff.cf. Hdt.11.120.5. d. above p. 24f



-161-

another of Aeschylus’ plays, the one who suffers punishment may profit by

a
it in the following manner,

Zr)va Of Xic npo(ppévix) ¢ ImvCxia xXdAwy

xev’*exai (ppevCjv Xo Tidv,

tbv (ppoveuv ppotoup o6w-
aavta, tw xiOcu pddop
dcvxa xvpCiij¢ exELV.

oxd?zi 6*aV&'utcvou Ttpb xap6Caq
pvr)at7tf)pwv xévoc¢* xal xap'd-
XOVtag tXOc OWApOVELV,

kTN
or become a wise adviser in the manner of Croesus, tb 6i pot Txa*“fipata

eovta dxdputa padfjpata yeyove, but all that he has learned is to be more
c
cautious the next time, and not that aggression is wrong in principle.

The fact therefore that the gods have by now come to be considered
the upholders of justice means no more than that the victim can consider
them his allies, while the attacker is open to their wrath. This means that
a member of society considers his action only in the light of its
consequences, so that he .and his action are wrong if they are proved
mistaken, and it is of such a mistake and its results that he is ashamed.
There is no such thing as a 'sin*, that is something considered wrong in
itself, but only mistake or miscalculation, dpaptua ¢ In such a situation
therefore there can exist no feeling of moral obligation or conscience, in
the sense that on the one hand however much one wanted to do something one
is personally convinced that it would be wrong in principle to do so, so
that if one did do it one would feel that what one had done was wrong,

regardless of whether one got away with it or not, and on the other hand

that however much one did not want to do something, one knows that it is

a* Ag.l7Aff. b. Hdt.1.207.1. ' c. above p. 117.
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the right thing to do in principle whatever the cost to oneself, and if
one fails to do it feels that one has not lived up to one's principles,
and is ashamed of oneself. It is this sense of moral obligation or
conscience which, as was seen, is required if the Sophists' attack on
tradition is not to be detrimental, but its existence is not necessarily-
implied by the belief in the gods as upholders of justice.

But this does not mean that the G-reeks of this time did not
hesitate to do certain things, and having done them feel uneasy. But
again this hesitation and uneasiness and the terms in which they are
expressed need have nothing to do with conscience or a sense of moral
obligation. Such hesitation or uneasiness can be and in fact was caused
not by reluctance to break or failure to keep a personally held principle,
but by the fear of consequences. Thus when Clytemnestra suggests that
Agamemnon walk oh the red carpet laid out for him, he hesitates to do so,
but it is clear that he does so not because he is convinced that such

ostentation is wrong in iprinciple, but because like Hector he is afraid

of public opinion,*

KX. pf) vuv tbv av-"pwTceLOV aib6eO'&pp tboyov.
Ay. (phpB YE pevtoL &Tipo“poup péya 0Ocvcl,

and also,now that the gods are jealous gods, of their anger.

xal xoXobt p'cppaCvovO'dXoupyfolLv #ewv
pf) Xic, xpoowOcv oppatop pdXoi cp-*ovoc.

So too after an action one may feel anxiety, but again it is not because
what was done is considered wrong in principle, but because one is afraid

of the consequences. Thus when the Sicyonians and the people of Aegina

a. Ag.937f. b. 946f.
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have taken part in an attack on Argive territory, Argos as the victim
immediately seeks redress, and demands a fine from both peoples, with

the result that,” Zuxuwvuol pcv vuv ouyyvovtcc béLxrjoal. wpoXoy”*oGv
exatbv taXavta ex'CeCoavteg eivai, ALyLVTjtal. 6e oute

ouveytvmaxovto f)adv te au”adéotepou. It is clear that the Sicyonians
admit being in the wrong and pay up, not because they 'have a conscience'’
about having attacked in the first place, but because they are afraid

of what Argos will do if they do not submit, and so buy her off to
prevent her taking even greater reprisals.

What the Sicyonians admit to is not that they have done
something wrong in principle, but that they have done something which
has not paid off. The words they use to express this admission have
therefore no connection with 'having a conscience' about breaking a
principle of behaviour, but with a recognition of having made a
mistake or miscalculation. The situation is exactly that described in
the case of Agamemnon, but whereas he expressed his admission of
mistake in terms of dxr) , something outside and unrelated to himself,
the Sicyonians express their admission by the verb ouyyuvwoxw. This
verb is first found frequently used in Herodotus, and in his work both
ouyy Lvwaxu) ,-opai and auvoLOa are used without the reflexive, and
auyy LvwoKU) ,-opat each once with the reflexive. Without it they are

used simply to denote knowledge shared with another person.” xoc, Se
[ia\)Xr\Ca¢ Xac, yuvopévaq xovxov¢ cpOXaoaeiv, ouveidévai 6e xal tou”

HuOLOU”. As a development of this they are used to denote common

a. Hdt.vI.92.2. b. VI.57.4.
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knowledge of some fact about another person, which can be used for or

against him.”* ex 6e twv aXXwv auppdxwv e”eXeyeto =xat*oXCyoug,
totol eided te utitiPXE 6iaXeywv xal eu xioioC xi xPD“tov ouvpdee

TtCTtolT)pévov. It thus comes to mean something like recognising or
admitting some fact about a person to his favour or detriment, the
meaning which lies also behind the cognate noun auyyvwpT). For this
word denotes not so much 'foregiveness’, in the sense of taking pity
on one who has perhaps no excuse or reason to offer for his action, as
a recognition of that person's reasons for his action, an admittance
that his action does not deserve the anger or reprisals with which one
is threatening him. Thus when Croesus keeps Atys away from hunting
and fighting, Atys is highly annoyed because of the poor figure he is
cutting.”® When Croesus explains ther-reason, namely that a dream had
warned him that his son would die as the result of a wound, Atys
acknowledges the validity of the reason, saying,” ouyyvwpr) piv w
oJidtep tot, LOovtL ye o”uv touaOtTiv, %epl epe cpuXaxT)v eyELv.
L'uyyvwpr) is a recognition of the claims of the other person, so that,
as Adkins points out,” ''to show pity' may in the courts be equated
simply with 'to decide in my favour'*. Zuyyuvwoxw and its cognates
therefore indicate an acceptance of the other person's point of view,
a sharing of his opinion. In the same way when ouyyuvwoxw is used
with reference to oneself and one's actions, it is a recognition that
what others say about one is correct, as for example in the case of the

p
Sicyonians discussed above. Like Agamemnon, they are aware of what

a. VIII.113.3. b. 1.37.2-3. c. 39.1. d. M.and R .p.203
e. above p.1l63. f. II.XIX.83.
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others are saying about them, and are willing to share that opinion.
When used with the reflexive, the words still denote that one admits a
certain fact about oneself, but now that conclusion is reached not so
much as the result of being openly taxed with it by someone else, as
of coming to that conclusion after talking it over with oneself as it
were. It therefore carries the connotation of admitting to oneself,
of being conscious of something about oneself. Thus Periander.is said
to have 'become conscious of his old age and inability to manage his

affairs.” 6 nepCavOpot; 7iapT)pfjxee xal ouvcyuvwoxEto cwutw ovxéxi

eivai O6uvatbc; tb xpfj¥Ypata exopdv Xe xal Otexeiv. It is indeed very
often, though not necessarily always, used in this way of recognising
something unpleasant. Thus the Spartans having driven Hippias out of
Athens, realise that now that the Athenians are free they may well
become rivals, and so having recalled Hippias and their allies, they
say,” avdépcc aOppaxoi, ouyyLvwoxopcv avxoZoi t)PLv ou xoLfjaaai,
opOwg. They have come to the conclusion, or become conscious
ouyyuvwoxopEv autotol T)ptv that they have done wrong, ou 71/01J]0(X0I
opOwc ¢ But again this does not mean that they 'have a conscience'
about it. What has happened is that like Agamemnon they have realised
that their action is likely to have unpleasant consequences, which
they had not reckoned on. They therefore attempt, again like Agamemnon
and like the Sicyonians mentioned above, to forestall them by making

amends.** huzCxz O6e exelva tcoifjaavtec up&ptopev, vuv tielpiioopedd

ocpea dpa uptv axeopevol. They do not 'have a conscience' about

a. Hdt.III.53.1. b. v.91.2. c. 91.3.
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hgving violated some principle regardless of whether they get away with
it or not, but are conscious of having miscalculated, of having made a
bad shot, Tjpdptopev , something which can only be realised as a result
of the consequences.

What ouyyLvw”xw and oOvoLOa denote therefore when referring
to something unpleasant is an admittance that one is in a vulnerable
position, either through age or some other disability, as in Periander's
case, or through some provocative or ill-advised action, as inithe Spartans’
case, a vulnerable position which when one becomes aware of it requires
that one do something about it, if one is to avoid trouble. For it is
not ’‘conscience’, but the fear of the consequences, which causes
disquiet, a fear which is also denoted by the word ev'&uptov . As Hatch
points out in a detailed study of this word,” ev”Opiov in its primary
sense denotes a feeling of anxiety, a weight on the heart or mind
caused by some fearIt then becomes incorporated into religious
terminology, so that while still denoting anxiety, it refers particularly
to the fear of divine reprisals. Thus it is said of Xerxes that at

Athens,” exeXeue tpoxw tw ocpetepw Ouocau tb Lpb avapdvtac; z¢ i;9v

dxpoTioXtv, £Lte.... £Lte xal £V#upubv ou £yfVito £p7ipf)oavtu to upov.
Xerxes realises that the burning of the temple is likely to rouse the
anger of the local gods, and so because this fear is a source of
anxiety to him, seeks like the Sicyonians to forestall that anger and
'buy them off’ by offering sacrifice. It is therefore perhaps

misleading to translate this word by such phrases as ’'pricks’ or ’‘pangs

a. ’'The Hse of dXutf)ploc and Related Words'’ Harvard Studies,XIX.p. 172.
b. Ood. xiii.421. c. HAt.VIII.54*'
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of conscience',” since what is denoted by the word is not that Xerxes
considers it wrong in principle to burn temples, so that having done
so he feels ashamed of himself whatever the consequences, but that
when he has done so he fears the consequences, namely the anger and

retribution of the gods.

c. The Fifth Century.

It has been seen that from Homeric times onward actions were
considered wrong not in principle, but because of their unpleasant
consequences, and that this was true even though the gods came to be
considered the upholders of justice. A man's reaction to what he did
was therefore determined by the consequences of his action and by the
effect of those consequences upon public opinion, a situation in which
there cannot exist that sense of moral obligation, or conscience,
about an action independent of its consequences which was seen to be so
vital to the valuation of the Sophists' attack on tradition. But with
the rise of the constitutionally governed city-state with its written
laws, the formation of wider groups of states or empires and the
greater integration of society in general, it might be thought that
there would arise a wide spread recognition of the need for
co-operation, so that there would be a corresponding reassessment of

values according to which a man would esteem himself and be esteemed by

society more for being aCxaio¢, for keeping his hands off other people

a. Hatch,op.cit.p.173.,Liddelland Scott,s.v.
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and their property however much stronger then them he was, than for being
successful at the expense of others. It is true that there are signs of

a
this happening in a certain limited sphere of action, as w ill be seen later,
but in the vast majority of situations this was not so, but rather the old

values and attitudes continued, perhaps modified but essentially unaltered,

into the fifth century.

1. Foreign A ffairs.

a. Unregulated Relationships

From Homeric times onward it has always been the victim of aggression?
or the one who showed any signs of weakness and inability to do his will,
who lost his standing in society, and so felt shame before it. That this
situation continues to prevail, particularly in relations between states
where no agreements or alliances were in existence, is shown especially in
the Melian Dialogue. Here Melos suggests that Athens might be willing to
allow her to continue as a friend, but neutral as regards the war. But
Athens, though later she brushes aside the Medians* consideration of the
loss of face involved in failing to put up a fight for independence,* is in
her own case not prepared to belittle such considerations. She now keeps
the islands under her rule by superior force, and so cannot afford to place
herself in any situation where she can be shown up as unable to exert her
w ill. To accept the friendship of an island she has attacked would be

interpreted as a sign of weakness and compromise which she cannot allow to

happen. ou yap toooutov pXdTitet f) upwv oaov f) AuXCa pev

a. below p.225ff. b. Thuc.V.100-1.cf.above p. 97. c. V.95%



do*cvzCag, to 6c puooq Suvdpcwc: mapdécLypa toXc apxopéyoLg¢ 6r)Xoupcvov.
When therefore the Melians suggest that perhaps the fact that they are not
attached to Athens in any way as a colony or part of the empire, and are
thus not in the position of having revolted, should make a difference, Athens
points out that in a situation where prestige is at stake, the reasons for
one side yielding to the other make no difference. The conclusion which
others will draw is that it was donethrough fear, because the other side
was more powerful. This would be a signal for those others to attack her,

so that she cannot allow the Melians to go free for reasons both of

superiority and safety * OJuxauwpatL yap oudc'Cepoug¢ CXXCLTCCLV
xatb 60Ovapuv 6c¢c tolic pev ixcptylyvca“ai, 6c (popw oux culLcval* mate
c*w xal tou TcXcovuv ap”at =xal to docpaXec; 6ia to =xataotpacprjvai dv

TcapdaxoL tc.

It is therefore still the weaker party who loses face, and the stronger
who by being able to do his will only proves his dpctf). Thus Hermocrates
in urging the Sicilians to unite points out that only in this way are they

1

likely to remain free and able to help their friends and harm their enemies,

b
which is the surest sign ofapctf). But if they go under, it will not be
c

to Athens* discredit, but to their own, for allowing it to happen. xau
touQ pey 'A”T)vaCouc; tauta itXcovecxtctv tc xal mpovocXa“at TcoXXrT) “uyyvwpT),
xal ou tolL ¢ dpxELv pouXopcvouq, pepcpopat, dXXb xo0i ¢ UTtaxoOcuv ctoupotcpougq

ouatv Ticcpuxc yap to dv-ép*j—xclov 6ia Tiavtbe dpyCLV pcv tou cUxovtoc,,

(puXdaaca“alL 6c to ctxlov. It is not the aggressor but the victim or

potential victim who is to blame, since in failing to prevent theaggression

a. V.97. b. 1Iv.63.2. c. 61.5»
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happening he has shown a lack of dpetfj, an unwillingness or inability to
protect himself or those in his care, a charge which is laid againstSpar

by the Corinthians.* ou yap 6 douXwadpcvoc, dXX’'6 duvdpevoc plv navoai
ncpuopwv 6E dX-n“cotepov autb &8pa, cinep xal trjv d“Cwaiv Xr)c dpetr)¢ cic

eXeU'&cpuv tT)v *EXXdla cpcpetat. To allow oneself to be enslaved is one's

own fault, and to one's own shame because one is shown to be simply unable

b N ~ / >
and therefore not fit to remain independent. xal tr)v Tlaaav... Uatoj oux
dXXo tL (pepouaav dvtuxpug SouXeCav o xal Xoyw tvdéoLaoilbvolL auaxpbv
tT) rieXoTiovvfjoo) xal TCoXetc; toodalc uticT pudq xaxo%a#cLV. cv w n O6uxaCojc;

boxoipev av udaxEiv 17 6ia 6ciXCav dvcxEO”ai xal twv Ttatepwv x“Lpoug
cpatveo”?al, ol tnv *EXXd6a T)Xeu-&epwaav, DPET ¢ 6e oud'uptv autotg
pepauoupev auto, tupavvov 6e ewpev eyxaOeotdvau noXiv. As with Xerxes
so too now, no state, if it is to retain its prestige, can afford to let
it be said that it has degenerated, so that they are Ttatepwv xEipoug.

For it is still the preservation as an independent state of what they have
received from their forefathers, and!if possible the extension of it,
which is the sign of dpetfj, and the basis of pride. Thus Pericles says in

the Funeral Oration,” xal exetvot te d”"tou exauvou =xal etlL pdXXov oi
Ttatépeg¢ T)pwv xt*“dpevou yap %$pbg OL g edéé”avto oo”v eyopev dpxr)vvoux
d-Jtovwc nplv totg¢ vuv TipoaxatéXLTioviutta o6e TtXeCw autrjg¢ autol ¢t)PEI c

O0LOe OL vuv etl ovtec pdXiata ev tp xaOeot”xuCa Tj*Lxua eTniu~fjoapev. x. t. X.

And when the Athenians are showing signs of weakening he makes the famous
boast,” yvwte 0e ovopa peyiotov aut”v exouaav ev d-xaaiv avOpwrnouq...

éuvapiv peyLOtT)v 6t) pexpu toude xaxtT)pevt)v, nN* c¢ acOtov tOLc;

a. 1.69.1. b. 122.2-3» c. 11.36*2—3»"0f*1.71*7» d. II.64»3%*
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éem yiyvopivoi ¢. .. pvfjpr) xaxaXzXe Cil*cxat, 'EXXfjvwv te ott “EXXrjvet;

TcXeCotwv OT) Tjp~apev, xal TtoXepotc peytatoLg¢ dvtéoxopev...tioXlv te tougqg

TiaoLv euTCopwtdtT)v xal peyCatT)v lixfjaapev. It is as always to have the

most which brings one the greatest tipf), and vfhere relations with other

states are concerned, it is these considerations of prestige, safety and
a

superiority which count.

No shame therefore attaches to the successful state enlarging its
empire, but rather to the wvictim. Of course, as has been seen, an attacker
may be called déixog¢, simply because he attacks others. Thus even
Pericles admits that since Athens now rules her empire by force like a
tyrant, her acquisition of it is considered (6oxei) ddixov e To be called
déonq however means, it will be remembered, no more than that the attacker
is open to reprisals, that he has done something v/hich will get him into
trouble, but that it is not until he meets disaster that he feels any shame.
To accuse a person of being, or having done something, dOLxoc;,-ov amounts
only to a veiled threat, ‘and indeed this term is usually found on the lips
of disgruntled victims, who are concerned with the act of aggression not as
a breach of a general moral principle, that is simply because it is
aggression, but only in so far as it affects them personally as an attempt
upon their particular lives, freedom or property. Thus Athens lays just
this charge agaihsttSparta with regard to her attitude to the growth of the

empire.” d*ioC%xc dpa vopCCovXc < zivau xal uptv SoxouvtE¢ pfxpu ou Xa
“upcpepovta XoyuCop&volL tw 6txaCw Xoyw vuv xp7)0-&, ov oudsl¢ tg itapatuxov

LGxul. X/ xX"oao”ai %poé&slqg tou p) itXeov exE*v d%$Etpd%é&to. Sparta .only

a. 1.76.2. b. 11.63.2. c. 1.76.2.
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started accusing Athens of d6*xCa when she felt herself threatened, and
would therefore benefit if Athens were, like the Sicyonians, sufficiently
unsure of herself to buy Sparta off, or sufficiently superstitious to fear
divine reprisals. But with Athens at the pinnacle of her power, the
likelihood of anyone being strong enough to take noteworthy reprisals
seemed remote, and since, as has been pointed out and as Athens herself is
aware, it is only through disaster that the gods show their anger, she can
afford to scoff at any accusation of injustice. It is power which brings

a
victory, and where victory is there also is the favour of the gods. Those
who preach justice to an aggressor are not concerned with justice as a
general principle of ethics, and certainly not with practising it themselves.
What they are concerned about is regaining or preserving their lives,
freedom or property by uttering accusations and threats, which, if they
are stronger than the aggressor, as is the case with Argos versus the
Sicyonians, they can prove and carry out, but v/hich, if they are weaker,
as in the case of the Melians versus Athens, serve only as a desperate
last resort, in the hope that the aggressor might have his confidence

undermined. Indeed Hermocrates goes so far as to accuse of cowardice those
viho, in the face of danger, take refuge in claims for justice.? bziXCa
bz Lowqg XO bCxaioM Tipoc; Xz xal %$pbqg toug¢ znibvxag¢ "zpanzvozxz»y

It is with these considerations in mind that the passage in Thucydides
must be approached, where the Corinthians accuse Corcyra of using a policy

of non-alignment as a cover for wrongdoing.® to O0'etil xaxoupyCa xal oux

apetT) £TCf£tf)deuaav. She is accused of taking advantage of having no

a. v.105.2. b. VI.79.1. c. 1.37.2.
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witnesses of her actions to commit déLxCa, for, Corinth claims,”* zl
dvopec, woxcp (paoCv, dyaOoC, oow dX*“totepol gaav totg¢ %&Xa”, toow ode
(pavepwtépaV e*r)v autoT” tT)v dpetr)v OLOouolL xal 6exopévoig¢ ta OLxaua
OELXvOvau. It can he seen that here dpetf) anddyaiioc, terms which have
always hitherto been connected with those capable of doing their will, those
who are successful and efficient, are now applied to those who refrain from
doing their will and harming others, and who far from judging an act of
aggression wrong or shameful only if it meets with reprisals, consider it
wrong even if it meets with no such reprisals e What is suggested is that
a man should esteem himself and be esteemed, not for success, but for
justice, that is that such justice should be the sign of dpetf) and the
dyaOogq * It may therefore be thought that here there is some indication of
that sense of moral obligation or duty to refrain from harming others, which
as was seen was necessary if the attack on traditional practices was not to
be completely subversive. But it has just been pointed out that the
preaching of justice is usually found on the lips of those who stand to gain
by it, and so it must be noted that in this case too Corinth is not
disinterested* She has sent an embassy to oppose the Corcyran application

b
for an alliance with Athens, so that in condemning Corcyra*s 'injustice*
as being unworthy of a state which claims to be dya-“ogq it is all too
obvious that she is not concerned with justice as a general moral principle,
but has her eye to the main chance. She is out to blacken Corcyra's

character by setting her a standard of behaviour, which she cannot really

liave expected her to follow, and which most certainly would not be followed

a. 1.37.3. b. 31.3.
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by herself or any other Greek state. She then applies to that behaviour
the termdpetfj to denote that this is what the state which really wants to
maintain its prestige should do, an application which is totally contrary
to its normal usage, and can thus easily proceed to show that because
Corcyra has fallen short of this standard, she does not deserve the title
dyaOog* She is in fact manipulating value terms to suit her own ends, a
propoganda weapon as common then as now. So too when Sparta is trying to
get Athens to agree to a truce, she suggests that it would be a sign of
dpetf) on Athens* part to spare Sparta, and a cause of shame to Sparta if
she then did not repay that generosity in kind.” But again these terms
are being used for ulterior motive contrary to normal practice, and are in
fact persuasive definitions of the type discussed above.

Claims that other people should be aCxauoi are common enough, but
this is no indication that one would be bCxaioc, oneself when one's life,
freedom, property and chances of success are in danger, since it is still
these on which one's prestige is based. AbixCa 1is not frowned on as
something wrong in principle, but only in so far as it affects one's own
position and standing. For though one state may, like a Heracles, come to
the aid of the oppressed, this as was seen is not because aggression is
considered wrong in principle, but because it is a sign of dpetf) that one
can do so. It is not therefore a question of ethical standards, but of
prestige when one takes up the challenge offered by an oppressor, as is
clearly shown in the case of Brasidas and the Acanthians. Sparta as was

seen was only roused to action when her ovm position v/as threatened, but

a. Iv.19.2-3.
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having once been roused, she represents herself as the champion of the

Greeks against Athens the aggressor, and it is thisrreason v/hich Brasidas

gives for wanting to enter Acanthus.” f |ilv [ k7ZLzW)C¢ Jiou xal xr)g,

oxpaxiag, Utio Aaxedal (iovCu)v, w 'AxdvOuoL, i:*v aixCav

£7iaXT]*£0ouaa T)v apxo|ifvoi tou 7toXf|iou itpofCixopfv, 'A-&r)vaCou< EXEU&fpouvte <
*EXXdbéa TIoOXEpf)aEuv. But when the Acanthians show a strange

disinclination to be freed, it becomes clear that this ’liberation* is no

disinterested and altruistic action on Sparta’s or Brasidas’ part* His

immediate reaction is a concern with the effect on other cities of his

being turned away, since the only reasons he v/ould have to offer for such
a situation would be, n adlLxov iXzvdzgCas) £TCL(pepeiv 1B da-SEv”c xal
déOvatoc i;ljiu)pr)aai xa Txpbc; *A-6i*vatouc, eulwouv, dcptxAr*'= Others will
as always judge by the results of an action, so that if he fails to enter
Acanthus, they will conclude either that he was wrong, that is mistaken,
to have tried to free Acanthus in the first place, because they did not
wish to be freed and have obstructed him in effecting his will, or that if
the Acanthians were willing to be freed, they must have been afraid that
Brasidas would be too weak to withstand and protect them from Athenian
reprisals. In either case he will lose standing, and this he cannot allov/
to happen, since it is clear that he is liberating Acanthus not simply in
order to do them a good turn, but so that other cities may be induced to
follow their example, and by leaving Athens v;eaken her power. For the
situation is exactly that descibed earlier. The protector or defender

liberates or defends those for whom he has undertaken responsibility not

a. Iv.85.1. b. 85.6.



-176-

simply because the victims are oppressed, and the attacker oppresses, that
is for purely disinterested motives, but because once he has undertaken
this responsibility, anyone who attacks his proteges is challenging his
ability to protect them, and hence his standing as an ayaOoc ¢ It is
therefore for this reason that Brasidas is so anxious to prove that he is
OUOE tupwpbg aéOvatoe ¢ For what the situation amounts to is a fight
between two parties over an object on the protection or possession of
which they have both staked their prestige. The defeat of the other party
is their only consideration, and the well-being of the object of their
struggle enters in to it not at all, a point which is most clearly brought
out at the end of Brasidas' speech. He has shown that he can protect them
if they leave Athens, but if they refuse to do so, then he will have to
destroy their land, for he cannot allow them to continue giving financial
support to Athens to Athens' gain and Sparta's loss.” Nor can he allow
them to stand in the way of Sparta freeing Greece,” oL 6c "EXX*vc” Iva
FIl xwXuwvtal. ucp’uptov bouXcuac, aTiaXXayTivalL, on the successful accomplishment
of which she has, as Corinth pointed out,” staked her prestige by opposing
Athens. These are the real reasons for the 'liberation' of Acanthus, and
since they are only pawns in the struggle between Sparta and Athens, they
will have 'to be done good to' whether they like it or not.

In the sphere of uncontrolled relationships between states it is
still success which adds to one's prestige and failure which detracts
from it. Until he fails therefore no aggressor will feel shame or

admit to being in the wrong. An accusation of adéuxCa in itself will

a. 87.3. b. ibid. c. I.69.1I.
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not cause him shame nor make him admit being in the wrong. It is only
if his victim can force him to stay his hand or make amends that he
will be proved to be and admit being in the wrong, and then only
because his victim is stronger and he himself bit off more than he
could chew. For as was pointed out, to call a person or his action
adixog-ov is only a veiled threat of revenge, a threat which can only
be carried into effect if the victim is strong enough to take it. When
therefore one party accuses another of aéixCa , the accusation in
itself is futile. It is only if that accusation is backed by superior
power that the threatened reprisals can be taken, so that it is the
relative power of the two parties which decides whether the accusation
can be proved, that is whether reprisals can in fact be taken. Any
notion therefore that discussions of who is dCxauoq and who adtxoc (ta
dCxaia) unrelated to the relative strength of the two parties (ta
duvatd) are likely to affect the situation is completely unrealistic,
as Athens quite openly'states at the beginning of the Melian Dialogue.”
npcLC toCvuv outE autol pct'ovopdtwv xaXwv, we; B OLxaCwg... dpxopEv
B a0LXoOpEvot vuv EXE”“EpxopEUa, Xoywv prjxoc; dnuotov TtapE“opEv, ou#'
updc; a“LoupEv f]l oti...”~ clc np&C oudEv *dixf)xatE XEyovtag oLEoOau
txeCoelv, ta duvata 6 'E%Y wv ExdtEpou d\T]#03c (ppovoupEv duampdooEoOal,
ETXLotapEvou¢ Tioc; Eidotac; otu dtxaia pEv Ev tw dv#pw3ELw Xoyw aTtb

xJ)¢ I0T]g, dvdyxnc xpCvEtau, ©duvata be ol TipouxovtE¢ Txpdaaouat xau ot

da#EVEX¢ “uyxwpouolLv. When it is so obvious as it is in this case that

of two parties with grievances against each other the one is so much

a. V.89.cf.100f.
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stronger than the other, then any discussion of the situation is
completely otiose. The weaker, the Melians, like the Sicyonians,”*
could not hope either to prevent the stronger, Athens, from taking any
reprisals she thought fit for injury suffered, or herself to take
reprisals for injury suffered, and so being on the losing side is in
the wrong. On the other hand the stronger, Athens, can take what
reprisals she likes and can scoff at the threats of the weaker,” and
so is in the right because she cannot be turned aside.c It is only
when the disparity between the two parties is not so obvious, when the
accusations of aOLxCa are not obviously either proven or non-proven
that there is room for discussion and compromise, as in the case of
Agamemnon and Achilles.*

In refusing to discuss ta 6Cxaua therefore Athens is only
pointing out to the Melians the hard fact that in a sphere of action
where there are no contracts or ties between states, and hence where
no holds are barred, it is everyman for himself and the devil take
the hindmost. It is no use her .expecting to have the case discussed
as if they were in a court of law. In this sphere it is power which
counts, and the weak must bow to the inevitable. As always it is not
the aggressor , but the victim, who is to blame for the situation in
which he finds himself, a view held not only by Athens, but shared as
has been seen by the Greeks as awhole. Thus Corinth in particular
taxes Sparta, who is a potentialvictim, with her carefree, if not

careless, attitude towards foreign affairs,” thinking that they are as

a. above p.1l63. b. above p.102. c. above p,17. d. above p. 13’
e. Thuc.I.68.1f.
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easy and friendly as civil ones,” so that it is not until aggression

occurs that she thinks about taking any action.” xal o6t’aui;b ou TCplv
ndoxELv, dXX 'ejieLOT1 ev tw Epyw eapev, touc¢ “uppdxou<; toiioOE
TiapeKaXEaatE. To let it be knovm that no reprisals can or will be
taken is as much to invite aggression as leaving money around is to

invite theft.” xal Xav#dveiv pev oiopEvolL 0Lor. to dvdCai#r)tov upwv

T)aaov #apoouol, yvovtEC OE ELOGtac TiEpLopav uoxupwc syxELOovtalL.

When that happens, it is one's own fault, since where there are no
safeguards such as laws, it is no use expecting to be able to stop
aggression simply by crying ddéuxov eotuv . The only way to prevent
it is to be constantly on the alert and suspicious, striving to
maintain a balance of power so that any potential aggressor is

deterred from attack.” TtecpuxE yap xau aXXwg av#fpw%ogqg to pev #Epa%$EUov

UTCEpcppovELV, to OE pu UkeETxov #aupd”ELv. Peace does not come for

the asking, but must be actively preserved.” xai oleoie uouxCav
ou toOtOLc; twv QVilpd)7tU)V ET11 TtXELOtOV dpXELV OL dv tI) pf£V TcapaoxEUT)
OLxaia TxpdaawolL, tp 6e yvwpp, XV dOLXwvtaL, érjXoL wOL pu
E$LtpE“ovtEc. Those who prefer peace at any price have only themselves
to blame if the price turns out to be too high.” dvopmv yap amcppovwv
pev EotLv, EL pudoLxolLvto, GcAxd*ELv, dya#wv 6e doLxoupevoue; ex
pev ELpf)vu<; noXepELv, eu ée Tiapao'xbv ex moXEpou ndXLv “uppuval,

xal pute... pute tu dc*xy Xr)¢ ELpfjvugc uuopevov déLxeXoual. 6 te

yap 6lLa tuv uuovt)v oxvuv tdxLOt'dv dyalLpeOeCu tuq paotuvuc to
tepTlvbv OL’'oTtEp OXVEL, EL TjOUxd"OL.

a. 84.3. b. 68.2. c. 69.3.,cf.Critias,D.K.88.b.40.
d. III.39.5. e.1.71.1. £. 120.3f.
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In unregulated foreign affairs therefore no sympathy is felt
for the victim of attack. No state has an undisputed right to
independence and possessions simply because it announces its existence.
Any claim to such a right has to be backed by force, by the ability,
whether alone or with the help of allies, to preserve that independence
in the face of attack. To expect any state to acknowledge that it is
going beyond its rights simply by attacking another, and not only if
the victim proves able to resist, is to refuse to face the facts, so
that when Athens maintains that it is power which counts and that
might is right, she is far from running counter to the usual values.
She is only revealing the appeals for 'justice' unsupported by strength
for what they are, mere cant, and expressing openly what had always

been the tacitly accepted practice.® aiel xa#cotwtoq tbv uTIO

tou oOuvattjiitEpou xatEupycoOalL.

f3. Regulated Relationships

Not all relationships however between independent Greek states were
completely uncontrolled. There were between them for their mutual
advantage agreements, contracts and bonds of various kinds, which ensured

that generally speaking they lived on reasonably amicable terms. Because

a. 1.76.2., v.105.2.
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of this mutual advantage such contracts were normally honoured, but if
they were not, there was nothing that could be done about it except by
going to war, in which case of course it was again power which counted.
That there are agreements therefore makes no difference to the
fact that it is power which determines who is in the right. As always,
to break an agreement and get away with it is no cause for shame, but
only proves one’s superiority and ability to do one's w ill. But if, as
was seen earlier, failure to honour an agreement reflects on one's
ability to honour it, then it does become a matter for shame, but
again only because it involves loss of face, and not simply because it
is the breaking of an agreement. Thus though the mother city of a
colony exercised little or no control over that colony, it was to her
as to a relative that a colony would turn in time of need, as the
Spidamnians turn to Corcyra.® But, as in the case of Eumaeus and
Odysseus, the mother city could turn a deaf ear to a suppliant® without
going down in the estimation of others and feeling shame before them,
because such a refusal did not reflect upon her ability to do her will.
When therefore Corcyra refuses to hear Epidamnos, since Epidamnos
cannot shame her into helping because her prestige is not involved,
and since as a suppliant she obviously is in no position to force her
to help, she can do nothing about it. A ll she can do is seek help

elsewhere, and so she approaches Corinth, because it was from this city

a. 1.24.6. b. 24.7.
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their OLKLai;f)c;had come, since their mother city Corcyra was herself a
colony of Corinth. Corinth considers she has the right to help one of her

colonies, albeit a grand-daughter so to speak, and so undertakes to avenge

her, KopCv#Lot be Kdxa te to 86Cxaiov UTtedé”avto t*v tipuptax” thereby
of course staking her prestige on her ability to do so. But it was not
simply to OCxaiov which she v;as taking into consideration. For although

Corcyra was her colony, she bore her a grudge for being too powerful for

her liking, so that this plea of the Spidamnians and her relationship to

them served as a fine TcpoyaoLcfor retaliating. Scpa 6& =xal pCoeu tuv
KepxupaCuv, oti autuv 7tapT)pfXouv ovtec anoixou. But once Corinth has
taken up the cudgels, Corcyra can no longer sit idle. While her own position

was not threatened, she could afford to refuse the Spidamnians, but now that
she is being deprived of one of her colonies, it is her reputation, prestige

and claim Vyo ape tfwhich is being threatened, which of course is quite a
different matter.” KepxupaXou 0Je eTteiOT) po“ovto... tf)v te aitoixCav

KopuvOColLc b8edopevTiv, ex“XeTtaLvov. Far from either side fighting for the
sake of the Spidamnians, the situation is exactly that described earlier
where the Spidamnians have become pawns in the struggle for power between
Corinth and Corcyra, each of them staking their prestige on the possession
of the colony. Neither of the two parties have regard for ta éCxaia, the
rights and wrongs of the case, since as long as they are fighting it out
between them, it is ta éuvatd which counts. But once Corcyra takes it into
her head to ask for Athens’ help and Corinth has obviously to oppose the

application,® then because, as in the Bumenides, there is now a third party

a. 1.25.3. b. ibid. c. 26.3. d. 31.2-3.
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to be persuaded by argument, it is ta o6Cxauawhich assume prominence, and
the ability to put across one's own case and refute that of one's opponent.
But once again though the argument is in terms of ta 6Cxaua, it is s till
the pressure which each side can exert which is the decisive factor,
particularly as Athens' decision to take one side or the other will affect
her ovm future. Thus it is that the Corcyroans hold out the promise of
increased naval po?;er should they accept them as allies,® and Corinth
the threat of her enmity. As in the Bumenides it is for the third party
to balance the relative strength of the two sides in its own interests, the
justice as a principle having little or nothing to do with the situation.
Because there are bonds and agreements which can be violated, there
is in this sphere much discussion of xa 6Cxata, particularly when a third
party is to be won over to one's side, of which the speeches in Thucydides*
history give abundant evidence. Nevertheless it is s till considerations
of power and prestige and advantage which really décide the issue and
motivate action, and not any general principles of justice ot the good of
others. Thus the relationship between the parties to a truce or an
alliance was one of mutual advantage, so that one did what was required,
not because it was right in principle to do so, but because of the
consequences. Thus it is because their allies are useful to them and not

for their own sake, that Sthenelaides recommends Sparta to help them.#

xal touc; “uppaxou?, owypovw?ev, ou %EpLoy6pc#a douxoufievouc; oude
pEXXfjoopev tL jiupetVv... dXXou ¢ pev yap eatt TioXXa xau vrje xai
LTTTcoL, T)pLv 6E “uppaxoL dya#ol. Moreover since these agreements were

a. I.32.1f.,37.1. b. 36.3. c. 42,4, d. 86.2-3.
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often strengthened by the taking of an oath, the prospect of divine
vengeance was another disadvantage in violating them. Tims Sparta feels
that her defeat in the early part of the war was due to her breaking the

Thirty Years Truce,® though of course it was only because she was defeated
that she considers herself in the wrong, since this is the only way the
gods have of showing their displeasure.

It is therefore muttial advantage and consideration of the

consequences which ensure that alliances or truces are honoured, so that

when these no longer form a sufficiently strong incentive, there is no

sense of 'moral obligation' to treat allies well which will restrain a
potential aggressor from doing his w ill, as is most clearly seen in the case
of Athens and her allies. For as is well known, the empire was at first a

voluntary alliance of Greeks for their mutual advantage in warding off the

Persians, with Athens as the acknowledged leader.® xal yap tf)vOE
eXdpopev ou ptaadpevol, dXX'...T)ptv b6e TcpooeX”ovtuv -cwv “uppdyuv xal
autwv ©O6eT]#£vtu)v gyepovuc; xataai;r)varL. Gradually the other states began

paying money instead of supplying ships, and so became more like tributary
subjects, and from their tribute of course Athens drew much of her power.
But when as a result some of the allies began to get restive, and because
they considered the alliance no longer to their advantage, tried to withdraw,
since Athens now relied on them for resources, and to lose them was a blow
to the prestige which, as was seen, was enhanced and not diminished by the
acquisition of an empire, she opposed their withdrawal by force. But

having once done so, the true nature of the alliance was revealed for what

it w a s xai pfypu pev d-Jib tou LOOU ““ouvto, S%$po#upwg eu$6pe#a" e%eid”

a. vVIl.18.2. b. 1.75.2.,111.10 .3. c. I11.10.4.
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6c cwpwpcv autout;., .tT]lv 6c tuv “uppdxuv 600Xuoiv CTiayopcvout;, ovk

(X6ccLg cti Bpev. Once such an alliance ceases to be mutually
advantageous, and favours one side more than the other, there is no
stopping to discuss ta 6Cxaia , but each side seeks its own advantage,
the one trying to back away, the other trying not to lose grip, so that
once again it is the stronger side which wins.

Since however the empire was originally an alliance, each side can

call the other, and be called by others, particularly when personalities

A b
are concerned, doiKoc . Thus Corinth, and Sparta, accuse Athens of
a6bLKta because of the way in which she treats her allies. But such
I

accusations, although useful as propaganda weapons, have in themselves no
influence upon an aggressor, since it is considerations of self-preservation,
prestige and advantage which in fact determine policy, as Athens quite
openly declares.”? autou 6e xov epyov xatTivaYxda’*qpev to Ttputov
Ttpoayayclv aut®v eq tode, pdXiata pev utco 6éove, eneixa xal XLjirjg,
uotepov xal ucpeXCa¢. Once again she refuses to indulge in pointless

wordy battles, but unmasks the real but normally unmentioned decisive

factor, power.? xal dpa tT)v acpetdpav tioXlv epouXovto op”*?Avau oot] clt)
60Ovapiv, xal uxopv?ouv 7iolLf)aaa#ai xoZ¢ xe npeopvxipoi ¢ uv pdeaav xal

x0f C veutépOLg e fjyTjoLv uv dncipolL f}aav. It is this which determines

who is in the right and who in the wrong, so that far from being dOLxog,

she is one of those who,*xP*0&PEvolL tp dv*puTteia (pOaesu uate etepuv

dpxELv OLxaudtEpolL p xata tT)v UTidpxouaav 60vapiv yevuvtai. Her power
gives her the right to do what she likes to her allies, just as Achilles

could do what he liked toHector, so that she can treat them as badly as

a. 1.69.5. b. 76.2. c. 75.5. d. 72.1. e. 76.5.
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she wills and s till remain 6Cxaioq , because they can take no reprisals.
As it happens she treats them more leniently than she need, and than
others would in her shoes,® and so is more biKaioc, , more restrained and
moderate than she need be.

Again Athens' sentiments do not run counter to normal values. She
is only exposing the accepted practice, and not only exposing it but
practising it without beating about the bush. Thus when Mytilene breaks
her 'alliance' with Athens, the Athenians, who are the losers by the action
and so must seek reprisals , are so angered by her action that they vote for
the complete annihilation of the city, an action which, as there was no one
to stop her, her power gave her the right to do. When in saner mood they
feel this is too barbaric a reaction and debate the case again, Cleon
opposes the motion for reasons which, tnough he may be described as*
pualLotatoc -ClV noXitwv, are in no way wild, but in fact just those which
all the time have been governing men's actions, and Athens'in particular.

He urges them notto delay the punishment because,*® 6 yap Tca#o)V ty

opdaavti appXutfpa tr) opyp ETce”EpxstaL, apuveo#al b\ ty na’*etv oti

cyyutatw KeCpevov avtCTxaXov ov \idXioxa tupwpCav avaXap(3dvel.
Gaining redress is of supreme importance, because to let the Mytileneans
get away with it is tantamount to admitting thatthey were right to revolt,
and thus to relinquish all claim to be able to rule others, to force

them to do their will.» el yap outoi 6p#w% anEa'tpaav, upEuq av ou xpcwv
apxoitE... xal xo()obz *upcpbpuc 06eT%oXdCEO#au, f| xauEa#alL xr\c, apxBC xal

EX xov axLvOéuvou dvépaya#LAEa#al. For if they are seen to yield, it w ill

be a sign for the other allies to revolt, so that they mustbeshown that

a. 76.4. b. 111.36.6. c. 38.1. d. 40.4.
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it does not pay them to do so.® xoXdoate 6e d"Cug¢ toutouc; xz xal xoig¢

dXXoi¢ “uppaxoLc napdbébcLypa oayeq Kaxaoxf)oaxZj oq av dyLOtpoau, #avdtw

(npiwoopevov . These are the arguments brought forward by Cleon, all
of them easily paralleled in other situations, and all of them playing
on the need for the victim of doLxCa to prove that it is détxCa , and
thus regain his standing, Cleon's view does not prevail, but.'it is not
the milk of human kindness which moves Diodotus to oppose him, but a

calmer, cooler assessment of what is really to Athens' advantage.® ou
yap Tiepl xr)c, exeCvwv dbuxuaq r)ptv 6 dywv, zi oucppovoupev, dXXa %epl

xJ)c, "pzxzpac, eupouXCac-

2. Internal Affairs

In foreign affairs, since it is s till success which is a sign of
dpetT) , it is the consequences of an action upon one's prestige which
m atters, so that there is no sense of shame, and certainly no
conscience about harming others. But in the sphere of internal affairs,
there are signs that OixaLoouvq is becoming more valued as a factor in
promoting a stable society, “nd as a result there is some evidence of
that personal conviction of the need to be just, of that sense of duty
unaffected by the consequences of an action, the existence of which

determines the value to society of the Sophists' attack on tradition.

Nevertheless Protagoras is s till at best optimistic in assuming that
this attitude is at all common among the Greeks of his day; for even in
internal affairs it is s till in the vast majority of cases regard for

success and prestige which governs men's actions, and not regard for

OLxalLoauvT) or the common good.

a. 40.7. b. 44.1-2.
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a°* Government

In Homeric times, as was shown earlier, the kings ruled by virtue

of their power and ability to control and defend those in their charge, so

that to rule others vias a sign of dpe-tf) , and the v/ider one's rule the more
prestige one had, as in Agamemnon's case. Then power came to be vested in
the people as a whole, who chose, vfhether by ballot or by vote, individual

officers to whom they delégated that power, but who were responsible to them
for its use. But though government was constitutional in that the officers

ruled by consent, and not simply by virtue of their individual power and

ability to impose their will on the members of the community, as in
Agamemnon's case, it was s till a sign of dpe-cfj to be in command, to be in
office. For to be in office vias to be entrusted with the government or

protection of the state, so that as always it was on one's ability to
protect those in one's keeping that one's claim todpetfj, and in this
particular sphere TioXLtLxr) dpftf>, rested. Thus it was seen that Nicias *
main concern was xataXiTielv ovopa oudev acpfjXag i:t)v ttoXuv OLcyEvEto.

To be put in office was to be considered aya”6¢, able to govern and protect

the state, an expectation which one could not fa il to fu Ifil without great
loss of standing. The advent of democracy makes no difference to the fact
that to rule others is a sign ofapetf). 7/hat it does mean is that any

officer, and particularly the otpatpyoghas novf to gain the approval of the

people for himself and his policies, so that he has net' only, like
Agamemnon, to be able to fight well, but also to.be able to put his views
across to an assembly. S kill in debate becomes as important as s kill in

battle, and failure in debate as shamefpl as failure in battle. For since
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in a democracy as distinct from an autocracy there are many competitors
for controlling the affairs of the state, a debate is a contest for the
possession of the confidence of the assembly. To put forward a proposal is
to claim that one is able to defend or promote the interests of the state,
and to be opposed in debate is to have that ability challenged. Just as

a
therefore in foreign affairs, when two states claim the right to avenge a
colony, that colony becomes a mere pawn upon the possession of which they v
each stake their prestige, so in internal politics, when two or more
statesmen claim the right to come to the help of the people and control
state policy, the people become a pa?m which they struggle to win for
themselves. None of them fights for the good of the colony or the people,

but for personal supremacy and prestige, and it is of course just this

situation which, as has been shown,* is a source of complaint for both

Thucydides, who contrasts Pericles with his successors who, xata xa¢ ibCag
(pLXol1:uliCac; xal ibia xépoér) xaxw?... CTcoXC-Ccuoav, and for Cleon, who attacks
those who,® pouXovtai.l.tuv aicl Xcyopcvwv ic, to xoivbv nEpLyCyvcoOalL.

Of course there was a certain safeguard in that those who debated an
issue could not afford to be completely irresponsible, Lin that the policy
which they advocated had to be a possibility. For if by chance it prevailed
it would be they who would have to 'carry the can', and they whose prestige
would depend on its outcome. Perhaps one of the best examples of this is

when Cleon out of spite for Nicias says that if he were in his shoes he

would take iylos. Whereupon Nicias calls his bluff, and when the assembly
support him,* u%o#opupnodvtwv i¢ tbv KXEuva, bxi ov xal vuv tiXel, (I
a. above p. 182. b. above p. 119* c. 11.05*7.»H* d. XII.37*4.

e. Iv.28.1.
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t » . . . a
pdOLOvV yz autw cpaCvEtalL, Cleon, by now heartily regretting his folly,

UTifcpEuye tbv nXouv xal c*avExwpEU ta EtpT)pEva, is forced to.make good

his word and undertake the expedition. wotE oux EXuUv oOTcuc; tuv ELPT)PEVUV
Et L E”*aixaXXayr), ucpCotatai tbv TIXouv. His prestige now rests on the
0

successful accomplishment of his promise, but fortunately for him, though
everyone else thinks him mad,* he is able to do it. It does not pay to be
too irresponsible therefore because even though, as Pericles points out, the
Athenians by agreeing to a certain action take on full responsibility for
it in theory, it is s till the a'Cpat'nydbg who in fact has to face the music.®
Thus when the Sicilian expedition failed, X&&E %0 )oav tote %up%po#up’#EtolL
tuv pr)tépuv tbv extiXouv, uaitEp oux autol yrjcpLadpEvol. There is therefore
this safeguard against winning a debate for the sake of winning it, but it
is clearly caution, and the orator's own ultimate advantage which dictates
this restraint, and not necessarily devotion to the interests of the state.

In this sphere too therefore it is success and prestige which count,
so that the one who rules others, even though he be 'unjust', earns the
admiration and envy of the Greeks, provided of course that they are not his
victims. Thus Polus laughs Socrates to scorn for suggesting that men like
Archelaos, king of Macedonia, and the Great King himself are not to be

9 : .

envied. So too Thrasymachus chooses as the epitome of happiness the lot

of the tyrant, and points out what has been emphasised a ll along that,
wV Ey'Exdo”?y |i£pEL otav xi¢ ao6lLxfjaac pr) Xd#p, ArjpioX)XaC Xz xal ovelét)
EXEL ta pEyLOta...£7iELOct(WOE xi¢ Tipbg tOLC tGv TtoXituv xPfAGOL* xal

autour avépaTxob LodpEvoc 6ouXuar)taL, dvtl toutuv tuv aiaxpuv ovopdtuv

a. 28.5. b. 28.k. o. ibid. d. 28.5. e. I1.64.1.
f. vIll.1.1. g. &org.470d h. Rep.l.344a i. 344b-c.
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eu6aCpovEg xal’paxdpLOL xcxXA*vtai, ou poévov Uro tuv xoXutwv 4Xfa xal
Urro tuv dXXuv baolL av xiiOuvtau autbv tr)v oXT)v déLxCav TJULXT]xéta* ou
yap tb xoLELv ta détxa dXXa tb xdaxcLv (popoOpEvoL O6VEI6IGououv oOL

ovELOLAovtEc tT]v déLxCav. Once again Polus and Thrasymachus are not
flouting normal wvalues, but describing, like Athens, what is, as they claim

it to be, the accepted practice**

ou Tiapfjou tyd’'£pT)v tupavvCéda.
ELTCEp yap dOLXELV XP#» tUpavVLOOG TI1EpL

xdXXLOtOV dOLXELV.

It is not they but Socrates who is abnormal.” ovk olel £7EXT)Xfyx#aL, u
$uxpatEc, btav tOLauta Xfypc; a ovéelg, av cpfjoELEv dvipuTcuv; etcel Epou

tLva tOUtUVL.

P °* The Law Courts

In foreign affairs, as v/as seen, ,since there were no courts of law,
and no means of enforcing agreements or preventing aggression impartially,
it was every man for himself, and the taking of reprisals was a matter of
self-help, so that the whole situation was governed by the individual
state's power and strength* But within the state it can be seen that such
a situation could be potentially dangerous, in that self-help can result in
feud and vendetta, and that if the stronger members of a community are
allowed to do as they will to others because those others are too weak to
take reprisals, then all the wealth and influence is going to come into the
hands of a small minority. It is probably for these reasons that eventually
all cases of homicide had to be brought to court before the alleged murderer

could be made to pay the penalty, and that Solon found it necessary to

a. Eur.Phoen.523ffe b. Plato Gorg.473 d
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introduce laws forbidding such things as enslavement for debt. For before

a
these laws all citizens of whatever rank are equal,

mbeopoug O6'6polLwqg tw xaxw t.e xaya#w,
fU#etav zlc, exaatov dppdoag O6Cxt)v,

cypaya,
so that in theory at any rate a more powerful man could no longer in these
specified cases wreak his will on a waeker, and get away with it. The
existence of such laws and law courts thus ensured that some curb was put
upon members of society, particularly the more powerful, toprevent them
attackingothers, a fear of sanctions which is described byAthena in the

Bumenides

£v OE tu aepag
dotwv (popo¢ xe “uyyevr](; to pr) doixetv
oxfjOEi td66°’, Tpap xal xat’ cu(ppdvnv opw?,
autwv xoXutwv pr) txixpalvovtwv vopous;
Xaxauq cxippoauol...
tb pf)t'dvapxov pf)te beoxotoupevov
datoL¢ TiepLOteXXouol PouXeOw oePelv,
xal pI) tb OELvbv Tidv tiéXewc; eAw paXELV.
tL ¢ ybp OEOGOLXWG PTOEV EVOLxog ppotwv;
tOLOVOE tOL tappOUVtEGC £vélLxwc OEpa”
Epupd tE xwpaq, xal TIOXEwC owtf)pLOv
EXOLt av.

The weak are no longer completely at the mercy of the stronger, because when
attacked they can appeal to.a magistrate, and if the court called to hear
the case agrees that a breach of the law has occured, can gain redress as
if he were as strong as his opponent. In this way the introduction of these
laws and law courts, before which he was in theory on equal footing with

his rival, did provide him some help in gaining reprisals he could not

a. Solon,fr.ix.18ff. b. 690ff.
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otherwise have hoped to obtain.” The protection these laws provided can
thus be likened to the help given by relatives and friends, v/hich as has
been seen was vital if a man were too weak to take reprisals by himself, a
point which is particularly clearly expressed by Antiphon in the first of
his speeches 6éopat O&6'upwv w avops . i:IpwpT)oai, TtpwtovppEv...0eutepov
&'cxEuvw tw xzAvr]KOXi xal dpa epol pdvw ctTCoXeXeippevw por)#noal.

upelL ¢ ydp pou dvayxatoL. oug¢ yap £xp7)v tw pfv tef#vewtu tipwpolig
yEVEO#au, £pol e pon#oOq, outou...epol & ’avtudLXou xa#s&otdou. xpbg
tCvaqg ouv eX#p tug Pot)#cOc;, n "xou tr)v xatayuynv 7touf)Oftat dXXo#i n

$pbg updg xal tb &uxauov; So too as Jones points out,” ohe of the main
disadvantages of exile was that one was no longer protected by the laws of
the state,”

oix £va vopuCwv q)#elLpetai ixoXewc vopov,

so that to be dnoXi¢ is as bad as to be friendless.”

£V p pe TipoupdXou

dcpuXov epnpov duoXuv ev Cwouv vexpSv.
The laws and law courts by considering all men equal before them did thus
form some protection for the weak, a function which, though bitterly

attacked by Callicles in the Gorgias,” dxx'otpau ou tuOepevou touc; vopouq

ou do#f£V£uc dvifpw7iou euatv =xal ou xoXXou, is generally considered one of

the main advantages and corner-stones of democratic government. Thus in
Herodotus those who give up a tyi'anny are said to give the city uoovopun
Similarly in the discussion by the Persians of the forms of government, *

the first argument in favour of democracy is that it has the name uoovopuT)

an argument which is stated at greater length in Theseus' defence of

a. 1.3. b. op.cit.p.120. c. Eur.Sl1l.234. d. Soph.Ph.1018.
e. 483 b £. IITr.142.3.,v,37,2 g.'III.80.6. A Thuc. II.37.3.
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Athenian democracy in the Supplices

oubev tupdvvou Obuopeveatepov TCoXeu,
OTiou tb pev TiputLOtov 0Uk eualv vopoi
xouvoC, xpateu &'eic tbv vopov xextppevo”
autbc; Tiap’auty xal tdéd *ouxét 'eat 'loov.
yeypappevwv &€& twv vopwv b t'da#evpc
6 TiXoOaubgc te tpv 6Cxpv uapv exEU,
eatuv &'evuG'Ttelv toiauv daffe veatepou <
tbv eutuxouvta tau#’, btav xXup =xaxwqg,

vixa 0’6 peuwv tbv peyav 6Cxau’eéxwv.
So too Pericles claims that at Athens,” peteoti 6é& xata pév touq vbpouq
Tipbg ta LOua 6udcpopa itaou tb wuoov.

The institution of laws and law courts therefore enabled a victim of
aggression to gain redress, but he could call upon the lav; to help him only
in a certain, and fairly restricted, number of situations. He could not
for instance be deprived of life or freedom without a hearing, and could
prosecute another for personal assault, deprivation of inheritance, breaking
of contract and other such specific delicts. But generally speaking it
was still a matter of self-help, and there is for instance, as Jones points
out,® little evidence to show that it was illegal, and that a man could
prosecute another, for taking something which was hot his. In such cases
the only way was to catch the man and hope to be able to recover the goods
oneself. Self-help was probably still, in a very large number of cases,
the normal method of gaining redress, a method which of course relies on
power and influence for its success.

Moreover even when a law suit was possible, though the two parties

may in theory be on equal footing, it is still up to the victim, or

a. 429ff. b. Thuc.II.37.1. c. op.cit.p.207f.
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someone acting for him, to.take the first step, as Antiphon, the Sophist,

a
one of the most outspoken critics of law and legal process points out,

b ye Tipwtov pev exutpeTxeL ty Tidoxovci %a#euv xal ty opwvti opdaai* =xal
ou“e evtau#a OiexwXue tbv xdaxovta pp xa#eTv, oute tbv bpwvta o6pdoat.

eiq te tpv tupwpCav dvayepopevov oudev L@Lwtepov exl ty xexov#6tL p ty
6edpaxbtL" xeuoau yap Get autbv touq llpwpfjaovtaq, mq exafev, xal &uvaoOau

dnauteu 6Cxpv eXetv. There ?;as no impartial police force to initiate
proceedings on the state's behalf, so that Protagoras* view of the functic-n
of law being to correct the wrongdoer in the interests of society and with
the backing of public opinion, seems far removed from reality, since, though
the laws may be there for the victim's protection, they are only, 1like
relatives, to be called on in need to strengthen one's hand. Indeed even
though the court may decide for the plaintiff, it is still up to him to
put that decision into effect, very often by means of self-help. If he
fails then he can bring another action, but it can be seen that these cases
could drag out indefinitely, and since the onus is always upon the plaintiff,
he may well give up through lack of stamina or money, or find the whole
proceedings costing him more than he stands to gain. All that the courts
do is weigh in on the side of a successful plaintiff, and give him the
right to take reprisals, but take little active part in the contest.

When therefore a case comes before the courts, it is still very
much a struggle, an dywv, between two parties for supremacy. Because there
is now a third party to be won over, there is of course much discussion

of ta 6Cxaua, but each party is primarily concerned to beat his opponent,

a. D.K.87.B.44.A.6.9.
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so that much is brought before the court which would not be accepted to-day
in a British court of law.” For in attempting to win the support of the
court, each side is likely to deal not only with the actual charge, but also
with the advantage to the court and the city it represents of his winning
the case, and the disadvantages if he does not. Thus just as in the
Eumenides the furies threaten pestilence, and Apollo the anger of Zeus, if
they lose, so now a litigant may well stress the contributions he has made
to the state with the idea that the court may well be induced to vote for
him, because he is too valuable as asset to he rubbed up the wrong way. If
he is the defendent, he can even hope that his value to society will outweigh

any particular illegal action he may committed.” xaCxoi bia xovxo xXcCw
twv UTtb xx)¢ TiéXewq upoatattope vwv sdaxavwppv, |va xal p&Xtuwv uy'upwyv

vopuCoCppv, xal £L Tcou (loc XL({ aupcpopa ycvouto, dpcuvov dywvL*olLppv.
So too the practice of allowing the defendent to bring children and other
dependents into court, to show how necessary he is to the well-being of
others, and to have his. friends and relatives speak on his behalf and
vouch for his good character, this practice too points to the conclusion
that much still depended ontthe worth and influence of the defendent.
TShereas therefore in a British court of law there is more concern for the
establishment of facts, and of whether the alleged crime was committed by
the accused, so that the jury is expected as far as possible to approach”®

the case with tabula l'asa, and to consider only what is brought before the

court according to strict rules of relevance, in the Greek court of law

there is more concern with the persons involved, with their merits and

a. Adkins,M.and R .p.201ff. b. Lysias, 25¢13%*
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defects as citizens. The jury, which could consist of many who have much
experience of the litigants, may well, and not without reason, he considering
not only the case itself, hut the whole record of them as members of the
community. This is not to say that this was the only thing which

determined their decision, or that it always did, and of course according

a
to the heliastic oath, as Socrates points out, ou yap etil toCtu) =xdOptau

6 OLxaatfjq, exl ty naxayapCC”o”ai xa O6Cxata, dXX’éxl ty xpCvsiv tauta,
xal opwpoxEv ou x&pLCLG#alL ougq av Soxp auty, dXXa 6ixdaeiv xata tougq

vopouq. Nevertheless he himself knows that the 'public image* of him
v;hich has been created is more than likely to convict him.

Though there may be laws and courts of law, juries and discussions
of ta 6Cxal%,the general atmosphere is still one of personal contest
between the litigants, who conduct their own case, each trying to get the
court to do y/hat he wants it to”*do. The situation is just that found
in a scene witnessed only recently, when two men were standing by a car,
and as a policeman went by one stopped him saying, 'Here's a policeman.
Look, I was standing at that pedestrian crossing....' It is clear that
here 'the law' is being invoked merely as a means of getting back at the
other man, and it is exactly this attitude which prevails in the Greek
courts. The court is merely being asked to decide between what one side
wants, and what the other wants, an issue which would otherwise be decided
by force. This is shovm particularly by the procedure adopted in the
aywvEq xilxr)XoC, cases where the penalty was not fixed by law, but damages

were assessed in court. This practice was far more common than in our

a. Apol.33 c
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system of law, where it is restricted to civil proceedings, and it was, as
is well known from the trial of Socrates, that when the defendent had been
found guilty, both sides then said what they thought the damages should
amount to, using the verb This means that the prosecutor, or
victim, is demanding so much by way of recompense, and the defendent, or
aggressor, is offering so much as indemnity. Once again the situation is
exactly the same as if the two sides were going to fight it out, only now
because the contest takes place in a court of law, it is that court which
decides who wins. It can only choose between the two assessments and
cannot suggest a compromise.?®

The court of law thus acts very much as an arbiter in what remains
a private battle between the two parties, and since it is a battle, the
outcome of it, like that of any other contest, effects the standing of those
involved. The litigants are, it has been emphasised, out to win the day,
so that, as has already been seen in the Bumenides, the victim considers
himself atLpoq , and to have lost standing if he loses his case and thus
fails to gain redress, and the aggressor is still without shame until he ¢
loses and meets with reprisals. However just a verdict may be, defeat in
court, as in any sphere, because it shows one up as lacking in some way,
involves loss of standing, and consequently the need to avenge oneself if
one is to regain it. Thus it is that in a passage from one of the

Tetralogies of Antiphon it is said, ei 6é xal aXoCr), tlpuppaapevy
xdXXiov EO0”EV auty tauta Tidaxeiv, p dvdvépwqg ppéev avtLOpdaavta urio

tpq ypayqq O Lacp#apr)vat. To be defeated in a law suit, and to accept that

a. Jones,op. cit.,and others. b. I.a .S8.
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defeat without attempting to take revenge is described as something
dvavépov, one of the strongest terms of censure in Greek society. T/hat
is considered OLxalOV in,the eyes of the law for a man to suffer is not
considered by him to be xaXov or aya#év to suffer, but rather aUoxpoy as

is pointed out in the L a w s toXq pev toCvuv TtoXXoX q outu) Tiepl ta

touauta doupywvwg ta xaXa xal ta OLxaia OLeppippéva xpooayopEUEtau.
Contest in a law court is, as regards the effect on a man's standing, no
different from physical contest, so that the loser, since defeat is
avdvépov, must seek in his turn to get retribution and get even with his
enemy . It can be seen therefore that though litigation may prevent blood-
feud, violence and civil war, it still preserves all the animosity of the
days of self-help, and it is precisely this aspect of legal procedure which
Antiphon the 80%)hist attacks. For, as he points out, so great is the
competitive atmosphere of the courts, and so acrimonious the relationships
between the two parties, that even a true witness is liable to incur the

hatred and life-long enmity of the offender who is punished because of him.*

autbq 6’aOLXEttaL uxb tou xatapaptupp#Evtoq, oti \xioeixai ux'autou ta

aXT)#r) paptupfjaaq* xal ou poévov tw pCoEL, aXXa xal otu or:r autbv tbv

aiwva Tcdvta (puXdttEO#aL toutov ou xatEpaptuppoEv. It may well be true

that many a witness, and indeed many a victim, feared to bring a case against

a more influential person because of the repercussions, and indeed such

situations are not unknown to-day, and we at least have police protection.
Legal proceedings therefore are considered almost entirely a matter

between the two parties concerned. The court acts only as arbiter, and

a. 860 b b. D.E.87.BJ)4.I.35.
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not as an educator, punishing the aggressor simply because he attacked
anothere Jif aggression occurs, there is little evidence to show that it
was generally considered a danger to the community, and as such to be ‘'
repressed and punished by bringing the offender to court. Society is not
yet so integrated that an attack on one member is considered an attack on
society as a whole. The reaction of the man in the street to aggression is
that the victim is the loser, so that the punishment of the aggressor is
his pigeon, and if he does not succeed in getting redress, so much the
worse for him. Admittedly Solon in his reform of the laws and legal
procedure did appreciate that law and order was essential for the continued
existence and well-being of a community, and hoping that this view would
br shared by the rest of the Athenians, allowed anyone who wished to
initiate proceedings on behalf of the community against a malefactor, if
the victim were unable to do so himself.”* But in practice, as is well
known, because his views were not in fact those of the majority, who

tended to think him mad for not taking advantage of his position,*

ouK £(pu ZoXojv (3a-&(ppiiiv ouds pouXfjeLt; dvfjp*
io"Xa ydp Ooou 6166v'Co¢ autoc; ouk

r)'deXov yap xev xpax”“qoa’y nJ'oifXov d(p*ovov Xapcov
xal tupavveOaac; ’'A-r)vSv pouvov A*AEpav pCav,

doKoc; uot&pov asadp”a i KaniXeXpZ(p'&o-i ycvoc,”
those who did thus prosecute did so not for the sake of any abstract idea
of justice, nor even for the sake of the community, but for personal
motives and advantage, and the resulting evils of sycophancy need not be

dwelt on here. Admittedly such prosecutors represented themselves as

a. Stob.ed.Hense, b. fr.xxii.
iv.1.77.
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ooming to the aid of the state or the laws, hut even if this was not a
Ttpocpaol. 4 for private feud, the ability to protect what needs protection is,
as has been shown, a mark of dpetf), so that it is not pure altruism which
induces a man to come to the aid of the laws or the victim of aggression,
but something far more attractive, namely the chance to prove one's worth,

to be dya-doq,” adé lKoupe volou tLpwpeXv nata Oduvapiv xal p”* Ttapteval*

Xo pfv yap 'toLOUtov OUKaLov xal dya-&ov, Xo Of p~ tououtov déixov xal

Xaxov. Coming to the aid of the laws is just as much a sign of the

Heraclean type of apcxf) as is coming to the aid of the weak and the dead,

b
as emerges clearly from a passage in Antiphon. fpou pfv ouv OLfjyntau xal

PE(30f)-&T]'Cal. tw tE£#vEwtL =xal 'Gv vopw* £v uptv b*iox| axo@lfLV xa Xoma
Ttpoc updc autoug¢ xal OLxd*£Lv xd bCxaia. What he is saying is in effect,

'T have done my bit, now it is up to you to do the right thing.' Indeed

just as the hero protects the weak because the aggressor challenges his
ability to do so, and so his standing as an dyaOos, so now it can be
suggested to the jury that they are the defenders of the law,” dsopau 6 '
upwv w dvoép£4...i;Ip0JpTj0al. Xpwtov p£V tote VOpPOLC; tote Up£tf£pOUe, &
challenge which is more openly stated in a later passage, and which can be
compared to that given Zeus by Menelaus.” dXX'upste por)-&fjaatf pou, xal
) OLOdaxf£tf toue ouxo(pdvtae pet”ov upSv autwv &0vaadat. f£av plv yap
£LOLOvVtfe cue upde d poOXovtai xpdoowou, O£0f£iypfvov £0tat toutoue pcv
7I£Cd£1V, to O 'upf£tfp0V 7Xr)doe Cpf£Uy£f£LV £fav 0f £LOUOptfe ELe Upde
TovT)pol pfv autol oSoxwauv £Lvat, xXsov 6 'autote pT)Ofv y£VT)tai, upstspa

T tup” xal T Sduvapie EOtau, woTisp xal to 6Cxaiov £x£ft.

a. Democr.D.E.68.B.26I. b. I.51%* c. 1.3* d. v.80.
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The fact that men may come to the aid of the victim, the laws or
the state does not mean that they are doing so for purely altruistic
motives, but rather for the sake of their own personal advantage and
reputation. One cannot have one's opponent prove himself stronger, peu”“ov
6\3vao*at , and able to do his will, d poOXovtat xpdoowoL , and still
retain one's standing, tipf) , and superiority, buvapu”. So too, though
there are some few acts such as homicide, treason, dereliction of duty
on the part of generals and magistrates and 'corruption of the young',
which are considered sufficiently detrimental to the state as a whole
to merit public suits, .those who indict in the name of the state are not
necessarily doing so for purely disinterested motives. For since such
indictments were brought not impersonally by the Crown, but by one or
more particular named individuals, private animosities may well have
influenced the decision to prosecute. Even if they did not, it is
always a source of pride to be able to act as benefactor to the state,

as pater patriae

Y . General Relations between Citizens
In the law courts the atmosphere is one of competition, with

little or no recognition on the part of the average man that aggression

in any way threatens the community, so that he should for this reason
alone help bring a man to justice. Aggression is still very much the
concern of the victim, who does not gain the sympathy of others simply
because he is attacked. But life in a community does not consist entirely
of governing and bringing law suits. The ordinary everyday dealings with

the other members of society account for the large part of the relationships
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between citizens, and here,, since any community or society, if it is to have
that name at all, must have come to some modus vivendi, the atmosphere of
competition is perhaps less obvious. The fear of public opinion, of

divine retribution and of the laws exerts, as was seen above, a pressure on
the members of a society to conform, which is so constant as, like that of
the air around us, not to impinge in normal circumstances upon the
consciousness. But though the Greeks may by and large have been law abiding,
god fearing and above all public opinion conscious, this does not mean that
they necessarily conformed to the set standards for reasons of personal
conviction unaffected by the sanctions of laws, gods and public opinion.
These sanctions acted as restraints upon the individual's will, but once
removed, there is very little evidence to show that the average Greek
exercised self-restraint, or felt that sense of moral obligation for which
we are looking? Actions were wrong, adtxa, because they exposed the agent
to reprisals divine or human, and as long as these sanctions were seen to

be at work, those actions were avoided for the sake of expediency. But if
in time of crisis, when one's whole world is threatened, these sanctions
either no longer exist, or no longer outweigh the advantages of injustice,
then there is nothing to prevent men indulging without restraint their deep
seated urge for self-preservation and self-promotion, nothing to prevent

them acting on impulse, opyp ev pev yap £fupf)vp xal ayaOouq Tipdypaolwv
at Xe néXzi¢, xal ot tdtwtat dpftvoud %a4d yvwpaqg &/ouot 6ta to pr) £4
dxouotouqg dvdyxac n:t7itftv 6 6£ %o0X£f£pod U(p£Xwv tT]v £U7ioptav tou =xa#'

T)pfpav (Statog o6tddaxaXot; =xal Tcpo¢ ta xapdvta taéd opyag¢ twv xoXXé6jv opotot.

a. Thuc.III.82.2. b. above, p.121ff.,161f.
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Thus it is that during the otdou cat Corcyra, which occasions these
reflections of Thucydides upon the effects of war-time strain upon what
appears in peace-time to he the most closely integrated of societies, at
this time of stress, when law and order and the sanctions it invokes have
gone, complete anarchy ensues* Community life reverts to a free for all,
and it is the competitive skills, and not obeying laws and being just,
which are now more profitable* For now with the protection afforded by the
laws gone, every citizen is against the other, so that in the struggle for
survival justice and restraint are thrown to the winds, as Thucydides in

his penetrating analysis of the situation observes.” xal tpv Euw”uuav
d*LwoLv twv dvopd'Cwv ec td cpya dvtfiXXa“av tp OLxaLwoeL..eto 6c owcppov
tou dvdvépou Ttpoaxbpolj xal to xpoc dxav “uvetbv cxl xdv dpyov. ..dvtt-
tlpwpfjaao'&aLl tc tuva xcpl tiXclovoc Hv p autov pr) xpoTta-“etv... paov 6 *

01 TcoXXol xaxoupyoL oytcc 6c”?lol xcxXpvtai » dpaOcuq dyaOol, xal tw pcy
auaxuvovtai, ctil 6c tw dydXXovtal. Tcdvtwvy 6 ' autwv altiov dpxp t] 6ua
TtXcoverCav xal cpiXotipuav. ..ol ydp cv tauq xoXcol Tipootdvte c...td pev
xotvd Xoyw -AcpaTCCUovtf£c d-*Xa CTCOLouvto, xavtl 6¢c tpoxw dywvlL”opevol

dXXfjXwV «Ttept yLyvca-*ai etoXppadv. te ta 6civotata.

It is however not only fear and insecurity which, when law and order
and the means of arbitration have broken down, impel men to fight each other
As Diodotus points out,in his attack on the idea that the fear of disaster
or reprisals is a foolproof deterrent, hope, desire and ambition are equally

powerful incentives*” fj 6 '’e”“ouaCa uppci tpv xXcovc”~Cav =xal (ppovfjpati
($apcxouoa) , ..c”*dyouolv c4 tout; xuvduvouc. 1) tc cXxlc xal 6 cpwq.

TtXcLOta pXdxtouai, =xal ovta dcpavr) xpcuoow cotl twv opwpcvwv 6cLvwv.

a* III.82*4*»7#)8%* b* For the use of dya“oq here, see below p. 227f
c. 111*2~5.4-5.
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So too Creon points out,a

dxx U’ XtXLOWV
dvépao to Kcpdoc TioWdKic OLwXeacw,

In these cases, even though the sanctions of laws and reprisals, human and
divine, which normally make aggression unprofitable, are the greatest
imaginable, there is someone who considers that the actual advantages of
aggression outweigh the potential dangers, because he is sure he will not

get caughtxal oudctc xw xatayvouc eautou FI) xcpuéoeO'dal tw cxlpouXeupatL
dX$LV c4 TO OCLVOV. noXi C tc dcplOtapcvT) tL4 xw 7001} tr) doxfjocL exouaa
tT]lv xapaaxcuT)v... toutw excxetpT)<*ev; a sentiment echoedthy the herald in

the Supplices

eXxlc ydp cot’dxuatov, fl xoXXag¢ xo0XcCLC
owr)t|;’, dyouaa Oupbv cue; uxcp”oXdc.
otav yap cX#p xoXcpoc; céd (tr) ov Xcw,
0UOCI4 cO'autou 9dvatov cxXoyCCctau,
to Ouotux£4 6c tout’cd dXXov cxtpcxcu.

When the stakes are particularly high, the fear of sanctions is weakened,

and once again there is. nothing to stop a man doing his will.* xal p tuxp...
xuvéuvcOclv tivoc xpodycu, =xal oux paaov ta4d X0XCL4, oaw xcpl twv pcyCotwv
tc, cXcujicpCad p dXXwv dpxtK, =xal pcta xdvtwv cxaot04 dXoyCotwéd cxl

xXcov tL autov c66”aocv. dxXw4 tc d6uvatov xal xoXXr)4d cup#cCad, boxic
ol'ctai tr)4 dv-&pwxcCad (puacwd oppwpcvp4 xpo#f*W4 ti xpd*ai dxotpoxfijv

tuva exftv fj vopwv loxul p dXXw tw 6clvw. PoT since, as Protagoras
points out, it is only dvdyxTjin some form or another which ensures 6 Lxaloouvp,

when these fail or are lacking men will revert to their animal nature.”

CL 6coL autov xpCvcoOau xpo4 dv-&pwxou4 oL 4 pptc xat6clLa eatlv pptc

*221f4 b. Thuc.111.45%*1. c. Pur. Suppl.479ff.
d# Thuc.Ill .45#6-7"' e. Plato,Prot.327 c-d.
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6 Lxaatfipla pf)te vopoL pr)élge évdyxT) ppdcpCa 6ud xavto” dvayxd”ouaa dpctqu
exLpeXc ILQ-%ai, dXX’'ciev dypuoC tivec...

Under normal circumstances fear of sanctions ensures a reasonablje
degree of harmony in the state, but once those sanctions have been removed
or weakened, it no longer becomes v/orthwhile to abstain from TtXeove”Ca
and (piXotupCa , and since this is the only reason for so abstaining, the
result is a complete breakdown of the normal social relationships* Thus it

is that as a result of the unstable conditions during the plague,”* paov
ctoXpa XIC d xpotepov dxexpux'Ceto p) xa”’'fjéovpv xolclv, dyxLotpocpov

tT)v pctapoXpv opwvTcqg T:ww xz eudaipévwv xal aicpVLOCwc dvpoxov'Cwv xal

Twv oudev xpoTepov xexTppcvwv, cu#U4 6c tdxcCvwv cxovtwv...otl 6c p61)
TC t]6u xavTaxdOcv Tc ig‘auTo xcpé6aXcov, TouTo xal xaXov xal xP'HC'Upov
xaTcoTT). -&CW 6c (popoc n dvdpwxwv vopoq ouéclc; dxcupyc, To pcv
xpCvovTcc cV opolLw xal ocpcuv xal pr) ex tou xdvTaq opdv ev low
dxoXXupeVoU4, Twv 6c dpapTApdTwv ouecl(; cXxl*wv pcxpL Tou 6Cxt)v ycvcoiiau
puou4 dv TT)v TipwpCav dvTuéouvalL, xoXu 6c pci*w Tr)v %r) xaTcci*ncploapcvt]v
ocpwv cxLxpcpao'&TjvalL, rjv xplv cpxcocuv clxoc cLvat Tou pCou Tu dxoXauoai.
This shows that though the average Greek may be 6Cxaio§,in the v/ay that
Cephalus is,” that is obeying the various vopupa of society,” he is 6Cxauo4
not because of any abstract ideals, because he is personally convinced,

independent of sanctions, that he should be 6Cxauoq but because it
normally did not pay him to flout the laws, the gods and public opinion.
There is generally no conception that the practice of refraining from
injustice and obeying the laws should be followed for its own sake. A man
will do so if obliged by external pressure, but ifthatis weak enough, or

a. Thuc.II.53%* b. For this use ofdpcTfj, see above p. 116.
c. above p.36%* d. Ant.D.K.B.44#A.1.6£ff
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completely non-existent, and the chance to promote himself occurs, then the
i*reek attitude is, as was seen in the case of Solon,” that he Vfould be mad
not to take it. Indeed so strong is the idea that the laws are a curb on

a man's freedom of will, that the author of the Anomoaus lamblichi can
describe the general attitude to law, which he is opposing, in the following
termscTu toCvuv oux cxl xXcovc”Cav oppdv 6ct, oudée to xpdtoc to cxl
tr) xXcovc”Ca ““cuoOau dpctr)v cLvat, to 6c twv vopwv uxaxouciv 6cuXCav.
Meek capitulation to the laws without putting up some fight, some show of
independence, is, like capitulation to another man, shere cov/ardive, 6cLXCa,
the remotest possible extreme from dpctf).

The attitude to laws is therefore like that to a superior. One
obeys because one must, but one will take any chance of doing him down, and
the shame lies not in breaking the law, but in getting caught and punished.
Thus it is that Polus who, as was seen earlier,** deems the lot of the
tyrant most enviable, considers the ability to flout the laws, to do one's

will and get away with it, is the real sign of po?/er and apctfj.® HQA. AXX’
cywyc touto Xcyw oxcp dptu, e”CLvai cv tr) xoXcL, 0 dv 6oxp autw, xoLcTv
touto, =xal dxoxtcLvuvtu =xal cxpdXXovtL xal xdvta xpdttovtu =xata t*v
autou 66%av...Z0. d6uxwv 6c 6t) cubaupwv eotai dp', dv tuyxavi® 61x114 tc
xal tupwpCa4; UQA. "Hxuotd yc, cxcl outw y’dv d-&Xiwtat04 clr). 2Q. *AXX'
cciv dpa ) tuyxdvr) 61x114 6 d6ixwv, =xatd tov abv Xoyov cubaCpwv eotai;

£ £
riQA. *r)pL. So when Socrates asks him, xxotcpov 6oxci aou, w llwXc, xdxuov

CLval, to (x6lxclv 1 to dbLXcuoiau; he naturally answers dbuxcLoOaL

'cpoiyc, but when he asks him, aioxLov xotcpov to obuxcLv fj to obuxcLcOau;

Folus somevfhat inconsistently with his argument answers, to aé6txcLv . For

a. above p.200. b. D.K.89.6.1. c. above p 198. d. above p .190.
e. Plato,Gorg.469 0,472 d £.474 c
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he has just been saying that most men, including himself, admire dOLxu*

so that to say now that it is shameful, that is incurs public censure and
results in loss of face, is not only an apparently flat contradiction of his
own argument, but as will be readily apparent from all that has been so far
discudsed, is completely contrary to the general values of the Greeks which
he claims to be representing. It is not surprising tliat it is precisely on

this flaw in Polus* argument pn’which Callicles pounces.” xal cywyc =xat '
auto touto oux dyapau IlwXov, otL ool ouvcxwpbOEv to déLxetv alaxtov
CLvai tou dOLXELoOaL* cx tautT)4 yap au tr)C opoXoyCaq afitb¢ uxb aou

oupxoOLo“clc cv tOLc XoyoLg cxcotopCo”?n, auoxuvOclg d cvocu clxcXv. If

one admits that most people admire and desire tb pcya 6uvaadaithen to say

that it is disapproved of to the extent of using of the means to that power,
namely tb abuxcuv, the highest term of public censure, aiaxpov, is to talk

nonsense, unless one is deliberately forcing the term to carry a meaning it
does not normally carryThis in Callicles opinion is what Polus is doing.
For as Polus himself implied, men refrain from injustice only because of

external pressure such as the laws, so that to do injustice is considered

v/rong only because of the sanctions they incur, that it is only wrong vopw .Q
But normally, though one may say that injustice is doéLxov,that is exposes

the agent to reprisals, one only uses aiaxpdv of what is wrong (puacu, that

is that which causes injury and loss of face, namely being the victim of
injustice. cpuaci pev yap xdv aiaxLov catuv oxcp xal =xdxuov, tb abuxcuo”au,

vopw 6¢c -&d dbuxcTv. oubc yap dvépbc touto y'coTlv Tb xdO“pa, Tb abuxcLo”au,

(xXX'dvépaxb6ou Tuvbg w xpcuTTov ccTuv Tcé&vdvau r Ct)v, ooTuqg dbuxoupcvoq

a. 482 d-e b. Adkins M . P.265f* c. 482 e 2 d. 483 a 7
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xal xpoxriXaxL*opcV04 pn 0L04 Tc caTuv auToc auTw Por)-&LV pr)éc dXXw ou

dv K'né'oTaL.#? dXX'cLpai ot TtOcpcvot Touc, vopouc, ot do#cvc%4 dvApwxot
ctatv xal ot xoXXo,txpbc. auTout; ouv xal To auTotc aupcpcpov TO0U4 Tc
vopou¢ Tt-&cvTat xal TO0I14 cxatvouq exatvouotv xat TOU4 t*oyouc Aeyouatv
cxcpo(3ouvTc 4 TOI14. .. 6uvaTOU4 ovTa4 xXcov cyctv, tva pr) auTwv xXcov cywotv,
Xcyouatv w4 atoxpbv xal doétxov To xXcovcxTctv..,dyaxwat ydp otpat auTol
dv To LGOv cxwotv (pauXoTcpot OVTC4? 6ta TauTa 6t) vopw pcv touto doétxov
xal ataxpbv XcycTat...» 6c yc otpat cpuat4 aUTr] dxo(patvct auTo, oTt
Otxatév caTtv Tov dpctvw Tou xECpov04 xXcov cActv xat Tov déuvaTwTcpov

Tou doéuvaTwTcpou.®

These words have been quoted at length, because it will be seen that
far from being those of a 'freak', evoking a horrified response from the
'average' Greek, they represent in epitome just those fundamental values
which have prevailed in all spheres of action at all times. The average
Greek will obey the laws and any superior force when he must, but given
the chance to get away with injustice, he will take it, and because by so
doing he only proves his ability, his dpcTf), he will feel no shame or loss

of face. His victim may hurl abuse at his head, but as Thrasymachus says,®
ou yap To xotctv Tt détxa dXXd To xdoyEtv (po“oupcvot ovctédttouotv ot

ovct6tGovTC4 tt)v détxtav. For it is To détxctoOatwhich brings shame and
is dvavépo” so that though the victim can sometimes stop the aggressor
getting too much by the help of the laws, he does not, simply because he is
the victim, gain the sympathy of others unaffected by the act of aggression.
Nor is this attitude so difficult to understand. For though the gods and

the laws ensured a reasonable degree of harmony within the state, life in

a. above p.155* b. above p.192. c. above p. 171. d. above p. 189,
e. Rep.9H- ¢
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Athens or any other Greek city was not the sheltered existence of a
7/elfare State. The state had only a limited amount of land and wealth, so
that, as in the Homeric society, life was a competition, a struggle to
maintain oneself and one's family, and on the outcome of that struggle
depended one's material prosperity, one's Tipfj. AIl other members of the
community apart from the immediate circle of one's friends and relatives
were rivals for what was going, and in such conditions the weakest must go
to the wall, and there is little room for altruism. The survival of oneself
and one's family was entirely one's own responsibility. A reasonable
standard of living was not a right, but something to be earned, and if one
failed, then one had only oneself tlo blame.

The ideas of the Immoralists, though set up asanAunt Sally to be
knocked down by Socrates, are once again only a more than usually
outspoken revelation of the real values of the Greeks. As Taylor notes,?

Callicles is as earnest as Carlyle in his conviction that superior ability
of any kind gives the.right to use the ability according to your own
judgment and without scruple’'. To such as Socrates, who say one should
suffer injustice rather than do it, Thrasymachus retorts with valid

argument, 'Why should 1? Why should | deny myself for the sake of others,

and not use my abilities and powers to the the full?' For as he says,?
xal Loxupotepov xal cXEuOcpLwTEpov xal 6eaxoTLxwtepov aduxCa OLxaioaOvnc
Eotlv Ixavidc; yLyvopEvp, xal oxcp apx*"C zXzyov, To pev Tou xpeiTTovoc
aupcpepov To 6Cxauov Tvyx“veu ov, To 6 'abLxov eauTw XuouTeXouv Te xai

aupcpépov. To be just is to admit defeat byasuperior orby the laws,

a. Plato p.116. b. Rep.344 c
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which is avavépovand not to be contemplated by any sane man. For again

it is Socrates, the philosopher, the man with his head in the clouds, who
is, like Solon, regarded as mad. His ideas, far from being commonly
accepted, are regarded as a sign of waekness and inability to protect
himself and his dependents, which, because it shows a lack of apcTfi, should

make him feel ashamed.”* xaCtolL, w (piXe Zwxpatec, oux aioxpov Oboxet aolL

CLval obtwg sxELV w4 Eyw O| oLpat cxelv xal TOU4 aXXou4 TOU4 xoppw

(xel (pLXooo(pia4 IXauvovi:ad;... xaCtOL xwéd4 ao(pbv TouTo eoTiv... pfjTe autov
auTw Oduvdpevov popOciv ppd *Exowoai, ex Twv peyCoTwv klvOOvwv ppTe eauTov
pf)Te aXXov ppdfva, uxb 6b Twv £x-9pwv xeplLauXda“ai =xdoav tt)v ououav,
aT&xvwd 6e aTupov Cpv ev Tp xoXcu. Far from being the norm, his principles

would result in a complete reversal of the average Greek's value system.?
eu pev yap oxou6dCEi4 Te xal Tuyxdvet TauTa dXpOp bvTa a Xeyeu4, dXXo
Ti p bpwv 9 pL04 dvaTeTpappeV04 av elr) Twv dvOpwxwv xal xdvTa Ta

evavTia xpdTTopev, W4 eoixev, p a 6ei.

It was s till success which was the sign of dpeTf) even within the
state, particularly in time of crisis, so that the average Greek was
6Cxauo4donly because of the sanctions if he was not, and not because of any
personal conviction of the need to be just, or any sense of moral
obligation, But though this was true in the generality there are signs of
an increasingly more tolerant and relaxed attitude towards others making
its appearance. It is always difficult to point to the particular time or
cause of such a movement, since these shifts in what is generally considered
the right or wrong thing to do, though sometimes encouraged by or associated
with some one or more persons,are very often so gradual and unconscious

as to be imperceptible. Ask for instance why to-day we no longer keep

a. Gorg.486 a-b b. 481 ¢ «cf. Apol.28 b
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slaves or burn witches, and it would be almost impossible to say more than

that it gradually came to be considered repugnant, uncivilised, in the way
th£t the Athenians thought their decision to annihilate Mytilene wpov.

Very frequently these more humane attitudes are the result of the removal

of fears and superstition, or the understanding gained by knowledge of, for
example, the effects on the individual of mental disease, but quite often
they are irrational, in that those who hold them would be hard put to it to
give any explanation of their revulsion from earlier practices. But whatever
the causes of it, whether perhaps in part the growth of thd mutual trust
which results from continual dealings with and knowledge of the other members

of a community,” 6La yap To xaO'gqpfpav abzzc xal dvsxl pouXsuTov xpbgq

dxxf)Xou4d xal z¢ TOU4 Auppdyouq To auTo zxzxz, and in part the special
pleading of such men as Socrates, there is evidence of this.more tolerant
and humane attitude, as exem plified for instance in the discussions
concerning the burial of the dead. This topic seems to have been much in
the air at this time, and the arguments brought forward in the several plays
which deal with it are a good indication of the various values now
prevailing. For although the stronger party has always been able to do
his w ill and take what reprisals he likes for injury sustained, there was
a certain lim it beyond which he could not go without incuring some censure,
though not the strongest, of the other members of society? Thus the most
obvious case in Homeric times is that of Achilles, who has every right to
do what he did to Hector’s body because no one could stop him, but who was
deemed nevertheless to be doing something outrageous,* xal "ExTopa 6lov

aziKza pfjéeTo epya, to be aTdcOaXov.” The burial of the dead was

a. Thuc. 111.37*2. cf.1.68.1. b. n.XXII.395 c. 218
d, Adkins,M.and R.p.43.
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considered an unwritten law, so that after a battle there was normally a
truce allowed for the defeated to recover and bury their dead. Nevertheless
the possibility of being deprived of burial rites certainly existed, and
was considered one of the greatest dishonours which could befall one,» and
one of the worst reprisals one could take.

When therefore in the Antigone Creon decides that Polyneices should
be denied burial, he as ruler can do as he wills, since there is no one to

stop him'.A

(xXX’t) Tupavvlg xoXXd T'aXX eudpLpoveT

xd"eoxiv avxJ] opctv Xeyeiv -&a pouXetai.
so that he cannot incur the strongest censure of society, which is
reserved for those who are incapable of doing their will. On the other
hand it was a long established custom, and one which was considered to be
upheld by the gods of the underworld, that the dead should be buried, a

duty which lay particularly upon the relatives of the dead man.?

ou ydp Xi 6ouXog, dXX'déeXcpbg wXcTo...
opw4 o y’"ALOT)4 ToU4 vopouc LOOU4 xoOci.

Normally this problem might never arise, since it was usually a sufficient
proofYof victory and superiority to have killed the eaemy, so that one
could then afford to allow his relatives to bury him, as even Achilles did
eventually in the case of Hector. But in this particular case both the
’good* man, from the point of view of the Thebans, namely Eteocles who
fought to save Thebes, and the ’'bad* man, namely Polyneices who dared to
attack the city, have been killed. Both have met the same fate, so that

since it is the consequences of an action which determines whether it is

a. above, p. 129. b. Ant.306-7. c. 517,519*
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good or bad, right or wrong, neither has been proved to have been right by
what happened to him. A Il that Creon can do to show that one of them is
*gpai* is’to have him buried, and deny the similar honour to the other.

For had one of them lived, then there would have been a decisive issue,
Polyneices being proved right by taking Thebes or wrong by being killed.
Since both have died, and since the Greeks did not generally believe in
punishment in the next world for wrong done in this, to treat both alike,
by according both the rites of burial, is to make nonsense of any system of
values. The ’bad' must be seen to be bad by the fate they meet. It is this
reason, which is based on traditional values and can be compared with the
complaint of Achilles when robbed of Briseis,® on which Creon bases his

edict

ToLOvé’epov (ppdvT)pa, KOUXOT’EX y'epou
Tipp XpOEAOUc'oL xaXOL Twv CVOLHWV.
dxX’oaTi¢ euvoug Tpode Tp xoXcu, Oavwv
xal Gwv OpOLWC Ipoil TUppOETUL.

It might be argued, as indeed Antigone does, that such an action offends
the gods, but Creon’sranswer to this, and to the suggestion that the
illegal burial of Polyneices was something OcpXaTov, is likewise based on
traditional values. The gods uphold justice, so that again it would be

nonsense to suggest that they honour the good and the bad alike, *

Av. opwg o y'"Au6o4 TOU4 vopouc; lcougq xo™rei.

Kp. dXX'oux 6 Tw xaxw Xa/ELV laov,

an argument stated at greater length earlier on.?

Xiyzic, yolp oux dvexTa OaCpovaq Xfywv
xpovoiav toxelv Toude Tou vexpou x£pu.

a. above p.127. b. 207ff. c. 519fx* d. 282ff.
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x6Tepov uxepT LpOJVTE4 W4 EUcpyETpv
ExpuxTov aUTOv, 60TL4 dp(pLKLOva4
V&0U4 xupwowv f)XAE Kava-&f)pata

xal YT)v EXeCvwv xal vopoud odiaaxEOwv;
p TOL14 xaxoud TLpwvTa4 Eiaopad #£064;
OVX EOTLV.

In refusing burial to Polyneices Creon is not only exercising his right to
do his w ill as king, but also proving that he and Thebes have been wronged
by being able to harm her enemy andhelp her friend. The edict goes out
therefore, and once it has gone out, it is a matter of prestige that it
should be obeyed. No ruler can have his command flouted and s till claim
to be such, so that it is essential for one’s prestige that any offender

should be punished, particularly if shehappens to be a woman.?

OUTW4 dpUVTE'EoTl Tot 4 XOOpOUpEVOL 4,
xo0iiToL yuvaLX04 ou6apw4 poopTEa.
XpELOOOV yap, ELXEp OEL, Xp04 dv0p04 EXXEOELYV,

xoux av yuvalxwv r)ooo'"z¢ xaXoCpEA'dv.
It can be seen that Creon is basing his action upon commonly

accepted values, which cannot be gainsaid.?

ool TauT'dpEOXEL, xat MEVOLXEwW4, xoEtv
TOov TpOE OUOVOUV xal Tov EUpEvr) XOXEL*
vopw OE XavTL, TOUT*EVEOTL OOL
xal Twv OavovTwv xAxoooL CwpEv xEpL.

On the other hand it was considered incumbent upon the living, especially
the relatives of the dead man, to bury the dead, or else incur the anger

of the gods of the underworld. The problem which faces Antigone therefore
is to choose between the sanctions imposed by Creon’s edict and those

imposed by the lower gods. Her sister, through fear of human wrath,

a. 677ff. cf.if84f., 525. b. 211ff.
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chooses to obey Creon, in the hope that the anger of the gods w ill be

averted by her reasons for doing so.?

eXELTa &'oUVEXa dpx6pEO0 *EX XpELOOOVWV
xal TauT’dxouELV xcxtl Twvé 'dXyuova.
Eyw pEv ouv aiTotioa toug¢ uxo x”“ovbg
AuyyvoLav loxEUV, wq ptd*opai, talE,
Tot 4 EV TEXEl pEpWOL XELOOpGL.

But Antigone, through fear of divine wrath, chooses to obey the gods.b
TouTwv Eyw oux epeXXov, dv0pl 4 0UGEVO4
(ppovT)pa bzCoaol ev OEotou Tpv olxtiv
OWOE Lv.
EXEl XXELW xpovo4
ov OEt p'dpkaxELV Tot4 xiTw Twv EV-&IOE.

It Lis clears thattAntigone buries the dead out of affection certainly, but

as well because of the consequences, and not as the result of any ’principle*,

any sense of moral obligation. She is led on by the enticing prospect of
c . .
renown among the dead, and the living, a hope such as can rob any

sanction of its deterrent value, by making one unable to conceive that one

e
w ill lose, and have to pay the penalty. One is caught up in delusion, in

the feeling that some miracle w ill save one, that one w ill not really have
to pay for an action, a delusion which, as the Chorus point out, is only

the forerunner of disaster.

d yap Or) xoX0xXayxTO04 eX-
XI4 x0XXoL4 pEV ovaol4 dvdpwv,
x0XXoL 4 6 'dxiTa xou”ovowv spwTwv¥*
EIOOTL 6 'oUOEV EpPXEL,
xplv xupl #Eppw xo0da TL 4 xpoaauap.
oo(pLa yap EX TOU
XXELVOV EX04 xE“*avTau,

a. 63ff. b. 458ff.,74f. c. 897ff. d. 302ff. e. above p205,
f. 615 ff. 117f.



-217-

To xaxov 60xGLV xot’eo”Xov
Two'eppcv otw 9pfva4d
&EO4 dyei xp04 dtav.

It is just such a passion, Jjust such a mirage of glory, which possesses

Antigone.”

cTL Twv auTwv dvepwv auTal

pLxal Trjvée y'exouaiv.
For though at the start she may in a grand gesture of self-sacrifice have
welcomed death, a death which, it will he noted, she expects to bring her
honour,” when it comes to facing the actual consequences of her action,

then, as Creon remarks,”

(peuyouolL ydp TOL Xx°L “paoetc, oTav néXag,

T)6T) Tov *'Al0T)V ELOOpwOL TOU pCoU.
For it becomes increasingly clear that like many who break laws or rules in
the interests of ’'higher* objectives, she had been expecting in her heart
of hearts that this would excuse her, and that she would not have to pay
the penalty and be put to death. For there is no question here of her
action being the result of devotion to a principle of behaviour, where
suffering the consequences of an illegal action is part of the sacrifice of
self-interest. She was doing what she had expected would exempt her from
suffering those consequences, so that when she discovers that in fact she
has to face them, she feels that she is being unjustly treated. For her
an action is not right in itself, but because it has good consequences, so
that since her fate does not tally with her valuation of her action as

'good’, either she is wrong in thinking her action good,because she is

a. 929f. b. 97. c. 580f.
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going to suffer for it, and suffering shows that one has made a mistake,
or they are wrong to put her to death, in which case they will suffer for
it.*

dXX'cL pev ouv Tdodé’eotlv ev *zoi¢ xaXd,
xa#6vTC4 dv Auyyvolpev T)papTr)HOTe 4*

£L. O0*0LO *(xpapTdvouoL, pr) xXeCw xaxd
xdOoLEV p xal O6pwauv ex6Cxw4 epe.

In doing this action she had thought to please men and particularly the
gods, and that, like Croesus or Nicias, she expected some rev/ard for this

could not he more clearly expressed than in her last words.”*

Xeuoaete, Of)Pr)4 ou xoipavCédai,
Tt)v paatXeLOdv pouvpv Xouxpv,
oia xpo4 OLwv dvoépwv xdoxw,

T1)v euoepCav aepCoaoa.
But the gods have averted their faces,® her action has not paid off, she
has, like Agamemnon and as the Chorus foretold, been the victim of dtr)

and as such can expect and receives no sympathy from them.*

xpopaa'ex *eaxaTov Opdoou4d
urgXov E4 Aixa4 [3d*pov
xoXu xpoaexaloa4, w texvov...
aepeiv pev euoepeid TL4
xpdT04 6', oTw xpdT04 peXeu,
xapapaTov oubapa xéXeu,

al 6'alUToyvwT04 wXea'opyd.

But this is not the whole of the story. So far Antigone’s action
has not paid off, and Creon has proved his ability to enforce his will and

to take what reprisals he likes on his enemies* But if, as in the case of

Agamemnon, the repercussions of an action malce it unprofitable, then one

a. 925ff. b. 940ff. c. 922f. d. 852ff.,8?2ff.
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is forced to recognise that one made a mistake, and so has been dlLxog.

For it is only if one does meet disaster that one is proved to have acted,
and one’s victim proved to have been treated, d6uxwqg, as is clearly implied
by Antigone’s threat. As always it is the consequences to the individual
of his action which make it a mistaken one, so that when Creon admits that

he was wrong to have disobeyed the accepted tradition of burying the dead,*

bedboLxa vyap pp TO0U4 xaUEOTwTac vopouc
dpLOTov {f] aw”ovTa Tov pCov TEXetv,

he does so not because of any abstract principle, any personal conviction
independent of the consequences that it is right to bury the dead, but
because he is obviously going to suffer for it. In the first place he has
jeoparised the state, on the safety of which his prestige as a ruler rests,
because the gods who protect the city have’been angered by the defiling of
their altars,” and secondly the train of events set in motion by his edict
and the anger of the gods of the dead will result in the death of his own
son.® His change of mind is not due to the promptings of ’‘conscience’ and
to the acceptance that his action is wrong in principle. It is the result
of running in to a brick wall. To go on is to court disaster. He has,
hov/ever bitter the humiliation, to admit defeat and yield to a superior

power, to what he cannot overcome, aviyxp

Kp.cyvwxa xauTo” xal Tapdaoopai (ppfva<;*
To T'cLxa”Elv yap 0ELVOV, avTioTivTa OE*
aTp xaTa”at Oupbv ev OELvw xipa...
xat TatiT *Exarvet 4 xal 60XEL4 xapELxaOetv;
Xo.ooov y', ava%$. TaxuoTa* auvTepvouail yap

#Ewv X0OWXEL4 TQOU4 xaxo (ppovad BXapau.

a. 1113f. b. lol5ff. c. 1064ff. d. 1095ff.  HO2ff.
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Kp. ol'poL* poXt¢ pev, xapd6Caq 06’ CatapalL

Xo 6pav avdyxT) 6’ouxl duapaxpteov.
Like Agamemnon, what Creon admits to is miscalculation, and it is clear
that he buries the dead because he must, and not because he thinks it right

in itself. 7/hen he is too late to avert the disaster, the lesson is as

always that,”*

xoXXw To (ppoveTv EUdaupovCac

xpwTov uxdpxEL* xP? 61 Td Y*C4 Oeouq
pT)0év aaexTCLV peydXou 6e Xoyoi
peydXaq xXgqyaq Twv uxepaOxwv
axoTeCaavTeq

yf)pa To (ppovELV eOLOa*av.

Crime is crime because it does not pay.

It can be seen that in this play the considerations aroused by the
question of the burial of the dead are those of personal prestige and profit,
and that the play is a study of what happens when the interests of two
such strong characters as Creon and Antigone clash. The plight of the
dead man tends to drop into the background, and the humanity or inhumanity
of burying the dead as'such is given little or no thought. In the Ajax
however a somewhat more tolerant approach is introduced. Menelaus and
Agamemnon have forbidden Ajax’ burial for similar reasons to those given

by Creon, namely personal prestige and revenge on the one hand,*

£L yap pXexovT04 pp '6uvpéppev xpaTcuv,
xdvTwec OavovToq y'dp“opev, xav pp *eXpc,
xepolv xapeu-~OvovTe 4. ou yap coO'oxou

Xoywv axouoalL Cwv xoT 'reXr)a *epwv.

and on the other the necessity for showing that the ’‘good’ man wins and the

a. 1349ff. b. 1067ff.
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'bad’ loses.

ZK Twvbée pevToL Twv Tpoxwv oux av xoTc
xaxdoxaoic yévouT'av ovdzvo¢ vopou,
EU'TOU" @CXT) VLXWVTa” e”W'9f) 00pEV

xal TOU4 oxio-OEv e4 To xpoo”Ev aopev.

But when Odysseus comes on the scene and hears the causes of the quarrel
with Teucer, he does not, as Teiresias does in the Antigone, frighten
Agamemnon into a change of heart, but reasons with him on the grounds that
since Ajax was the best warrior after Achilles, to dishonour him in this

way is doing more than one has the right to do, that is is being unjust.

waTe oux av evorxw4 y'aTupiCouTo oovL.
Until now a man has done to his enemy what he liked, and only considered
himself wrong to do so if the consequences were more than he could stand.
7/hat is now being suggested is that personal animosity can go too far, in
that a man like Ajax, even though he be an enemy, has because of his dpETfj

an inalienable right to compassion and decent treatment.

Tov dvopa Tovde xpo4 UEwv
pt) T\T4 aOaxTov w6 'dvaXyf)Tw4 paXeXv
ppd'n pL'a OE pr)éapw4 VLxpodTw
TOOOVOE pLOELV WOTE TT)V orxT)v XaTELV.

Admittedly this may only be a more explicit expression of the same sort of
aversion as was felt to Achilles ’ treatment of Hector, in that it was
going too far, and indeed, since the argument is closely connected with
the fact that to deny burial is against divine law,” this may well be only
the old warning that excess meets disaster. Nevertheless I think it can

be argued that Odysseus is here suggesting that Agamemnon should allow a

a. 1246ff. b. 1342. c. 1332ff. d. 1343f.
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regard for justice to restrain him from what he "both wishes to do and can

do, with not quite so much emphasis on the sanctions if he does not, and

a
more on the rights of the other man which shouidf he respected.

dvopa 6 'ou OLxauov, zL Odvou,
pXdxTcuv Tov EOOXOV, oud'eav puowv xuppq.

That thissuggestion is rather out of the ordinary is perhaps evidenced 'by

Agamemnon’s obviously rather surprised reaction to Odysseus' own refusal

to go on hating Ajax after his death
ou ydp OavovTL =xal xpb¢ eppr)vat oz xP*5

Instead of being forced like Creon to yield to dviyxp, Agamemnon is being

persuaded or asked to yield to another opinion of his o?m accord. To yield

however is still to admit defeat and incur loss of face, and these old

values are not so easily cast aside. Thus it is that Agamemnon's main

objections to Odysseiis' suggestion are that he as ruler cannot afford for

the sakeof prestige to be seen not to enforce his rules,”

xXuELv. Tav EoOXbv dvépa =xpl) i:wv £v TEXEL,

d
that one normally harms one's enemies and helps one's friends,

pEpvpo'0Ox0UW 9WTI TT)V x"pLvV OLOwWA4. ..
tC xoTe xcrjoELc; Ex”*pbv wé'atdr) vexuv;

and finally, but most important, that if one does not so harm one’s enemies,

this implies an inability to do so, and is thus the opposite of dpETr)

OEiXCa
ppaq au OE1X0U4 TpOE drjpEpa 9avES%4.

It is not surprising that for all Odysseus'

f
sound attractive,

efforts to make 6uxauoauvp

a. 1341]|.f. b. 1348. c. 1352. d. 1354,6. e. 1362. £. 1355.
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xauaai* XpckXzXG tol twv (pCXwv vLxwpevoc;,
it cannot prevail against the stronger motives of prestige and revenge.
Though Agamemnon may allow the burial, he does it as a personal favour to

Odysseus, and not because his values and attitude towards Ajax have changed.

dXX'cu yc pcvTOL TOUT *exLOTaa', wc cyw
OOL piV vepolLp'av Xrlobz xal peCCw x*plLv,
OUT04 61 xdxEL xav'éio’wv epolLy’opwc;
&X#LO0t 04 EOTaL.

In the Aiax it is being suggested that a man of Ajax' stature does
not deserve the worst dishonour even though he comes into the hands of an
enemy . In the Suppliants of Euripides this attitude of tolerance towards
others is given a wider application. The Thebans give orders that the
Argive dead are not to be buried by Theseus for the reasons met before, that
to honour them by burial is to make nonsense of any distinction between

right and v/rong,”*

ou 6’dvopag cxOpouc xal OavovTaq wcpeXelc;,

OdxTwv xopCCwv o'uppLq ouq dxwXeoev;
This Theseus refuses to do partly because it is the normal custom to bury
the dead,” partly because the defeat of the Argives is sufficient proof
that they were \krOng to attack (for there is here no question of
differentiating between two men who have met the same fate, but between
tyro states where the victory of one has been decisive enough), and

partly because the desecration of the dead appears to him to have no point»®

TL pT) ycvpTalL; pr) xaTaoxd wolL yrjv
TacpevTEc; upwv; f) Texv’ev puxw x?ovoc

9UOWOLV, E* WV ELOL TL4 TLpwpCa;

a. 1370ff. b. 494f. ,cf.504f. c. 526f. d. 327ff. e. 543ff.
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a point also made by Teiresias in the Antigone.*

dXX’cLKE Tw OavovTL, pr)0 oXwXoTa

kevTel. TL 4 dXxT) TOV “avovT 'EXiKTavEi v;
These arguments deal with the normal attitudes to burial based on custom,

prestige or revenge, but then Theseus goes on to appeal to what may be

termed 'common humanity' in the following way.”

dXX’, w pdTaiOL, yvwTE Tav*pwxwv xaxd*
xaXatapa-~/T)pwV o puod* eutuxouol &e

OL IliEV Tax , OU 0 Eo0aU#L4, of\c“)i‘rjorr) ppOTWV,
TpU(pa 6 '6 daCpwvr xp0O4 te yap Tou 6 uoTuxoud,
W4 EUTuxpap, TLPL04 yEpaCpETat,

o T'oXpL04 VLV xvEupa OEtpaCvwv Xlxelv
utl;T)Xov aupEL. yvovTa4 ouv xPEwv TdOE
dSLXOUp£VOU4 TE pETpUa pI) Oupw (pépELV
d6LXELV TE TOLauO'oUa pI) pXd*GL XOXtv,

Again there may be here the idea of pglEv dyav , and the evils of humanlife
have certainly been a commonplace from Homer onwards. Nevertheless it is

here suggested that instead of personal prestige and revenge being pursued,

the fact that all are human, all subject to the same ups and downs of

fortune, should foster a fellow-feeling for the other person and restrain
c

one from harming him and the community too much. For in this play it is

not only the right of the E0OXé64, but of every fellow human being to a
certain degree of consideration which is being argued.

But this does not mean that this is the only reason which prompts
Theseus to accord the Argives the rites of burial. The herald had come

bringing orders from Creon to the ruler of another state, an assumption

d
of superiority and an insult to which Theseus rises at once,

a. 1029€F. b. 549 ff. c. above p“*6ff. d. 518ff.
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ovK ol06'eyl) Kpéovta deotiéCovt; *epou
ovée odivovxa pethov, uo%*avayKdoai
épav xa¢ *Adfilja¢ xavx*- avoj yap av peolL
xh TipdYpa**outojc, ei 'niXa*d*eoda ofj.

The question of prestige is still very much involved, as is made abundantly
clear by the reasons he gives at the end of his speech for burying the

a
dead.

eipi xal f3ta.
ou ydp nox\ic, “EXXr)vac z” oio”f)oeXai
wq etc Ep'EXOwv xal tcoXlv navOLOVoc;
vopoc TiaXatog¢ Oaipovtov OGuE~Odp”.

The effect on public opinion and on his standing as an aYaOoq of his being
unable to protect the traditional custom is still a very strong, if not in
fact the strongest, consideration.

A contrast and comparison between these plays shows that though the
old values of prestige and profit are still very much alive, and still likely
to be the most conducive to action, there is now existing side by side
with them a more tolerant approach, which at the expense of self-promotion
allows more room for the rights and claims of others. It is felt that the
aggressive, suspicious, easily offended and self-protective attitude which
competition encourages is out of place, at any rate within the state; that
one can and should afford to lower one's guard, and view the other person
as another human being like oneself with a right to consideration, and not
as an enemy, a rival, and someone to be exploited if and because he is
weaker. Thus it is that there is found at the beginning of the Heraclidae

a contrast between two very different types of citizen.”

a. 560ff. b. 2ff.
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6 |ifv 6Cxaiog¢ xoZ¢ néXag¢ é(puK*avf)p,
o 8’eq to KEpboc Xr)p'edjl avEtpcvov
TcoéXet x ’dxpr)oXo¢ xal ovvaXXdooeiv *™agivg,

autw 6 'apuotoc, .
The one IsbéCxauoc, that is considerate of his neighbours and not going
beyond the limits imposed by gods laws and customs, and the other self-
seeking, difficult to get on with and harmful to the community; and it is
to be noted that the approval of lolaus lies clearly with the former and
not the latter. It is here suggested that within the state it is the
OLKaioc; dvf)p who is preferable, and not the successful but selfish man.'
The latter is only a danger and harmful liability to the cummunity, an
idea which was also expressed, though in a way oddly prophetic of the
modern split between private and public morality, by Theseus in the
Supplices

alLxeXv xe toiau”’oia @) pad(ivai xoXiv.

There is therefore some indication of a growing feeling that the
person who does not harm others is a valuable member of society, but it
can only be said that this feeling is at all strong, or at all sufficiently
firmly established to override the traditional respect accorded to success
and power, if the strongest terms of praise and censure, that is those
which indicate the strongest approval and disapproval of society, are
found clearly used, without any personal ulterior motive, of those who do
not harm others, that is the ©6Cxauou» For the highest terms of approval
dpEtrj, dya“o”“have always denoted success, ability and superiority, and as

such can easily be transferred to the competitive aspects of city life

a. 557.
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such as politics. But such are the overtones of the words that they can
only he transferred to non-competitive spheres with a great strain on the
normal connotation, so that it is highly significant to find that on a few
occasions these highly emotive and powerful value words are thus transferred
to express approval, not of the successful hut of the 6Lxaioc dvfjp . Thus

in Herodotus in a passage which has already been noted as incorporating

some of the most up-to-date thought on constitutions,” it is said of tyranny”
KCL yap dv tov apuotov dvopGjv Tidvtwv oxdl)Xa i¢ taOtpv tpv dpx”v LkXoc,

twv EwOotwv voppdtiov oxrlocie. There is here a clear use of aya*é¢tn the
new connotation. For though by traditional values it was the successful
sole ruler who preempted the epithet dyaOogq here it is said that if even
an dpto'i;o(; gained power he would be corrupted by it, so that he is
obviously called dpi0Ol:0cbefore he gains this tyranny. He must therefore
be esteemed and valued 'of the best* not because of his success, but
because of his concern and respect for the rights of others. Nor is there
any indication that the transference of the term is the result of any
persuasive definition or 'smear tactics'. This substitution of the term
d¢)ioXog, for that of OLxauotatoq, , which Herodotus accepts quite as happily
as the anachronistic discussion, merely reflects the values of his source,
whether one person or a school of thought, which places more importance on
a man's OixarLooOvr)than on his success. So too in the description of the
effects of oxdol ¢ Thucydides says that the majority preferred to be

xaxoupyol. and be called 6e”“Lol than be dyaOoC and be called dpa“el ¢ °

He is thus using dya“oq not of the wilful successful man, but of the

a. above p.106. b. IIT.80.3* c . above p. 190. d. III.82.7*
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peaceful and law-abiding one. Again in another passage in Herodotus

Xerxes is replying to Achaemenes' criticism of G-reek jealousy and envy of
success, and says,” noXi'*xr)¢ jilv T7ioXi.f)tp eu TcpfjaoovtL (p“*oveei, xal cotu
6uopevT)?; tp ouyp, oud'av auppouXeuopEvou 'Cou aatou TioXif)%r]j¢c dvr)p ta
dpiatd ou doxéovta euvau uxoOEouto, eu pi) xpéow apetr)c avf|xou
Relationships between guest-friends, that is citizen and non-citizen, as he
goes on to say, are good because there is no competition between them. But
between fellow citizens the situation is quite different, and it is only
the ayaOou who willingly helps another. 'Apetfj is thus used in the new way
to denote not the success of the man who uses his superior intelligence

and know-how to his own ends, but the consideration of the man who gives
another a helping hand to his own loss. For it is also made clear here
what has been emphasised above, that the normal relationship betv/een
citizens was still largely competitive, so that to help and advise another
citizen was like giving away trade secrets. Naturally enough, as it is
remarked, axdvucu be eloi ou touou'Cou.

Even though they be few, there are those men such as the small
farmer in Euripides ' Electra who do not make capital out of another'’s
weakness and misfortune, and to these men there are some such as Orestes
who are prepared to give the highest praise, expressed in the term apuotoq,
and in this play, as Adlcins points outf there is much more evidence of
the novelty of these new values. For it had always been very clear who
the ayaOogwas, because of such easily recognised criteria as good birth,

wealth and military or other prowess. Now however,

a. VII.237.2. b. above p.209f. c. VII.237.2. d. 380ff.
e. 367f. f. M.and R.p.176f.
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0vK eat’dxpLpe” oudev ei¢ evavbpCav

exovol yap tapaypov ai (puaeu<; ppo-tuv®
for it has become obvious to Orestes that these qualities are no longer
the ones which make a persondya”Of; as a citizen, but rather those of a
man such as this. The old criteria are of no use in deciding whether a
man is dya”og; in this new sense,”*

nuc; ovv Xi¢ avxa O6uaXapuv opOwqg xpuvet;
TcXoutu; Txcv-npw y’'’dpa xPhc>etai xputp.

T toLc G”ouGL pT)éév; dXX'cxEL voaov

TxevCa, OLOdoxeu 6 'dvépa tp xpCL& xaxov.
dXX'cu”® oxX'cXOw; xC¢ be Tipog Xoyxiiv pXexidV
pdptUi; yfvott*dv boXi¢ eoxlv dyaOoq;

xpdtlLO'Cov euxp xavx’edv dcpeupsva,

since it is not these which make a man a good citizen, for obviously this
particular man is neither wealthy, of good birth nor a warrior. It must
be something other than this which makes a mandya”“oo in this new sense,

something connected not with external parade, but with the cliaracter and
inner quality of the man.”*

ou pT) (ppovf)oe, OL xevwv 60%aopdtwyv
TcXf)p£U(; 7tXavda?£, tp o6 'opiXCa ppotoug
XpLVEL'CE xal tote; T)Afaiv touq EUYEVELA;
01 yap tOLoutolL =xal x6Xfuc ouxouauv £u
xal O6ijpa*** at O£ odpxf£q au =xfval cppfViv
dydXpat’/dyopdC £fuauv. oudf yap Sopu
pdXXov ppaxuwv o*f£vapo<; do#fvouc pEVEU®
£v tp (puaft 6£ touto =xdv £U%uxCa.

This passage shows the new values in pperation, and the recognition
that the prosperous and successful man was not necessarily the best citizen,

that is the easiest person to have dealings with and the most useful to the

a. 373ff. b. 383ff.
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city, as lolaus would put it, but rather the unassuming and considerate
man, thedixaioe; dvfjp . More than that it also shows the difficulties
which these new ideas were running up against, difficulties which are
raised in the discussions of human behaviour now making their appearance.
For it becomes evident that one of the problems exercising the minds of
some part of society at any rate was what sort of man the 'good* man was,
how one could recognise='ocne and how one could become one. For before, when
ability and success had been the criteria, the dpcpfiof the victorious
general, the leading statesman and the wealthy and influential member of
the upper class was self-evident. But now since the new dpctn wv;as no
longer the prerogative of the upper class, and not proved by what a man did
so much as by what he did not do to others, this sort of dpetf), that of the

a
4
bCxaiOQ avfjp® v;as not determined by what was seen to happen to him,

dv”*pwxou ¢ b *dcL
6 pfv TtovT)pbo ouUdL£V dXXo 7tXr)v xaxoq,
0 6'"loA"XoQ lodXbé¢g, ovbz aupcpopdg %%0
(puoLv OLiCp*iLp*, dXXa XQr)ox06¢, £0%*dfu,

b
and so is not easily recognised, as Creon points out.

dXX*£V X P~ y”“wop tid ’'dacpaXwc, s*kiL
Xpovoc 6Cxauov dvdépa 6sCxvuolv povog,

xaxov Of xdv £V yvoC”~o P a.
The o6txatog¢ dvfjp far from gaining the immediate reward of fame, which
success automatically brings with it, is, because his dpspfj is one of
restraint and so largely negative, likely to go unnoticed and unsung, or
even to incur infamy as the result of his OLxaiocaOvT) . Thus in the

Hinijolytus the 6uxatoauvr) of Hippolytus in refusing to betray Phaedra

a. Eur. Hec.595ff. b. Soph.0.T.613ff.
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would never have come to light, and so would have resulted in his dying
SuoxXcf)”* , because everyone would naturally beleive Phaedra's allegations,

had not Artemis come, as she herself says,®'

aXX CC x6b T)X-&ov Tiaidoc exdési*ai cppéva
tou aou OLxaCav, wqg ux ’suxXeCat; Odvp.

In this play all ends well in that the hero is not deprived of #is
good reputation, but he can be counted lucky. For it is the essence of
6tKaLoouvT] that it is to one's ownloss, and it is the sacrifice of gain or
reputa.tion with no hope of that sacrifice being recognised which is the
severest test of and stumbling block to the true practice of OLxaioaOvT).
It is not surprising therefore that since the whole outlook of the average
G-reek was governed by what happened to him, and the effect of that on
public opinion, the idea that these mattered not at all, and that one
should beOLxaLOc for the sake of being 6CxalLogwas not easily accepted.
The immense respect accorded to success and the shame incurred at yielding
to another could not be eradicated in one day, and the rarity of the
instances where dpe-tf) is used to extol OLxaLoouvi> except of course in the
works of Plato who has a sermon to preach, shows that these values were
not held by the majority of Greeks. It is even less surprising that since
public opinhn in general was not behind these new values, and given the
traditional regard for that publicopinion, theaverage individual Greek
v/as not likely, as did Hippolytus, prefer to die OuaxXérjc;rather than

brealc a promise, that is be déLxoc*

Though the majority may not have ascribed to these new wvalues, it is

a. 1298f.



-232-

clear from the instances given above that at any rate a small minority
did hold them, so that here at any rate there is some sign of that
devotion to the principles of justice and the common good which was seen
to be essential to the value of the Sophists' attack on tradition.

But though this is so, it was also suggested that since this attack was
not on a particular system of values, but on tradition or conformity as
such, that is as an imposition of a certain standard of action from
without, the devotion to the principles of justice had to be the result
of a personal conviction, independent of consequences, of the need to

be just. For if tradition and the pressure it brings to bear is

broken down, being just depends entirely on the individual’s will to

be so. It is therefore with this in mind that the situation described
in the Philoctetes must be approached. Odysseus has brought

Neoptolemus to Lemnos with the intention of using him to get Philoctetes'
bow by deceit. Normally an action was only considered wrong in so far
as it had consequences unfortunate for the agent, so that if one could
get away with deceit and aggression, one felt no shame, since it was
only failure to achieve one's objective which involved loss of face.
Neoptolemus however is by nature averse to underhand practices, as

Odysseus knows,*

eroLOa, TialL, cpOoet oe pi) Tiecpuxota
xoiavxa (pwvetv pr)éé t&xvGO&au xaxd,

so that when in the passage discussed earlier” Odysseus suggests that

he should abandon 6uxalOoOvT) in favour of success,”

a. 79f. b. above p. 99f. c. G8lff.
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aXX'n&u ydp Xi xXrjiia Xr)(; vikt)c Xapetv,
téXpa* o6txalOL éxcpavoOpe*a. x.t.X.,

Neoptolemus replies,*

£yw pfv ol(; av twv Xoywv aXyw xXiwv,

AafptCou xat, toio6f =xal xpdoofuv otuyw"

£(puv yap oudbfv £X tfxvTl)(; npédoociv xaxT)cg,

out'autbqg ou#', Iiic (paaiv, ouUuxcpuaac £pf.
He is naturally OLxatoc; , and is following in his father’s footsteps,
an important point, as will be seen later. It is noticeable moreover
that this OLxaioouvT) is a limited one. It applies only to deceit and
lies, and does not extend to force. He is quite prepared to fight

Philoctetes for the bow, that is to take advantage of his weakness.”®

dXX'eupIetOLpos xpbc puav tbv dvép'dyeiv
xal p) 60XoLOLv ou yap évo¢ xodbbg
T)pd(; Xooolloée xpbc (3Cav xELpwoetau.

The idea that might is right has by no means died out. The potential
victim still does not claim respect simply because he is weaker. V/hat
has happened is that while success is still the aim, there eire now
certain means which a man like Neoptolemus will not use. The
situation is in fact that found in the story about “leracles attributed
to Prodious by Xenophon. Heracles is the prototype of the men for
whom the undertaking of tasks, the protection of the weak, and other
such acts of gallantry is a proof and sign of their power and ability,
that is of their apexfj . In this story Heracles is represented as

still undecided what sort of life to lead, whether he is to.take the

a. 8o6ff. b. 90ff.



- 234-

easy road to success by seeking only what is pleasant and taking the

fruits of other persons' toil,* cav 6c Tcote yevntaC xL¢ uxo”Ca
oné\fcix)¢ dcp’Sv coxai xavxa,., oi ¢ av ou dXXoi epyd”®wvtai, toOtOLg

ou xPlocL, oudEvbg¢ dxExopcvoc b#fv av Ouvatbv 1 xi xcpéavau, or
whether to struggle, fight and earn his success.” twv yap ovttov
dya#fwv =xal =xaXwv oudlv aveu xévou xal exipeXeia¢ ou #eol 6iddaolv
dvOpwxouq. It is clear that Heracles is not deciding whether to be
OLxaLoc or al0Lxoq , but is making the choice between the undistinguished
and unmanly sort of life,” and the active display of prowess, with all
the honour and esteem which it brings with it.”~ =xal ou pev véot xoZg¢
twv xpeoputépwv exaCvoig¢ x&CpouolLv, ou be yepaCtepot tatgc twv véwv
tLpatg¢ dydXXovtai... 8L 'epe cpCXoL pev #eoug ovtec, dyaxT)tol o&e
¢CXolLg, ttpiol 6e =xatpColv. In the same way Neoptolemus is not

deciding whether to take the bow is OLxaiov or adixov but whether

G
the means to the desired end will bring him into disrepute.

gouXopau &', ava%, xaXwc

6pdjv e”apapteiv paXXov vixav xaxwq.
For it is not the taking of the bow and the attacking of a defenceless
man which holds him back, since he is prepared to use force, but the
way in which he will have to take it, that is by using lies and deceit.
At this he sticks, for as his question to Odysseus implies, he

£
considers that telling untruths is dishonourable.

oux auoxpbv T)ip épta ta %eudr) Xéyeuv;

a. D.K.84.B.2.25. b. 28. c. 30-31. d. 32-33.
e. Phil.94f. £. 108.
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To this extent he is btnaio¢ in that he will not use any and every
means to success, and will not take the advantage he could of another’s
weakness in this particular way. In this respect his view may be
contrasted with the normal attitude to telling untruths, namely that
it was the consequences, the advantages and disadvantages to the liar,
which made it right or wrong and a matter for pride or shame, an
attitude which is represented by the reply of Odysseus.”*

oux, CL x0 OW#hV&L yC to (\)z\)boC cpepEL.
Since therefore it is not the taking of the bow which worries
Neoptolemus, but whether he can do it honourably, it is not surprising
that when the consequences of his taking the bow are the enticing ones
of destroying Troy and all the honour that will bring him, his fears

vanish.”*

06 . oocpoc t'av autcx; xaya#bc xexXp'apa

Ne. Ltw. Tuofjoo), Tictoav aioxfivpv d(peCc*

Though however he is momentarily won over, once he has the bow

in his hands, that is has accomplished his aim, he feels unhappy and
uneasy about the whole thing, and eventually, as Odysseus fears,*

Xwpeu o00* pp xpooXeuooe, yevvatdg xep wv,

T)pDv OTIUJC PP tUXT)V 6 Lacp#£pCl C,

comes back to make amends by giving back the bow.*

XOouv 00 '"e~“fjpaptov ev tw xplv xpovm.

a. 109.cf. Hdt.111.72.4 ., above p. 101. b . 119f.
c. 1068f. d. 1224.
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It can be seen that Neoptolemus is acting according tp values not
normally in force. For generally one would ackowledge mistake
(e*fjpaptov ) only if an action, such as that of Agamemnon's in taking
Briseis, failed as the result of miscalculation, that is invited
disaster, so that like Agamemnon one would make amends to avoid that
disaster and failure. Neoptolemus however acknowledges mistake and
makes amends not because he has failed, or is likely to fail, in an
undertaking, nor because the consequences are going to make his action
unprofitable, since he has the bow in his hands and with it Troy can
be taken, but simply because he has deceived someone. In this limited
sense he, in contrast to Odysseus, prefers to be just rather than
successful ,®

a\X*zL bCnaia, tuv oopwv xpeCoow xdbz,

and is willing to face the wrath of the whole Greek army on the side
of justice.”®

06. otpatov 6"Ax&Lwv ou popp, xpdoowv xdbz',

Ne. “uv tu) 6L%aCw tbv obv ou tappw (popov.
It looks therefore as if there may be here just that sense of moral
obligation, that conviction, independent of the consequences of the action,
that one should not deceive another, and just that feeling of guilt and

'bad conscience' which occurs when one fails to observe or obey it, to

a. 1246. b, 1250f.
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find which is the object of this discussion of Greek values# But it was
pointed out earlier that though the majority of Greeks s till held to the
traditional values, there was clearly a minority for whom the 'good* man,
the ayaOoq, was thedéUxaLoc dvfjp, the one who preferred justice to success
at the expense of others. Moreover it was seen that Neoptolemus was his
father's son as regards his values# It is highly significant therefore
that Neoptolemus' reaction to telling lies is always closely connected
with a feeling of shame, expressed in terms of aioxuvr]and cognate words.
Thus it will be remembered that he had asked Odysseus,?

oux atoxpbv T)¥I) Or)ta ta 4eu6br) Xfycuv;
It would seem that as a result of his upbringing and character he has come
to accept the standards of that small minority, at least with regard to
telling lies, so that its opinion means as much to him as that of the main
body of public opinion to the average Greek. Just as the latter fears
defeat and failure because of what people will say, so Neoptolemus fears to
tell lies because it isaioxpov, because he w ill lose face and feel shame
before those of his own group and outlook. When he repents of having
taken the bow, his uneasiness is caused both by the fact that he has done

something out Of character,

dxavta O6uoxfpcua, tr)v avxov (pOaiv

otav Xircwv Xi¢ 6pa ta pI) xpoaelLxota,

resulting in a natural revulsion from what one has always disliked, and

Q
even more significantly by the fact that

auoxpos (pavoupat* tout'dvuwpau ndXai,

a. 108. b. 902f. c. 906.
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He does not say that he is ashamed because what he had done was wrong in
itself, which could be the expression of a guilty conscience, but that

he v/ill be shown up as auoxpoq, as a failure worthy of the highest censure,
which expresses that dread of what people w ill say when they find out,
which is perhaps one of the worst torments (dvuijpat ) of those of
previously good character who have gone astray. It is the fact that what
he has done is aiaxpovthat most distresses him. The facts he must tell

L}

Philoctetes are aiaxtot 'stujov ,® the deed he did was done by
dndtauoLv aloxpaXc, dvdépa xal o6oXouqg eXwv,

and the bow is his because

aioxpwc ydp auta xou OLxp Xapwv ExW;

so that he must?

triv dpaptCav
aiaxpdv dpaptwv dvaXapetv $ELpdoopau.

Once he has repaired the damage however he can again hold up his head

and be his father’s son.®

# L. ! T:T)V (pOoLV &6'cOEL"ac, W tfxvov,
i, f)J¢ EpXaotcq, o&xl ZtaiKpou naxpégcy
dXX'E~ 'AxLXXEwc;, o¢ pEta~ ‘uvtwv #'oi;'f)v
r)xou’apLota, vuv xe twv 'CE#vr)x6'Cu)v.

NE. T)a#T)v xatEpa tbv dpbv EuXoyouvtd OE

a&xév XyEpy.
It is clear that Neoptolemus holds his values because of his

upbringing and character, and follows them through fear of the disapproval

of those whose opinion he most prizes. Tliere can be seen working in his

case that pressure to conformity with a certain set of values which

a. 909. b. 1228. c. 1234. d. 1248f. e. 1310gf.
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Adrastus describes in particular reference to martial courage.?

to yap tpa’bvGL px) %axw” audw cpepei*
aiaxuvetau 6e tdyd#*aaKf)aac; dvr)p
xaxbc, yeveodat nag¢ Xig. ) 6'euavdépCa
OLOaxto”, euTtep xal ppécpo¢c OLOdaxetai
Xéyeiv ctxoOeiv #'wv pd#fT)ouv oux exEL.
a 6'dv pd#p Xl ¢, xavxa owCeo”au (piXet
xpbc; yripac. outw xauda” eu xaLleOete.

So too in the Symposium Phaedrus suggests,*® cpppl toCvuv eyw dvépa oatuc
epd, EL tL ataxpbv xouwv xatdépXoc yCyvoLto p xdoxwv UTioxtou 51*
dvavopiav pr) dpuvopevoc, out'dv uxb xatpbq b(p#£vta outwq dXyrjaai oute

uxb Etaupwv outE ux'dXXou oudevbg wq uxb xauduxwv. The same sort of
situation is found too in the case of Socrates and his followers. They go
away captivated by his personality and values, but as the reaction of one
of them to meeting him again shows, they feel shame not because they have
done wrong, but because they fear his censure, so that he is a living

reproach to them.® xexov#a 6e xpbc toutov povov dv#pwxwv, o oux dv Xic,

OLOLto EV Epol EVELvai, tb aioxOvEa#al ovtivouv Eyw Ode toutov povov
alOxuvopai. ouvoLba yap Epautw dvtiXEyELv psv ou éduvapEVw wg ou OES
XxoLELv a outoc, xeXeuel, EXELoéav OE dx£x#iuj, pttppEvw xJJ¢ tuppc, XT/¢c uxb
twv xoXXwv. dpaxEtEUw ouv autbv xal (pEuyw, xal otav LOw, aLOxOvopai

ta wpoXoyppEva. Though therefore the values to which a Neoptolemus or an
Alcibiades try to conform are those of justice, this is not necessarily the
mark of a sense of moral obligation, since the other main requisite of

such a sense is, it was emphasised, the personal conviction of the need to

be just. For as was stressed earlier, the Sophists in attacking tradition

a. Bur. Suppl.911ff. b. 178 d c. 216 a
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were not attacking the content, or value scheme, of any particular
tradition, but conformity to tradition itself. TIVhat they are criticising
is blind and unquestioning obedience to a set of values because of external
pressures, which stifles free thinking and progressive ideas. This
criticism can, it was pointed out earlier, apply equally to any value
scheme, not only to standing one's ground and putting up a fight through
fear of public censure, but also to going to Church on Sundays because of
what people would think if one did not, as was the situation once in more
recent times. Any set of values can be followed through shame, that is
through (popop exl xpoodoxCa ddbéo”*Lag¢ as Plato definesit,” and this is
what has happened in the case of Neoptolemus. It is however precisely
this imposotion of a standard from vfithout which the Sophists would put an
end to, and clearly without it someone like Neoptolemus would have no
guide to action. Telling lies and being deceitful is still wrong for him
because other people think it wrong and will therefore censure him for it.
“Vhat 'thfeeremoval of external guides to action requires, and what is being
sought in this discussion, is a personal conviction, based on reasoning, of
the need to follow a set of values, and this Neoptolemus shows no signs of
possessing. He is clearly following the values because of public opinion,
in this case that of a small minority, and not because he has persuaded
himself that they are right inithemselves.

Any uneasiness which Neoptolemus feels in doing or having done what
he does is due to his fear of the consequences of that action, to his

consciousness of doing or having done something which meets with sanctions

a. Def.41l6.
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and is therefore wrong for that reason. He has a 'guilty conscience* in
the sense that he knows that what he is doing or has done will, * he is
found out, get him ihto trouble and expose him to the condemnation of others
for doing what they consider wrong, for breaking a standard of conduct
imposed from without himself. This is however quite different from a
sense of obligation to do something based on what one is convinced by
reasoning is right or wrong in princiule. For in this case any uneasiness
about doing or not doing, or about having done or not having done,
something is due not to the fear of the consequences of the action or
inaction, but to the knowledge that one is doing or has done something
wrong in itself, regardless of the consequences. This means that one is
uneasy or 'has a conscience' in the sense that whether or not one is found
out, one condemns oneself for doing what one considers oneself to be wrong,
for breaking a self-imposed standard of conduct.

It can be seen that the term 'conscience' can be used in two ways
which differ in one essential point. For in the one case it is used of
the consciousness of being culpable in the eyes of, and according to the
standards of, others. But in the other case it is used of the obligation
to follow one's ovm standards, and of the sense of self-condemnation and
failure in one's own eyes when that obligation is not met. Thus to take
some concrete examples, if a man were to abscond from the army, he might
have a 'guilty conscience' in the sense that he would always know, and be
afraid, that if he were found he wpuld have to pay the penalty imposed by

authority on all deserters. He would not however be 'conscience stricken*

about absconding unless he was convinced in his own mind that absconding
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was wrong in principle, so that to have absconded, because it represented
a failure to maintain his own standards, caused him to feel small in his
own eyes, even if he was not found. For a man may aclmov/ledge that he has
broken one of the rules of the society to which he belongs, if for example
he smuggles something through customs, but not 'have a conscience about'
having done so if he does not see anything intrinsically wrong in his action.
In another situation hov/ever a man may fail to guide a blind person across
the street because he is in a hurry, and then feel 'conscience stricken'
about it, because even though he knows that no one can ever know, he has
failed in his own estimation because it is his own rule of behaviour to
help others.

There is this essential difference between the two uses of the term
'conscience', in that one expresses mere acknowledgment of culpability
according to standards imposed from without, and the other depends on a
personal standard of right and wrong, independent of what other people
think or do. Neoptolemus has a 'guilty conscience' in the former sense,
but it is the existence of 'conscience' in the latter sense, namely a
personal integrity independent of consequences and of what others may say,
which is novf being sought, ,and it is with this distinction between the two
in mind that the passage in Euripides' Orestes must be approached, in which
Orestes expresses his reaction to having killed his mother. His natural
i1LOwg before her,” has been overcome only by the command of the gods, and
when after the deed is done he comes to Menelaus, his distress is so

b
obvious that one of Menelaus' first questions is,

a. Eur.B1.967ff* b. Or*395.
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Xc xdoxELC,; TIIC o'dxOAXUOLV vdooc;

to which the reply comes,®

7 ovvcoig¢, otL ouvoLOa Of Lv'e Lpyaope vo
In a discussion of the terms aOveaicand consoientia Zucker considers that
this and other passages are evidence that the concept of conscience was
loiown to the Greeks, and found its expression in the phrase auvEidéfvai, xi
cautw and cognate words It is hov/ever none too clear from the article
what he means by 'conscience', whether, according to the distinction drawn
above, simply the consciousness of culpability, or the being conscience
stricken as the result of a personal standard of right and wrong. The
fact that he connects the phrase ouveldéval xi eautuwith 'morals', and
that he contrasts the line from Euripides just quoted with a passage in

Aristophanes' Thesmophoriazysae.®

cyw yap autp xpwtov, uva pp aXXpv Xfyw,

~0voLO’epautp xoXXa éeiv',

d
which he considers denotes only consciousness (ich weiss wvon mir) , all
this would tend to show that he regards the Euripidean passage as expressing
'conscience' in the sense of being conscience stricken, and as expressing
it in the words ouvEouc, oxi oOvouda &cLv'EupyaopEvoq.
It has however been shown that the phraseouve L6£vaL or

ouyyuvwoxcLv Eautw is used by Herodotus to denote an admittance to

oneself that some fact about oneself or one's action is true, and in

particular, when that fact is to one's discredit, a recognition that one

is in a vulherable position because one is or has done something that will

a. 396. b. Syneidesis-Conscientia.Jenaer Alcademische Reden, Heft 6,1928
c. 476f. d. op.cit.p.8. note 12.
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meet with the condemnation and reprisals of others. The phrase denotes the
acceptance of the opinion of another person or of society in general about
oneself, the recognition that one is or has done wrong in their eyes. It

is clear that of the two sense of conscience, this phrase expresses not

the being conscience stricken as a result of personal standards of
behaviour, but the consciousness of culpability in the eyes of others. Thus
to take but one of the many examples of its use after Herodotus, Cephalus

describes the reaction of men to the approach of death in the following way,®
UTCo”Cac 6 'ouv xal eeCpatoc; litoxo¢ yCyvexai =xal al)aXoyCC,exai T)oT) xal
0X071EL EL tLvd XI T)bLXT)OEV. 6 pEV oUv EUpLOXWV EaUtOU EV tW pLW TtoXXa
adLxf)pai:a xal EX tojv uxvwv, woxEp ou TiatOEg, #apa EyeLpopEvog¢ OELpaCVEL
xal Gp pEta xaxr)C tXnCaog, tii OE ppOEv Eautw dOLxov auvELOotL T]belLa

EXN(; aEl ndpeoxi xal dya#p yppotpo”oq. A distinction is here draivn
between the man who finds “upCoxwv ) many déLxfjpata in his life, and the
one who is conscious of (Eautou ouvELOG6ti) no such délLxfipata, The phrase
is used as the counterpart of EupCoxo” that is of finding out, discovering
or recognising something about oneself, in this case some misdemeanour,
something forbidden by law or here the gods. It denotes the recognition
that one is in the wrong in accordance with some external standard or code,
in just the same way that one may discover a certain action of one's own
to have been illegal, that is wrong in the eyes of the law, though one was
unaware of it at the time. Personal standards have nothing to do with the
situation, since the action is wrong because the gods say so, and will

therefore punish it. The uneasiness experienced is, as is made particularly

a. Plato, Rep.330 e 4
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clear in this passage, caused by fear of the consequences of an action,
uxo”LuC 6'ouv xal beCpaxoQ pcotbq yuyvEt&Land by a guilty conscience,
xaxr) cXnCc”?

It is therefore a consciousness of innocence or culpability which is
denoted by the phrase ouveubdeval xi éautGC , a consciousness which is
accompanied respectively by relief, poéeia zXnCg¢y or anxiety, xax'r) cXxus so
that it carries much the same connotation as our phrases 'clear* and 'guilty'
conscience. It is in this light too that other examples from the Fourth

Centuryquoted by Zucker should be viewed. Thus the fragment of Aristophanes,®

tb pI) auvetOEvai yap autou tw puw
alLXT)pa pr)dev TpovT)v HoXXt)v Ex&L,

indicatesnothing more than that to be conscious of havingdone nothing
wrong in the eyes of the laws or the gods for instance is to be free from
the fear of the sanctions of the laws and the gods, and is in this sense a
pleasure, a freedom from anxiety. So too there is no proof that in the
passage from 'Isocrates',"” pp6£%otE ppOEv aiaxpbv %oCr)aa¢ eXtil”e XfjoELv
xal yap dv touQ dXXouc. Xd#fp<;, oEautw auvEiOf)aEi the phrase auoxpbv
TcoC'naachas any reference to a personal standard of conduct, and to self-
condemnation. The rest of the passage goes on to suggest the right
standard of behaviour, and that consists of fearing the gods, revering one's
parents, honouring one's friends, obeying the laws and seeking those pleasures
which are approved of, are pEtb 6o“”ns, that is all those rules which, as
has been shown, are commonly followed because of the sanctions if they are

not. This passage again need denote no more than the .consciousness of

a. fab. inc. 42b. Com. Fr. III.p.149. b. 'Isoc.' I.1l6.
cf.Isoc.III.59.
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culpability, and the fact that even if no one else knows, it will always he
on one's mind and a constant source of woriy, as is pointed out in another

passage.® eiadéxzg¢ bxi Tiepl ta xExpuppEva twv xpaypdtwv dvayxauov zoxi
TioXXoxj¢ (popou¢ yCyvEoOaL.

Since ouvELOEvau Xi Eautw in the passages discussed clearly
designates consciousness or awareness of some fact about oneself, there
appears to be no reason for attributing to the line in the Orestes any other
meaning than that Orestes is aware or conscious of having done something
which everyone, including himself, considers OEuva , and indeed this is how
Zucker himself translates it, die Sinsicht, weil ich mir nahmlich bewusst
bin, Purchtbares vollbracht zu haben. There is no need to make ouvELOEvau
carry any connotation not in accord with normal usage, nor since 0UVEOK ;
is used as the noun equivalent of the whole phrase, as the explanatory
bxi auvotéa OEuv 'EUpyaopEvoc*hows, to make it bear the meaning 'conscience'
as is given to it in Liddell and Scott. ouvEOL is here used as the
equivalent of ouvEe ulT)at ¢ , the meaning of which is likewise 'consciousness ',

as is shown by its use in Democritustviol #vp%bt cpOoEwc 6udXuouv oux
zibéxzg, dv#pw7i0L, auvELOfjoEL OE txr)C EV tw pCw xaxoxpaypoouvps, tbv xfig

plotr)¢ xpovov EV Xapaxai ¢ xal cpopOK; taXauxwpEouolL. So too a word

closely linked in idea with these words, namely ouvvoia , is used bearing

c
the same connotation of consciousness of Hermione in the Andromache.

A r
OEOXOLva yap xat'’oixov, 'Eppuovpv X£fyw,

Tiatpbég¢ t ’'£pT]pw#Eiaa ouvvoCa #'dpa,
OLOV O6EOpaxEv Epyov 'Avépopdxpv xtavEuv

xal Tcauda Boul\Euaaaa, xat#favEiv #EXEL,

a. Isoc. III.52. b. D.K.68.B.297. c. 804ff.
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Tidaiv tpépouaa, pn avtl twv Oedpapevwv
zk twvo'atCpwc owpdtwv diCOOtaXp,
p xatOdvp KtELvouoa touq ou %PB xtaveTv.

She had planned to murder Andromache and her son, and it is the realisation
of the consequences of what she has done, that she will suffer at the hands
of her husband for doing 'what she should not' in his eyes, which causes
her to wish for death. It is again extending the connotation of auvvoia
rather too far to give it the meaning of remorse,® and certainly to far to
give it that of conscience.” Words and phrases connected with or akin to
ouvELOeval denote no more than that one is aware of culpability or innocence,
with the accompanying carefree attitude or anxiety mentioned above. For it
is always fear of the consequences which causes any malaise about a past
action, a fear which, as was seen, lies also behind the term cvOupuov. The
deed lies on one's mind and makes one apprehensive about the future, as is
clearly brought out in the passage of Thucydides describing the reaction of
the soldiers to the eclipse of the moon. Until then the soldiers had been
quite happy about withdrawing from Syracuse. It only became 'wrong*
because the eclipse showed divine disapproval, so that to go ahead was to
court disaster at their h a n d s xal ou ’A#T)vaLOL oi xz «XzCovg¢ znioxzXv
ZKzXzvov toug otpatnyouq eév#upLov xoLOupEvol. It is clear that there is
here no question of a personal standard of behaviour, but only of
superstitious fear, and at no stage is ev#OpLov xoLCLO#al used of being
conscience stricken.

It is clear from all this that all that the Euripidean line expresses

a. Liddell and Scott, s.v. b. W.H.8.Jones, Conscience, Encyclopaedeia
c. viz.50.4. of Religion and Ethics.
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is Orestes' realisation of the dreadful nature of what he has done, and

so differs from the passage in the Thesmophoriazusae where the same phrase
occurs®, only in that whereas Mnesilochus obviously feels no qualms about
what 'she' has done, Orestes confesses to a great malaise.b If\ten therefore
Menelaus fails to understand what Orestes means by saying in answer to his
asking him what disease has attacked him that it isouvea L/;*this is not
because as Zucker suggests the word is used strangely. Orestes is
obviously 'ill', and what Menelaus cannot grasp is that this illness is
purely internal or mental, due to an awareness of the full horror of what
he has done. As has been seen the Greeks were not inclined to attribute
anything extraordinary about themselves or their actions, or any mistake or
mental aberration to themselves, but to say that something must have
happened to them. Thus in particular Agamemnon was seen to attribute his

0 d
dxr\ to the gods. So here Orestes is clearly 'mot himself,

w'#E0L, XC XeOoow; uttuva OEOopxa vEptEpwv;
so in Menelaus' eyes something external to him, somevoao¢, must be
destroying him.®

xC xPBpa xiaxELc; TL”® a’ ®I0XXUOL Vv vdaoc;
The explanation of Orestes that it is something internal, something 'on
his mind', is incomprehensible to him, and so he is only happy when Orestes
describes it as a XuxT) which is destroying him, so that he can imiaediately

£
explain it as externally caused by divine agency, and therefore curable.

Op. XUITT) \xdXioxd y'b Oua (p#EUpouoca pE—
Me . OELVT) yap 71) #Eog, aXX’opwc Laaupoc*

a. 47~f* above p. 243. b. ~ . 398. c . above p. 135f. d. Or.385.
e. 395. 398€f.
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Tt is Orestes' explanation of the cause of his disquiet as something
internal which is the novelty, for the passage shows thkt deeper insight
- - . - - - a
into the psychological causes of human action which was mentioned earlier,
and can he paralleled by another situation found in the Hippolytus.
Phaedra is tormented by her repressed love for Hippol”“us, and as Dodds

. b . . ce s
points out, her nurse cannot understand her disquiet, and so asks if it
is due, as Menelaus does in the Orestes, to some external thing, to some
pollution. Vdien Pliaedra describes it as a purely mental pCaapa , she too

cannot grasp this idea, but understands it as a magical incantation by

) Cc
enemlies.

Tp. xCLP&C alpaxoc, “opcic;
#a. =xELpcc dyvau, cpppv 6'cxEL \iCaolxd %i.
Tp. pwv znaKXoX) ifnpovpc cx”bé&v tuvoc,;

There is in the passage in the Orestes no evidence that the concept
of conscience, of being conscience stricken, is present in the expressions
ouvEOuq andauvEiOEvai xi Eautw. It is not the case that Orestes, though
convinced that it is wrong in principle to kill one's mother, was unable to
restrain himself from doing so. If anything he was convinced, with a good
deal of prompting from the gods, that he was right in this particular
instance to do so. Yi/mat has happened is that he has been forced to do
something he naturally did not vfant to do, and when it has been done, is
like Neoptolemus overcome by the horror of it all, and it is the av/areness
of the dreadful nature of the deed which plays upon his mind, and drives

him near to madness, OUVEOL <and ouvELOEvat mean here as elsewhere only

a. above p.63ff. b. The Greeks and the Irrational, p.36.

F~ipp.510€ff«



-250-

awareness or consciousness, and of the other two uses of auvea u<recorded

a
hy Liddell and Scott as meaning *conscience *, in the fragment of Menander ,

6 auvlLotopwv autw tt xav p Opaautato”
T auveoLc; auiiov SeuXotatov eivai noueu,

there is equally no proof of the word meaning anything other than
consciousness or awareness (auvuatopwv ), and it is clearly related to
those passages describing the fear of punishment mentioned above. Indeed
as has been pointed out to me the fragment bears a very close resemblence
to the famous line in Hamlet,6*
Conscience doth make cowards of us all.

The other passage, that in Polybius,” oudel¢ yap outug¢ outs pdptug¢ ioxi
(popepcx; oute xat”yopoq OEuvog wg 1 ouveatg # eynatoi xouaa xaX ¢ Exdatwv
tl*waXc;, is considered to be in all probability a gloss, and though the
idea that aOveouclies on the heart is akin to that in many other passages,
the lack of context to thi.s passage bakes the assigning of any precise
meaning to the word impossible.

o0v£OI<;, auvELOEvalL and related v/ords and phrases denote only
awareness or consciousness, particularly of culpability, and this is true
of all the uses of them found at this time. But one passage should perhaps
be disciissed in detail, EU 6’ LOT:E 0Xi1 oux dv xot**XOov zi ¢ trjv TioXvrv,
EL X/ CuvfjOT) Epautu tOLOUtOV VUV 6E 7iLatEOwV tw OLXalLO). .. pT)6Ev aVXi)
ovvci66Xi dvdéoLOv ElLpyaapEvw pt)d’el(; tou” A“covg r)OEpT]x6i;l + ev ydp tw
toLoilitw %T) xal to awpa dxEup”xoq t] *,ux* auvEAEawoEv, /"éXovoa taXalLTiwpEiv
AL to p7] AUVELOEvai EaUtT)* tw OE AUVELOOtL tOUtO aUtO TIpWtOV TloXEptOV

EOtLVY EtL ydp xal tou owpato¢ taxuovtoc f) “uxn TtpoaTtoXEtTtEi, T)youp£VT)

a. Fat Inc. fr.86.,Fr. Com.IV.p.257. b. III.i.83. c. miI.l1li-3.13.
d. Ant.Vv.93.



-251-

tTiv tupwpuav oL T)KELV taufHv twv doepiipdtu)V cyw 6 'cpautw toLOUtov
oubev “~uvELOwc TX{i zL¢ Gpdg, since Carnet in his note on this passage
refers to the passage in the Orestes and says,a 'Ces conceptions et
considerations psychologiques ne sont pas de date trés ancienne; il n'a

pas encore dans ce passage de terme abstrait pour designer la 'conscience¥*:
Euripide parait le premier a employer ainsi le mot ouvcou< (Or. 396) a une
occasion qui fait justement penser a notre texte*. It has been shovm

above that ouveaic carries no such connotation of 'conscience'. Moreover
it is doubtful whether there is anything in this passage from Antiphon
which implies any conception or expression of being conscience stricken,

or that the phrase ouveideval. cautw conveys any new idea. The defendant
says that he vfould not have returned to the city 'me sentant coupable' as
Gernet himself translates it. This is a normal use of the phrase, denoting
the awareness of being culpable for something dvoolLov, for disrespect to
the gods, that is of having done something wrong according to an external
code of behaviour. He then goes on to say that such freedom from culpability
is preferable, because the spirit is ready to endure the difficulties of
standing trial, even though the body may shun them. Of the one who is
conscious of culpability however it is said that even if (eti ywIp xal )
his body is ready to endure these difficulties, his spirit fails him because
he feels that those very difficulties are a punishment for what he has
done, and so avoids them. There is here as G-emet suggests evidence of
that deeper psychological observation mentioned above, but it is an

observation of the effects of the fear of punishment on a man who has

a. Ant. ed. Bude,p.135.
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incurred the sanctions of some rule or law, and not of the effects of being
conscience stricken. There is no question here of the deed committed being
considered v/rong in itself, and therefore causing the agent to condemn
himself. The reaction to illegal action is as always fear of the
consequences, and does not justify any reference to conscience. As

Demosthenes points out in a similar observation to that of Antiphon,*
Loxupov, xal touvavtiov doO&vcc to ouvELOEvai Txenpaxoaiv autoic;
Xa Trpdypata. toiito 71apalpettat Xr)v %Qaovxr)Xa toutwv, tout’

ajioatpéi|;eL tT]Jv yXwttav... oLOJTtctv tiolel. Consciousness of culpability
creates a lack of confidence to face a jury, and the whole idea behind
these passages is closely connected with the fear of punishment expressed
in the Fourth Century passages discussed above.*

It can be seen that of the two senses of 'conscience', namely that
of being conscious of culpability before externally imposed rules and
regulations, and that of being conscience stricken due to personally
imposed standards, ouveolc, ouvELOEval. are connected with the former. Their
use in any passage therefore implies no more than that a person is aware of
what other people will say of him or do to him because of what he has done.
It does not indicate in itself that personal conviction of what is right
and wrong, and the resulting self-judgment independent of public opinion
and other consequences, which is being sought. One passage in Antiphon
however where this phrase is found is noticeable, because in it there does
appear to be some advice against doing wrong coupled with a certain degree

of independence of public opinion.* el &6’apa Xic, xal avayxdCoLto

a. Dem.XIX.208. b. above p. 244ff. c. Ant.VI.1l.
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xLvBuvEUELV, %o0\)Xo yovv UTcdpxEiv, OTiEp pEyuotov Eyw vopu“oj EV xpdypatt
toLoOtu, autov EautCj auvEtOEvau pT)0fv E ripaptiixoi;x , (iXX’'eU xic, xal
aup (popa yuyvoLXo, dvEU =xaxotiitoc =xal aloxuvT)¢ yuyvEoOau, xal X\)\r\

lliictXXov ~ ao6LxLct. The phrase Eauxw auvELOEvau prjOEv e”r)paptT]xOT;l means as
always not being conscious of having done any wrong action, that is one
which incurs sanctions, in this case those of the laws# What is unusual is
that to have this clear conscience is considered expedient because then, if
the case does, despite one's innocence, happen to go against one, one need
not feel any disgrace or shame, dvEu KaKOxr)Xo¢ xal auoxiivrq yCyvEodau.
Normally as was shown earlier defeat in a court of law, because it was a
defeat and an inability to get way with an action and to prevail over an
adversary, was always considered degrading, because people could see that
one had come o ff worse# To suggest that such a defeat need bring no such
disgrace is to suggest that one should ignore what others w ill certainly
say about one, so that there is proposed here a self-judgment or self-
assessment which is independent of what happens to one, and of the
judgment of others based upon it. The person with a clear conscience need
feel no shame or disgrace in his own eyes, because he kncw”s he has done
nothing wrong.

It will however be appreciated that such a self-assessment independent
of public opinion need not necessarily have any connection with conscience
in the sense of a personal standard of behaviour. Al that need be implied
by the passage quoted above is that if one has done nothing illegal, then
even if one loses one's case, and others assume from what happens to one

that one has done wrong, one w ill know oneself that one had not done wrong.
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and so did not deserve their assessment of one. Such a suggestion to
ignore public opinion is in this case to suggest a means of consoling
oneself for undeserved loss of reputation, undeserved because it results
from an eventuality, in this instance conviction in a court of law, which
is the result not of a deliberate action on one’s part, but of bad luck,
of something beyond one’s control ( tuxp paXXov ~ aduxua). One consoles
oneself for what one feels is an unfair assessment by telling oneself that
what others say or think does not matter, because they ’'do not understand
or appreciate’ the true situation. One is not saying that one does not
think that what one has done is disgraceful, although other people do,
because one has one’s own standard of behaviour and one’s own code of
values, but that accepting the general standards, one can in this particular
instance ignore the censure normally attaching to acts which meet with
disaster, because, though others may not know it, that disaster was the
result of accident, not of any fault of one's own. Thus to take as a
concrete example the situation in the passage just quoted, it is not
being suggested that when one is found guilty of a capital charge one need
not be ashamed because one does not think that what one has done is
disgraceful, as others do, but that granted that it is disgraceful to
be found guilty of such an action, one need not feel ashamed in this
particular instance because though convicted by some mischance, one
was not in fact guilty of it.

Such independence of public opinion has nothing to do with any
personal conviction of what behaviour is right and what wrong in principle,

but only with the fairness of the application in a particular instance of
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the normal terms of assessment in any sphere of action, as is made clear
"by a passage in Herodotus extremely close in thought and expression to the

a f—
passage in Antiphon. to yap eu poulel3eo-& L xcp6oq péyuotov eupCoxw

eov Si yap xal EvavtuwOr”?au Xi diXei, pEpouXEUtai plv oudEv ijaaov eu,
Eoowtau Of 0rco tr)¢ tuybc to pouXEupa* 6 Of pouXEUoapEvo¢ auoxpwc, cl

OL n tiuxn ETILOTtOLtO, EbpT)pa EbpT)XE, fjooov OE o06Ev ou XaXWq pEpouxEUtar.

Just as in Antiphon it was considered "best to have a clear conscience,
"because then even if disaster occured, one need not feel ashamed, so here

it is considered "best to have laid good plans, because then even if disaster
occurs, one can s till say that the plan v;as good, that is one need not be
ashamed of it. Again as in the passage in Antiphon, public opinion, that

is the normal assessment of people and actions, is being discounted, since
a plan, like everything else, v/ias always valued by its outcome, so that if
disaster occured, the plan was obviously a bad one. It is however perhaps
even clearer in this passage that this independence of public opinion has
nothing to do with conscience and personal standards of behaviour. What

is being advocated here is not o6ixaLoauvT]but cleverness and foresight with
a view to competitive success. It is being advocated because then one

w ill at least have the consolation of Imowing oneself, whatever other people
think, that any disaster which occurs is not one's own fault, but the

result of chance, and that any success which someone finds who has not
bothered to plan ahead is again mere chance. This ignoring of public
opinion and the normal assessment of an action by its outcome is an

attempt not to set up new and personal standards of behaviour, but to

a. VII.1i0.6.2.
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soften that feeling of unfairness when one has done one's best to follow
the accepted standards, whether that of the laws, as in the case described
in Antiphon, or that of being competitively successful, as in the case
described in Herodotus, only to be 'done down' by some piece of bad luck.
The victim of this bad luck feels that the result does not do him credit,
and so eases his sense of frustration by telling himself that what others
think does not matter, because they do not really understand, an attitude
commonly described as ‘'sour grapes’.

Disregard for public opinion and the normal assessment of an action
can result simply from the feeling that this opinion, based as it is on
the result of that action alone, does not take into account what one is
'really ' like, and may be compared with the attitude of Agamemnon to
mistake and disaster. It was seen that he attributed his action in taking
Briseis to aXT] , that is to something outside him, because he did not feel
that it was ‘really' he v/iho had done it, that is that it was not typical
of him. In just the same way one may say that any eventuality does not
reflect one's true nature, because it is due to something independent of
one, that istuxD. Thus on one occasion in Thucydides the Spartans have
been defeated, and defeat as has been pointed out results in loss of face.
They therefore point out to the Athenians that they need not think this
defeat is typical of them, and that it is the result of their own weakness.

It is only a freak occurrence, which w ill not happen again.? KaCxoi ovxz
ouvdpeojc évdéeCa EndOopcv auto oute peCrovoc TtpoayevopeVTI¢ Uppuoavtcc,,

(%9410 OE twv aiEi uTiapxovtwv yvupp ocpaXEvtEg, cv w TtdoL to auto opoCoJc

a. Iv.1d.2*“3*
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UTcdpx.et. wots OUK elkog¢ updc; 6ta tT)v Txapouoav vuv plpTiv noXcwp, Xe xal
twv mpooycycvifpdvwyv xal to xrje tOxDC oiea”ai aiel p&o'upwv EocoOau.

On another occasion likewise when they have been defeated, their commanders
attempt to console their men for that defeat, and bolster up their morale,

by pointing out,? ae xal ta aTib trjc; tuxnc oux oXuya evavt La)?r)vai,
xaC Ttou tL xal f) anEupua Txpwtov vaupaxouvtaq EOAAAEv. wotE ou xata

tT)v T)tAEtEpav xaxCav to Aooaodai TcpooEyEvEto, oUd6E OLxatov tri¢ yvwpnc

to pi] xatd xpdtop vuxti*ev, Exov 6E tLva ev auty avtuXoyuav, )G']Q ye
Aup(popdq t(p OLTiopdvit appXuvEoOalL, voptoau oée Xai'g pbv tOx&L C EvAExEOUau
toup av#pw%ouc, taip Oe yvwpals touc autbiK; ulel 6p#wp avopEuou¢ ELvau,
xal pn aitELpCav tou dvopELOu Ttapovtoq TtpopaXXopEvouq Efx6tu<; dv ev

tLVL xaxous YEVEoOaL. They like Agamemnon are not really responsible for

their defeat. It is not the result of some fault in themselves, ou xata
tT)v urEtEpav xaxLttv, but of external circumstances, that is chance. A
man is not to be judged by what happens to him, since all have bad luck on

occasion, but by his resolution, his yvwpn* Because therefore the Spartans
have a.lviays been the best soldiers, they cannot believe that a defeat is
really due to themselves, but must be the result of something external to
them, the circumstances ortOxB

It can be seen that what is happening is that though the normal
standards imposed by society are s till accepted, there is now a demand
for a refinement of them, by drawing a distinction between those actions
which reflect, or are the result of, one's resolution, that ia what one

wants to do, and those which do not or are not, imthat they are governed

a. n.87.2-3.
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by forces beyond one's control. Thus the Spartans are saying in effect

that they accept that defeat is disgraceful, but only if it is the result

of a person's resolution, that is if he is deliberately covrardly. They are
in fact using a variety of the persuasive definitions discussed above,*
where one defended one's position by distinguishing who was 'really' good
and who ‘really* bad. Moreover it can be seen that in any sphere of action,
not only in the competitive one, where no one intends to fail, but also in
the ethical one, resolution or intent is not a sufficient basis of evaluatioh.
For as was pointed out by the Corinthians, in words which could be applied
to any situation, one's plans, resolutions or intentions may be all very
fine in theory, but it is in the execution of them that one comes to grief.
TioXXoi yap xaxwp yvwoOcvta dpouXotEpuv twv evavtCuv tuxovta xatwp#w#n,
xal exi tiXeCw xaXw” doxouvta pouXcuO?vau 1Iic, touvavtiov auoxpwg nepi ioxr)"

evifupettalL yAP oudelp opota tp nCoxzi xal epyw ETtE“epxetai, dXXa pet’

aacpaXelag pcv 6o”rd”opev, peta biovg ae ev tw epyw cXXcLnopev. This
passage therefore is a refined version of the similar one in Herodotus,*
in that a plan which fails is not said s till to be good, but only to have
seemed good. For to say that any action was due totuxn is in fact to
offer that common excuse for failure, 'l did not mean to', and is an
attempt to avoid the normal sanctions of externally imposed rules.
Nevertheless there are these signs of a growing independence of
public opinion, in particular adverse opinion, and of the idea that if one
knows oneself that one does not merit that adverse criticism, then the

best thing to do is to ignore public opinion all together. Thus by the

a. above p.77f. b. Thuc.1.120.5. cf .above p.82. c. VII.10.6 ,2.,above p.255.
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time of Isocrates, Philip is described as being completely careless of his
reputation, and needing to be reminded of the advantages of having a good

one.» Lowqg oOv UTtoXappdvel ¢ puxpociiuxtav etvai to twv ¢Xaaq3T)pouvti)v xal
(pXuapouvtwv xal twv itei*opevuv toutou q 9povtL?euv, aXXug¢ o'otav xal
prjbev oautw auveuldpc; e”apaptdvwyv. xPD be pn xatacppoveuv tou TxXfj*oug,
pr)6e Tcapa puxpbv to Tiapa Txdauv euboxupeuv, aXXa tote vopCheiv
xaXT]v exeuv xal peydXqv tpv 66”*av xal TCpéTiouaav xal aol xal tou ¢

TcpoyovoL x. t. X. It can be seen immediately that this attitude towards
public opinion is radically different from that obtaining in Homeric and
much later times. But though one may, lilce P hilip, ignore and despise the
opinion of the common herd, because one is sufficiently self-assured and
self-sufficient to be indifferent to what others thinlc, this does not
necessarily mean that one has a conscience and a sense of moral obligation
based on personal standards of right and wrong. To be indifferent to
public opinion need only imply that if one fails in any way and does not
live up to what others expect, then one simply slrrugs one's shoulders and
says 'So v;hat?*. One is denying the right of others to pass judgment on
one's actions, but one is not thereby necessarily replacing their standards
and judgment by personal standards and self-judgment# Thus in the fragment
of Euripides quoted by Zucker,

xC 6'auaxpov, nv pl) touau xpwp&vouo boxp;
though as he points out responsibility for the standard of behaviour is
here laid upon the individual, it does not necessarily follow that this

responsibility is fulfilled . One may certainly say that one does not

a. v.79. b. Nauck 19.
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think something disgraceful just because others thinlc it is, but there need
not be much if anything that one does think disgraceful anyway, so that to
reject other people's standards can amount to rejecting all standards
whatsoevere

Just as therefore to be conscious of culpability did not in itself -
imply the existence of conscience, in the sense of a personal standard of
behaviour, so too to be indifferent to public opinion does not in itself
imply the existence of conscience. It is the replacing of standards imposed
only from without by personal ones based on a reasoned conviction of what
is right and wrong, and the consequent self-judgment based on being
conscious not of liab ility to sanctions in the form of public censure, legal
penalty or divine wrath, but of failing to live up to those standards, which
is the only true indication of conscience and of a sense of moral obligation.
It can be seen therefore that this sense of duty or moral obligation is
comspicuously lacking in the passages which have been discussed. But in
one case such a sense of moral obligation does seem to make its appearance,
namely in that of Socrates. He, as has already been pointed out, was unusual
in that he preferred to suffer harm or injustice than do it, and it
becomes clear from Plato's description of him and his actions that this was
a firmly held personal conviction, held independent of consequences and

sanctions, and based on his own ideas of right and wr o n g ou av XxicC
éavxhv ' PYDodpe vog péXtiatov euvau p uti'dpxovtoc tax-Op, cvtauOadei,
wq cpol OOKCi, pévovta KLVOuveOeiv, ppéev unoXoyuCopEvov ppte ddvatov

PPtE aXXo pTi0Ev Tipb x0oxj auoxpou. Because he is personally convinced that

a. Apol.28 d
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to do injustice is the worst thing and not to suffer it, this becomes for
him a personal standard of behaviour which he feels obliged to follow,
whatever the cost and whether he wants to or not, 1f he is not to feel
ashamed in his own estimation. Thus in the Apology he is represented as
describing his reaction to the commands of the Thirty to bring a man to

Athens to face an unjust penalty of death in the following w a y xo0xz
pevtoi cyw ou Xoyw AXX'Epyw at ev e 6 e otL epol {iiavdtou pev pcXcu,
zi pp dypoiKOtEpov pv ELTielV, oud’otLouv, tou OE ppOEv dOLHOV ppd ’

dvboLov epyd”®eodat, toOtou &ée tb Ttdv \iz\zi. He refuses to do something
unjust not because like most Greeks he will get into trouble if he does,
since rather the trouble will come if he does not, nor because like
Neoptolemus he fears the opinion of the minority group to which he belongs,
but because it is his personal and independent conviction that to do
injustice 1is wrong in principle. Since it 1is wrong in principle, no
external considerations of consequences or sanctions can make it right,

so as Socrates says he simply”® wyoppv CXTILUV oixabe even though xal

Lowg av OLOC tauta dmeOavov.

Clearly Socrates has worked out for himself principles and standards
of behaviour which he follows simply because he considers it the right
thing to do regardless of whether it results in disaster and regardless of
what other people think. There are here therefore the pre-requisites of
that sense of moral obligation or conscience which is being sought, namely
an independence of externally imposed standards and of public opinion, and

in its place a personal standard and self-judgment, and that, at any rate
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from Plato's description, we have in Socrates an example of such a
conscience or sense of duty and moral obligation emerges clearly from the
C fito . In this dialogue Socrates and Crito are depicted discussing whether
Socrates should escape from prison, or stay and face the sentence of death.
It has already been seen that Socrates was considered a 'queer fish', in
that his views did not coincide with those of the majority of Greeks, and
it is evident from the discussion that here too, though Socrates may be
acting according to conscience and on principle, in so doing he is acting
in a way in which no normal Greek would act in his sane mind. Thus when
Crito comes to suggest that Socrates escape from prison, the points and
arguments he brings forward, far from being those of an unusually
unscrupulous man, are those which are completely in keeping with the values
of the average Greek as they have been described above. His first point is
that apart from the fact that he will lose a close friend,* zxi de xal
TioXXot q Oo”*w, OL epe xal ae pp oa*wq Uaaatv, wq otoq t'uv ae owCclLv ei
p*eXov avaXCaxeiv xPAAG”*a, apeXpoau. xaCtoi tiq av ataxCwv etp taOtpgq
6org p OOXCLV xPDpGta Tcepl nXeCovoq TioietodaL p cpCXouq; As always an
action is viewed in the light of its effect on public opinion. To have a
friend is to accept him into the circle of one's dependents, those on the
protection of whom one's claim to dpetp rests. To fail to do so is to

lose face than which there is nothing worse. For Socrates' failure to

escape places Crito in a bad light, which he, Crito, cannot allow to

happen. Secondly Crito points out that for Socrates to remain in prison is

D
to allow himself to be killed, and this he says, ouée OLxatév pou boxeiq
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EHLXCLPELV Ttpaypa, aautov Tipobdouvai, e”ov ow”pval, xal toiauta axeOdbeiqg
Tiepl aautbv yevea-“ai a%cp dv xal ol cx'“po” oou onedoaiév Xe xal

eaTiEuaav ae O&iacp-"etpai (3ouXépevolL. Again in keeping with the values
described above to fail to protect oneself is to lose all claim to dpei;f>
and to let it be seen that one's enemies can do as they w ill with one. To
allow oneself to be killed is to betray oneself and to fail.to do oneself
justice and claim one's full rights (oubde G6uxalLov). Again it is the effect
of an action on one's reputation, this time that of Socrates, which m atters,

and so Crito sums the whole situation up by saying,*® xPD be, axep dv dvpp
dyaObg =xal dvdépetog eXolLto, Xavxa aupeualOal, cpdaxovtd ye 6p dpetpg 6ia
Tcavtog toll @lou etilpeXxetadai » ig eywye xal UTtep aou xal UTtep ppwv twv
awv éxLtpOELwv aiaxuvopai pp 6o”p dxav to npdypa XO nepl ae dvavépCq
tuvl tp ppetepa %$e%pax#al...xal tb'teXeutatov 6p toutu, wamep xatdyeXwqg
tpg %Spd%ewqg, xaxiqg tivl xal dvavdpCg tp ppetepa O6LaTteceuyévat i ppdg
OOXELV, OLtLveqg ae ouxl eawaapev oudé au aautov, oCov te ov xal

6uvatbv EL tL xal puxpbv ppwv ocpeXoq pv. Staying in prison is not only

b
a bad thing, but, and this is clearly Crito's trump card, is auaxpov.

tauta ouv, w Zwxpateq, opa pp dpa tw xaxw xal auaxpb p aou te xal ppuv.
By all the normal standards and values Socrates should escape from
prison, and had he done so, he would not have earned public censure, but if
anything approval because he had shown his ability to defend himself, and
not allow others to get away with an act of aggression. But though Crito's
behaviour is clearly governed by considerations of one's standing and

reputation, Socrates' behaviour, as has already been suggested, is equally
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clearly governed by unchanging principles, principles accepted in their
own right independent of public opinion or any other consequence. This is
brought out particularly clearly in Socrates' first reply to Crito, which

is worth quoting at some length because it is a statement of what has been

a
shown to be the main requisite of the existence of conscience. wq eyw

ou VUV xpwtov aXXa xal del tououtoq ouoqg twv epwv ppdevl ToeC-&0-9at p
tw Xoyw oq dv pot XoyC*opevw (3eXtLOtoq (paCvptau. touqg 6p Xoyouq ouq
ev tw epmpooOev eXeyov ou O6Ovapau vuv expaXeuv, eixeudp pou pode p tu%p
yéyovev, aXXa oxebov tu opouou cpauvovtaC pot, xal touq autouq Tcpeapeuw
xal ttpw ouoTtep xal xpotepov wv eav pp peXtCw exwpev Xéyetv év tw
xapbvtt, eu UoOt 5tt ou pp aot auyx*ppcjw, oud'dv TxXetw twv vuv
Ttapovtwv p twv TcoXXwv 6Ovaptq woxep xaTdoaq ppdq poppoXuttptat, Oeapouq

xal Oavdtouq extxépxouoa xal xPDI*Gtwv dcpatpéoeiq. Although like Philip

he may despise p twv TtoXXwv 66%p , he puts in place of them values and

Q
standards of his own, ou tb Cpv xepl TcXetatou xoipteov aXXa tb eu Cpyv,

and for him as has already been seen and as is repeated and emphasised

y d
here eu Cnv isdixatwqg Cdv* To do what is 61xato\is right in principle,
regardless of anything else, so that all that remains is to decide whether
e
or not to escape from prison isdétxatov. He gets Crito to agree that two

specific things are not 6txatov, namely to pay back harm for harm, a vieiv

£
which he particularly says the majority do not hold, oude doétxoupevov

dpa dvtaodixetv, wqg ot xoXXol otovtat, éxetdop ye oudapwq O6et dotxetv,
and to break an agreement or promise.”? ZQ. xotepov a dv -ttq opoXoypop

tw 6Cxaia bvta xotpteov p e?axatpteov; KP. xotpteov. He then shows

a. 46 b-c b. 44 c et passim c. 48 b d. ibid.
e. ibid. £. 49 c-d g. 49 e
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that in running away from prison he would he doing just that, in that he
would he repaying by injustice the unjust judgment which the Athenians

a
passed upon him, and would be breaking the tacit agreement he had made by

remaining an Athenian citizen to abide by the laws of the state.b For
unlike Antigone who was seen to have expected not to have to pay the penalty
for doing what authority disapproved of, because she thought she was in the
c
right, Socrates, though he feels that the penalty is undeserved, does not
think that this gives him the right to avoid it. He has done what he
considered right in principle, regardless of consequences, so that if it
meets with the disapproval of authority it does not mean that he was wrong
or that they are wrong, as Antigone fe It. Tlieir disapproval and imposition
of a penalty makes no difference to the fact that what he did was right in
itself, and that he did what he thought right makes no difference to the
fact that it vras disapproved of by authority and so must be paid for as
part of the sacrifice of self-interest. For unlike the majority of Greeks,
who as has been shown regarded the lav/s as unwelcome restraints to be
obeyed only of necessity, and to be evaded whenever possible, Socrates
puts forward an idea, here elaborated probably for the first time, that
the laws safeguard the existence of a community as a community, so that
they are there not to be broken, but to be accepted as the price or
condition of membership of that community. For to belong to any society or

community large or small is to be prepared to accept the rules of that

society and to accept some lim itation on one's w ill and pleasure.

a. 50 ¢ , 51 ¢ b. 51 e c. Apol 56 b ff. d. Crito 51 e
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6'q 6'av upwv 7iapajifCVT], opwv ov tpoTiov T)peuq i;d¢ xe dCna¢ OLxd”opev
xal taxXa tpv TtéXiv SduoLxoupcv, H&) cpapev toutov wpoXoypxEvau cpyw

Tptv a av T)pEl ¢ xcXcuwpEv Tioifjaelv tauta. To break the laws or rules

y/henever it suits that will and pleasure is not only to undermine the

whole fabric of society, ctXXo tu I toutw tw cpyw w ETtixetpelq Oduavop,
toug te vopoug r)*dg anoXeoai xal oupxaoav tpv TIoXLV to obv pepogq:; P
6oxeT COL OLOV te ett exeuvpv ¢tpv TIOXLV eLvai xal pp avatetpd”Oau, ev

T av ai yevopevau 6Cxai ppbéeéev LOXUWOLV aXXa uxb 1ldéuwtwv axupoC te

ylyvwvtalL xal OLacp-detpwvtat; but is also to break the agreements and

conditions of membership. dXXo ti ouv...p ouvOpxaq taq %$pbg ppdg autougq

xal" opoXoyCaq TiapapaCvet q. One can of course attempt to change the laws
if one disapproves of any of them in principle, or even leave the society
all together if the whole set-up is to one's distaste.” But to break a

law because it does not suit one to obey it, is to put one's own interests

before those of the community as a whole, and to claim to have more than is
one's due, OLxaiov , by acting not as one of many who are all subject to
the same rules, as children to a parent, but as an individual independent

d
of them, as equal to equal. One should obey the rules, decrees or laws of
a society not, as most Greeks did, because one meets with reprisals and

sanctions if one does not, but because as a member of that society one has
undertaken or agreed to do so, and is therefore morally obliged and duty

bound to do so whatsoever the consequences to oneself.” xal aepea-dai 6éeil
xal paXXov UTxeixeiv xal Owneueuv natpLOa x“Xexatvouoa p naxipa” xal p
neuOeuv * Tioietv a av xeXeup, xal Tidax€@tv... tiolpteov xavxa, xal xo

OLxaiov obtwg exeu, xal ouxl UTieuxtéov oude avaxwpptéov oude XeiTiteov

a. 50 a-b b. $2 d-e c. 51d d. 30 ¢, 51 a e. 51 b-c
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tpv td*Lv, ctXXa...Tiavtaxou Tioiptéov a av xeXe-*p f) tioxlc xal p xatpCq,
A $EL#ELv autpv p %o OLxauov xé(puxe* pid*ea*au 6& oux ooLov oute

pp'Cepa outE Tiatepa, rioxu 6e toutwv IiIxi pttov tpv xatpCda.

Since these are the principles or Xo”oi which Socrates held
throughout his life, and now still holds, and since they are principles,
that is things which are considered right in themselves and not because of
what others think, or of what happens to one, no other considerations can

prevail against them. aXX', w Zujxpateq, xEuOopEvoq pptv touq oougq
tpocpeuau pfjte xaidaq xepl TiXeCovoq tcouou ppte tb “pv ppte dXXo ppOEv
Tteb tou 6uxaCou, uva euq *'al0ou eXOwv Expq xdvta tauta anoXoYpaao”at
tou q EXEU dpxououv" oute yap evOdée aou (paCventai tauta =xpdttovtu

dpeuvov euvai oude OSuxaudbtepov oude Obauwtepov... oute exeuae a’uxopévw

dpeuvov eatau. Admittedly the laws suggest that having led a just life
here he will be able to give a better account of himself in the next 1life,
in the same way that Antigone hoped to please the gods of the underworld
by burying the dead. That the expediency of not escaping is here taken
into consideration cannot be denied. He feels that he will be better off
in the next life if he does no wrong in this, and more than that, he points
out both here and especially in the Anology that none of the alternatives
to death would be tolerable. But though advantage and self-interest are
included among the many factors that induce him to remain in prison, it is
clear at any rate from this dialogue that Socrates is facing death not just
for these reasons, but because of his basic convictions and principles.

“Vhen the sanctions are removed, in that he could escape scot -free from

a. 54 b
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prison, he does not as other Greeks take advantage of the fact, hut feels

morally obliged as an Athenian citizen to abide by the Athenian laws and

decisions.”*

D. Conclusion

In the case of Socrates there is evidence of the existence of
ccnscience and a sense of duty and moral obligation, but as will have become
evident from v/hat has been discussed earlier, he was by no means representative
of the average Greek, but was rather the exception v;hich proved the rule,
and regarded as an oddity by other Greeks. For the vast majority of them
judged what was right and what wrong in the light of external standards.
They did not, as Socrates was the first to complain, 'have any basic,
general and unchanging principles of behaviour, by which to decide for
themselves what was right or wrong, but accepted the valuation placed on
their actions by others, whether men or gods. They did not like Socrates
say *I am staying in prison because I think it is right and it is a
principle of mine to keep an agreement', but like Suthyphro said, 'I am
prosecuting my father because the gods approve and say I should¥*. Like
Euthyphro they are unable to explain why an action is approved by the gods,
that is they are unable to generalise and form any principle by which to
judge what is right and v/hat wrong. They can only quote a list of specific
actions knovm to be disapproved of by men or gods, and which therefore incur

their censure, anger and reprisals. It was therefore precisely against

this conformity to externally imposed standards through fear of public

ae 5> d
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opinion and other sanctions which the Sophists were attacking as being a
barrier to progress, initiative and the freedom of the individual. But
since if these external standards are invalidated it is only self-restraint
and a personal sense of duty and moral obligation which will prevent a man
from being completely self-willed and self-seeking, and since as has Jjust
been indicated this was conspicuously lacking among the Greeks with one
recorded exception, then:,to attack these standards and remove those
external pressures and sanctions, and thereby open the way to lawlessness,
is clearly subversive of society and community life. For society, as has
been pointed out, depends for its existence as a society on the individual
being either willing or obliged to limit his will and accept the conditions
of membership.

In this sense the attack of the Sophists on tradition can be said

to be highly subversive, and it is Jjust this danger which Plato realised,

and tried to remedy, by setting up absolute standardsto be imposedUpon
the ignorant masses through the rule of the only man capable of
comprehending them, namely the philosopher. But it can be seen that Plato

is only perpetuating just that situation of blind obedience to some
external standard or code which the Sophists were attempting to break down.
For it will be remembered that in attacking traditionthey were not
attacking a specific set of values, noir attempting to replace it by another,
but were trying to get men to recognise the general principles behind the
accepted values, so as to be able to judge for themselves what was right

in any particular set of circumstances. To set up absolute standards and

blame the Sophists for not doing so, is not only to run counter to their
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whole aim of freeing men from blind and unreasoning conformity, but also

to accuse them of what they were never guilty of encompassing, namely the
comi)lete repudiation and rejection of any and every standard of behaviour.
They did not indeed preach conformity, but neither did they preach
lawlessness. They encouraged men to free themselves from tradition, not
by disregarding all rules and regulations, but by allowing their own
judgment to decide what was the best means of following the general
principles behind the accepted values. It was because these general
principles were not widely recognised or understood, because men did not
act on principle but according to expediency, and not because there was any
attack on rules and regulations as such, that the attack of the Sophists

on tradition was subversive. In the light of this conclusion it will be
seen that Socrates was no more and no less to blame than the other Sophists
in this matter. That he vfas concerned with ethics, that is with the
relationships and rules of behaviour obtaining”“between members of a
community, and not with politics or litigation, does not make his views and
attitude any less subversive than that of any other Sophist in any other
sphere.. By suggesting that it was not alv;ays right to prosecute a
murderer or give back a deposit, he is like the other Sophists trying to
get men like Suthyphro to look behind the specific injunction to a general
principle of behaviour. But since these principles were in this sphere as
in all others generally not fecognised, then by demolishing the only
barrier against lawlessness, he like the other Sophists is promoting ideas
equally if not more subversive in that it is in the last resort the state

of the relationships between the members of a society which determines
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that society's success or failure.

Though the attack upon conformity was not an attack upon the
basic principles behind the accepted values, because this attack was
upon the traditions, rules and regulations which, in the absence of a
sense of moral obligation among the Greeks as a whole, kept Greek society
reasonably intact, it was dangerous in that it could result at best in
confusion, and at worst in a complete rejection of all rules and regulations
For it will be remembered that though such Sophists as Gorgias advocated
breaking the letter of tradition while keeping its spirit, Antiphon
attacked law and tradition both in letter and spirit as barriers' to self-
promotion, and that in this he was followed by such extremists as
Thrasymachus and Callicles. Granted this danger however it may well be
asked whether it was any more than a purely theoretical and academic one.
Thrasymachus and Callicles are indeed extreme in their views, but it will
be remembered that far from being completely unrepresentative of the
average Greek attitude to vopoq , they are only expressing it in more
than usually outspoken terms. For the average Greek as has been indicated
accepted a limit to his will and obeyed rules and regulations only because
he must, and because the only alternative was disaster in one form or
another. The only thing which prevented him from throwing off all
restraint, and from being completely sef-willed and self-seeking even in
ordinary circumstances, was not any unwillingness to do so, or any
principles of justice and the good of others, but, as Callicles only too

clearly, points out, lack of courage and the fear of getting hurt.* If

a. Gorgias 483 c, 484 a cf.Thrasymachus,Rep.I.344 b f.
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therefore the attack on convention, rules and regulations was to be in
any actual way subversive, it was just those sanctions which the average
Greek considered ultimate, namely loss of reputation and disaster
resulting from human and divine reprisals, which would have to lose in
fact and not just in theory their deterrent value. The facts however
show, as has been seen, that the average Greek was not prepared to stand
out against these sanctions, so that just as he was not willing to be
6Cxaloqg if it meant loss of reputation or death or any other disaster,
so too he would be equally unwilling to break any code or regulation if
he stood to lose by it.

Though therefore the licence to break rules and regulations may
sound in theory subversive, in practice, because of the normal standards
of behaviour, it was not likely to be so. Thus though it may be
suggested that because the laws exist only vopw , by convention, they
can be ignored in one's own interests, since as has been seen the
average Greek saw nothing wrong in breaking the law if he could get away
with it, but if he knew that he would suffer for it was not fool enough
to break it for the sake of breaking it, such a suggestion v*as likely
to have but little effect on the prevailing situation. In the same way,
though, when sure of success, the Athenians may scoff at the MeHans'
idea that the gods disapprove of alLKia , the Greeks in general did
not lightly ignore actual signs of divine anger, as the reactions to
the mutilation of the Hermae and to the eclipse of the moon in Sicily
show. So too though there may be signs of a growing independence of

public bpinion, as in the case of a Phrynichos or a Socrates or a
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Philip, the majority of Greeks were by no means indifferent to 66”*a
Again therefore though the suggestion of Athens that the Melians.
surrender, regardless of public opinion, and the suggestion of Odysseus
that Neoptolemus be unjust for a couple of hours, sound highly subversive,
in fact so great is the fear of what people will say, that these
suggestions fall on deaf ears. For though it is only fear of
consequences which makes a Greek 'just*, that is obedient to laws and
regulations, it is that same fear which also prevents him being
completely 'unjust', that is lawless and self-seeking.

It would seem therefore that the attack of the Sophists on
tradition did not in fact have quite such a detrimental effect on or
prove to be quite so subversive of the existing situation as Plato's
attacks on them would lead one to assume. For that same regard for
consequences and sanctions which resulted in the absence of the
personal standards or principles necessary for the complete success of
the Sophists' ideas also prevented them from being completely subversive.
Admittedly their ideas gave rise to abuses and to the reactionary
movement described above, but they would appear to have had little or
mo long term detrimental effects on the general standard of behaviour,
but if anything the reverse. For against any destructive influence
their views may have had must be offset the more liberal approach
towards, and greater insight into, human affairs which the attack on
tradition encouraged. For until now, since a man was Jjudged according
to external standards in the light of what he was seen to do or what

was seen to happen to him, it was only those things that were important.
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so that he was viewed only from outside as it were as 6 6pdaagq or 6
xdaxwv ¢ But now that more emphasis is being laid on the ability of
each man to control his own destiny and form his own judgment as to
what is right and what wrong in any situation, because that man is now
being viewed not simply as a follower or violater of a set standard of
behaviour, but as one trying to make his own way and form his own
standards, it is his aims and motives, his.hopes and fears and the way
in which he achieves his ambitions which assume importance. Before
this a man v/as considered right or wrong, good or bad, according as he
did or did not 1live up to the exspectations of others, a black and
white distinction which tended to result in a ’'holier than thou’
attitude to the failings of others. Now disaster and injustice are
seen to be the result of the failure of men to govern the circumstances
in which they find themselves, a failure not found in this or that
individual, but common to all mankind. For to Herodotus and the men of
his time and outlook history as the record of human affairs is a matter
of individuals who fail and deserve their misfortune, but to Thucydides
and men of his outlook, history is a study of mankind in all its
weakness, a study which condemnatory but yet sympathetic can be a

possession for all time.
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Notes to Part 1U

I find this sentence particularly difficult to interpret for two main
reasons. In the first place there seems to he some douht as to what is
-meant hy the termvofiog¢ > whether the rule referred to, namely that
concerning'a second vote, or to the specific decision about Mytilene.
G-omme for instance seems to think that it is the latter, for he says
in a note on this passage: *Kleon, as has often been pointed out, is
confusing i|TpCopidta with vo”ot ; the laws of Athens would not be
affected by the rescinding of an executive decree. He does so of set
purpose; it is one of his ways of bullying and confusing the issue.'
(Thucydides Vol. 2. p.300.) In view however of the fact that a second
debate was very likely a violation of a procedural law, Cleon could
equally well be arguing about the enforcement of such laws on all
occasions, a supposition which is supported by the first words of
Diodotos . (111.42 1.) outs XoxJ¢ i;)v duayvwpnv nepl
Mut LXTivaCuv autlwpau, outs tou* |ie|i(po|ifvoug TioXXaxL¢ Tiepl twv
psyuotwv pouXcuEoOai E%auvw. It is conceivable therefore that Cleon
is attacking the non-enforcement of laws as much as the rescinding of
particular decrees. In the second place, it appears uncertain what is
meant by the term dxCvT)tO(;, whether he is talking about the changing
or the enforcement of vopot , that is whether the term is the exact
opposite of axupoqor not, a question the answer to which depends on the
interpretation given to vopoi , If on the one hand he is talking about
decisions or decrees, then he would probably be referring to the
changing of them, but if he is talking about laws such as that concerning
the taking of a second vote, then he is probably referring to the
enforcement of them, which is not taking place at this time. It may
well be of course that he is attempting to cover both cases in the one
sentence, so that the ambiguity is intended.

Such criticism is of course comiron in G-reek literature, e.g. Aes. P.V.
224f.,324.; Hdt. 1.59.1.,V. 78., 92.; Soph.0.T.873ff.. ~ .58 f.; Thuc
111.62.3., V1.59*2., 1.17.; Bur. Suppl.44~kff., Fhoen.349ff.; Anon.
lambi. 7*12., 14*

Other examples: Hdt.111.142.3*, V.37*2.; Thuc. 111.82.8.; Eur. Suppl
433f., Phoen.535f.

Other examples: Thuc.III.37.1., VI.89.5.» (of. phrase OLOV oxXoq “uXEu
TtOLELv , IV.28.3., VI.63.2.); Sur. Suppl.412ff.

Other examples : Tliuc.III.82.8., VI.89*5 > VI.54.5%
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GENERAL IITDEX

Accident, see Mistake.

Achilles, and Agamemnon,10,12,15ff.,127f.,134;0obdurate,131;and Calchas,
140f.;and Patroclus, 143 ;and Hector,h212.

Adkins,A.W.H., 9,11,12,13,13,20,21,123,125,138,164,196,208,212,228.

Agamemnon, in Homer ,L10f.;and Achilles,12,15ff.,22,23,134,133,139f.,163,
256;in Aeschylus,58,144ff.,152f.,162.

Aggression, and society,13ff.,200;and aduxCa ,24f.;victim to blame for,
68,169,178,200;,not wrong in itself,15ff.,21ff.,133f.,139,145,157,160f,
171,174,181 ,187,232;Socrates and,264ff. see aduKua , , Power.

Alcibiades, and reputation,43f.;distrusted,53;turns traitor,71 ;and
definition,79f.,90;claims to rule,98;in Symposium,b239.

Allies, relationships with,183ff.

Antigone, 215ff.

Antiphon, (Sophist), 91,94ff.,100f.,103,121f.,195,207,271 .

Arbitration, in Homer ,131 ff. ;betv/een contestants,133,151 ,195,1 97f. ;in
Aeschylus,149ff. ;in law courts,191ff.,196ff.

Argument, mistrusted,80ff.;in law courts,86,149ff.,195ff.;in contests,
177£.,182€F.

Athens, and Greek patriotism,30ff.,156; 'modern' state,41;and democracy,
49ff.,98;and Mytilehe,50f.,82,105f.,186f.,212;and oligarchic revolt, 54;
in Thucydides,68ff.;and Melos,84,97f.,102f.,168f.,1/7f.,272;and empire,
98f.,168ff.,184ff.;and individual,1l0l ;and Sparta,41,104f.; and debate,
114f .;and Jjustice,171f.,177ff.;and allies,83,184ff.;and traditional
values,180,186f.;and plague,206. see Power

Beggars, protected by gods,20,25;protection of ,140f.

Blame, denial of,135,254ff.;and 'self',135f.,163ff.,243ff.,256ff.see Mistake.
Boehme,J., 135-

Brasidas, the 'modern' general,39f.,67;and Acanthus,174ff.

Burial of the dead, 212ff.

Callicles, and Gorgias,87,110; and justice,207ff.,271.

Censure, and failure,9ff.,and passim;disregard of,253ff. see Public Opinion.

Cephalus, and Jjustice,56,206.

Civilisation, 'man-made',691ff. see Society.

Cleon, attacks democracy,52;in Thucydides, 66ff.;attacks argument,83,189;
and second vote,105f.,186f.,275(1) ;attacks intelligence,113;and Pylos,189f.

Clouston,W.A., 29.

Code of wvalues, see Principles, Values.

Colonies, relationshins with,181ff.

Conscience, and tradition,120ff.,especially,134,161£ff.,167,187,219,236,
238,240ff. ,260£€F.

Consciousness,of a fact,163ff.,240£ff.;of culpability,241ff.

Consequences, actions evaluated by,16ff.,21,76,82,133,136,161,165f.,175, I87,
I189,213,217£ff.,255,273;feor of,162,166,183f.,216,240,245,247,252,272€f€f.;
independence of ,187,236,242f .,253ff»*261ff . ;undeserved,217£f.,253ff.,265.

Constitution, in Homeric society,47f.;needs revision,b48ff. 52ff.;and the
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power of the individual,52,98f. ;forins of ,106ff ¢ ;not good or had in
itself,113fConstitutional government, 100,188.

Contracts, 180ff.

Conviction,personal, see Principles.

Corcyra, stasis in,66,204;and apetf) ,172ff.;and Epidamnos,181ff.

Corinth, 35,41,103,178.

Court of Law, value of,191ff. see Arbitration

Crime, does not pay,118,153,187,220. see Aggression, Injustice, Sin, Wrong.

Croesus, and gods, 26,28,61,218 ;and Atys,28,164;and Solon,28;as wise
adviser,161.

Debate, Cleon and,83,189;Diodotus and,113ff.;188ff. see Argument.

Defeat, see Failure.

Definition, Euthyphro cannot give,57f.,268,270;used by Phrynichos,77f.;
per suasive,78£f£f.;174,258; mi strusted,80ff. see Argument.

Democracy, and the Persian war,32;set up in Greece and Athens,48f.;and
government of empire,49f.,52,98;as constitution,IO07£f.,193,275(3) (4)
under Pericles,112; not good or bad in itself,113-

Dependents, protection of,9ffe 6 21,36,123,142,154ff.,175f.,211,262.

Diodotus, and Mytilene,50f.,105,187; and debate,114f. ;and crime and
punishment,117£f.,204;and motives, 204.

Disaster, sent by gods,23,55,159;punishment for upplc ,23ff.,60f.,157ff.;
and vnrong,l6ff. 22ff. ,133ff. ,152f. ,157ff. ,219,273. see Consequences.

Dodds,E.R., 135,249.

Education, Protagoras and,116,122;and Jjustice,118ff.,238f.

End, more important than means,74ff.;justifies breach of rule,b42ff.,50ff.,
56f£.,80,89;0f law binding,36,89f., of law attacked,by Antiphon, 94f.,
by Athens, 97, by Odysseus,99f. ;determines value of skill,86f.,112.

Empire, see Athens.

Equality, before law,53,191ff.,194f.,199;and right to rule,98f.;and
ability,107.

Eumaeus, and Odysseus,21,140f.,154,181.

Euthyphro, and definitions,57f., 268,270.
Expediency, danger of,90ff.,98;as motive,b 202,267,270, and passim.

Failure, incurs strongest censure,9ff.,123ff.,and passim, see Public
Opinion, Shame.

Fame, see Standing.

Fault, see Blame.

Fight,not giving up, and dps tf) ,9ff.,125ff. ,and passim; at Sparta,b40f.,144.;
not always best policy,41ff. ;and Athens,97,168,273.

Force, not always useful,47;and justice, 233. see Power.

Friends, help of,20;value of,128ff.,146ff.;protection of,142f.,169,215,
222,262.

Gernet, L. 251.
Glaucus, and justice,55;and oaths,153.
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Gods, favour of,13;and justice,23ff., 58ff.,137ff.,153f.,156£ff.,172,184,
209,214 ;fear of,25,34,55,58ff.,162,166f. ,203ff.,216,245,247,272;
protection of ,20f.,136ff.,153ff.;and established order,48;'invented’,
93,102;and Thucydides,102;on winning side,102,172.

Gomme ,A.W., 72,106,275(1) .

Gorgias, 35f.,63f.,86f.,90,95f.,112,121f.,271.

Grundy,G.B., 42.

Guilt, see Conscience, Consciousness, Shame.

Hatch,W.H.P., 166.

Havelock,E.A., 91.

Heracles, and dpetf) ,154,174,201 ,233f.

Herodotus, and bppu 6 ,27ff.,64,68,69f.,71f. ;and history,27ff.,274;and
constitutions,106£ff.

History, and Herodotus,27ff.,274;and Thucydides ,64ff.;of mankind, 91ff.

Hope, and fear as motives,63ff.,71,118,204f.,216,274.

Hospitality, ties of,55,136ff.,152f.

How,W.W.and Wells,J., 29.

Human .nature, in Thucydides ,65ff.,95,102; and law,94ff.,as standard of
action,96ff. ;can be conditioned,l19ff.

Immoralists, 210,271. see Callicles.

Individual, will of,14ff.,and destiny,62ff.,274;and state,8f.,95,100f.,109f.,
265f.,269;and responsibility,115,120ff.,259,269f. ,274.

Injustice, gods and,23ff.,58f.,136ff.,153f.,157£ff.,214;and argument,87f.;
and nature,102f . ;and law, 117ff.;and state, 200£f£f. ,225ff . ;lmraoralists
and,208ff. see Aggression, Wrong. d6 Lxia.

Intelligence, in Homeric society,37ff,47ff.;in Fifth Century,39ff., 50ff.;
mistrusted,53,80£ff. ;and government,98f.;and civilisation,92;attack on,
103ff. ;not bad in itself,112ff.

Intention, 254ff. see Chance, Mistake.

Jones,J.W.,132,152,193,194.

Jones ,W.H.S. ,6247.
Jury, as arbiters,150f. ;and decision,197f.;as defenders of law,201.

Justice, and gods,23ff., 58ff.,136ff.,157£ff. ;negative attitude to,55ff.,
59ff .;and society,8f.,92f.,115ff.,120£ff.,143,161f.,167~,187y202f .211£f€f .,
225ff. ,265f. ;0dysseus and,99f.;Plato and,110f.;and law,117ff.;and law
courts,150£ff ., 195ff . ;Polus and,207f . ;and dpetf) ,116f.,173f.,210f.,226£f€f.;
and foreign affairs, 168ff. ;Neoptolemus and,232ff.see 0 ixaLOOUV|],Law,

Principles.
Kings, see Monarchy.

Larsen,J.A.0., 32.
Latte,K.,16,132.

Lattimore,P., 31,46.
Law, necessary to society,8f.,92ff.,204,209,265f.,269;not end in itself,



-290"

36,41ff. ,52ff. ,56ff. ;spirit of,89ff, ,2?1;licence to disregard,90ff.,
271f.;and intelligence,104f.;and individual,8f.,91ff.,110£,119;and
Protagoras,116f,,195; and justice,117ff.,191ff.,203£ff.,271 ;fear off, 34,
192,203ff. ;aid weak, 191ff ¢ ,209; and dpetf) ,198f.,207,263ff. ;Socrates
and,265f. see Arbitration, Court of law.

Lies, telling of,101,232ff., 240,

Melos, see Athens,

Menelaus, and Helen,130f, ,138f.,152,

Mental aberration, Agamemnon and,135f%*,159,248;Xerxes and,159f. see Mistake.

Mental disturbance, attitude to,b248f.

Might, see Athens, Power.

Mistake, and Croesus,26;Agamemnon and,16,134ff,6,159,165,218,220,256;Xerxes
and,159;and wrong,26,141,152f.,159,161,165f. ,218ff.,236;and intention,
2561f, see Chance,Intention.

Monarchy, in Homer,10f.,14,45ff.,188;Xerxes and,30;as constitution,107f,

Mytilene, see Athens.

Neoptolemus, and new values,b232ff,
Nicias, and Sicily,43,51,98;and gods,59ffe,70,218.

Oath, gods and,21,55,140f.,153,184.

Odysseus, in Homer,38f.,47,140;in Sophocles,99f.,221,273.

Oligarchy, as constitution,108;oligarchic revolt, 54*

Orestes, and revenge,1l45f.;and arbitration,149ff.;and conscience,b242ff.

Paris, and dpEtf) ,12;and Helen, 138f. ;and Agamemnon, 152f.

Patriotism, Greeks and,30ff,,156;Hector and,126.

Pearson,L., 27.

Pericles, war policy,41f.;as statesman,41f.,103,112f.,and assembly,52;
dismissed and re-elected,53;and superstition,62;in Thucydides,70f.,112f.;
and individual,1l0l ;and empire,170f. .

Phrynichos, breaks tradition,44,96,103; and public opinion,44,272; and
values,75f.;82;and definitions,77ff.;and spirit of law,89,91,97.

Plans see Intention, Chance, Mistake.

Plataea, 82f.

Plato, and Gorgias,87,110;and individual,110f. ;and Immoralists,210;and
new values,231 ;and Sophists,269,273.

Polus, 190,207f.

Polycrates, 28f.,58.

Popper ,K.R., 111.

Power, basis of standing,9ff,;and right,13ff.,153,150£ff.,178,180£ff.,191,
194,207,212,233;and government,10f.,45f.,98f.,108,110,188;Athens and,
83,98f.,172,185;

Prestige, see Standing.

Principles, 115fff.,161ff.,175ff. J83,187,200£ff.,203,206,216£f.,219,236,
240ff. ,260ff.

Protagoras, 35,93,116,123,187,205.

Protecting others, aud upccf) ,9ff.,36,123,141 £f.,154ff.,174£f.,188f,,201,

233,262.
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Psychology, and Sophists,63f.;and Thucydides, 64ff. ,and Euripides, 249;
and Antiphon, 251f.

gublic Opinion, in Homer ,9ff.,123ff.,143; in Eolk-tale,143ff.; fear of, I1lf.,
I6,34,43f.,123€ff.,143f.,159,162,1é8,175,203ff.,225,231,237£ff.,2é2,268,
272f. ;independence of,44,51f.,97,232ff.,272;and new values,23l ;and
Socrates, 261,264 ,272. see Censure, Shame.

Punishment, Protagoras and,116,133;and justice,117f.;as deterrent,117ff.,
160f.,192,203ff. ;and gods,23ff.,141,153,157,159;retributive, 133,152,
157 ;remediary ,116,133,200 ;in next v/orld,214,267* see Revenge.

Recompense, see Revenge.

Redress, see Revenge.

Relatives, help of,620;value of,128ff.,146£ff.,193,195;protection of,6 142,
145,155. see Dependents.

Reputation, see Shame , Standing.

Revenge, and gods,25ff.,157fe¢;in Greek literature,127;aim of victim,126£ff.,
153,157£ff. ,144ff. ,157£.,186.,198;in law court,131f.,151f.,192ff. , 198ff.

Rhetoric, in Homer,47;and Sophists,35,63;and ethics,86ff.

Right, and wrong,8ff.;of stronger,17ff.,133ff.,177£ff.,183f.;rights and
wrongs,149ff. ,176£ff.,182ff.,185,195£¢f.

Rules, and regulations, see Law.

Sanctions, fear of ,21f.,34f.,55,192,203ff.,208,240£f.,245,266,268f.,272f.;
lack of,203f.,216,267f.;evasion of,258. see Consequences.

Self, and mistake,134f.,25&ff. see Individual.

Self-help, 130,132,152,191,194f.,199.

Shame, felt by victim,13f.,126ff.,133,136f.,139,144ff. ,151f*,158,168ff.,
198f.,208f.,231;not felt by aggressor,13,15,126,134,136,140,158,176,
181,187,198,207ff.,232;and failure ,bl10f£f.,16,21 ,36,42ff.,123£f£f.,133,
140£f.,154ff.,159,161,168ff.,181f.,188,198f.,207,211,225,231,232,253ff.,
262f. ;of oneself,120,122,135,162,167,241f.,252f.,261 ;and gods,139ff.,
153f.,157ff. ;Neoptolemus and,237ff.;definition of,240. see Censure,
Public Opinion, Standing.

Sin, no sense of,161. see Conscience, Mistake, Wrong.

Sinclair,T.A., 53.

Social Contract, theory,93;hetween state and individual,b8f.,263f.

Society, needs law,8f.,92f.,109ff.,204,209,26~f.,269;and tradition, 34ff.,
95ff.,120ff.,268ff.;and individual,8f.,15,95ff.,100f£f.,109f.,120£ff .,
210,265f.,268f . ;and co-operation,8f.,101;and intelligence,37ff.,111£ff.;
and justice,115ff.,120ff.,225ff.;Socrates and,6265f.

Socrates, and convention,36ff.,99,109;incurs prejudice,87f.;and Polus,190f.;
and Immoralists,210;abnormal,191,211,260,262,268;and justice,212,260ff.;
and followers,239;and public opinion,26I,264,272;and conscience,260ff.;
and Sophists,72 (1) ,270f.

Solon, and Croesus,28;and laws,191f.,200,207.

Sparta, tradition bound,40f.,103ff.;and giving up fight,41f.,144;and Thirty
Years Truce,61,184;and Athens,63,98,170f.,174,178;in Thucydides, 68ff.;
constitution o0f,108;and allies,183.

Standards, see Principles, Values.
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standing, lost by wvictim,13f.,126f.,133,136f.,139,1VEfff.,151ff.,158,168ff.,
I87,198f.,208f.,222;and inability,9ff.,140f. ,181,222,262f;regained by
revenge,l126ff. ,137ff.,144ff+,151,157€£.,187,198;0f supreme importance,
123ff.,141ff. ,154ff. ,168ff.,174,182f.,183,187,189f.,215,220,223ff.,
263;basis of,9ff.,123,143,174,176,184,188,190,219,228ff. ;and gods,139ff.,
153f.,157ff. ;and helping others,9ff.,36,123,141ff.,154ff. 174ff.,188f .,
201,2335262;indifference to,258ff. see Gensure, Public Opinion, Shame.

Stanford,W.B.,b38.

State, see Society, Social Contract.

Success, and apetf) ,9ff.,123f.,171 ,176,187,211,230,233; encouraged by
traditional values,14,123,167f.;not result of piety,62. see Failure,
Standing.

Superstition, see Gods,fear of.

Suppliants, gods and,22;protection of,134ff. , 181ff.

Sympathy, none for wvictim,13f.,126,180,202,209,218,233.

Taylor A.E., 210.

Telemachus, threat to life of,125;and suitors,18 ,136ff.

Thebes, 78,82f.,

Themistocles, in Herodotus,31;not superstitious,62;and persuasive
definitions,78.

HEThrasymachus, 209,271 .

Thucydides, and Athenian constitution,53f.,and history,64ff.,274;and
psychology,64ff.;and Nicias,59ff.;and Cleon,66ff.;and PericLes,70f.;
and Corcyra,66;and Athens,68ff.;and human nature, 65,95,102.

Tyranny, and democracy,53; Thucydides and,69;justified by power,b98f. ;as
constitution,107,275(2) (4); admired by Greeks,190f.,207.

Untruth, see Lies.

Values, traditional,9ff.,35ff.,46,75€f.,123€ff.,143ff.,168£ff.,180,186,191,
209f.,215,237,254€f.,257,262f. ,271£ff. ;new,21If.,225ff. ;variety of,212ff.;

Socrates and,260ff.
Value judgments, attempt to alter,76.
Value system, not attacked by Sophists,75f.,89f.,240,269jundermined, 951
Value terms, manipulation of,174, see Definition.

War, method of waging, 36f.,39ff.,104f.

Weak, see Aggression, Victim.

Wrong, right and,8ff.;proved by consequences,l16ff.,21 ,76,82,133,136,161 ,
I65f.,175,187,189,213,217£ff.,255,275.

Xerxes, 29ff.,144,159ff.,166f.

Zucker,F., 243,2451.,259.
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10TEX OF KEY GREEK WORDS

a6i.xCo, adiHO<, 15ff.,21ff.,158ff.,171,17&éf£f.185£.,203.

apetfi, oyci”“é¢ , 10ff. ,3é,11éf:,126,138,140£ff. ,154ff. ,169,172ff. ,187,
188,210f.,209,222,224f. ,22Eff.233,262F.

yvwpn, 256ff.

OLxoioadivn, bCxaiag, 15ff.,21f£.,55f£-,116£f.,150f .157f.,167£.,172,174,
177£.,182£f.,187,195€f.,205£f.,222f.,226ff.,262,2é4f¢f.

Ev-8 trov, 166f.,247.
afiveoL c,ouyYLMOOKU ,-opctt, ,00vou6a,ouYY: ' 'wpT) ,oli\i\ioLa,ou'VEU6'noi,c,163££.,
243ff.

YipR, 9ff.,127ff.,136ff.,145ff. ,151€ff.,171,185,198,202,214.

uppte¢ , 15ff. ,21ff. ,59ff. ,66£ff.,102,137,157ff,m



